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Apostate Thomas Aquina§l2251274)

This book will be a section in my book The Hellenization of Christianity by the Arti
Church Fathers and Scholastics

This book was taken from a sectiononthesc hol asti cs titl ed AThomas
book The Hellenization of Christianity by the Anti-Church Fathers and Scholastics
(hereafter HCAS). When that book is published, this book will only be available as a
section with its subchapters in my main Hellenization book.

Biography
Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, A Th o masi Algeli emracd 00f 1225 is usually
assigned as the time of his Afdheagaohé Al | agree that

five, according to the custom of the times, he was sent to receive his first training
from the Benedictine monks of Monte Cassinoé

fiAbout the year 1236 he was sent to the University of Naplesé At Naples his
preceptors were Pietro Martini and Petrus Hibemus. The chronicler says that he
soon surpassed Martini at grammar, and he was then given over to Peter of Ireland,
who trained him in logic and the natural sciences. The customs of the times divided
the liberal arts into two courses: the Trivium, embracing grammar, logic, and
rhetoric; the Quadrivium, comprising music, mathematics, geometry, and
astronomy. [RIMI: He also learned the philosophy of Aristotle]é

fiSometime between 1240 and August 1243, he received the habit of the Order of
St. Dominic, being attracted and directed by John of St. Julian, a noted preacher of
the convent of Naplesé

fiThomas& brothers, who were soldiers under the Emperor Frederick, captured
the novice near the town of Aquapendente and confined him in the fortress of San
Giovanni at Rocca Secca. Here he was detained nearly two years, his parents,
brothers, and sisters endeavouring by various means to destroy his vocationé

fAThe time spent in captivity was not lost. His mother relented somewnhat after the
first burst of anger and grief; the Dominicans were allowed to provide him with new
habits, and through the kind offices of his sister he procured some books & the
Holy Scriptures, Aristotleds  Met aphysi cs, and the 6Sentencesé6 of P
After eighteen monthsé he was set at liberty, being lowered in a basket into the
arms of the Dominicans, who were delighted to find that during his captivity e
had made as much progress as if he had been in a studium generale6(Calo. op. cit.,
24).

fiThomas immediately pronounced his vows, and his superiors sent him to Rome.
Innocent IV examined closely into his motives in joining the Friars Preachers,
dismissed him with a blessing, and forbade any further interference with his
vocation. John the Teutonic, fourth master general of the order, took the young
student to Paris and, according to the majority of the saint& biographers, to
Cologne, where he arrived in 1244 or 1245, and was placed under Albertus Magnus,
the most renowned professor of the Order. In the schools Thomasé& humility and
taciturnity were misinterpreted as signs of dullness; but when Albert had heard his
brilliant defence of a difficult thesis, he exclaimed: dNe call this young man a dumb
ox, but his bellowing in doctrine will one day resound throughout the world.6

filn 1245 Albert was sent to Paris, and Thomas accompanied him as a student. In
1248 both returned to Cologne. Albert had been appointed regent of the new
studium generale, erected that year by the general chapter of the Order, and Thomas
was to teach under him as Bachelor. During his stay in Cologne, probably in 1250,
he was raised to the priesthood by Conrad of Hochstaden, archbishop of that cityé
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In the year 1251 or 1252 the master general of the Order, by the advice of Albertus
Magnus and Hugh of St. Cher, sent Thomas to fill the office of Bachelor (sub-
regent) in the Dominican studium at Paris. This appointment may be regarded as the
beginning of his public career, for his teaching soon attracted the attention both of
the professors and of the students. His duties consisted principally in explaining the
@entencesoof Peter Lombard; and his commentaries on that text-book of theology
furnished the materials and, in great part, the plan for his chief work, the Summa
theoléogi cabd

fiThomas was admitted to the degree of Doctor in Theology. The date of his
promotion, as given by many biographers, was 23 October, 1257¢ A tradition says
that Bonaventure and Thomas received the doctorate on the same dayé

fiMen were more anxious to hear him than they had been to hear Albert, whom
Thomas surpassedé Paris claimed him as her own; the popes wished to have him
near them; the studio of the Order were eager to enjoy the benefit of his teaching;
hence we find him successively at Anagni, Rome, Bologna, Orvieto, Viterbo,
Perugia, in Paris again, and finally in Naplesé

fiOn 6 December, 1273, he | aid aside his pen and
on 7 March, 1274¢é  #lwas canonized by John XXII, 18 July, 1323é Pius V
proclaimed Thomas a Doctor of the Universal Church in the year 1567. In the
Encyclical GAeterni Patris,00f 4 August, 1879, on the restoration of Christian
philosophy, Leo XIII declared him &he prince and master of all Scholastic doctors.6
The same illustrious pontiff, by a Brief dated 4 August, 1880, designated him patron
of all Catholic universities, academies, colleges, and schools throughout the world.o

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fiThomas Aquinas was also trained in the arts, including Aristotle, under Master
Martin (who covered grammar and logic) and Peter Ireland (who taught the natural
sciences) between 1233 and 1239. '0

See RIMI book HCAS: Hi st ory of the SchoénitysAA i csbé6 Hel
Chronology of Scholasticism.

The dumb ox who became smart and lost wisdom

While the apostate Jerome is the most dangerous anti-Church Father, the apostate
Thomas Aquinas is the most dangerous scholastic. Both of them Hellenized Christianity,
and in the worst way, by glorifying philosophers and their philosophies. And both are
very dangerous because their idolatrous and heretical works have never been condemned
nor have they been denounced as apostates.

ABe not more wise theamnomes antewwisd.ad vy,
(Ecclesiastes 7:17)

It is said that when the apostate Aquinas first attended school he was called a dumb
ox. If this were true, then he would have had a better chance of being Catholic and saving
his soul if he simply remained a dumb ox instead of trying to become smart in order to
show others how great a genius was hiding inside the dumb ox. Instead, he lusted after
the intellect and ended up putting reason over faith and the brain over the heart. Hence he
became a pseudo-intellectual. He was no longer a dumb ox but a smart Satan and thus
lost true wisdom, if he ever had it to begin with.

1c.1,p. 47



His apostasy of glorifying philosophy in all the three ways

The apostate Thomas Aquinas glorified philosophy in all of the three ways; that is, 1)
by using philosophy or mythology to edify or enlighten oneself or others on faith or
morals; 2) by using methods unique to philosophy; 3) by using terminologies unique to
philosophy (scholastic babble). For more on this topic, see RIMI book The Methods and
Effects of Hellenizing Christianity.

However, he did not glorify mythology in his works, although he most probably did so
by sins of omission or commission in regard to images of devils, false gods, immorality,
and immodesty in desecrated Catholic places. The apostate Aquinas also held other
heresies.

He was condemned by some of his peers

The facts you are about to read have been hidden from most men by the idolizers of
the apostate Thomas Aquinas. They want you to believe that he was a better teacher of
the Catholic faith than all the Church Fathers and Doctors of the Catholic Church:

Apostate Antipope Leo XIll, Aeterni Patris, 1879: il17. Among the Schol asti
Doctors, the chief and master of all towers Thomas Aquinas, who, as Cajetan

observessbecause 6he most venerated the ancient Doctor s
way seems to have inherited the ntellect of all . @
with the warmth of his virtues and filled it with

i
n
Single-handed, he victoriously combated the errors of former times, and supplied
invincible arms to put those to rout which might in after-t i mes spring upé Reason,
borne on the wings of Thomas to its human height,
known that nearly all the founders and lawgivers of the religious Orders
commanded their members to study and religiously adhere to the teachings of St.
Thomas, fearful least any of them should swerve even in the slightest degree from
the footsteps of so great a man. o

If Catholics believe this humongous lie, then they will inevitably embrace
scholasticism and A g u i othersddlatries or heresies and thus fall outside the Catholic
Church while thinking they are Catholic.
Once Aquinas was canonized (declared a saint) in 1323 by apostate Antipope John
XXII, scholasticismand A g u i n a sdolatriestanid leenesies were also canonized. That
was one of the most evil, if not the most evil event that took place in the history of the
Catholic Church. The glorification of Origen and the non-condemnation of anti-Church
Father Jerome are close seconds.
However, before Aquinas was canonized and idolized by most, many rightly opposed
him and his heretical teachings, especially so-called Franciscans, Augustinians, and even
some Dominicans. | say fiso-calledo because even though they correctly condemned
many of Aquinasé6é heresies, they themselves w
them were also scholastics to one degree or another and thus were guilty of heresy on this
point alone. Hence in this case we have evildoers exposing and condemning evildoers.
Theseevildoersunwi tti ngly servedby&msinsa phur ptolser @ d
idolatries or heresies:

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fiDespite Thomaséprestige during his own lifetime, most Dominican scholastics,
like their non-Dominican counterparts, were not only firmly rooted in the
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Augustinian tradition but wary of
represented.

fiRetracing the steps by which the Friar Preachers embarked upon the solitary via

Thomae, it quickly becomes evident that the Dominican Order was propelled, step
by step, by an intermittent series of doctrinal wars between two groups of
Dominican magistre, namely, Aquinas 6 ear |y Domi ni can

conservative neo-Augustinian brethren. Spanning the years between 1290 and 1334,

the schisms produced by these wars transgressed the confines of the Dominican

convents and constituted the Orderé first (and perhaps only) public spectacle of
disunity among its ranks. Between 1307 and 1323, debate within the Dominican
Order reached its climax in a series of bitter polemical battles between Hervaeus

Natalis [ca. 1250-1 323], t he most pr omiasauthe o f

eventual Master General of the Dominican Order, and Durandus of St. Pourcain
[1275-1 33 4] , tehfantte@riblelaadrthd last major Dominican thinker to
openly attack Aquinas6teachings. Originating as an intra-Dominican dispute, the
theological controversies between Natalis and Durandus soon escalated into an
ideological imbroglio which held captive the fascination of their contemporaries in
the schools for more than a decade and a half. Concurrent to the controversies,
Thomas Aquinas acquired an auctoritas, or a theological authority, within the
Dominican Order which surpassed even that of Augustineé 2

fiThomas Aquinas, the Condemnations, and Their Consequences:  Aguinas left
a large number of critics in his wake. As has already been pointed out, the majority

of medieval thinkers regarded Aristotle and Aquinaséuse of Aristotle as somehow
Goreigndand uncongenial to their own more traditionally Augustinian worldview.?

Thus, the Franciscan John Pecham was openly hostile to Aquinaséteachings.* Many

seculars disagreed with Aquinaséteachings. Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of
Fontaines both attacked Aquinasdrendering of theology as a science, in particular,
his theory of the subalternation of science.” Most Franciscans opposed Thomas6
teachings. During his regency (c. 1280-1284), Roger Marston is reported to have
thundered against &he novitatum praesumptores, the theologi philosophantes, the

pel agians, and the |like,d i.%%., against

fiFundamentally, the Condemnations of 1277 were the open eruption of long-

simmering differences between traditional Augustinians, Thomas and his followers,

and the more radical Aristotelians.” Frustrated by the failure of the earlier
Condemnations of 1270 to quell the activity of the Averroists, conservative
theologians appealed to the Bishop of Paris. In 1277, Etienne Tempier appointed a
commission of sixteen masters, including Henry of Ghent, to re-examine the

cerrorsocurrent in the Arts faculty.® The commission was also ordered to re-examine

the writings of Giles of Rome and Thomas Aquinas. On March 7, 1277, Bishop

Tempier condemned a list of 219 errors. Of these, 16 were (or were perceived to be)

drawn from the writings of Thomas Aquinasé

fiPerhaps the most ardent institutional support for the Condemnations came from

the Dominicansotraditional rivals, the Franciscans. In 1279, William de la Mare, a

he
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Franciscan scholar, published a correction of Thomaséwritings.’ In the
Correctorium Fratris Thomae, de la Mare cited 117 excerpts taken from Aquinasé
written works in which he differed from St. Augustine andé Bonaventure.™ That
same year, the Franciscan General Chapter forbade its members to defend theses
contained in the Condemnations.™ Three years later, in 1282, the Franciscan
General Chapter forbade the dissemination of Thomas6Summa except among their
dmore intelligent6lectors.'? Even then, provincials were not to allow the
dissemination of the Summa unless it was accompanied by a copy of William de la
Mared Correctorium. Ministers were to defend Ganedopinions.*?é

fiThe second redaction of the Franciscan Constitutions, promulgated in 1292,
reaffirmed the Orderds dedication to the defense of the Parisian Condemnations.™
Criticism of Aquinas and his teachings was not limited to the Franciscans. Many
Augustinians and seculars joined in the frenzy of attacks. What is surprising,
however, is the fact that they were joined by Dominicans who, rooted in twin
traditions of Augustinianism and Dominican inquisitorial activity, believed strongly
that Aquinas represented a radical breach with the Dominican intellectual
traditioné

fiProviding the philosophical underpinnings of the Thomistic world view, the
application of these Aristotelian principles spilled over into the theological realm
and would, as time went by, steadily expand the ideological arena in which the
struggle between the two schools took place. Thomistic epistemology provides us
with a case in point. To put it plainly, the Thomists held that people come to know
through sense experience in contradistinction to the Augustinian theory of divine
illumination. In other words, the Thomists differed from the neo-Augustinians in
their understanding as to how human beings could know God and understand
revelation. Similarly, because Thomism was built upon a fundamentally different
concept of theology than was Augustinianism, members of the two schools would
invariably arrive at different conclusions when faced with the same theological
question.™

fiResonating with doctrinal implications, these conceptual differences led to
charges and counter-charges of heresy. The contest between the Thomistsd
intellectualist and the neo-Augustiniansévoluntaristic perceptions of the soul is
illustrative of the trend. Simply (and, perhaps, simplistically) put, whereas the

Footnot e ZTactorium©ant hever sy, s @oerectBrimnconttoveByandrthe origing df the Usus
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Thomists ranked the intellect over the will in both humanity and God, the opposite
was true of the neo-Augustinians. Therefore, in the eyes of the neo-Augustinians,
the Thomistic concept of the soul reversed the d&raditional order from right willing
to right knowing6and thereby raised the specter of determinism.™® Likewise,
Thomasdcontention that a sinful act originated in a defect of the intellect provoked
charges of Pelagianism.*” Doctrinal concerns haunted Thomasdteaching on forms,
thereby spawning yet more controversies over the Trinity, the Incarnation, creation,
and the sacraments.*® Even the Immaculate Conception controversy, which was to
figure so prominently in the Orderé history during the fifteenth century, made its
appearance during the school formative years.' Pushed fully to their logical
conclusions, the Aristotelian principles led to practical as well as theoretical
consequences. In addition to the points of contention discussed above, the neo-
Augustinians and the Thomists battled over the nature of the papacy, the Church

and the justification of usury.?’¢ *'0%
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While Bonaventure was an apostate scholastic himself, he correctly opposed and
condemned some teachings of the apostate Aquinas:

Aquinas and His Role in Theology, by Marie-Dominique Chenu, O.P., 1959:
fiThomas Aquinas was someone who was notorious for his option for Aristotelian
principles, and he saw himself targeted by Bonaventure. He had just recently
returned from Italy where he had taught for ten years, and he had taken up his chair
again at the University of Paris at the beginning of the academic year 1268¢é

fiThomas Aquinas had to leave Paris the following year to take a chair in
theology at the University of Naples. The Masters of Arts (today we would call
them the professors of the Faculties of Arts and Sciences), whose philosophical
methods Thomas had defended against the Augustinian supernaturalism of
Bonaventureé Bonaventure, whose Augustinian bent (apparently more congenial
to the spirit of St. Francis) never agreed with the rational autonomy of the method of
his colleague Thomas Aquinas. Thomas, as a common enemy, brought them
[Bonaventure and Bishop Tempier] together.o %

“Foot not e ParBand Oxfirt, e f2f3,9 . o

"Footnote 128: Ok Thon.8& (BibldTéom), B:33U4a 3 2, 0

®Footnote 129: @AJ. | . Cat-1282 0 Thaeharly Oxford ghpolszd . Qatto, §te history bféhen s 12 2 0
University of Oxford 1 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 503.0
®“Footnote 130: fASee | . Br a ofthe I mhatuate Codceptioeih tbefonrteent!t centorf aftdr he doct r i ne

Aur e BSI15 (195p): 175-2 0 2 ; F. de Gturimxe edes OtLla®allo@gi ens sur | &ldmmacul ®e Conc
franciscaines, ns 2, no. 9 (Dec., 1952): 181-205; 4 (June, 1953): 167-187; and, for an example of the early polemics, doan de Polliaco

et loan de Neapoli. Quaestiones Disp. De Immaculata Conception,bed. C. Balié in Bibliotheca Mariana Medii Aevil ( Si beni ci : Kalic,
1931):73-95. o

®Footnote 131: fdSee, for instance, Charles ZuBRTAM49(88A)n, O6Some t ext
174-204; M. Griesbach, ®Bdohweodtf Pahomi atAna&tiemeGisongribeeact.C.g.hi | sophy, 6 in
O6 Neal (Mil waukee: Ma r g u-60tard ©dd Uangholme Ecandmicsyin the medievad schools: 9véaléh) : 3 3

exchange, value, money and usury according to the Paris theological tradition, 1200-1350, Studien und Text zur Geistesgeschichte

desMi ttel alters, 29 (Leiden: Brill, 1992) .0

¢, 2, 49-59.

2 Medieval History and Culture Volume 17, edited by Francis G. Gentry, Professor of German, Pennsylvania State University.

Published in 2003 by Routledge, 19 West 35th Street, New York, NY, 10001.

#¢.5,p.82;¢c.7,p.123.
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Apostate Bishop Stephen Tempier in 1270 and 1277 condemned heresies taught at
University of Paris and by the apostate Thomas Aquinas

At the command of apostate Antipope John XXI, the apostate Bishop Stephen
Tempier began an investigation into heresies being taught at the University of Paris.
Upon completion of his investigation, he condemned 219 propositions that were taught
by the scholastics at the University of Paris, several of which were taught by the apostate
Thomas Aquinas. This condemnation became known as the fil277 Condemnationo or
fiThe Condemnation of 1277¢:

fiLogic and the condemnations of 1277, & Sdmay. Uckelman, 2008: fAWe start
discussion of the condemnation by presenting the standard view of the events
l eading up to Tempierds 7 March condemnat.i
XXI wrote to Tempier saying that he had heard rumors of errors circulating within
Paris, and charging him with investigating these rumors and reporting on them to
him:

Footnote 5: [English translation:] Todhe bishop of Paris. An exceedingly

worrisome relation has recently disturbed our hearing and excited our

mind, that in Paris, where hitherto the living font of salutary wisdom has

been lavishly spreading its most clear streams showing the Catholic faith

all the way to the ends of the earth, certain errors in judgment of that very

faith are said to have sprung forth anew. And so we desire you, being

strictly instructed by the authority of these presents, and we command

that you should diligently cause to be inspected or inquired by which

people and in which places the errors of this kind are spoken or written,

and whatever you may hear about or find, you should not omit to

faithfully write them down, to be transmitted to us through your

messenger as quickly as possible. 8 dated by Viterbo, 18 January, in the

first year.&*

fifThe traditional view is thatsthis |etter

condemnation®é Even t hough the sources oify the errors

named in the condemnation, the standard view is that the condemnations were
directed against Thomas Aquinas, Siger of Brabant, and Boethius of Dacia (like
Siger, a member of the Faculty of Arts). %6’

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2 0 0 @ondendnation of 12770; OrfiMarch
7, 1277, the Bishop of Paris, Stephen Tempier, prohibited the teaching of 219
philosophical and theological thesesé Tempier& condemnation is only one of the
approximately sixteen lists of censured theses that were issued at the University of
Paris during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. The theologian John of Pouilly
reports that sixteen masters of theology were Tempier& assessors for the
condemnation. One of the members of the commission was Henry of Ghent, as he
himself testifies in his Quodlibet 11é

fiThe Condemnation of 1277 not only covered the already mentioned syllabus of
219 errors, but also the work de amoredby Andreas Capellanus, a treatise on
geomancy with the incipit &Estimaverunt Indidand the explicit Racionare ergo

2 Cadier, L. 1892-1906. Les registre de Jean XXI, in vol. 3 of Jean Guiraud, ed. 1892-1906, Les registres de Gregoire X (1272- 1276),

the

our

on. On

wa s

recueil des bulles de ce pape, publ . vesduVaicama(PajissTaoeigP. M6 apres | es

®Footnote 6: A[Cal5’55, p. 11]1; [Gr96, p. 71]; [Knod42, p.

1847 ;

®Footno$ee 1di:sdussions in, e.g., [Eb98], [Wi p77], [&p95a], an

works is [Man08]. For information on Boethiusés | i ftettwand
MSs of the condemnation, Paris, Bibl. nat. de France, lat. 4391 and lat. 16533, carry marginalia identifying Ghe heretic Siger and
Boethius6in one case and & clerk named Boethius. KBowever, these MSs are noted as being among the more unreliable ones.o0

2" Institute for Logic, Language, and Computation, The Netherlands, November 13, 2008.
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super eum, et invenies, etc.& which has not yet been identifiedd and unnamed
treatises on necromancy, witchcraft, or fortunetellingé

fiToday it is generally agreed that a considerable number of the 219 censured
propositions have a bearing on the reintroduction of pagan philosophy into the arts
faculty, and on the ensuing crisis over the relation of faith and reasoné
Propositions may well have been derived from the teaching of theologians, such as
Thomas Aquinas. In particular, € AquinasOteaching was also implied in Tempier&
condemnation and that some of the positions were taken from his writingsé

fiAlthough Tempier action of March 7, 1277, is best known in the
historiography of philosophy, mention should also be made of two additional
doctrinal investigations of 1277 that are attributed to Bishop Tempier. The first one
concerned the theologian Giles of Rome, and was concluded before March 28,
1277, with the censure of fifty-one propositions taken from Giles& commentary on
the Sentences. The second doctrinal inquiry was aimed against Thomas Aquinas. It
was begun after Giles& censure, but still before March 28, 1277. According to
Robert Wielockx, the inquiry against Thomas Aquinas was never completed. Basing
his conclusions on evidence provided in a letter by John Pecham, Wielockx claimed
that during the vacancy of the Apostolic See, sometime between May 20 and
November 25, 1277, Tempier received orders from the curia to stop his
investigation.o

Aquinas and His Role in Theology, by Marie-Do mi ni que Che ®u, o. P., 1959: A
curious coalition developed as Aristotelian rationalism penetrated more and more
deeply into the Faculty of Arts and as Thomas Aquinas 6 s new t heol ogi cal met hod

became more successful. The former chancellor of the University of Paris, Stephen
Tempier, became the bishop of Paris in 1268. He was unswervingly attached to
conservatism in the schools. He joined up with Bonaventure, whose Augustinian
bent (apparently more congenial to the spirit of St. Francis) never agreed with the
rational autonomy of the method of his colleague Thomas Aquinas. Thomas, as a
common enemy, brought them together.
Al n additi on, claimbhddor tbemshlved a desinitipe puzety sedular
wisdom for which faith and its mysteries were neither important nor helpful.
Brought up on Averroes, Siger of Brabant, Boethius of Dacia, and others like
themé tended to separate faith in the gospel from secular behavior (including the
moral virtues, politics, and the place of humanity in the world). In this approach we
see reflected the cosmic humanism and the rational search for happiness that is
characteristic of Greek philosophy.

fiThe Averroist thinker Boethiusof Daci aéwas i mplicated in the condem
of 1270 along with Thomasé #

fATheir use of Aristotelian epistemology, which created a hierarchy of
autonomous disciplines treating spirit and action, led them to this unhealthy
dualism. One of the most harmful effects of their position was that it denied faith its
right and its capacity to become integrated with reason into a wisdom enlightened
by divine | ight. They didndét think that theology w
integration or of enjoying this rational freedom midway between pure gospel
inspiration and simple obedience to revealed teaching.*®

fiwe can see how Thomas Aquinas found himself compromised in the
investigat i on of er r oe&qadvockl bxprassioms dangefcrisnfon those 6
of s i mp(dsthe adcugation putit). A syllabus of 219 propositions in reaction
to the growing rationalism and naturalism of the time was both a legitimate act of
authority and simplistic in its perspective; in 1277 it condemned twenty
propositions among which were included methodological principles of the
Dominican Master [apostate Aquinas].

% This sentence is from c. 5, p. 91.
®Footnote 1: AEti enne Gi |l srib nAG cohBiov ecse ddéeh iDsatcaier ee td d c22rdionuabllee evt™ | i tt
(1955) 81-99.0
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fiThomas had been dead for three years before this long episode culminated in the
condemnationé The condemnation of 1277 provoked a bitter reaction among his
disciples, at the Faculty of Arts in Paris as well as among theologians and his
Dominican confreres.6®

What follows is the first part of the apostate Bi s hop Stephen Tempier ds
Condemnation addressed to the University of Paris:

Apostate Bishop Stephen Tempier, Condemnation of 1277, to the University of

Paris: AStephen, by divine permission unworthy ser
sends greetings in the Son of the glorious Virgin to all those who will read this
letter.

iWe have received fr eque naith onthepatoft s, i nspired by z

important and serious persons to the effect that some students of the arts in Paris are

exceeding the boundaries of their own faculty and are presuming to treat and

discuss, as if they were debatable in the schools, certain obvious and loathsome

errors, or rather vanities and lying follies [Ps. 39:5], which are contained in the roll

joined to this letter. These students are not hearkening to the admonition of

Gregory, 6Let him who would speadhhewi sely exerci

di srupt the unity of his listeners, 6 particular

they adduce pagan writings thati shame on their ignorancei they assert to be so

convincing that they do not know how to answer them. So as not to appear to be

asserting what they thus insinuate, however, they conceal their answers in such a

way that, while wishing to avoid Scylla, they fall into Charybdis. For they say that

these things are true according to philosophy but not according to the Catholic faith,

as if there were two contrary truths and as if the truth of Sacred Scripture were

contradicted by the truth in the sayings of the accursed pagans, of whom it is

written, | will destroy the wisdom of the wise [I Cor. 1:19; cf. Isa. 29:14], inasmuch

as true wisdom destroys false wisdom. Would that such students listen to the advice

of the wise man when he says: If you have understanding, answer your neighbor;

but if not, let your hand be upon your mouth, lest you be surprised in an unskillful

word and be confounded [Ecclus. 5:14].
ALest, therefore, this unguarded speech | ead si mg

taken counsel with the doctors of Sacred Scripture and other prudent men, strictly

forbid these and like things and totally condemn them. We excommunicate all those

who shall have taught the said errors or any one of them, or shall have dared in any

way to defend or uphold them, or even to listen to them, unless they choose to

reveal themselves to us or to the chancery of Paris within seven days; in addition to

which we shall proceed against them by inflicting such other penalties as the law

requires according to the nature of the offenseé
iGi ven i n t hel27y, endhe Suraldy ontwinich LadtamerJedusalem

is sung at the court of Paris. [Followedby t he Condemnation of 219 Proposi |

S e
Iy

The following are more quotes that show that the apostate Aquinas held several of the
heresies listed in the 1277 Condemnation:

Britannica Concise Encyclopedia, 2007, fiAquinas, Thomaso: i H etdught at a
Dominican school at the University of Paris. His time in Paris coincided with the
arrival of Aristotelian science, newly discovered in Arabic translation; his great
achievement was to integrate into Christian thought the rigours of AristotleG
philosophyé He was opposed by St. Bonaventure. In 1277, after his death, the
masters of Paris condemned 219 propositions, 12 of them Thomas&.0

¢, 7, pp. 123-125.
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John Pecham: Questions Concerning the Eternity of the World (De aeternitate
mundi), by John Pecham, translated by Vincent G. Potter, S.J., Introduction: filn
1277 Pecham was appointed by Pope John XXI to the lectorship in theology (Lector
sacri palatii) at the papal Roman Curia (founded by Innocent 1V). Pecham held the
post for about two years, and it was a time of fruitful literary and academic worké
The fact that this post was always held by a Franciscan until the end of the
thirteenthcent ury testifies to the papal attitude of di st
philosophy and theology. Perhaps it was this papal disfavor which made possible
the 1277 condemnations of certain Aristotelian theses both at Paris and at Oxford.
Although these condemnations were aimed principally against the Averroists,
Thomists were also affected since they were accused of supporting some of the
condemned theses.&o™

Heresy and Authority in Medieval Europe, edited by Edward Peters, 1980: fiOn 18
January 1277, Pope John XXI wrote to Stephen Tempier, bishop of Paris,
requesting a report from the bishop concerning certain errors of faith which were
saidt o be taught Takingaduantage ofhe long-stasding riyaéry
between the secular masters of theology and the school of Dominicans at Paris,
Tempier enlisted the aid of some of the seculars, including the well-known Henry of
Ghent, and producedé a list of 219 propositions drawn from various sources alleged
to be in use among the Dominicans (including the teachings of the theologians Siger
of Brabant and Thomas Aquinas), which Tempier condemned on 7 March 1277. In
effect, the bishop of Paris and his team of secular masters of theology assembled in
about one month a massive attack on Dominican theologians on the grounds that
their teachings included the theological errors of
great Arabic commentatoré
fiTempierd s ¢ o n d é pontrébtited © mnsw temper at the university, one
that grew guarded and moved away from the direction Aquinas had set. Moreover,
they influenced other condemnations that followed quickly in England. Eleven days
after Tempi enswes publisheddRebantriKdwardby, a Dominican
enemy of Aquinas, published a shorter I ist model ed
archdiocese of Canterbury, of which Kilwardby was archbishop, and included
Oxford University. Although the English list contained only thirty propositions,
they drew more directly on positions attributed to Aquinas. Kilwar dby 6s successor,
the Franciscan John Pecham, reissued the condemnations in 1284 and 1286. Thus,
within nine years, the position of Aquinas was attacked several times at the two
most influential centers of the study of theology and philosophy in western Europe.
fiThe textof Klwar dbydés condemnations may be found in H.
Chatelain, eds., Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis (Paris, 1889), 1:558-59.6%

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, by Etienne Gilson, 1955: fi On

March 7, 1277, Etienne Tempier had condemned a long list of propositions, in the

hope of checking the Averroist movement and the spread of theologies which, like

ThomasAqui nas6, took their inspiration from Aristot]
(March 18, 1277), in his capacity as Archbishop of Canterbury, Kilwardby, in turn,

condemned a much shorter list of thirty propositions, manifestly chosen with the

same intention and in the same spirit*é He hi msel f says, in fact, about t
he was forbidding to be taught, that O0some ar e man
philosophical truth, some border on intolerable errors, and some are obviously

%! Intro. pp. viii-ix.

% ¢. 47 (The Condemnation of 219 Propositions at Paris, 1277), pp. 223-224. Contains a list of some of the condemned propositions.
®F oot n okKileardBydrhibifed the teaching at Oxford of fourteen propositions pertaining to grammar and logic, among which:
6, that necessary truth requires the constancy of its object (wrong, since the divine cognition of contingents is necessarily true); 7, that
there can be no demonstration except about existing beings (wrong, since demonstrations about non-existing essences are possible) ; 8,
that every true proposition concerning the future is necessary (wrong, unless one takes into account the free decision of God to create
a contingent). The sixteen following propositions concern the human soul and the seminal reasons; on these, see note 73. Text of the
prohibition in CUP, |, 558-559; cf. D. Sharp, The 1277 Condemnation by Kilwardby, NS., 8 (1934) 307-308, n. 2.0
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baneful asopposedtotheCatho | i ¢ fai th. & To which Kilwardby adds |
instructive remark: 01 h a onghe contrary,aa ct ed al one i n thi
you put it yourself, it met with the approval of all of the masters of Oxford; it was
even the counsel (suasio) of many theologians and philosophers more competent
than | which *hound me to it.oé

AThe 1270 condemnation did not stop the spreadinc
its opponents did not slacken their effort. In 1273, the lectures of Bonaventure on
the work of the six days (In Hexaemeron) witness to the bitterness of his opposition.
At this late date in his life, since he was to die in 1274, Bonaventure displays a
verbal violence to which h[sosalledjleaders are not accus
Christians who maintain in the name of philosophy positions contrary to faith
arouse his vehement indignation. These are the masters of arts whose false doctrines
are an attack against the teaching of Christé Bona

fundament al er r o Amtheoefror following frainthe firssoaerisi e s é
thatthe world iseternalé Al | t hese errors, and many others cl ea
there is in the indiscreet abuse made of phil osoph

iSome professorsé secr et kphilobphessahbn and copy the boc
they hide them like so many idols. Defined in these terms, the problem was not a
philosophical one. Simply, the use made of philosophy by some masters was
meeting a stiff theological oppositioné

iAs was unavoi da bwasfeltatthdpentifitahcuriaa ©n an unr es
January 18, 1277, Pope John XXI (Peter of Spain) wrote to Etienne Tempier,
Bishop of Paris, expressly prescribing him to ascertain by whom and where the
errors in question had been taught or written, and then to transmit to him, as soon as
possible, all this information.® The fact that no answer of Etienne to the pope has
ever been found is no proof that there was none. It is almost incredible that the
Bishop of Paris could have left unanswered a letter from the pope. At any rate,
nothing can be proved against the contention of most historians that, owing to the
impetuosity of his character, the Bishop of Paris did not send to the pope the report
on the situation he had been prescribed to send, but, instead of obeying this order,
did something which the pope had not invited him to do, namely, to condemn 219
propositions, some of which, beyond the Averroists, touched Thomas Aquinas. To
repeat, no proof can be alleged to the contrary, but before giving this interpretation
for a certitude, one would like to see its supporters envisage a curious implication of
their hypothesis. On March 7, 1277, without consulting the pope even by
messenger, Etienne Tempier is supposed to have proceeded motu proprio to a
doctrinal condemnation. A few days later, the Dominican Robert Kilwardby,
Archbishop of Canterbury, practically endorsed the condemnation without
wondering if it met with the approval of the pope (March 18, 1277). More
extraordinary still, John XXI does not seem to have resented this high-handed
attitude of the Bishop of Paris and of the Archbishop of Canterbury. Far from it,
since on April 28, 1277, about a month later, a second letter of John XXI prescribed
measures implementing the Parisian condemnation.*®¢

fi Be f o r ehe condesed progpsitions, Etienne Tempier had warned Siger
and Boethius that the usual excuse, which consisted in maintaining that one and the
same proposition could be considered simultaneously as false from the point of
view of reason and true from the point of view of faith, would not be accepted. This

#pt. 8,¢.2,s. 1, p. 356.

®F oot n olteter ofén XXiito Tempier, CUP, |, 341. Cf. P. Mandonnet, Siger de Brabanté , I, 213.0

®Foot noA. €allehagt;J efa n P e c kdustiniame eApercus Bistoriques (1263- 1285), AFH., 18 (1925) 441-472.

According to the text of this document, published for the first time by Callebaut, John XXI commanded thatthe6 aut hor s, inventors

p r @fithe cormlemsed errors be sent to him as rapidly as possible, p. 460. In fact, both Siger and Boethius of Sweden,

willingly or not, went to the Pontifical Curia. This capital document proves that far from blaming Tempier, the Pope acted as though
he approved of the condemnation.o
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was the condemnation of the thesis which has ever since been called the doctrine of
the 6dodble truth. o
AThe 219 condemned propositions were not all Aver
ethical, related to the treatise on courtly love (Liber de Amore) by Andrew
Capellanus; some attackedé Th o ma s 6 s 1 devierhl of themstiongly
resembled the theses upheld by the dialecticians of the twelfth century; quite a large
number of them attacked Avicenna no less than Averroes; in short, it seems that this
condemnation included Averroism in a sort of polymorphic naturalism stressing the
rights of pagan nature against Christian nature, of philosophy against theology, of
reason against faith. Inasmuch as it placed philosophy above religious belief, this
naturalism could use the name of Averroes, who could himself claim kinship with
Aristotle (Metaphysics, XI, 8, 1074b). Among the propositions condemned, some
are of unknown origin and may have been spoken rather than written; for instance:
that the Christian religion hinders education (quod lex Christiana impedit
addiscere); that there are falsehoods and errors in the Christian religion as in all the
others (quod fabulae et falsa sunt in lege christiana, sicut in aliis); that one does not
know more for knowing theology (quod nihil plus scitur propter scire theologiam);
that what the theologians say rests upon myths (quod sermones theologi fundati sunt
in fabulis).*®
AReduced to their abst puattomaintaimiegthaitn g, t hese posi ti c
true wisdom is the wisdom of the philosophers, not of the theologians (quod
sapientes mundi sunt philosophi tantum) and that therefore there is no state superior
to the practice of philosophy (quod non est exellentior status quam vacare
philosophiae) . The wi se man thus conceived finds in the
whole good, for from this knowledge flow the natural moral virtues described by
Avristotle, and these virtues make up all the happiness accessible to man in this life,
after which there is no other (quod felicitas habetur in ista vita, non in alia). No

¥ F oot n oThetextoithe corilemnation has been published in CUP, 543-558. There is hardly any order in the list of the
propositions; they have been reprinted in a more systematic order by Mandonnet, Siger de Brabant, I, 175-181. Our references will be
to Mandonnet. 8 The introduction e x pr es s | y d e studyingir Astsat Parie andeoverstepping the limits of their own
F a ¢ uWwhb presufe to treat and to discuss in schools, as open to discussion (dubitabilia), the propositions listed in the document.
&or indeed they say that these things are true according to philosophy, but not according to the Catholic faith, as though there were
two contrary truthsé Getc., p. 175. & P. Glorieux, art. Tempier (Etienne), DTC., 15 (1946) 99-107. GLOREP., I, 362-363.0

®F 0 ot n oThelist 6f the Thaistic propositions involved in the condemnation is longer, or shorter according as it is compiled
by a Franciscan or by a Dominican. P. Mandonnet, OP., counts about twenty of them: 1) Oneness of the world: That the Prime Cause
cannot make several worlds (Mandonneto6s | ist, 27) ,inclidedat i f t here
in the universe (50); 2) Individuation: That God cannot multiply individuals in a species without matter (42), That, since Intelligences
have no matter, God cannot make several Intelligences of the same species (43), That forms only receive division owing to matter
(110), That God could not make souls many in number (115), That individuals of the same species differ by the sole position of matter
(116); 3) Relations of separate Substances to the physical world: That separate Substances do not change in their operation, because
their appetition is one (52), That an Intelligence, or an Angel, or a separate soul, is nowhere (53), That separate Substances are
nowhere as to their substance (54), That separate Substances are somewhere by their operation, etc., (55); 4) Intellect: That the fact
that we understand better or less well comes from the passive intellect, which he says to be a sensitive powerd Error, because this is to
posit one single intellect in all men, or equality in all souls (146); That it is not fitting to posit some intellects as more noble than
others, because since this diversity cannot originate in their bodies, it would necessarily originate in their intelligences, and thus more
noble and less noble souls would necessarily belong in diverse species, like the Intelligencesd Error, because thus the soul of Christ
would not be more noble than the soul of Judas (147); 5, Will: That the cognition of contraries is the sole cause why the rational soul
can will opposites, and that a power simply cannot will opposites except by accident and by reason of another one (162); That the will
firmly pursues what is firmly believed by reason, and that it cannot abstain from what reason prescribes: to be thus necessitated is not
coercion, it is the nature of the will (163); That while passion and particular cognition (scientia) are actually present, the will cannot
act against them (169). & The list could be made shorter, or longer, because these propositions cannot always be found literally in
Thomas Aquinas, at least not without important qualifications, while others could just as well be added, with the same reservation.
The general impression is that Tempier asked various masters to bring him lists of suspicious propositions, after which, without
examining them too closely, he did a scissors and paste job. 8 On the still confused question of the possible influence of the
Condemnation on the origins of modern science, see the pertinent and humorous remarks of A. Koyré, L e v i edpace iefiniaul 6
XIVe siecle, AHDL., 17 (1949) 45-91; especially 45-52. 8 Related to the same period: M.-T . d & AUnvémoinmuyet,des luttes
doctrinales du Xllle siécle, AHDL., 17 (1949) 223-265 (censured texts of the anonymous Arabian treatise De causis el proprietatibus
elementorum, 228; Liber XXIV philosophorum, 230-240; Alfarabi, Liber excitationis ad viam felicitatis, 240-245; even the
Quaestiones naturales of Adelard of Bath, 246-247).0

®F o0 o0t n oMaadonBeg Sigeriie Brabanté , prop. 180-184; 11, p. 189. These strictly anti-Christian propositions have not yet
been discovered in any writing; it is possible that such things were said rather than written.o
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more infused supernatural virtues (quod non sunt possibiles aliae virtutes, nisi

acquisitae vel innatae), no more of this Christian humility which consists in hiding

0 n e dmsmerisynor of abstinence, nor continence, but on the contrary let us get

back to those virtues that Aristotle reserves for an élite and which are not made for

the poor (quod pauper bonis fortunae non potest bene agere in moralibus). These

masters may have been wrong to remain so faithful to the Nichomachean Ethics, but

they understood it very well.
AAmong the psychological or metaphysical theses,

1270 reappeared: the eternity of the world, unity of the agent Intellect in the human

species, mortality of the soul, rejection of free will, and refusal to extend divine

providence beyond the species to the individual; but the doctrinal act of 1277 traced

all these errors to their very root, namely, the Aristotelian identification of reality,

intelligibility,and necessity, not only in things, but first
AThe condemnation of 1277 is a |l andmark in the hi

and theology. There is no way to measure its influence, for the simple reason that it

itself was the symptom of an already existing reaction against the excessive

philosophical independence of some masters in philosophy and theology. The

condemnation was not a starting point; it initiated nothing; it did not even issue any

warning that was new; only, because of the solemnity of the two prohibitions, at

Paris and at Oxford, the general atmosphere of the Schools became different.

Instead of carrying on its effort to conquer philosophy by renovating it,

scholasticism acted on the defensive. € It seems clear that, in the minds of men like

Godfre%/: the spreading of Thomism was held in check by the condemnation of

12777 .0

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fiViewed squarely within the context of the critical half-century which followed the
Condemnations of 1277, the theological currents within the Order of Preachers are
intriguing, for they seem to have run counter to those which were sweeping through
the rest of the Church. Promulgated in Paris by Bishop Etienne Tempier on March
7, 1277, the third anni ver stoeonMarchfl8 Aqui nasd deat h,
by Robert Kilwardby, the Archbishop of Canterbury, these ecclesiastical censures
were as much a part of the conservative backlash against Aristotelianism, and the
rationalist currents associated with it, as countermeasures against heresy.
Significantly, most scholastics believed that some
included in the Condemnationsé
fiCloser examinations of their historical context merely render the Dominicansé
adoption of Thomism even more enigmati c. Champi oni
this point in time, could have done nothing to bolsterth e Do mi ni cans 6 status within
the Church. Not only did most scholastics believe that propositions drawn from
Thomasd teachi ngs demanddind2Ze bt the gpope,the ughl y con
majority of bishops, most Franciscans and the secular magistri who dominated the
university theological faculties had aligned in a formidable opposition to the
Aristotelianism with which Aquinas6teachings were then commonly
associdht edé

Censure and Heresy at the University of Paris 1200-1400, by J. M. M. H. Thijssen,

1998: A considerable number of the 219 censured propositions have a bearing on

the reintroduction of pagan philosophy into the arts faculty, and on the ensuing

crisis over the relations of faith and reason. Consequently, Greek or Arabic sources

may prove to be at the origin of a number of censured propositions. Other

propositions may well have been derived from the teaching of theologians, such as

Thomas Aquinas.*? In this respect, theoften-q uot ed st at ement from Tempierds

“pt.9,¢.3,s. 2, p. 420.
“Hlntro., pp. 3-4.
“Footnote 55: AWi ppel, 6Thomas Aquinas6 argues that Thomas Aqui na:
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introductory letter, that members of the arts faculty were transgressing the limits of

their own faculty (propriae facultatis limites excedentes), acquires new meaningé

Gilson observed that o6the I|ist of the Thomistic pr
condemnation is longer or shorter, according as it is compiled by a Franciscan or a

Dominican.6®l n t he track of Tomemuaesndisorinont empor aries s
have maintained that Thomas *“®YJuinas was one of Ten

AfThe Controversy of the Correctoria and the Limits
Jordan, 1982: It i notorious that two slates of condemnations were handed down
with episcopal sanction in March of 1277 at Paris and Oxford. Each of the slates
contains propositions that resemble propositions taught by Aquinas.[ Foot not e 1] 0
i Fo ot rFar & semmary of theé likenesses to Thomas in the Paris
condemnations, see Roland Hissette, Enquete sur les articles condamnes a Paris le,
7 mars 1277, Philosophes Medievaux 22 (Louvain and Paris, 1977), pp. 314-16.
Hissette concludes thaté some of the propositions are found in Thomas (e.g., nos.
10, 27, 42, 43, 46, 53-55, 110,142,166, 187, i n Mandonnetds numeration |
below])é Of Ki |l wardbyds Oxford condemnations, at | east
doctrine of the unicity of substantial form; H. Denifle and E. Chatelain,
Chartularium Universitalis Pansiensts (Paris, 1889-1891), 1:558-59, theses 6, 7,
12.0

Hence the apostate Thomas Aquinas was automatically excommunicated because of
the heresies he held that were contained in this condemnation, as well as for his other
heresies not mentioned in this condemnation. In the 1277 Condemnation, Bishop

Tempier correctly said, fiWe excommunicate al
errors or any one of them, or shall have dared in any way to defend or uphold them, or
even to | i Butevenifthee had been mél2y7 Condemnation, Aquinas

was still an apostate and heretic for holding idolatries and heresies that were condemned
by the ordinary magisterium and solemn magisterium previous to the 1277
Condemnation.

Tempier denounced Giles of Rome but not Aquinas
and the attack onthe 1277 Condemnation

Yet the apostate Bishop Stephen Tempier never denounced Thomas Aquinas as a
heretic and thus never declared him to be automatically excommunicated. He did not
fulfill this Catholic obligation because of pressure from the idolizers of Thomas Aquinas
and blind obedience to his superiors who stopped any effective investigation that
involved Aquinas. Hence he committed mortal sins of omission and thus shared in the
heretical guilt of Aquinas, whom he did not denounce. However, Tempier was allowed to
investigate, denounce, and punish the heretic Giles of Rome, who was censured for some
of the same heresies that Thomas Aquinas held:

Censure and Heresy at the University of Paris 1200-1400, by J. M. M. H. Thijssen,
1998: fiAccording to Wielockx, Bishop Tempier conducted three separate doctrinal
investigations in 1277. The first one concerned the arts faculty and was concluded
on March 7, 1277, with the issuing of the syllabus of 219 condemned propositions.
The second investigation concerned the theologian Giles of Rome and was

“Foot not e 6ian, Histét of CaristiarePhilBsophy in the Middle Ages( New Yor k), 728 n. 52.0
“Footnote 61: i S e e46 foi a susvey and discussian Af th&various intérpretatidnd that have been advanced with
regard to Thomasés inclusion in Tempierds condemnation of March 7

“¢. 2, pp. 51-52.
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concluded before March 28, 1277, with the censure of fifty-one propositions taken

from Gil esbs CSeantemcag The thard doctrioahinquiryveas aimed
against Thomas Aquinas. It was begunafter Gi | esd6s censure, but still bef
28, 1277. I n Wielockxbés view, the inquiry against

completed. Basing his conclusions on evidence provided in a letter by John Pecham,
Wielockx claimed that during the vacancy of the Apostolic See, sometime between
May 20 and November 25, 1277, Tempier received orders from the curia to stop his
investigation.*%0 '

Stopping the investigation on Thomas Aquinas was not enough to protect their
apostate idol. They had to stop, cover up, minimize, or modify the investigation,
condemnation, and punishment of Giles of Rome because Aquinas would be dragged into
the same condemnation because he held some of the same heresies for which Giles was
being censured.

The missi on t oepufationatakkcosts carAedrom sevexakdéections.
One direction was to leave out the heresies that Giles shared in common with Thomas
Aquinas and thus Aquinas could not be dragged into the same condemnation. Another
was to drop the condemnation against Giles altogether. Another was to misinterpret or
nullify the heresies in the 1277 Condemnation that were held by Aquinas. Some of
Thomasdéd idolizers pretended that none of the
held by Aquinas. Others who knew that Aquinas held some of the heresies tried to nullify
the condemned propositions in the 1277 Condemnation which were held by Thomas. It
took some time and influenceb y T h 0 ma s t6 nuliifg tbe$e comdemmes
propositions, which did not succeed until 1325, about two years after Aquinas was
canonized:

Censure and Heresy at the University of Paris 1200-1400, by J. M. M. H. Thijssen,

1998: fAlthough Thomas did not belong to the arts faculty, some of his

contemporaries believed that certain of his opinions were included in the

condemnation.*® Godfrey of Fontaines, for example, who was a student of theology

in 1277 and who was very familiar with the writings of Thomas Aquinas, Siger of

Brabant, Boet hius of Daci a, and Henry of Ghent, st
condemnation prevented students from taking notice of A
doctrine.*® The Dominican John of Naples even found it necessary to write an

apology to the effect that Thomas was not touched
that hence it was legitimatetot each Thomaso6s works at Paris without
excommunication® Al so, the revocation of Tempieroés article:
concerned or were claimed to concern the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas (quantum

tangunt vel tangere asseruntur doctrinam b. Thomae) by Bishop Stephen of Bourret

on February 14, 1325, seems to indicate that at least some scholars felt that Thomas

“Foot noTheintekupti oi of Tempi erds investigation on the orders of the ci
Pecham to the chancell or and regent masters of the U@giversity of
because from 1276 he was lector at the papal school (studium palatii) and he was still at the curia in 1279. This letter has been edited

by F. Ehrl e, 6John Pecham ¢ber den Kampf des Augustinismus und Ar |
Franz Ehrle, Gesammelte Aufsatze zur Englischen Scholastik, ed. F. Pelster (Rome, 1970), 68 and also in CUP 1: 624-25. See

Wi elockx, dAutf@ur a6 d4bsFussion of Pechamds testimony. o

47'c. 2, Bishop Tempier and Inquiries Against Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome, p. 53.

“Foot no$ee 5ol d@ind Hi ssette, 6Al bert |l e Grand et THStodienms doéAqui n dan

mittelalterlichen Geistesgeschichte und ihren Quellen, ed. Albert Zimermann (Berlin, 1982), 229-37 for a discussion of the medieval

evidence. 0

“Foot noWieps&@l:, AicThomas Aquinas,d 246. 0

YFootnoThe 5t88exti of John of Naples has been edited in C. Jellousche
licite possit doceri Pari sius doctr i n &eniaThamistica, exl. S Stabw (Reme,guant um ad o
1925),73-1 04 . ©
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had been i ncl ud e’iThdmedievalesimaiesastothew many ¢fi o n .

Tempierds articles were dircangderabld agai nst Thomas, h
variety. Gilson observed that o6the | ist of the Tho
condemnation is longer or shorter, according as it is compiled by a Franciscan or a

Domi nP’tant be track of Thomasdés @ontemporaries some

have maintained that Thomas “®quinas was one of Ten

fiAt the time, there was one inquiry taking place at Paris that can be accurately
characterized as an investigation of Thomistic theses, namely the process against

Giles of Rome. SinceGi | es of Rome was a foll ower of Thomas

the examination of his commentary on the Sentences potentially implied views of
Thomas Aquinas. Bhis is true not only for the theses of the unicity of substantial
form and of the existence of matter without form, but also for many other errors that
were attributed to Giles of Rome in the investigation of 1277 but that also happened
to be defended by Thomas Aquinas.> The recognition, however, that there was no

Aq

separate examination in 1277 of ThomasAqui nasés ort hodoxy in Paris | ead

substantially revised account of the exami

Ailf one takes seriously Pechamds report

Tempierds plans to proceed acegradbortadt t he opi

through intervention by the Roman curi a.
allusion to an investigation of Aquinasds
Giles of Rome, as | have argued elsewhere, then the conclusion emerges that this
investigation was interrupted in 1277.% In the scholarly literature, however, no one
has ever doubted that Giles of Rome was censured. According to the traditional
picture, Giles of Rome was required to recant his views in 1277, but he refused and
was forced to discontinue his academic career until his rehabilitation in 1285.
ifiThere is one serious problem with this
recant, he would have been convicted as a heretic and would have incurred the
customary penalties for heretics. We know for a fact, however, that Giles of Rome
remained active in his Order, the Augustinian Hermits, even though his academic
career was discontinued by the university authorities. In the period from 1281 to
1285, Giles was in Italy and was involved in organizing the general chapter of the
Augustinians in Padua and the provincial chapter in Tuscany. Such a career pattern
would have been impossible for a convicted heretic. As a heretic, Giles would have
been not only a problem for the university, but also for his Order.
ABut i f Giles of Rome refused to recant,

convicted, what then happened to Tempieros

can think of that would explain this seemingly contradictory evidence: the inquiry

against Giles of Rome was not brought to
ecclesiastical career after he had been expelled from the university, and the absence

of his recantation in any of the versions of the Collection of Parisian Articles,

strongly suggest that the case against him was suspended. In this way, John
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Pechamés testi mony and otfh eR oemeiddse npcreo cceosnsc earnndi ng Gi |
career are in harmony.
fiPerhaps Pecham was right when he reported that the Roman curia vetoed
T e mp i nitiatiGedo ddcide upon the articles that the masters had reviewed
“Footno€CWP 5®: #81 (#838): o6supradictam articulorum condempnatorum

vel tangere asseruntur doctrinam beati Thomae predicti, ex certa scientia tenore presentum totaliter annullamus, articulos ipsos propter

hoc non approbando seu etiam reprobando, sed eosdem thki scussi oni
transmission of this document ar e aditulsRanisisnsee(I277imJahAn bt 8P béseepai atedod

in Maier, 3:601-8 . 0

2F 0 ot n o Etienne Gilsan, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages( New Yor k, 1955), 728
®Foot no$See 6Hi: s diet t-46for aGubvbylne discussién ofh2 Brious interpretations that have been advanced with
regard to Thomasdés inclusion in Tempierds condemnati on
*F o ot n oWielocks, $egidiiiRomani, 179-223. So Wielockx has observed correctly that the investigation of Giles of Rome
included Thomas Aquinasaswe | | . Hi s suggestion that Tempier proceeded
of Rome investigation is, I believe, unfounded. 0o
®FootnoThi j7Oserni, 012727 FRewi Li6t.edd, 6 10

20

n. 52.0
of Mar ch

against

S

7

Tl



already. The reason why the papal court may have wished to interfere with the
disciplinary proceedings at Paris is that a condemnation of the views of Giles of
Rome would also have implied a condemnation of the views of Thomas Aquinas.
As Robert Wielockx has convincingly argued, there existed a strong Dominican
pro-Aquinas lobby at the curia.®” This may have been responsible for making
Bishop Tempier interrupt his investigation, an investigation that through the views
culled from Gil es ofSemRoeneoicanedpaitonsefnt ary on t he
Thomas Aquinas.6According to this scenario, then, the views of Giles of Rome
escaped a formal condemnation because of their similarity to doctrinal positions of
Thomas Aquinas. é

filn conclusion, then, Bishop Tempier was involved in two doctrinal inquiries in
1277: one against unspecified members of the arts faculty, and one against the
theologian Giles of Rome. He probably initiated neither of them, but merely
responded ex officio to allegations of false teaching.*® Both inquiries complemented
each other in that none of the fifty-one charged errors attributed to Giles of Rome
appear on the syllabus of 219 articles, nor vice versa. Only the inquiry that
concerned the arts faculty was brought to completion and led to a censure. Both
inquiries implied positions that were also held by Thomas Aquinas. This does not
mean, however, that Tempier was conducting a posthumous inquiry against Thomas
Aquinas himself. Rather, Tempier, on the advice of his theologians and some
ecclesiastical officials, censured views defended by still-living contemporaries.
Some of these views happened to be Thomistic.

iOn February 14, 1325, l ess than two years after

canonization, Tempierds action was modi fied. St
retracted those Parisian articles that concerned or were claimed to concern the

doctrine of Thomas Aquinas (quantum tangunt vel tangere asseruntur doctrinam b.

Thomae). Onemi ght argue that Bourretédés revocation i mp
had been censured in Parisé It is uncontested that the 1325 revocation concerned

the syllabus of 219 articles that Bourretds pre
on March 7, 1277. The retraction ended any questions concerning whether or not

Tempierds censure had envisioned Thomas Aqui nas
been raised as early as the end of the thirteenth century. Without committing

himself on this point and without becoming specific about which of the 219 articles

could be read as censures of Thomistic theses, Bourret simply decreed that from

now on Tempierds syllabus no |l onger applied to
intervention prepared the way for a free discussion in the schools of all those

articles of Tempierds syllabus that touched on
doctrine of Aquinas, that is, all those articles that possibly could be interpreted as

Thomistic.*® That is more than could be said of those articleson Temp i er 6s syl |l abus

that still remained in force, whichever those were.o™

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:

fiJohn XXII promulgated the bull of canonization in 1323. Two years later, on

February 14, 1325, Etienne Bourret revoked the Parisian condemnations in so far as

they affected Thomasbé teachings. The Oxford con
repealed.o™

YFootno$See 7riot @ 6 7 :siensisstpphasusbonpeunsmorResad discussionem ipsorum articulorum de consilio

magistrorum procedere cogitaret, mandatum fuisse dicitur eidem episcopo, per quosdam Romanae curiae dominos reverendos, ut de

facto illarum opinionum supersederet penitus,done ¢ al i ud reci peret in mandatis. 0

Foot noWieel7@c ki, O Aut2Qur 6T hde2 Is aamed sduyTgesti on of the presence of
was made by Decima L. Douai, Archbishop Pecham (Oxford, 1952), 38, though without further elaborating or substantiating this idea.

®F 0 ot n oAbeve, have inditated how the inquiry that led to the censure of March 7, 1277, probably started. See Thijssen,

eph
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61277 Revisited,d 29, for the start of the inquiry against Giles

*®Footnote 74 :Sefe note 59. 0
80 ¢. 2, Bishop Tempier and the Inquiries Against Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome, 52-56.
¢. 5, The Contr ducteritasp.®& and Aquinasbd
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After the apostate Aquinas was canonized in 1323 and the apostate Bishop Stephen of
Bourret in 1325 nullified the 1277Condemnat i ons t hat applied to
almost every Dominican idolized Aquinas and thus was a Thomist. If they did not, they
were cast out of the Order.

There is some justification for attacking the 1277 Condemnation

There is some justification for attacking the 1277 Condemnation. Some of the
condemned propositions are scholastic babble (TP Talk) and thus meaningless. For
example,

fiCondemned Proposition 116. That individuals of the same species differ solely by
the position of matter, like Socrates and Plato, and that since the human form

existing in each is numerically the same, it is not surprising that the same being
numerically is in different places.

fiCondemned Proposition 160. That it is impossible for the will not to will when it is
in the disposition in which it is natural for it to be moved and when that which by
nature moves remains so disposed.

ACondemned 18rThaptle scienteiof@amtraries alone is the cause for
which the rational soul is in potency to opposites, and that a power that is simply
one is not in potency to opposites except accidentally and by reason of something
else.0

However, not all of the condemned propositions are meaningless and hence some are
intelligible. One of the intelligible condemned propositions that | know for sure was held
by Aquinas is the heresy that God could create a world that always existed in eternity
with God. Regarding this heresy, he was guilty of holding Condemned Proposition 89.
(See in this book His eternal-world heresy, p. 66.) | do not intend to investigate the other
heresies in the condemned propositions that are attributed to Aquinas, as | would submit
myself to undue torture and a waste of time. My main evidence against the heretic
Aquinas is evidence taken from his own writings. (See in this book Some of his idolatries
and heresies, p. 55.)

The apostate Bishop Tempier was a heretic himself, a scholastic, who never
condemned the whole scholastic system but only certain propositions that were heretical.
He should have condemned as heretical the whole scholastic way of writing and
speaking. He did not ban the study of philosophy nor the heretical and scholastic
Sentences of Peter Lombard (Lombardian Scholasticism). His scholasticism caused him
to write as a scholastic and therefore many of his condemned propositions were presented
as scholastic babble (TP Talk) and thus were unintelligible or ambiguous and hence there
IS no way to know for sure what is being condemned:

Censure and Heresy at the University of Paris 1200-1400, by J. M. M. H. Thijssen,
1998: AParticularly illuminatingé is a passage from Quodlibet XI1I g.5 by the

theologian Godfrey of Fontaines, written in 1296 or 1297.%” Godfrey maintains that
the condemnation of certain articles issued by Bishop Tempier in 1277 is

2Footnote 159: fSe@QupdibetsXf et Xdl.yes QuodlietoXilkeaXiVndeds). Joffmans (Louvain, 1932 and

1935), 100. Details about Godfrey of F 0 n t abiographg aid writings, as well as a more systematic analysis of his reaction to

Tempierdés condemnation, wil!.l b e TgeiMetaphysical ThoughhodGodfrey of FobitainesS,e e al so John
Study in Late Thirteenth Century Philosophy (Washington, D.C., 1981),382-8 4, and St e gbd&enof Fontain&and wn , o]

Henry of Ghent: Individuation and the Condemnations of 1277, 6 Sodciete et eglise: Textes et discussions dans les universites

dO6Europe centr al e ,dSoghiaWwlodek fTaryheun199%)gl83-97 far a discussion of thispassage. 0
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dncomprehensible, untrue, and impossible. Among other things he points out that
some of the articles are contradictory and totally impossible if taken literally, and
cannot be rationally sustained unless they are explained in some way other than ¢&he
surface of the letter as it stands,0that is, if they are taken in a nonliteral sense.
According to Godfrey, Tempi esxafdlumcondemnati on may c
because some of the articles need to be expounded in a way that runs not so much
against the truth, or against the intention of the editors of the articles, but against
what seems to be the literal sense of these articles. Consequently, people who are
less well versed in the techniques of interpretation think that the interpreters are
excommunicated and that their views are incorrect. And these simple-minded people,
Godfrey continues, denounce good and authoritative persons to the bishop or
chancellor, as if they were marked for excommunication and error. This in turn may
cause much inconvenience for scholars and even produce sects among them.®®
Godf r eryebpsr oach t hat Tempierds articles appear irrati
of their wording (superficies literae sicut iacet) is a double entendre. Godfrey is
applying the vocabulary of the issuers of academic condemnations to the issuers
themsel ves. Al so Godf rdempadie giveslrigstom t hat Tempi er déds co
scandalum among the learned and leads to the formation of sects should be seen in
the light of this deversed rhetoric.6For it was precisely the heretics, academic or
otherwise, who were charged with causing scandal and for this reason became the
subject of an inquisition.**é ®
fiQuestion 18 of this Quodlibet deals with the problem of whether a master of
theology may contradict an article that has been condemned by a bishop if he
believes that the opposite is true. Godfrey defends the thesis that a theologian
should insist t had sucastewcondemmtion o€l@7dllye mnat i o
Bishop Tempier ought t o be revokedé
AGodfrey claims that Tempisanddum),boto ndemnati on cause
among doctors and students. The reason is that some of Tempier 6 s arti cl es appear
irrational if taken at the face value of their wording (superficies litternae sicut
iascet), and hence need further explanation. Those, however, who are less well
versed in the techniques of interpretation may think that heresies are being
disseminated, when in reality they are not, and they may go to the bishops or
chancellor to complain. This in turn may cause turmoil and produce sects, even
among sttdentsé

And the apostate Bishop Stephen of Bourret caused scandal and undermined the
authority of his predecessor, the apostate Bishop Stephen Tempier, when he nullified
Tempi er 6s 12 7 Whickiotardduedermiged the office and authority of the
bishopric:

Censure and Heresy at the University of Paris 1200-1400, by J. M. M. H. Thijssen,

1998: fAfter the recantation of the condemnation of 1277 (by Bishop Stephen of

Bourret on February 14, 1325, as indicated above) [some] became followers of

Thomas Aquinasé If a condemnation is revoked at a later staged which happened

in 1325 to Te mpithe issdesof tite ernondoesmondaninatian n

would become a heretic. The Master replies that, of course, all depends upon the

content of the condemned theses. If the condemned articles are really heretical and

are afterward repudiated, the recanter is a heretic. If the condemned articles were

Cat holic, the issuer ofthe condemnation is a here

®Footnote 160: @ ®oodlibetXdly D02 Fdntaines,

“Footnot e 166Dler flTorquusiesni,t i onsprozess, d 194 and 216
8 ¢. 1, pp. 32-33.

% ¢. 5, pp. 92, 100.

%7 ¢. 5, pp. 104-105.
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So one bishop is right and the other is wrong regarding a very serious matter of heresy.
Hence we see that bishops are not infallible. In relation to apostate Bi s hop Tempi er 6s
1277 Condemnation, either he is a heretic for condemning orthodox propositions as
heretical or the apostate Bishop Stephen of Bourret is a heretic for presenting heretical
propositions as orthodox. You see what a web these apostates weave and in so doing
undermine legitimate authority and lead their flock into one heresy after another:

AWoe to you, apostate children,anknati th the Lord, tAh
of me, and would begin a web, and not by my spirit, that you might add sin upon
sind (lsa. 30:1)

In this case Bishop Stephen Tempier was the lesser evil and Bishop Stephen of
Bourret was the greater evil for idolizing the apostate Thomas Aquinas and covering up
A g u i memasgesthat were condemned in the 1277 Condemnation. All of this is quite
evident when you | ook at Thomasd6 many teachi
no room to wiggle out of or cover up the notorious evidence. (See in this book Some of
his idolatries and heresies, p. 55.)

Stephen Tempier was nevertheless a scholastic himself

While Stephen Tempier condemned some of the philosophical opinions as heresy, he
continued to allow the study and glorification of the philosophical works of Aristotle,
Plato, and other philosophers. He also glorified philosophy by promoting Lombardian
Scholasticism; the study of the un-purged works of the philosophers on logic, dialectics,
rhetoric, and grammar; and scholastic babble (that is, the use of unique philosophical
terminologies and way of speaking), as is evident in some of his 1277 condemnations. He
also glorified philosophy and mythology by allowing or not sufficiently condemning the
desecration of Catholic places with images of devils, idols, pagan philosophers, and the
false gods and religions of mythology.

ApostateArchbishops John Pecham (d. 1292) and Robert Kilwardby (d. 27

The apostate Archbishops John Pecham, a Franciscan, and Robert Kilwardby, a
Dominican,c ondemned some of AqQquinasd heresies:

John Pecham: Questions Concerning the Eternity of the World (De aeternitate
mundi), by John Pecham, translated by Vincent G. Potter, S.J., Introduction: Jolfin
Pecham, O.F.M., was born in about the year 1230 at Patcham, Sussex, England.®
He studied at the faculty of arts in Paris and quite possibly was a pupil of Roger
Baconods. He compl et ed hi swhaethabedegmneof art s, however,
acquainted with Adam Marsh (Adam de Marisco), the first Franciscan master in
theology at that university, who probably influenced his decision to join the
Franciscan Order. Most likely, however, he was already ordained a priest when he
entered at Oxford and where he completed his novitiate. At some date between 1257
and 1259 he returned to Paris to begin his theological studies. In about 1269-1270
he became magister theologiae and lectured in theology at the Franciscan Friary in
Paris until about 1271.

®Footnote 1: fAFor a | iArchbislofPecRaen¢ Dampr deeCDar endbBoui @952) .0
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fiPecham was in Paris at a very lively time. Two dnnovationsdwere under
attacké (2) the tnewdphilosophy of Aristotle introduced into Paris from Muslim
Andalusiaé  ®the place of Aristotelianism in orthodox theology Pecham saw his
Order opposed to the Dominicans. It was during this period that Pecham and
Thomas met and probably had an encounter on the oc
dnceptiond(aoctoral defensegé
filn 1277 Pecham was appointed by Pope John XXI to the lectorship in theology
(Lector sacri palatii) at the papal Roman Curia (founded by Innocent 1V). Pecham
held the post for about two years, and it was a time of fruitful literary and academic
worké The fact that this post was always held by a Franciscan until the end of the
thirteenthcentur v t esti fies to the papal attitude of distr
philosophy and theology. Perhaps it was this papal disfavor which made possible
the 1277 condemnations of certain Aristotelian theses both at Paris and at Oxford.
Although these condemnations were aimed principally against the Averroists,
Thomists were also affected since they were accused of supporting some of the
condemned theses. In that same year at Oxford those theses were also condemned
by the Archbishop of Canterbury, himself a Dominican, Robert Kilwardby.*
fiOn the feast of the Conversion of St. Paul, in 1279, Pecham was named
Archbishop of Canterbury by Pope Nicholas 11, presumably to accomplish the
ecclesial reforms mandated by the second Council of Lyons which his predecessor,
the Dominican Kilwardby, had failed to do.
il n 1286, Ki | waton af 12%7 dvas rereveedhbg Johm Recham.
Pechamés personal convictions in this matter are ¢
the bishop of Lincoln, June 1, 1285:

d do not in any way disapprove of philosophical studies, insofar
as they serve theological mysteries, but | do disapprove of
irreverent innovations in language, introduced within the last
twenty years into the depths of theology against philosophical
truth, and to the detriment of the Fathers, whose positions are
disdained and openly held in contempt. Which doctrine is more
solid and more sound, the doctrine of the sons of St. Francisé or
that very recent and almost entirely contrary doctrine, which
fills the entire world with wordy quarrels, weakening and
destroying with all its strength what Augustine teaches
concerning the eternal rules and the unchangeable light, the
faculties of the soul, the seminal reasons included in matter and
innumerable questions of the same kind; let the Ancients be the
judges, since in them is wisdom; let the God of heaven be judge,
and may He remedy it.5°

fiThere is no doubt that Pecham is referring to Dominican Aristotelianism.
Evidently,then,t he Roman Curia during this period sided wi
Augustinianism of the FepvwathedogydRechamsvasr at her t han wi th
at once against the Averroists and against the Thomistsé 0™

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, by Etienne Gilson, 1955:

iPeckham either discussed and rejected sever al doc
origin, or even attempted to obtain against them theological condemnations. This

opposition seems to have begun about 1270, perhaps somewhat earlier, but it

increased after the death of Thomas Aquinas (1274), and the 1277 condemnations

®Footnote 3: fATBec€endednationdfSt TBemashtddord, Aqui nas Papers 5 (Oxford: Blackfr
F o0 ot n degietrundepistofarum Fr. Johannis Pecham I11, ed. C. T. Martin (London, 1885), pp. 871, 901-902, cited by E.

Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York: Random House, 1955), p. 359, and in J. A. Weisheipl, O.P.,

Friar Thomas dodAqui no:( Ghirsdelni fCGi,t yT,h oNu.g¥h.t: aDhodu bWoerdka y , 1974), p. 288
™ John Pecham: Questions Concerning the Eternity of the World (De aeternitate mundi), by John Pecham. Translated by Vincent G.

Potter, S.J. Published by Fordham University Press, New York, 1993. Introduction, pp. viii, ix.
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added to its i mpgtitizadbygthe Alguwstimians, #® whans he

appeared as yielding to Ar’istotle more ground than

AThe Controversy of the Correctoria and the

Jordan, 1982:iMor e i s known about t he femsdof cumst ances

Thomas than about those surrounding the other correctoria. Knapwell has left in his
Notulae something like a record of his conversion to Thomism. More importantly,
he entered into a well-documented controversy with Archbishop Peckham after

Li mits
of Kn e

Peckhamd s r ene wa lil wanr dib2y8d4s odx fKoPThe condemnati ons.

controversy culminated two years later when Knapwell was charged with heretical
opinions by a provincial synod presided over by Peckham.”* Knapwell took his case
to Rome. There he was met by a newly elected Franciscan pope who condemned
him to perpetual silenceé

fiPeckham also rejects the accusation that he persecuted these opinions [of
Aquinasd merely in order to be attacking Dominicans. After all, he replies,

Kilwardby was himself a Dominican.”But Peckhamos leashait h i s final

upon those who want to defend the opinions of Thomas &ontra omnes viventes
homines.d° The Franciscans and the Dominicans find themselves at odds on all
debatable matters because the Dominicans, having set aside and even denigrated the
sententiae of the saints, and resting almost completely on philosophical dogmas

( philosophicis dogmatibus®, have brought it about that the house of God is filled
with idols (At plena sit ydolis domus Deid).”” Peckham prophesies the dangers that
must come to the church and that may be already evident in the growing lack of
charity. How can the church stand if its pillars are shaken by those who attack
Augustine and the other Guthentic doctors&0

Aquinas and His Role in Theology, by Marie-Dominique Chenu, O.P., 1959:
fitThomas in 1270 suffered [a] severe attack leveled by John Peckham, a Master of
the rival schoolé At the end of 1270, thirteen propositions summarizing the
Averroist interpretation of Aristotle were denounced as irreconcilable with Christian
faith; these included the eternity of the world, the denial of Providence, the denial of
the spiritual personality of humans, and the denial of free will. At the last minute,

t wo propositions which touched upon Thomasés

condemned, however, was the thesis that the world might be eternal.6™®

The apostate John Pecham also correctly condemnedAqui nasd her esy
have created a world that always existed in eternity with God. (See in this book (See in
this book His eternal-world heresy, p. 66.)

Even though the apostate Pecham correctly condemned some aspects of
Theophilosophy, he nevertheless was a Theophilosopher himself. He used the scholastic
method and believed philosophy could be studied and used for edification and

l'y un

t each

t hat

enlightenment and as a Ihanotthemgwaydisagppovet heol ogy .
of philosophical studies, insofar as they servethe o | ogi c al Hangehdwasran e s € 0

apostate on this point alone.

2pt. 9, c. 3, p. 410.

F o ot n oRorthe dir@umstarites of the renewal, see Douie, Pecham, pp. 285-96. The text of the renewal is given in the
Registram epistolarurn Fratris Johannis Peckham, archiepiscopi Cantuariensis, ed. Charles Trice Martin, RS 77 (London. 1885).
3:840-43 letter 608. See also Peckham@ attempts to secure an exact copy of Kilwa r d by 6 s ¢ oimletters®li? épp. 85553)s
619 (p. 862), and 681 (pp. 944-45). A synoptic treatment of the condemnations is given by D. A. Callus, The Condemnation of St.
Thomas at Oxford, Aquinas Papers 5, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1955).0

™F o0 ot n oRorthe tex#of theiondemnation, see the Annales de Dumtaplia, ed. Henry Richards Luard, Annales monastici, 3, RS
36 (London, 1866), pp. 323-25. See also the Chronicon vulgo dictum chronicon Thomae Wykes, Annales monastici, 4 (London, 1869),
pp. 6-352, esp. 306-7: and letter 661 in Peckham& Registrum epistolarum, pp. 921-23.0

F o0 ot n oReakhar®, Registrdin epistolarum, 3:871, lines 16-19.0

®Foot nolbig, 3:978 line 24.0

"Footnote 94: fAKWI.d., 3:871, lines 30

®¢. 5, pp. 83-84.
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Apostate Wlliam de la Mare (d. c. 1285)

In his Correctorium Fratris Thomae, the apostate Franciscan William de la Mare
correctly points out that hekspyadtherar®d t eachi ngs
contradictions, illogic, and misquotes:

fiThe Literary Recept i on of Thomas Aquwbiliyafshé Vi ew on t he Pro

Eternity of the G¥aoectdridm (1278-9)rel the.Carredibaia e 6 s

Corruptorii (1279-Ca 12 ®) , &. F. M. Hoenen, 1986: Aln 1278 o

years after the death of Thomas Aquinas, the Franciscan theologian William de la

Mare composed a work that was to elicit a vehement reaction from Dominican

theology. And not without reason, as Mare sharply opposed the views of Thomas,

itemizing no less than 118 points of criticism.”® The work was soon referred to as

the Correctorium Fratris Thomae, under which name it has survived to our days.

Mareb6s book met with considerable success, becomin

views of Thomas. This may be gathered from such documents as the order issued by

the Franciscan general chapter of Strasburg, admonishing its provincials not to copy

Thom&wndasunl ess a copy of Marebdbs corrections be inc
AWhi ch of Thomasés works are affected by Marebds c

notably, the Summa Theologiae, the disputed questions De Veritate, De Anima, De

Virtutibus, and De Potentia, the questions De Quolibet, and the Commentary on

Sentences. Al | these tracts, as can be noticed, are of
Alt i s certai n t Writdnafterh2&7, poablyrireEagtara,r i um was

because Mare makes reference to the Paris condemnations of 1277, observing the

order of condemned theses that was common in Engl a
Aln his [Mareds] criticism oStmmahe 64th question ¢

Theologiae, Mar e shows Thomasés view to be alarmingly ¢

condemned by Tempier in 1270, viz., that the soul, separated from the body after

deat h, is not affected by the fire of Hellé

AiMar eds writing is pow enniactalT;h ointass 6isntveinetwisonaries t c
susceptible to criticism in many points. Of course, this also affects the way Mare

characterizes Thomasdéds position. Most often he spe

for example with regard to the view that beatitude is essentially an act of intellect,

not of will. It is only very rarely that he admits some aspect of an opinion expressed

by Thomas to be correct, as with the view that angels are by their nature

i ncorruptible. But apabtmdmy nbedtadbeidge heses dubbed o6f
6errgbhnecorusas O6gi Wi Whani s es tmelceordingdorys 6err or s6?

Mare, errors are theses or positions that are not just false, but that are more

specifically opposed to Faith, to Holy Scripture, or to Tradition (i.e., to the opinions

oftheSaints). Thomasés work is said to contain not only vi
false, but also views that are contrary to Faith, such as the thesis that the angelic or

human soul is not composed of matter and form. Furthermore, his work is said to

contain theses that are contrary to Holy Scripture, to the Gospel, to Saint Paul, and

to Augustine. Sometimes even, Mare says, Thomas allegedly cites a sentence of

Augustine6 ,sut the quotation cannot be found there, or he falsely cites the

"Footnote 1: ifwe have two works of Wi lliam de | a -liame in which he
Correctorium that prompted the Dominicansd6 vehement reaction. The
Glorieux 1928, p. 72; Creytens 1942, p. 325; and Callus 1954 (1)), and is composed of 118 articles. It has been edited in the edition of

the Correctorium Corruptorii O6Quared6 (Quare 1927). Mareds second
Creytens 1942, p. 327). It is a new, enlarged edition of the first work, composed of 138 articles. Unlike the first work, the latter did not

figure in the discussion between Dominicans and Fmwpansesto scans. Mar e

his first work (which were perhaps as yet unknown to him), nor do the Dominicans respond to this second edition (see Creytens 1942,

p. 328). Three articles of this second edition have been edited in Hissette 1984. The small work that was longtak en t o be Mar eds Ur
Correctorium (see Pelster 1931 and Pelster 1947 (2)), edited by Pelster in 1956 (see Pelster 1956), is not a first draft of the (first)

Correctorium, but really a summary of the second by some unknown later author (see Callus 1954 (2) and Hissette 1984).

Bi ographical and bibliographical data on William de | a Mare can b
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authority of one of the Fathers in support of his own position. Again, sometimes

Thomas runs counter to common opinion, sometimes he contradicts himself,

sometimes he starts from incorrect assumptions, sometimes his reasonings do not

hold, or his conclusionsdo notf o | | Agai sometimes Aristotle is quoted on

issues he should not have been quoted on, as on the question of whether there could

be another Earth apart from ours. According to Mare, this is not a subject on which

to appeal to Aristotle, who held the matter to be impossible. The appeal to Aristotle,
therefore, is tantamount to denying Godds omnipot e
of Faith. Finally, Mare points out time and again thatanumberof Thomas é6s vi ews
(e.g., those concerning angels) come under theses condemned in 1241, in 1270, or

in 1277.6°

AThe Controversy of the Correctoria and the Limits
Jordan, 1982: fiSometime after March of 1277, the condemnations of which he

recalls, and before August of 1279, the date of a bull of Nicholas Il which he does

not mention, the Franciscan William de la Mare wrote a first version of his

Correctorium fratris Thomae.®" This was a collection of about 118 passages from

Agui nas 0 sSumma thdolsgiae; thetdieputed questions de veritate, de

anima, de virtutibus; the Quaestiones quodlibetales; and the Scriptum on the

L o mb alibd gergentiarum. The largest block of passages, about two-fifths of

the whole, is taken from the prima pars of the Summa. Each passage is described by

William, next criticized, and then refuted by auctoritates drawn from Scripture, the

Fat her s, and medi eval Lat i rcially reoegoizedb gi ans. Wil |l i ambs
by the Franciscan chapter, meeting at Strasburg in May 1282. It was there decreed

that the Summa of Thomas was not to be read in Franciscan houses except by

dectores rationabiliter intelligentesdand then only when accompanied by the

declarationesdof William.®

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, by Etienne Gilson, 1955:

AThere were booksellers before there were printers
Thomas Aquinas began to sell,? the adversaries of his doctrine realized that its

spread could not be stopped. As an imagined remedy to this evil, some of them

wrote corrections and criticisms to be appended to the text of his writings. Such was

the origin of the so-called Correctoria, or o6 Correctives6 to the doctrine
Aquin a sGre of their best specimens consists of doctrinal corrections by the

English Franciscan Williamof LaMare®*¢ Each article begins by restating

& The Eternity of the World in the Thought of Thomas Aquinas and his Contemporaries, published in German by Dr. Albert
Zimmermann, Professor An Der Universitat Koln, 1986. Several authors. Edited by J. B. M. Wissink, Catholic Theological University
in Utrecht. Printed by E. J. Brill, 1990. Chapter 4 (The Literary Receptionof T h o ma s A cputhe Rravabidity of theeEternity
of the WorldinDeL a M aCoreeciosium (1278-9) and the Correctoria Corruptorii (1279-Ca 1286)), by M. J. F. M. Hoenen,
Catholic University of Nijmegen, pp. 39-46.

8 F 0 ot n cCteyens 4l itterdture des correctoires, @ 325; Hodl, cErhebungen zum Korrektorienstreit,6p. 82. For the first versions
of William& work see also Franz Pelster, d_es Declarationes et les Questions de Guillaume de la Mare,6Recherches de theologie
ancinne el midievale 3 (1931), 398-402; P. Glorieux, d_e manuscrit ddAssise, Bibl. comm. 158, date et mode de composition,6
Recherches de theologie ancienne et medievale 8 (1936), 282-95; F. Pelster, das Ur-Correctorium Wilhelms de la Mare; Eine
theologische Zensur zur Lehren des hl. Thomas,6Gregorianum 28 (1947), 220-35.0

®2F 00t n dviaue Bubach, darly Dominican and Franciscan Legislation Regarding St. Thomas,6Mediaeval Studies 4 (1942),
139-48, esp. p. 147.0

®F 0 0t n oSeethe &ffEial pride lists for booksellers at the University of Paris, CUP, 1, 644-650 (list of 1275) also in UNIV.,
112-117; 11, 107-112 (list of 1304).0

“Foot noR.@lori&uLeds premi res pol ®mi ques thomistes; I, (Kai;, 6 Correctori L
Belgium), 1927. Contains the text of William of la Mare and the answers of a Thomist, probably Richard Clapwell (Knapwell). 8 W.
of la Mare, an English Franciscan, master in theology at Paris (ca. 1274- 1275); died about 1285. GLOLIT., I, 117-118. GLOREP., Il,
99-101. V. Doucet, AFH., 27 (1934) 549. E. Longpré, DTC., 8 (1925) 2467-2470. Willi amé s cr i t i €arrsciorium)fvas T h o mas (
officially adopted by the General Chapter of the Franciscan Order at Strasbourg in 1282. On his unpublished 25 Disputed Questions,
GLOREP., 99; consult E. Longpré, France Franciscaine, 1922, 289- 306, and F. Pelster, RTAM., 3 (1931) 397-411. Over and above
the two already known redactions (objections are usually directed against the second redaction), the complete text of a third redaction
(anterior to 1284-1285) has been discovered by R. Creytens, Autour de la littérature des correctoires, AFP., 12 (1942) 313-330. 8 On
the controversies about human knowledge, A. Hufnagel, Studien zur Entwicklung des thomistischen Erkenntnisbegriffes im Anschluss
an das Cor r e dvirster i W.m93% (Beitrage, &.,,4)08 On the controversies about freedom, O. Lottin, Les fondements
de la liberté humaine; I, De 1250 a la condamnation de 1270; II. De la condamnation de 1270 a celle de 1277; 11, Aprés la
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Thomistic position on a certain problem; then c¢ome
position of Thomasé The purely theological charact
manifest. William of La Mare has followed no plan. His corrections are a series of

remarks on the Summa of Thomas Aquinas (47 articles of Part 1, 12 of 1-2, 16 of 2-

3), on the Disputed Questions (9 of De veritate, 10 of De anima, 1 of De virtutibus,

4 of De potentia), on the quodlibetic questions (9 questions), on the First Book of

the Sentences (9 questions). Though by no means systematic, the choice of the

subjects betrays a preference for the problems related to the nature of angels and of

human s*ul séo

The Dominicans and idolizers and non-idolizers of Aquinas

St. Dominic gapostate Thomas Aquis

In the days of St. Dominic (c. 1170-1221) popes had banned philosophy by law as a
courseofstudy,and t he heretic PSerteeceswakmtydt ar ddés her et
organized and used as a standard theology textbook. In obedience to this law and in
abhorrence of philosophy, St. Dominic, in the Dominican Constitution of 1220, banned
the study of pagans and philosophers and ordered that only Church History and the Bible
and commentaries on it should be studied:

St. Dominic, Dominican Constitution 1220, Part 2 , R u IThe M&t& of A
Students: Because diligent safeguards must be applied with respect to students, they
shall have a special brother, without whose permission they shall not write notes or
hear lectures, and who shall correct whatever needs correction in matters affecting
studies. If they transgress their bounds, he shall notify the prior. They shall not
study the books of pagans and philosophers, even for an hour. They shall not learn
secular sciences or even the so-called liberal arts, unless the Master of the Order or
the general chapter decides to provide otherwise in certain cases.

fiBut everyone, both the young and others, shall read only theological books. We
further ordain that each province is obliged to provide brethren destined for study
with at least three books of theology. Those so assigned shall mainly study and
concentrate on Church History, the Sacred Text, and glosses.o

Church History included the councils and papal decreess We r ead of St . Domin
deep love of the Bible in which there is no mention of his ever loving, liking, or
justifying philosophy nor glorifying it in any other way®:

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:

AFrom the first days of p roacamedthatraljof i n Languedoc, Dc
his followers receive a solid formation in moral theology and catechesis. The acts of
Dominicbdbs canonization reveal that he was constant

study Scripture.®” Moreover, as is well known, Dominic and his socii studied

condamnation de 1277, PEM., 1, 225-389 (Thomas Aquinas, Walter of Bruges, William of La Mare, Matthew of Aquasparta, Henry of

Ghent, Peter of Falco, William of Hothun, Richard of Mediavilla, Marston, Quidort, Giles of Rome, Godfrey of Fontaines, Thomas of

Sutton, Nicholas Trivet).0

% pt. 9, ¢. 3, s. 1 (The Correctives), p. 411.

| consider St. Dominic a Catholic and saint from Serftercesi nf or mati on
or liked the scholastic canon law books and lawyers, or glorified philosophy or mythology in any way, then he was a heretic and not

Catholic and thus not a saint.

8 Footnote 107: Acfa canonizationis s. Dominici 918 194, MOPH 16 (1935): 146-147, no. 29.0
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theology under Alexander Stavensby at the cathedral school of Toulouse during the
Orderds fo¥fothati ve years.

In 1223, two years after St. Dominic died, the apostate scholastic Alexander of Hales

organized the her et iSmtenéee’aedfromithispoinefarvéird s her et i
it began to be used as a standard theology textbook until the 16th century:
Giulio Silano, | nt r dhd $Serdehceso n2 ® D0 Pefi Eme Ldimbias idd i
into Distinctions was devised in the early thirteenth century in response to the needs
of instruction in the school sé
Al Footnote 40] The story of each of these subdiuvi

great clarity by Brady, Prolegomena, pp. 137-144; at p. 144, Brady credits
Alexander of Hales with first dividing the text into Distinctions, perhaps between

1223 and 1227. See al so BrBadtgfSentedcdshe Di st i nct
and Al exander of Hal es, 61 F&.alnci scan Studies

Consequently, any school that used the Sentences as a theology textbook was not
Catholic and all who studied the Sentences were not Catholic. This was the first kind of
scholasticism (which I call Lombardian Scholasticism, which is the second way to glorify
philosophy®?) that entered theology schools and corrupted the Catholic faith and
Catholics. However, before that time this same kind of scholasticism, used by the heretic
Gratian, entered into canon law schools and thus corrupted these schools and all the
canonists who used or studied it.

St. Dominic died in 1221. In 1228 the next superior of the Dominican Order after St.
Dominic, the heretic Jordan of Saxony,
Sentences to the course of study for Dominicans and thus allowed scholasticism to
officially enter into the Order and corrupt all the schools that taught it and all who studied
it:

Heretic Jordan of Saxony, Dominican Constitution, 12 2 8, Par t Zhey Rul e 28:
shall not study the books of pagans and philosophers, even for an houré Those so

assigned shall mainly study and concentrate on Church History, the Sentences, the

Sacred Text, and glosses.o

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fiT he historical circumstances surrounding the foundation of the Order shaped what
and how the Dominicans would preach. The two-fold task which faced the incipient
Order during the formative years in Toulouse was the conversion of heretics and the
re-enforcement of the faith of the Catholic minority. In pursuing this goal, Dominic
and his followers preached sermons, debated with the Catharist perfecti, wrote
tracts, engaged in apologetics and instructed their audiences on the articles of faith
and the sacraments. & The basic structure of the Constitutions of the Order of
Preachers underwent a number of successive changes during the formative years of
the Order. The Consuetudines, written by Dominic and adopted by the brethren in
1216, was comprised of the Rule of St. Augustine and supplementary statutes, or
customs, adapted from the Constitutions of Premontre.” é The first full version of

® Footnote 108: Hifincbusch, History, 2, 5.0

¥ 1,p. 22

% See RIMIbook HCAS: Schol astics: ARamarrlLdabasdd and fAl e

*! Intro., p. Xxvi.

%2 See RIMI book HCAS: Scholastics: Peter Lombard.

% Footnote 37: fFor the version of the Constitutions of Premontre used by Dominic, see Antoninus Thomas, dJne version des statuts
de Premontre au debut du Xllle siécle,6Analecta Praemonstratensia 55 (1979): 153-170.0
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the Constitutions, the Institutions, was adopted by the General Chapter of 1220.%
The Institutions consisted for the Consuetudines and additional amendments which
attempted to encode the apostolic portion of the Dominican charismé The first
redactions of the Constitutions of the Order of Preachers thus provide a striking
portrait of what the early Dominicans wanted the Order to be. The Dominican Order
was to be, or the sake of preaching and the salvation of souls.5° é A third and
final version of the primitive constitutions, the Constitutiones, was adopted in 1228
[by the apostate Jordan of Saxony]. The Constitutions were revised and codified by
Raymond of Penafort in 1241.%¢’

The first six Master Generals of the Dominican Order were as follows:

St. Dominic (1206-1221)

Apostate Jordan of Saxony (1222-1237)
Apostate Raymond of Penafort (1238-1240)
Apostate John Teutonicus (1241-1252)
Apostate Humbert of Romans (1254-1263)
Apostate John of Vercelli (1264-1283)

S e o o

All of the Master Generals after St. Dominic were heretics because they promoted or
all owed Lombardian Scholasticism; that
heretical and scholastic Sentences to be taught in Dominican schools.”

However, the glorification of philosophers and their philosophies, which is the first
way that philosophy is glorified, did not begin to enter into the Order until liberal
dispensations to study philosophy were granted to Dominicans. After several years of
liberal dispensations to read philosophy, philosophy was integrated into the Dominican
core curriculum by the apostate Humbert of Romans in 1259:

Wikipedia, AlBertusMagnuso : Al n 1259 Al berltChaptwafk part i
the Dominicans at Valenciennes together with Thomas Aquinas, masters
Bonushomo Britto,” Florentius,'® and Peter (later Pope Innocent V) establishing a

% Footnote 38: fiThe acta passed by Dominican general chapters before 1220 are not extant. For the activity of the first General
Chapter of 1216, see Girardi de Fracheto, Chronica Ordinis, MOPH 1; Galuagni de la Flamma, Chronica Ordinis, MOPH, 2. For the
Dominican general chapters which took place between 1216-1220, see Jordanis de Saxon in Opera ad res ordinis spectantia, ed. B.
Berthier (Frieburg: Helvetiorum, 1981): 1-41.0

% Footnote 47: Cafistitutiones antiquae, Thomas, 311: €Cum ordo noster specialiter ob prcdicationem et animarum salutem ab initio
noscatur institutus fuisse, et studium nostrum ad hoc principaliter ardenterque summo opere debeat intendere ut proximorum animabus
possimus utiles esse.6The General Chapter of 1220 inserted this preface at the beginning of the Constitutions. Since 1220, the
proclamation has begun the preface of every version of the Dominican Constitutions.o

% Footnote 40: Hefiri Denifle, dDie Constitutionem de Predigerordens in der Redaction Raimunds von Penafort, DALKG 5 (1889):
533-564.0

¢. 1, pp. 14, 16-17.

% Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, f D o mi e first studiun:gendiiale which the Order possessed was that of the Convent of
St. Jacques at Paris. In 1229 they obtained a chair incorporated with the university and another in 1231. Thus the Preachers were the
first religious Order that took part in teaching at the University of Paris, and the only one possessing two schools. In the thirteenth
century the Order did not recognize any mastership of theology other than that received at Paris. Usually the masters did not teach for
any length of time. After receiving their degrees, they were assigned to different schools of the Order throughout the world. The
schools of St. Jacques at Paris were the principal scholastic centres of the Preachers during the Middle Ages. In 1248 the development
of the Order led to the erection of four new studio generalia & at Oxford, Cologne, Montpellier, and Bologna. When at the end of the
thirteenth and the beginning of the fourteenth century several provinces of the Order were divided, other studios were established at
Naples, Florence, Genoa, Toulouse, Barcelona, and Salamanca.o

®F oot n oHisgoirelitraire de la France: Xllle siécle 19. p. 103.0

1% Footnote 13: fiProbably Florentius de Hidinio, a.k.a. Florentius Gallicus, Histoire literaire de la France: Xllle siécle, Volume 19,
p.104. o
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ratio studiorum or program of studies for the Dominicans'®* that featured the study
of philosophy as an innovationé This innovation initiated the tradition of
Dominican scholastic philosophyé 6

Certainly, this was a dir eRule28vofth®ll28t i on of
Dominican Constitution and of the same rule in the 1228 Constitution, which decreed that
AThey shall not study the books Amd, pagans an
more importantly, it is a violation of the dogmatic Apostolic Constitutions of the apostles:

rn

The Apostles, Apostolic Constitutions, 1st century: fiThe Apostles and Elders to all
those who from among the Gentiles have believed in the Lord Jesus Christ; grace
and peace from Almighty God, through our Lord Jesus Christ, be multiplied unto
you in the acknowledgment of Himé

fiV1. (That We Ought to Abstain from All the Books of Those That Are Out of
the Church.) Abstain from all the heathen books. For what hast thou to do with such
foreign discourses, or laws, or false prophets, which subvert the faith of the
unstable? For what defect dost thou find in the law of God, that thou shouldest have
recourse to those heathenish fables? For if thou hast a mind to read history, thou
hast the books of the Kings; if books of wisdom or poetry, thou hast those of the
Prophets, of Job, and the Proverbs, in which thou wilt find greater depth of sagacity
than in all the heathen poets and sophisters, because these are the words of the Lord,
the only wise God. If thou desirest something to sing, thou hast the Psalms; if the
origin of things, thou hast Genesis; if laws and statutes, thou hast the glorious law of
the Lord God. Do thou therefore utterly abstain from all strange and diabolical
booksé Take care, therefore, and avoid such things, lest thou admit a snare upon
thy own soul.6'%?

Hence many Dominicans rightly opposed the incorporation of the study of philosophy
into the Dominican Constitution of 1259 and thus a battle began between the apostate
Dominicans (such as the apostates Albert the Great Wretch and Thomas Aquinas) who
glorified philosophers and their philosophies, and the apostate Dominicans who did
not.'®® By 1305 the study of philosophy in all of the Dominican provinces was made
mandatory:

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:

fiA number ofhindrances st ood i n the way of Aristotleds entr:
Preachers, not least of which were the surfeit of canonical prohibitions against the

publ i c r eadiMegphysidsandothér sookoon faterd ghilosophy.

€ The first Dominicans incorporated the canonical prohibitions just mentioned into

their primitive Constitutions and subsequently replicated them in their capitular

legislation.'® é Considered cumulatively, Dominican legislat i on agai nst 6forbidden

studi esd wer e endivethan ware those applizatyipim tiee h

10 Footnote 14 : Encficlopaedia of Religion and Ethics, Volume 10, p. 701.0

02h.1,5.2,¢6.

193 They were heretics for using Lombardian scholasticism, which glorifies philosophy by using its unique methods and terminologies
but not by using philosophy or mythology to edify or enlighten oneself or others on faith or morals, as was the case with apostates
such as Albert the Great Wretch and Thomas Aquinas.

YMFootnote 55: AThese canoni chedretup, anwry otheriplaces.Gee Alforsor Maierd, Gniversdly i n Gr at i ano
training in medieval Europe, Education and society in the Middle Ages and Renaissance 3 (leiden: Brill, 1994), 5. See also G. G.

Meer sseman, 6 #filn |libris gentilium non motyledeltEligteedidevale® ®t ude des cl a
umanistica 11 (1958): 1-1 3 . ©

FEoot noCosstitfichsantiuae,240: 61n |ibris Gentilium et Philosophorum non st
Saeculares sententias non addiscant, neque artes quas liberales vocant, nisi aliquando circa aliquos Magister Ordinis, vel Capitulum

General e vel Prior provincialis, vel Capitulum provinciale, volue
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universities or in any other ecclesiastical institution.’® Yet, these prohibitions, in
turn, were offset by the Dominican habit of granting dispensations for the pursuit of
studies or any other activity which would aid the Order in achieving its mission.
Although the practice of granting dispensations began in 1228 and accelerated
under Humbert of Romans, it reached its acme under the generalship of Johannes
Teutonicus [d. 1253].2°" Most of the dispensations granted by Teutonicus, however,
were to provinces, not individuals. For example, in the 1240s Teutonicus allowed
the Provence province to experiment with schools in logic. This more liberal
orientation had two intriguing components to it. First, in the 1240s provinces were
granted greater freedom in deciding their policies regarding the philosophical
studies of their friars. Secondly, this new freedom seems to have been, for the most
part, limited to logic and moral philosophy.'% Thus, in 1243 Frater Boniface was
ordered to turn his philosophy books into his prior.* The following year, the
Roman diffinitors extended the mandate to all the friars within the province,
emphasizing that they would not get their books back unless they obtained the
required o6&pfecom!|t hélcrenmreovinci al

MAristotleds works were first officially integrat
curriculum in 1259, when the Friar Preachers adopted a new Ratio studiorum.**!
The decision to overhaul the curriculum of the Dominicans began in 1258 (or
earlier), when Humbert of Romans, in conjunction with the general chapter,
appointed a committee to draft a list of recommendations for the reform of the
Dominican schools.'*? Headed by Albert the Great, the committee also included
Thomas Aquinas, Peter of Tarentaise, Florence of Hesden, and Bonhomme of
Britanny.*** Paradigmatic of the Dominican tradition of appointing its best and
brightest to draft policy and design curricula, the identity of the committee members
is significant, for their views did not represent those held by the majority of lectors.
The Ratio studiorum was first officially adopted by the General Chapter of 1259
and ratified by the following two general chaptersé

fiProvincial reactions to the gro-Aristoteliandinjunctions and admonitions of the
general chapters were diverse, varying from province to province. Whether because
of intellectual principle or fear of the cost, most provinces were reluctant to
establish studia artium, prompting successive general chapters to reiterate the
injunctions more and more forcefully. In 1265, the General Chapter at Montpellier
ordered all provinces without a studium artium to make such instruction available to
its members.'** The General Chapter of 1261 forced the provinces of Spain, Rome,
Poland, Hungary, and Denmark to found one each. The province of Germany was

MEootnote 59: fASee L artesRiwralés endaprimiiva legiskacsom duodmion ideeanaa.s Ant ecendentes hi s
Artes libéraux et philosophie au moyen age, Actes du quartieme Congres international de philosophie médiévale (Montreal:

University of Montreal, 1969): 599-6 1 6 . 0

©E oot n oMubkcahdy,Girst thfe bow,6 0 . 0

% Footnote  61kid., 2 @ 4 . ©

“Foot noAcapr&.Bom, %243, 1: O6Fr. Bonifacio Senensis iniungimus ut omne.
tradat priori suo et amodo in hiis studeat, nisi forte, correptione eius exigente, cum eo per prioremsuum f uer it di spensatum. d 0
MEootnolbi®,1@34,i2: O6Quicumque, preter lectores, habet aliquos trac

seculare, preter tractatus logicales et ea que pertinent ad moralem philosophiam, resignet priori suo infra vii dies postquam hoc

mandatum scriverit; nec de cetero talia aliquis habeat, nec ista eis reddantur, nisi fieret de licentia speciali provincialis, sine cuius

licentia aliquis de cetero talia non legat nec audiat, nisi secundum formam constitutionum. 6 0

MFEoot n oRombackyréund diicussions of the evolution of the Ratio studiorum, see James Weisheip, Fr i ar Thomas d
(Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America, 1974): 138-139; Hinnebusch, History, 2, 7-8 ; and Tugweddct i6dn
in Albert & Thomas, 1 5. 0

Eoot not e Hénbertof Rdang 4 @ ., O

"FE o o0t n oChartul&iém Unifiersitatis Parisiensis, 4 vols., ed. Henricus Denfile and Aemilio Chatelain (Parisiis: Ex Typis

Fratrum Delalin, 1889-1897),1 , 3 8 5 : en&nBap annd Dowiait MCCLIX de mandate magistri et diffinitorum pro promocione

studii ordinatum est per fratres Bonumhominem, Forentium, Albertum Theutonicum, Thomam de Aquino, Petrum de Tharantasia,

magistros theologiae Parisius, qui interfuerunt dicto Capitulo, quod lectores non occupentur in factis vel negotiis, per que a lectionibus
retrahantur. 6 The names of the committee members wefl@6l.ori ginally
See Acta capitulorum provincialium ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum Premiere province de Provence, province Romaine, province
d6Espag362),88289

"FE oot n oAct cait@lorum generalium ordinis fratrum Praedicatorum, vol. 1: ab anno 1220 usque ad annum 1303, 129. 0
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ordered to establish three.™™ Not all provinces were reluctant, of course. In 1269,

the provincial chapter of Province published a series of ordinances for their studia

artium which revealanintens e concern for tH%® new school 6s succes
fAThis pattern of provincial diversity is equally applicable to the later appro-

priation of the studia naturalia. In 1262, Provence founded the first studium

naturarum. Rome did not found one until 1288.** Prior to that year, the Roman

province had maintained a proscriptive policy against education in philosophy. In

1305, the general chapter made it mandatory for each province to have a studium

naturarum. By the beginning of the fourteenth century, however, even the most

reluctant of provinces had embraced the philosophy curriculum and its role in the

Orderé
AFrom the first day a friar set foot into his pri
schol astic ter ms; and he studied the most fundamen

works written within scholastic literary genres. It is not surprising, therefore, that
highly technical and intricately nuanced scholastic terms (and the concepts which
those terms signified) not only comprised the ligua franca of the Dominican
Magistri but worked their way into the daily conversations of the fratre communes.
By the middle of the thirteenth century, [Aquinian] scholasticism permeated the
Order of Preachers to a far greater extent than any other medieval institution save
that of the universi t i e s é

fiBut if the Dominican attitudes toward assimilation of the Aristotelian corpus
during the first half of the thirteenth century appear diverse and varied viewed
through the prism of institutional history, our perception changes when we consider
the writings of individual scholastics. To say that Dominicans before Albert the
Great carried on a debate over Aristotelianism would be an overstatement. What is
certain, however, is that prominent Dominican scholastics, on both sides of the
issue, communicated their views and their concerns to the rest of their brethren in
their sermons and spiritual writings. Thus, John of St. Giles warned the friars of St.
Jacques against those who, dwhen they come to theology are not able to be parted
from their science, as is clear in certain people, who, in theology, are not able to be
separated from Aristotle, carrying as it were brass instead of gold, that is,
philosophical questions and opinions.&*® In another homily given in Paris in 1231,
an anonymous friar lashed out at theologians who had appropriated bits and pieces
of Aristotle, stating that they spoke in goints and lines,6thereby corrupting their
theology.™ Even Vincent of Beauvais, known for the liberal sprinkling of Hebrew
and Arabic references throughout his works, questioned the appropriateness of
Aristotle.’® The wariness was not universal. A few lone voices, such as Humbert of
Romans, did ring out in Aristotleb6s support, al bei
usually the case, Humbert was in the minorityé

fiHumbert of Romans and Roland of Cremona are but two of the many
Dominicans drawn from the pool of artists."** Albert the Great had studied the arts
at both Bologna and Padua. Similarly, Thomas Aquinas was also trained in the arts,
including Aristotle, under Master Martin (who covered grammar and logic) and

WEoot nolbi@é,171108: O6lniungimus prioribus provincialibus et diffinit
Theutonie. Polonie. Ungarie. Dacie. Quod ordinet. Quod fratres iuniores et docibiles in logicalibus instruantur. In provincia veto
Theutonic instituant duo vel tria studia huiusmodi in conventibus ydoneis ad

MEootnot e Ada;13MDo(ula2iésg,) . o

WEo o0t n oActpréi.Rom., ¥288:85-8 8 . 0

"Eoot not e 7 4 LessérivnsMhiversidagras Rarisiens de 12308 1231, Etudes de Philosophie médiévale (Paris: Vrin,
1931): 85; 292.0

YEoot nolbig, 34034110
WEootnote 76: i e Stdllungdar ireAgios€ndOpden zusida Brofanwissenschaften im 12 und 13 Jahrhunderts
(Freiburg: Komissionsverlag der Universitatsbuchhandlung, 1914): 122-1 2 4 . 0o

“Footnote 78: fAFor anecdotal evidence, see Rolandés quip, cited i
Cremone, fiLe ARPXI¥r1®4de¢ ,JdHl&, 06 6Loyci audi ua Undgemineiciplectusdlacssrae m et i ntr an
ni si de dialectis et sohisticis?d o0
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Peter Ireland (who taught the natural sciences) between 1233 and 1239.'%
Considering the personality, teachings, and stature of these masters, it is improbable
that they ceased studying and teaching Aristotle upon entering the Order. In fact, in
the cases of Roland of Cremona and Albert the Great, citations of Aristotle continue
to appear in their texts throughout their working livesé

fiMost Dominicans prior to the early fourteenth century were thoroughly
Augustinian in their outlook. Yet, Dominican and non-Dominican conservatives
differed fundamentally in their attitudes towards their shared beliefs; for whereas
Franciscans such as Pecham regarded Aristotelianism as Gmpiousd Dominicans
such as Kilwardby viewed it as simply untrue.*?

fiBoundless in both his thirst for knowledge and his energy, Albert the Great was
the first scholastic to tackle the whole of the Aristotelian corpusé Even more
pertinent, Albert used his chair at Cologne to teach a course on Ari s t oEthicsénd s
1248; and was entrusted by Humbert of Romans with the task of drawing up the
syllabus for the studium naturarum in 12628 all of which points to the fact that
Al bertdés Ari st ot e lidned by th@aObmigicanthierarcay¢ wer e sanc

flAlthough Aristotelian terms, concepts, and quotations were appearing with
increasing frequency on the pages of thirteenth-century scholastic texts, the trend
was much more pronounced in works by Dominican authors. Second, Franciscan,
Augustinian, and secular authors at the mid-point of the thirteenth century cited
auctoritates drawn from the twelfth-century moderni, such as Hugh and Richard of
St. Victor, with more or less the same frequency and respect as had the two
generations which preceded them. Thus, during the first half of the thirteenth
century, the Dominican scholastics partially disengaged themselves, bit by bit, from
the same Augustinian tradition which their non-Dominican confreres continued to
re-affirm. Despite this overall trend, however, the friar preachers were not only not
proponents of Aristotelianism (and never would be) but were decidedly suspicious
of the doctrinal dangersé &'
Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, ADominicanso: AThe first Dominican
came from the universities into the Order, or who taught in the universities, adhered
for a long time to the Augustinian doctrine. Among the most celebrated wereé
Hugh of Saint Cher, Richard Fitzacre, Moneta of Cremona, Peter of Tarentaise, and
Robert of Kilwardby. It was the introduction into the Latin world of the great works
of Aristotle, and their assimilation, through the action of Albertus Magnus, that
opened up in the Order of Preachers a new line of philosophical and theological
investigation. The work begun by Albertus Magnus (1240-1250) was carried to
completion by his disciple, Thomas Aquinas (g. v.), whose teaching activity
occupied the last twenty years of his life (1245-1274). The system of theology and

doctor s,

phil osophy constructed byhePgnisiScheos i s t he most c¢omp

developed rapidly both within the Order and withouté 0

Once the study of philosophy, especially ¢t
Domi ni can school s, t he nscholatieteaehipngs egareid € T h o mas
enter the Dominican curriculumin1305.However , before Aquinasd sc
officially approved by the Dominicansin 1305, it was wunofficially app

idolizers and thus anti-Aquinas Dominicans were persecuted. The persecution included
silencing anyone who would dare criticize their false god Aquinas or any of his
teachings, in spite of the fact that his teachings contained many heresies (including the
glorification of philosophy in all of the three ways) and other errors, such as his denial of
the Immaculate Conception:

2Footnote 79: AWeis#G®phL, 06Friar Thomas, 6 13
2Footnot e 8BvolutidihRBEOwloe s,
124 ¢. 2 (The Dominican Intellectual Tradition), Aristotle Among the Friar Preachers, pp. 43-46, 41, 47-48.
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The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:

Aln 1278, the Gener al Chapter commi ssioned two | ec
of Mevoullion and John Vigouroux, to undertake a visitation of the English
province in order to ascertain whether certain of

the Order by detracting from the writings of Thoms

perceived threat of a full-scaled ideological revolt by the English lectors, the

General Chapter endowed the two visitors with extraordinary powers.*?® Any Friar

found guilty of attacking either Aquinasd memory

removed from office, and exiled from the province.”*é 1 n 1 2 G@eral t h e

Chapter added emphasis to their earlier displeasure by admonishing the brethren not

to speak irreverently of Thomas or his writings.”>é The capi tul ar fathers did no

deal with the matter again until 1286, when the Correctoria controversies had been

well underway for a half-dozen years. At this point, the General Chapter obliged all

Dominicans to defend arf®™romote Thomasd teaching
AfBet ween 1314 and 1317, the Dominican | eadership

preserve the primacy of AquiThegdftueabbrngs within

integrated the study of Thomas into the core curriculum of the Dominican higher

education.*® In the following year, the General Chapter of Bologna reaffirmed the

Order6s policy of censorship. Thaus, | ectors were f

doctrines against the &%loadditianrhe Chaptert r i nes o6 of Thomas

ordered that all Dominican libraries possessc o pi es of Ad%ilmasdé writings.

1315, the provincial chapter of Rome tried the case of Hubert of Guidi, a bachelor at

Florence. Accused of opposing Thomas in a public disputation (not just in a

Dominican school but in a cathedral at a lecture attended by seculars and other

religious!), Hubert was found guilty, and ordered to recant of his errors in public.

Hubert was then transferred to the convent at Pistoia and placed on a fast of bread

and water for ten days. Rubbing salt in an open wound, the diffinitors also deprived

Hubert of his office of lector for two years and forbid him to take part in future

S

25 Footnote 132:  Ifiungdmus districte fratri Raymundo de Medullione et fratri lohanni Vigorosi lectori Montispessulai. Quod cum
festinacione vadant in angliam inquisitori diligenter super facto fratrum. Qui in scandalum ordinis destraxerunt de scriptis venerabilis
patris fratris Thome de Aquino.dlt is interesting to speculate the extent to which the General Chapter& fears were fueled by past
incidents of rebellion on behalf of the English province. The most notable of these was the Oxford conventsérefusal to admit foreign
friar preachers into their studia generalia. Records of the incident can be found in Acta, 1, 110. For background see Edward Tracy
Brett, Humbert of Romans: his life and views of thirteenth-century society, Studies and texts 67 (Toronto: PIMS, 1984) 51-55; William
Hinnebusch, The early English Friars Preachers, Dissertationes Historicae, 14 (Rome: Institutum Historicum FF. Praedicatorum,
1951), 341; and Knowles, Religious orders, 1: 218-219.0
126 Footnote 133: Acfa, 1, 199: dQuibus ex nunc plenam damus auctoritatem in capite et in membris. Qui quos culpabiles invenerint in
predictis. Puniendi. Extra provinciam emittendi. Et omni officio privandi. Plenam habeant potestatem.6 0
2TE o0 0t n o tAda, 112845dCum frenerabilis vir memorie recoldende fr. Thomas de Aquino, suo conversatione laudabili et
scriptis suis multum honoraverit ordinem, nec sit aliquatenus tolerandum, quod de ipso vel scriptis eius aliqui irreverenter et
indecenter loquantur, eciam aliter sencientes, iniungimus prioribus provincialibus et conventualibus et eorum vicariis ac visitatoribus
universis, quod is quos invenerint excedentes in predictis, punire acriter non postponant.6 0
128 Footnote 138:  Ibil., 1, 235: dDistrictius iniungimus et mandamus, ut fratres omnes et singuli, prout sciunt et possunt, efficacem
dent operam ad doctrinam venerabilis magistri fratris Thome de Aquino recolende memorie promovendam er saltem ut est opinio
defendendam, et si qui contrarium facere, attemptaverint assertive sive sint magistri sive bacallarii, lectores, priores et alii fratres
eciam aliter sencientes, ipso facto, ab officiis propriis et graciis ordinis sint suspensi, donec per magistrum ordinis vel generale
fgpitulum sint restituti, et nichilominus per prelatos suos seu visitatores iuxta culparum exigentiam. Condignam reportent penam.6 0
C. 2, pp. 53-54.
30 Footnote 123: Actfa, 2, 72: 6Cum circa reformacionem studii curaé Qui statim post pascha incipiat legere de phylosophia morali
vel de aliquo tractatu fratris Thome vel alternatim de istis et continuet saltem usque ad kalendas augusti. Ad cuius lectiones omnes
studentes teneantur venire.6 0
31 Footnote 124: Ibidl., 2, 81: dMlagister studencium observabit et referet magistro ordinis in studiis generalibus et provinciali et
diffinitoribus in aliis studiis, quid, quantum et quomodo lectores legent et in anno quociens disputabunt. Insuper si docuerint contra
communem doctrinam Thome aut contra communes opiniones ecclesie, tangentes articulos fidei, bonos mores vel ecclesie sacramenta,
aut si contra ista, aut aliquid istorum adduxerint raciones, quas dimiserint insolutas. Super quibus eos primo cum debita reverencia
admonebit; quod si se non correxerint debite revocando, provinciali vel eius vicario referat verbo vel scripto, si magister ordinis non
fuerit in proinquo; qui si invenerit ita esse, eos absolvat ab officio lectionum.6 0
B2F 00t n o tlbid., 2183-84; A. Walz, @rdinationes capitulorum generalium de Sancto Thoma eiusque cultu et doctrina,6
Analecta Sacri Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum 31 (1923): 172. For the Dominican library at Padua, see L. Gargan, Lo Studio
teologico e la Biblioteca dei Domenicani a Padova nel Tre e Quattrocento (Padua: Antenore, 1971).0
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disputations.**® For instance, the provincial chapter of Toulouse in 1316 tried other

friars for the same crime.*®*é 1 n 1317, Thomi sm had, at |l east for th:

educated friars who served as capitular diffinitors, become the commonly held
opinion of the®Dominican Order. o

See RIMI book HCAS: Hi st ory of the Schol asthei csé6 Hel |
corruption of the Dominicans and Franciscans.

I T OOAOA 1 NOET AO8 AATTTEUAOGEITT AU ADPiI OOAOA 1

One of the most evil and damaging events in the history of the Catholic Church was
the canonization of the apostate Thomas Aquinas by apostate Antipope John XXII in
1323:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, i T h o ma s fiHAdedion hMash) 1274.
Numerous miracles attested his sanctity, and he was canonized by John XXII, 18
July, 1323. The monks of Fossa Nuova were anxious to keep his sacred remains, but
by order of Urban V the body was given to his Dominican brethren, and was
solemnly translated to the Dominican church at Toulouse, 28 January, 1369.0

After Aquinas was made a so-called saint, the idolization of him increased and any
effective opposition to him and his scholasticism and his other heresies ended.
Even if the evidence proves that true miracles were attributed to Aquinas, he was
nevertheless an apostate. The following words of Moses and Jesus would then apply to
him:
il f there rise in the midst of thee a prophet or o
dream, and he foretell a sign and a wonder, and that come to pass which he spoke,
and he say to thee: Let us go and follow strange gods, which thou knowest not, and
let us serve them: Thou shalt not hear the words of that prophet or dreamer: for the

Lord your God trieth you, that it may appear whether you love him with all your
heart, and with all yoursoul , or not3) 0 (Deut. 13:1

AMany will say to me in that day: Lord, Lord, have
and cast out devils in thy name, and done many miracles in thy name? And then will

| profess unto them, | never knew you: depart from me, you that work iniquity. 0

(Mt. 7:22-23)

If Aquinas had performed apparent miracles, then they would have been either false
miracles of the Devil or true miracles for the benefit of others.**

In many cases canonizations are political in nature in which bribes and other nefarious
means are resorted to, which include false or exaggerated testimonies from witnesses
who are either bribed, sympathetic to the cause, or duped by the Devil.

From the evidence | have, it seems that Aquinas did not perform true miracles. The
witnesses of his miracles are suspect because they were his brothers and thus sympathetic

%8 Footnote 127: CUP, 2, 174: (Quia frater Albertus Guidi, bacellarius Florentinus, hoc anno in conventu Florentio dum disputaretur
de Quolibet in conspectu multitudinis fratrum. Secularium, clericorum et aliorum religiosorum temerarie, non solum in ipsa
disputatione, sed etiam in cathedra dum legeret, multa assertive dixit contra sanam et sacram doctrinam venerabilis doctoris fratris
Thome de Aquinoé imponimus ac districte mandamus eidem fratri Ubertoé quando reverendus pater prior provincialis sibi duxerit
imponendum, et ipsum per biendium omni lectione omnique disputatione cuiuscumque facultaris ac magisterio studentium et omni
actu scolastico privamus. Et ipsum de conventu Florentino removemus et Pistoriensi conventui assignamus et decem dies in pane et
aqua jejunandos sibi damus.6 0

13 Footnote 128: Ddtumenta, Laurent, 662, no. 52.0

%5 ¢. 3, pp. 80-81.

% See RIMI Topic Index: Signs and Wonders.
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tohiscause. Most of the testimonies crowmavhefer om Thome
Thomas died. And the great and credible opposition to his canonization was overridden

by apostate Antipope John XXII, who was a fervent admirer and idolizer of Aquinas and

Thomism:

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fiMany different people,events,and trends combined to affect Aquinas
onization.™®’ Perhaps the first thing to note is that there was a surprising amount of
exceedingly fierce oppolsanh®eisoowouldlater AQui nasé canoni za
reportthatatleasts ome of the aversion to Thomasd el evation
rooted in the absence of miracles during his own lifetime.*® Yet another group of
adversaries to the canonization were the legacy of the Condemnations of 1277. In
the eyes of many, Aquinas was simply a heretic. Overlapping with this last group
were those scholastics and churchmen who, steeped in the neo-Augustinian
tradition, opposed Thomasdé teachings.
fiFinally, some of the opposition was, to some extent, political. Despite the peace
pacts concluded by John of Vercelli and Jerome of Ascoli, the generals of the Friars
Preachers and Minor, in 1274 and 1277, the Franciscans, cognizant that such an
event would entail an implicit censure of their own Augustinian and Spiritual
currents, made a concerted effort toé block his canonization up until the very last
moment.™*
fiSecond, few people actively campaigned for the canonization. Of the second
estate, only the Sicilian nobility got involved. Even within the Order of Preachers,
the advocates were disproportionately small, restricted, for the most part, to the
more zealous of the Thomist magistri such as Natalis; and to members of the newly-
created Sicilian province who, motivated by provincial pride, made the canonization
their central mission during their early years.
fiwith the exception of Natalis, of all the people to take a part, John XXII was the
sinequanono f T h o mas 8 .“tAaangtimé fanaftAguimas, John XXII
kept a copy o fSundma donfessarum (Whicheantkinadrleggthy
extractions from Thomas6 @ummattheologias) i n his study an
next to his bed.*** Having incurred an obligation to the Order of Preachers for
having hosted his papal coronation, John XXII promised to canonize one of their
members. True to himself, if not to his word, the former Jacques Deuse, himself a
partisan of the Angevins, rejected the nomination of Raymond of Penafort when it

was brought forward by the King of Aragon. Consequ
supporters had previously endured the proverbial twenty-year papal brush-off, an
inquiry into Thomasd sanctity took place at Napl es

“Footnote 122: fAMost recently, Leonardus VViarm5(1067p2546 s, O6The cano
See al so Martin Gr adeshkThomasvod Ayuirin ilkeBedeuturig firadie Ausbreitung und Verteidigung

seiner Lehre iDwwsThbmad,ah¢hapd8prta3sd; Pi erre Mandonnet, O6La canoni zaf
Mélanges Thomistes, Bibliotheque thomiste (Le Saulchoire, Kain) 3 (1923):2-4 8; Andr e Vauchez, o6Les canonisati
de S. Bonaventur: p o U274Doize cdneseixante-guatorae]l aense chdreiear, sutations@t cantimuités:

Lyon-Parts, 20i septembre-5 octobre 1974, Colloques internationaux du Centre national de la recherche scientifique, no 558 (Paris:

Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1997):753-76 7; and Angel us Wal z, o6Ordinationes capitu
Thoma ei usque AnalettaoiniePraeditatorumn, 16i (1923-1994):168-1 92 ; as wel | as his three arti
Quinatis e vita discessud; OHistoria canonizationislo®®ncti Thomae
XXIIP. Memor at a n o tXenidhomastica 3 (1925)s411-65a105¢172and 17531 88, respecti vel y. o
®FEootnot e 1@@&aomniaGedr.s obu, Pin, t. 2, ¢ 712, cited in Andr® Vauchez,
canonisation des X111° et XIV®s i ~ c | Le suplédegli ardini mendicanti (secoli X111-S1V) 11-14 ottobre 1976, Covegni dei Centro

di Studi sulla spiritualit”™ medieval 46417 f¢To@ii: 6FRuenss o lc@aAhomnadceam
Thome de Aquino opponeretur a quibusdam quod non fecerat miracula vel non multa, dictum fuit per Papam non esse curandum et

adiecit: quoniam tot miracula fecit quod determinavit quaestiones
®FEootnote 124: AG. Meerssemann, 0CEM4IO¥)d75-47 i dter quattuor ordines
"Foot note 125: fAAngelus Walz, o6Papst Johannes XXIIl und Thomas von
Comm. St.,1.29-50 . O

“Footnote 126: fAAntoine Dondaine, 6La coll ect i oSoriptoriens22 0euvres de s
(1975):127-1 52, and Angelus Walz, o6Papst ZLam&mn2069 . X¥XI |1 und Thomas von A
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18, 1318. A bibliophile to the core, John XXII hedged after the first enquiry,

demanded a second, and requested copies of the complete works of Thomas

Aquinas for the Vatican library.*** Although there is no evidence that they were ever

examined by the inquisitors, ample marginal notations in John XXI1& own hand

testify that the fourteen volumes did not want for use. If Natalis had contributed to

the canonization in no other way, his successful tax on the provinces of as many

florins as they had priories was no mean achievement.** A second inquiry, limited

to the miracles at Aquinasé tomb, took place at Foc
1321. John XXII promulgated the bull of canonization in 1323. Two years later, on

February 14, 1325, Etienne Bourret, revoked the Parisian condemnations in so far as

they affected Thomasé teachings. The Oxford conden
fi/An examination of the early hagiography and iconography surrounding Thomas
reveals that Aquinasd cult was continually manipul

Dominican hierarchy, often in conjunction with John XXII. Like many works of
medieval hagiography, William of Tocco& vita, which did not appear until shortly
after the promulgation of the canonization bull, was written and extensively re-
written not to emphasize the facts of the new sainté life, but to emphasize certain
themes and leitmotifs. Interestingly enough, Tocco refashioned the facts of
Aquinas6 |ife to meet the political and ecclesiast
specifically, he emphasized Thoma s &6 di savowal of the Franciscan Spir
extensive refutations of the teachings of Joachim of Fiore so as to gain the approval
of John XX11.14
fiDomi ni can i conography also reinterpreted the mat
convey concerns particular to their immediate historical and religious context. One
of the earliest depictions of Thomas is contained in the dT'riumph of Thomas6panel,
located in the Dominican convent of Santa Caterina in Pisa and erected in 1320.*°
After examination, several ofthepi ct ur eds features are somewhat cur.i
Thomas is shown with a halo, three years prior to his canonization. Intriguingly, the
panel s date of or i gnizationinquities, suggésteg ween t he t wo can
perhaps that John XXII had actually decided the case after the first, and simply
postponed the promulgation to silence the opposition. This hypothesis is further
supported by the prominent display of John XXI1& family crest. Second, the panel
has Thomas surrounded by books, with light emanating out of both the future saint
and the books. The symbolism is particularly relevant: the Dominicans have
traditionally taken refuge in the theme of their Order as the guiding light of the
Church during those times when the Order was in trouble.
flnaway, Agqui nasé cult and canonization are curious p
gl ance, it is indeed curious that the Dominicans n
bedrock of his hagiography at precisely the same time that these teachings were
under attack by such notables as Dietrich of Frieburg, James of Metz, and Durandus

“EFootnote 127:Gofu@lnaiirce lée€CoBrnwenxte historique et |litt®ra2re de |16Ys
Ehrle, Historia Bibliothecae Romanorum Pontificum,Bi bl i ot ec a d e | -ubidice, ¢ (Rane: MypiaVateanio 1890 o

1:144-147 . 0

“EFoot notAea 21,2 812 3. 0O

“Footnote VkhR:&fFTadeo,cul os de vita pa usgphsticenomingsimpkciumcarda sub hoc humi
seducant, quos captos poti us hYstorieSarcti thompde Aquinotlat2e fo&rn meruti an te.x @&d can
abbatis loachim predicti heretici fomentum sumunt prefati erroris pestiferi, predictus doctor in quodam monasterio petitum librum

prefati abbatis et oblatum totum perlegit; et ubi erroneum aliquid repetit vel suspectum cum linea subducta dampnavi, quod totum legi

et credi prohibuit quod ipse sua manu docta cassuit. Contra quem errorem pestiferum sanctissimus pater dominus lohannes papa XXI|I,

* ad quem pertinet hereses condempnare, mirandum edidit deretalem, quorum errores, dum in ipsa descripsit, sacri canonis

auctoritatibus potenter elisit.d o

“Footnote 130: fAJoseph Polzer, 6 @AThe tri umpMiteiduigeneh omas o panel i n
Kunsthistorischen Institutes in Florenz 37 (1993): 29-70. The library of the Dominican convent of Santa Catarina in Pisa is one of

those rare blessings for scholars interested in medieval Dominican history. Not only did it host a number of influential friars (Thomas

had taught there duringthe 1270 6 s ) but many of its records, chroni otlSesranz cat al ogs, n
Pelster, ¢6Bibliotheca Conventus Sanctae Cat her iXenmBomRticsi s. Col |l ect
3 (1925): 249-280. In addition, records of medieval provincial visitations to the convent are contained in the Acta provinciae

Romanae. 0
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of St. Pourcain. But, viewed from a distance, it suited the times. John XXII used the
canonization as a rebuff to those who had rocked his papacy with their upheavals:
namely, the Averroists, the Nominalists, and, most especially, the Franciscan
Spirituals.**Dependi ng upon oned6s viewpoint, the Order of
Aguinasd sainthood to either restore its traditionr
homogeneity on the theology of its members.

fiConcurrenttoth e Do mi ni cans®homdod madlitonarnd t he
consummation of his canonization, his texts and the auctoritas which was accorded
them, continued to be absorbed into the Dominican ethos. Particularly relevant to
t he Or der 0curaamnimaram, vagthe assimhlationof Thomasdé teachings
into Dominican confessional handbooks and preaching manuals.**’ As a result,
Aquinas steadily acquired authority within the con
ministry. By extension, he also gained authority in the area of moral theology, and
was thus cited in the sermons of Remigio di Girolami, Aldobrandino de Tuscanella,
and Nicoluccio de Ascolis.**® But, it should be noted, this auctoritas as largely
restricted to the Secunda secundae.

fiHaving examinaddAusnasbhououi ttwralwi thin the Order
activities, it is possible to see the relationship between the controversies and
A g ui n a-®dninican ductoaitas in a new light. First, however holy Aquinas
might have been, the push behind his canonization came from those who wished to
promote his teachings. Moreover, as was discussed above, his cult was refashioned
to reinforce a popular perception of Thomas as an orthodox theologian and to
further promote an acceptance of his teachings. In other words, the controversies
between Natalis and Durandus were one ofthecont r i but i ng factors to AqQquinas
canonization.

(@)}

(@}

iSecond, it i s aapcrtas withib thetDomantcan Ardeu i na s 6
prior to the conflict between Natalis and Durandus differed in scope and nature
from that which emerged afteingsWeaet al i sd deat h. Al th

preserved and disseminated throughout the Order by his earlier disciples, the actual
adherence of the fratres communes to his teachings was restricted largely to the area
of moral theology. Interest in and adherence to the vast majority of his teachings
was limited to a small number of Dominican magistri and bachelors drawn from
among the Order 6s i ntidie deteralia.tThe endjoritgadf i t es wi t hi n t he
Dominican lectors, stationed far and away from the intellectual capitals of Paris and
Oxford, and engaged in teaching in the conventual and provincial schools, held
views much the same as did most non-Dominican scholastics.
fiThe controversies between Hervaeus Natalis and Durandus of St. Pourcain
transf or med a n dauceritds withid tbedominizan Orderirsad
number of concrete and measurable ways. First, the
teachings, particularly those drawn from his metaphysics, psychology, and
cosmology, which had previously been relatively neglected, to the attention to the
Dominican intelligentsia. In doing so, the debates between Natalis and Durandus
not only illuminated many of the issues which underpinned the clash between the
Augustinian and Thomist traditions but, by its public and comprehensive

examinationof Aqui nas6 thought also established a bri dge
theology entailed in the Orders cura animarum and the speculative theology which
fl ourished in its schools. As a result, an increas
were absorbed into the texts and thought of a steadily expanding pool of Dominican
scholastics.

“YFootnote 131: fAVauchez, 6Les canonisations,d 761. John XXI1ds bu

their followers, many of whom considered it a dveritable provocation.6S e e  W.  W. May , RiolsiBenetacheratidfaeds si on of

h er e s i Bssays im medieval life and thought presented to Austin Patterson Evans, ed. John Mundy (New York: 1955):3-3 9 . 0

YEFootnote 132: #SuenacafessrunBodlphh af Freibdrgrahdehe popularization of the moral teaching of St.

Thomas and some of Cdmin St,2d52n6t8e.mpor ari es, 6 i n

“Footnote 133: fdDavid doéAvr a)studi Me@ezali 31¢1998): 2av2 28h & dead before 1350, 0
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iConti guous to this spread of Thomism as a resul't
both Thomasé teachings and the defense of those te
throughout the Order asaresultofNat al i sé pol i cies as provincial and
General. If Durandus had rejected his mentor& ideology, the same could not be said
of Nat apratégé®d Dudny lrisgenure as provincial of France (1309-1318),
Natalis had influenced the choice of John of Naples (1309), Peter of Palude (1310),
and James of Lausanne (1314) as bachelors of theology at Paris. He was to continue
this policy of affixing an ideological litmus test to promotion in studies or to
inception during his generalate. From their lectures, disputations, writings, and
sermons, these young theologians saturated the Dominican schola with Thomas
ideas and opinions, rendering them, over time, almost commonplace. The growing
acceptance of Aquinasdauctoritas was further propelledand r efl ected i n Thomasé®6
succession of honorific titles, which ranged from the doctor eximiis spawned by
Richard Knapwell in 1282 to that of doctor communis, to which we have already
been introduced.
fiSecond, the conflict was the catalyst behind the imposi t i on of Thomasé texts in
the Dominican schools. For instance, the General Chapter of 1313 not only
prohibited the recitation or confirmation of opinions which contradicted those of
Aquinas but mandated a three-year course in his teachings for students bound for
Paris.*® Although the Lombardé Sentencesc ont i nued to serve as the Domini
basic textbook, it was incr gcdppunsuymgdl v suppl emented b
libros Sententiarum and Summa theologiae. But just as the controversies resulted in
thepromoti on of Thomasd teachings within the Dominic:
lead to repeated attempts by the Dominican hierarchy to eradicate the more
pervasive and radical Augustinian elements from their midsté
fEven after Thomas d Domaimoanrhieracaytcontimued i n 1323, t he
its efforts to form and mold the new saint& cult so as to magnify the intellectual
orientation of the new saint and to disseminate his teachings. These efforts were not
confined to the maneuvering and intrigue characteristic of high level ecclesiastical
politics but were manifested in very concrete ways at the parochial levelé Yet, the
extent to which the fratres communes actually knew, understood, and were able and
willing to defend Aquinas®lefrerachi ngs i s somewhat n
Bartolommeo da San Concordio, who lived out most of his professed life at the
Dominican house in Pisa and died in 1347, is recorded as having not only
memorized much of Aqui nasingsaganstkis but of defending h
critics.*® But the chronicle in which his accomplishments are recorded also noted
that these attainments had rendered him unique among the Pisan friars. Instead, the
evidence suggest s t ducdritasAverabestracaeptéibyt eachi ngs and
those who were at the major Dominican educational centers, whatever the
geographic region or spiritual or intellectual tradition. Thus, Henry of Suso was
always careful to accord a particular authority to Thomas: doctor egregius inter
ceteros et super ceteros, sicut rosa sine spina.6>'é
fAquinasdauctoritas within the Dominican Order served as a font from which
his auctoritas was gradually disseminated throughout the Church via the writings of
Dominican theologians. In the late fourteenth century, the question of whether or
not Thomas Aquinas was an auctoritas, of any rank, within the universal Church
was settled by the Immaculate Conception controversy when John Montson, a

“Foot notAda, 216885: i6équod nullus frater | egendo, determinando, respo
quod communiter creditur de opinione doctoris predicti, nec recitare aut confirmare aliquam singularem opinionem contra communem
doctorum sentenciaminhi s é Quod si ex talibus opinionibus pertractatis scandal

revocandum nichilominus compellatur. Lectores quoque de textu biblie plus solito legant et in lectura de sentenciis ad minus tres vel
quatuor articulos de doctrina de doctrina fratris Thome pertractent, prolixitate onerosa vitata. Nullus eciam studium Parisiense

mittatur, ni si in doctrina fratris Thome saltem tribus annis stud
Eootnote 139: AF. Bonaini, O6Chr oni c aArch Btdr.ital,sea3, 6c(I945)y583nt us Sanctae C
@&recollegit auctoritates Bibliae et philosophorum a beato Thoma e
totam quasi mente tenebat, defendit ab i mpugnanti bus magna cur a.

BlFootnotel1 40: ASenner, O6Jean de Sterngassen,d 84.0
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Dominican at St. Jacques, argued against the doctrine, appealing to Aquinas as his
principal authority.”> Acenturyand a hal f alc@ritaewascatapuitadi na s 6
above and beyond that of Augustine by the doctrinal controversies of the Counter-
Reformation. Many persons, trends, and events contributed to this process. But each
of these had been affected directly or, more often, indirectly, by either one or both
of our antagonists, or the conflict between them. In the fourteenth century,
Dionysius de Burgo char ac tastirDuranéussld*Thomas o6 as being
At the turn of the century, Silvestro da Prieriowoul d r esurrect Natalisd argumen
on predicamental relations against his former pupil to use against Cajetan.” In the
fifteenth, Capreolus devoted forests of pages to the refutation of Durandus. None of
these events would have been possible had not Aquinas already been well
established as an auctoritas within the Order of Preachersé

fiHad not the Order of Preachers intervened, Thomas would have been perceived
by the medieval populace as were so many other saintsd namely, as a source of
miracles and healing. Instead, seeking to meet its own needs, the Dominican
hierarchy discouraged this popular devotion and replaced it with a cult which was
i nextricably bound up with Thomasd teachings. Il n o
motivated by a need to react to the overly fideistic theology of the more extreme
Augustinian thinkers and reaffirm the more rationalistic leitmotifs within their own
tradition. It was a need which Aquinas met admirablyé The end result was, at least
in part, due to the disparate activities of Dominican thinkers in the Thomist and
Albertine traditions in the early fourteenth centuryé

AiSi milarly, the history of Aquinasé canonization
with that of the early Thomist school. Had not John XXII been as vexed by the
Franciscan Spirituals, along with the adherents of other offshoots from the Joachite
tree, then he might well have decided to postpone the Angelic Doctor&
canonization yet again. On a more fundamental level, however, Agui nas® can
onization came about because a couple of groups pushed long and hard for its
realization, compiled t heandpadtietduiiabons, sponsored Tho
fees. Of the groups who did so, the most active, even proactive, were the early
Thomists, again led by Natalis. One of the primary reasons that they did so was to
hinder the growing popularity of Durandusdé teachin
in the lower studia.o™

During the canonization process, testimoni e

idolizers, such as Albert the Great Wretch and James of Viterbo, praised Aquinas as the
greatest Doctor in all the Church, equal to the apostles and greater than anyone who
would follow, which was similar to the praises that apostate Jerome gave to the apostate
Origen:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, @ Al b e r t urse ankbangemant®fdhe A

death of Thomas at Fossa Nuova, as he was proceeding to the Council, was a heavy

blow to Albert, and he declared that éThe Light of the Church6had been

extinguishedé It is said that ever afterwards he could not restrain his tears
whenever the name of Thomas was mentioned.o

First Canonization Enquiry of Thomas Aquinas, Napl
July 21 to September 18, 1310: iLXXXIl.é Al bert had been Thomasds master
he wept much when news came that his pupil was dead, and afterwards whenever

%2 Footnote 143: Mdtie-Do mi ni que Chenu, -Dt Maher Aa ti8hForin@Brénaidn snttht Imaculate

Conception controversy itself, see Wencesl aus Thedodmad theilmanacylatec6 The controve
Conception: history and significance, e d . Edward O6Connor (Notre Dame: -DhOvéersity of Not
®FootnotTe ab4p4: 6Mugust iFkIn5i8and t heol ogy, 6 156

“Footnote 145: Piidvias:ahe lifecand woFka of Silestra Mazzolini da Prierio, 1456-1527, Duke monographs in

medieval and renaissance studies 16 (Durham: Duke University Press, 1997): 102-1 0 3 . 0

®ec. 5, The Cont r ducteritag pp.el2’-138.nd Aqui naso
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he was reminded of him, calling him
l ater, it was rumoured that Thomasos
saidhedesiredto go t her e tAdbertd evlioevas also an &rahknisiéop or
bishopd decided that he would go, come what might of it; such noble writings must

be defended! So he went to Paris, with Brother Hugh (so the latter told the witness)

as his socius. And after their arrival, there was a general assembly of masters and

the fl ower
writings

students at the Friar Preachersd school, and
60Quae |l aus vVvi ve, , makingthisaneadthatitwas Th@maswho t ui s ? 6

was alive and the others who were dead, and proceeding to praise and glorify
Thomas in the highest terms. He was ready, he said, to defend the shining truth and

holiness of Thomasds writingsBrothef or e
Alberté returned to Cologne, still accompanied by Brother Hugh. And once

the most

returned, he caused all Thomasods writings to

after which, at a solemn assembly convened for the purpose, he pronounced a great
panegyric of Thomas, ending with an assertionthatt h e | wark ltiadeput &nend

toeveryonee | se b s , and henceforth to the end of the

would be to no purpose. And, as Brother Hugh told the witness, Albert could never
hear Thomas named without shedding tearsé o

ALXXXI1I. Again, the witness referred to some words of Brother James of
Viterbo of holy memory, Doctor of sacred scripture and archbishop of Naples, who
had been both a father and friend to him, and who had once remarked to him that, in
all sincerity and in the Holy Spirit, he believed that our Saviour and Master, for the
enlightenment of the world and the Catholic Church, had sent out first the Apostle
Paul, and then Augustine, and finally, in our own day, Brother Thomasd who
himself would have no successord until the end of time. And the same Brother
James also repeated to the witness a tribute spoken by Giles of Rome, the
Augustinian theologian, who used often to say to him at Paris, in the course of

and
wer e

Al ber

C 0 mp

be r €

wor |

conversation: 6James, i f the Dominicans desired to

and leave the rest of us in darkness, all they need to do would be to refuse to let us
see the writingsof Br ot her da homas. 6

Asrecordedinthec anoni zati on process, Thomas?©d

Thomas was temperate in eating food:

First Canonization Enquiry of Thomas
July 21 to September 18, 1310: fiXVV. On Wednesday, 25 July, in the same place
Brother Octavian of Babuco in the Campagna, priest and monk of Fossanova, took
the oath in the prescribed form. € He averred that the said Thomas was a man of
pure and holy life, chaste, temperate in food and drinké

ALXXVII. é Again, the witness declared thaté even at meal-times his
recollection continued; dishes would be placed before him and taken away without
his noticingé

fXLV. On the same day, in the same place, Brother Peter of San Felice, a
Dominican, was called as witness and took the oath. Asked first about the life of
brother Thomas, the witness saidé at meal times he was content with whatever was
put before himd if indeed he noticed it at allé He added that Thomas was tall and
stout with a bald forehead.0

Stout is putting it lightly! He was a fat bastard:
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“Triumph of Thomas Aquinas,” by Thomas Aquinas, by Carlo Crivelli, 1476
Benozzo Gozzoli, 1471

St. Thomas Aquinas, by G. K.St Thhnassvasa uge beavy bulFof a
man, fat and Hs[ @tvo mad Auikin@diteasytdr regard
him humorously as the sort of walking wine-barrel, common in the comedies of
many nations; he joked about it himself.5'*®

My Life with the Saints, by James PiMsalegdand has jt thaBFrial . : f
Tommaso, of the town of Aquino, was an enormous man, so large that his

Dominican brothers found it necessary to cut away a section of the refectory table

so that he could reach his food. Most physical representations of Thomas, while
striving to be polite, show him to be, at the very least, overweight.o"’

And Thomasé idolizing and |l ying
looked at his foodd let alone ate it! One wonders how he got so fat. Maybe by osmosis!
Or maybe the slob hoarded food in his cell and ate it secretly.

Visiors of the apostateAquinasafter his death

brothers h

Some of Thomasdé idolizers, <1684¢-1880pssid t he apo

that he appeared to them in visions or dreams after his death or that God or Mary testified

t o

Thomasod® holiness

Apostate Catherine of Siena, Dialogs, 1378: AWith this |ight
of the intellect, Thomas Aquinas saw me, wherefore he acquired the light of much
scienceé 0

t hat

In a letter to her spiritual director, Raymond of Capua, dated c. 1377, Catherine of

Siena described how, after a vision of him along with St. John the Evangelist and Thomas

Aquinas, God deprived her of her ignorance and taught her to write:

Apostate Catherine of Sienna, Letter272: Al was full of wonder

goodness of God as | considered his mercy towards men and his providence. That
providence was poured out in abundance for my comfort. For, since | was deprived

1% st. Thomas Aquinas, by G. K. Chesterton. Publisher: Dover Publications, 2009. Originally published by Sheed & Ward, Inc., New

York, 1933. Chap. 1, p. 2; chap. 5, p. 76.
37 My Life with the Saints, by James Martin, S.J. Publisher: Loyola Press, 2006. Imprimi Potest: Very Rev. Thomas J. Regan, S.J.
Chap. 12, p. 253.
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in my ignorance™® of the consolation of being able to write, God gave me

consolation and taught me. ¢é As soon as you had | e
Thomas Aquinas, | fel®™ asleep and began to | earn. o

Firstly, and most importantly, the Catholic faith tells us that these visions were from
the Devil and not God because Aquinas preached another gospel and hence was a heretic
and apostate. St. Paul said, A But t hough we, or an angel from
you besides that which we have pr8ached to vy
even if you thought that an angel from heaven appeared to you in all his glory, let him be
anathema if he preached another gospel, which would mean that he was actually an angel
from hell, a devil.
Secondly, many of these false seers have God, Mary, saints, or angels saying things
that are erroneous or heretical. For example, the same apostate Catherine of Siena had a
vision in which the Blessed Virgin Mary said that she was not conceived Immaculate:

The Graces of Interior Prayer, by apostate A. Poulain, S.J.,1921:ABenedi ct XI V
(De Canon., Book I11, ch. liii, No. 16; English: On Heroic Virtue, Vol. 11, ch. ix,

No. 16) examines one of St. Catherine of Siena& celebrated revelations (ecstasy of

1377), in which the Blessed Virgin would practically have told her that she was not

Immaculate. He quotes several authors who, for the sake of the saint& reputation,

prefer to sacrifice that of her directors or editors, who are thus accused of

falsification. He afterwards gives us Fr. Lancisiusdopinion, admitting the possibility

of the saint having deceived herself as a result of preconceived ideas (ibid., No. 17;

Lancisius, opusc., De praxi divinae praesentiae, ch. xiii).'*°6"*

A Still, Small Voice, by the apostate Fr. Benedict J. Groeschel, C.F.R., 1993:
fiFinally, there is the case of open falsification done for pious motives. The editors
of the works of Saint Catherine of Siena have been accused of changing her
testimony on the denial of the Immaculate Conception. In the archives of the
Dominican Order there is a manuscript dating from 1398 that contains the account
of this ecstasy which occurred in 1377.%%* Pope Benedict XIV, examining all the

materials relating to this apparent mistake in Sai
suggestlgathe possibility that she may have been deceived by her own preconceived
ideas.o

Heroic Virtue, a Portion of the Treatise of Benedict XIV on the Beatification and
Canonization of the Servants of God, 1852: Thére is also a revelation attributed to
S. Catherine of Sienna, that the Blessed Virgin was conceived in original sin, and
which is mentioned by S. Antoninus.*®*é Nicholas Lancizzi'® thus speaks of the
revelation of S. Catherine of Sienna, that the Blessed Virgin was conceived in
original sin: df S. Catherine said this, she did it, not from God revealing it, but from
her own spirit and understanding, as one of the spiritual children of the Dominicans,

from whom she had learned it. We must know that when pious persons, abstracted

F 0ot nod $hewas7as a mitter of fact, illiterate.0

159 | ettere di S. Caterina Siena, translated by Fr. Bertrand Mahoney, O.P., from the ed. of P.M. Lodovico Ferretti, O.P., 1927. Vol. 4,
Letter 272.

MFootnote A: fln the archives of the Generals of the Dominican Or
contains this relation (Book of Prayers, prayer 16) .0
161 Translated from the 6th French edition by Leonora L. Yorke Smith. Publisher: London, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Lt.
1921. C.31,s.1, no. 33.

%2F 0 0t n oRodainG8aces ofilnterior Prayer, 339.0

163 publisher: Ignatius Press, 1993. C. 6, pp. 67-68.

%4 Footno t e Hidior. pt.i, tit. 23, c. 14.0

F oot n ®aradox. BEC. 42/

45



from the senses, speak, they frequently speak of their own understanding, and are
sometimes deceived.50'®

Hence the Devil likewise deceived the apostate Catherine of Siena with a false vision
of Thomas Aquinas as a saint. Other Dominican idolizers of Aquinas also testified that
the Blessed Virgin Mary appeared to them and said she was not conceived Immaculate:

The History of the Christian Church in the Middle Ages, by Philip Smith, B.A.,

1 8 8 B the a@e of @ious fraudsésome over-zealous Dominicans, at Frankfort and
Berne, got up a pretended vision of the Virgin herself, to testify to Pope Julius Il
that she had been conceived in sin, but a papal commission, presided over by the

Dominican provincial himself, sent the prior and three monks of the Dominican
convent at Berne to the stake for their part in the fraud.'*’'®®

This fits with the fact that the apostate Dominican idolizers of Thomas banned anyone
from criticizing anything Thomas taught, in this case his denial of the Immaculate
Conception. One reason it took so long for the apostate antipopes to attempt to infallibly
define the Immaculate Conception was the idolization of Thomas Aquinas. The attempt
was not made until 1854 by apostate Antipope Pius IX. (See in this book His idolization
delayed the putative infallible definition on the Immaculate Conception, p. 48.)

He was idolized by themostate antipope®f the BabylonianCaptivity

The apostate antipopes who favored the Franciscans and Augustinians generally
opposed Aristotled s p h i ahdoAgumgsdfoym of scholasticism, known as Thomism:

John Pecham: Questions Concerning the Eternity of the World (De aeternitate

mundi), by John Pecham, translated by Vincent G. Potter, S.J., Introduction: Inf

1277 Pecham was appointed by Pope John XXI to the lectorship in theology (Lector

sacri palatii) at the papal Roman Curia (founded by Innocent 1V). Pecham held the

post for about two years, and it was a time of fruitful literary and academic worké

The fact that this post was always held by a Franciscan until the end of the

thirteenthcent ur y testifies to the papal attitude of dist
philosophy and theology.6'**

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fin 1277, é the pope, the majority of bishops, most Franciscans and the secular
magistri who dominated the university theological faculties had aligned in a
formidable opposition to the Aristotelianism with which Aquinasdteachings were
then commonly associatedé "

fiMore complex, perhaps,wer e t he effects of the Dominicansd re
the papacy on their theology. Although this relationship was not a focal point within
this analysis, even the few instances in which the popes appear in our examination
of early Dominican Thomism is easily translated into a paradigm which is simply
this: the Dominicans enjoyed the privileges and benefits of an amicable relationship
with those pontiffs who looked favorably upon Thomas and his teachings and,
reciprocally, suffered under those who did not.o'"

%88 Translated into English from the original Latin. Publisher: London: Thomas Richardson and Son, 1852. V. 3, c. 14, no.16, pp. 400-
404.

%F o ot n ddrthe ddtails, sée Giesler, v. 67-9; Robertson, vol. iv, pp. 357-8.0

188 pyblisher: Harper & Brothers, New York, 1885; pt. 2, ¢. 22, pp. 379-380.

1% Intro., pp. viii-ix.

0 Intro., p. 4.

™ Conclusion, p. 136.

46



During the Babylonian Captivity,’”? which began in 1305 and ended in 1376, the
apostate antipopes favored the Dominicans, idolized Aquinas, and enthusiastically
promoted his Thomisma nd Ar i sldasophy:l eds ph

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, i Do mi n ihen therpapes, oncefséitied at
Avignon, began to require from the archbishops the execution of the decree of
Lateran, they instituted a theological school in their own papal palace; the initiative
was taken by Clement V (1305-1314). At the request of the Dominican, Cardinal
Nicolas Alberti de Prato (d. 1321), this work was permanently entrusted to a
Preacher, bearing the name of Magister Sacri Palatii. The first to hold the position
was Pierre Godin, who later became cardinal (1312). The office of Master of the
Sacred Palace, whose functions were successively increased, remains to the present
day the special privilege of the Order of Preachers (Catalani, e Magistro Sacri
Palatii Apostolici,6Rome, p. 175).0

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:
fAThe regent master of the pontifical studium was called the magister in sacri palii.
William of Peter Godin became the first magister in sacri palii in 1306.'® He was
succeeded by Durandus of St. Pourcain in 1317.'"*¢ This position was usually held
by a Dominican who was appointed by the popeé Although the duties of the
magister in sacri palii originally correlated to the duties of regent master of
theology, the influence of the office steadily increased throughout the fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries. The magister was often employed as a papal legate or sent
on diplomatic missions. Throughout the fourteenth century, at least, the magister

served as a papal counselor and theologian.?¢ 1"

The next quote showsthat Aq u i n a s & wereepposet iy magy before the
Babylonian Captivity (before the 14th century) and how after that time he was idolized
and his teachings enshrined. It also shows that not all opposition ended:

The History of the Christian Church during the Middle Ages, by Philip Smith, B.A.,
1885: AA 14, It is not surprising to find that his
to make a unanimous award of that supremacy to which he ultimately attained. The
persistent opposition of the Doctors of the University of Paris was shared by the
Franciscans, both at Paris and Oxford, while his cause was undertaken by his own
Order. Immediately after his death, a powerful antagonist, Henricus Gandavensis,
called forth a defence by Robert, an Oxford Dominican.*” In 1276 [sic. 1277],
Tempier, bishop of Paris, and a chief member of the theological faculty, condemned
some propositions from the writings of Aquinas, and the University of Oxford
concurred in the censure.’ In 1285, a Franciscan, William de Lamare, wrote at
Oxford a Reprehesorium Fr. Thomae,'”® to which several Dominicans replied. On
the other hand, in 1286, a General Chapter of the Dominicans at Paris prescribed to
the Order the advancement and defence of the doctrine of Aquinas, and decreed
suspension against all dissentients. After the canonization of St. Thomas by John
XXI1, Stephanus de Borreto, bishop of Paris, abrogated the adverse decisions of his
predecessors (1325); and a few years later (1342) a Dominican chapter at

The apostate antipopes6 banishment from their main home in Rome,
Captivity because it lasted for seventy years, from 1305 to 1376, from apostate Antipope Clement V to apostate Antipope Gregory
XI.Thi s exil e was a puni shment and warning from God because they we|]

they become more evil.

8 Footnote 155: Créiytens, d_e Studium Romanae Curiae,569.0

4 Footnote 156: Jogeph Koch, @urandus de S. Porciano, O.P.,6BGPMA 26, 1, (1927): 402-406.0

1% Footnote 157: Thiimae Kaeppeli, d_e process contre Thomas Waleys, O.P.,6(Rome, 1936), 29; and Creytens, d_e Studium
Romanae Curiae,0668-75.0

"¢, 1, AStudy, Scho28ls, and Scholars, o pp. 27

YFE o o0t n dtotectorlum Thémas Aquinatis, Bul aeus, iii. 409; Gieseler, iii. 304.0
"Footnote 3: ABulaeus, iii. 448, 482.0

"™Footnote 4: ADOG6Argentre, i. 218.0
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Carcassonne recited the approval of the Angelic

See, the chief Doctors of the Church, and the University of Paris, as a reason for
imposing it on all lecturers and students as the rule of orthodoxy, according to
which they were to determine all questions and doubts.'®® As late as 1387, however,
the University of Paris, in a letter to the Pope, still found much to censure in the

writings of St. Thomas. 1802

Hence from 1305 onward, the influence of Thomism grew and thus the corruption of
faith and morals greatly accelerated to the full-blown mess of the High Renaissance and
the Vatican 1l Church of today.

Eventually, under apostate Antipope Pius X in 1907, the study of Thomism was made
mandatory in order to become a priest, theologian, or canonist;*®* hence from this point
forward in 1907, all the priests were apostates. All of the theologians and canonists were
apostates from 1250 onward. For the modern apostate antipopesépromotion of
philosophy and idolization of the apostate Thomas Aquinas and his Thomism, see in this
book He was idolized by other apostate antipopes, p. 52.

His idolizationdelayed the putative infallible definition on thimmaculate Conception

Aquinasd idolizers worshipped him so
taught non-heretical errors. One such non-heretical error that the apostate Aquinas taught
was that the Blessed Virgin Mary was not conceived Immaculate and thus was stained
with original sin. He believed she was freed from original sin in the womb but was
conceived in original sin. This was a non-heretical error because it was not infallibly
defined in the days in which he lived:*®*

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: Reply to Objection 3. The Blessed Virgin was
sanctified in the womb from original sin, as to the personal stain: but she was not
freed from the guilt to which the whole nature is subject, so as to enter into Paradise
otherwise than through the Sacrifice of Christ: the same also is to be said of the
Holy Fathers who lived before Christé %

fil answer that, The sanctification of the Blessed Virgin cannot be understood as
having taken place before animationé

fiReply to Objection 2. If the soul of the Blessed Virgin had never incurred the
stain of original sin, this would be derogatory to the dignity of Christé But the
Blessed Virgin did indeed contract original sin, but was cleansed therefrom before

her birth from the womb. 6

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Compendium Theologia, De Malo: fiBecause if she [the
Blessed Virgin Mary] had not been conceived with original sin, she would not have
needed to be redeemed by Christ; then Christ would not be the universal redeemer
of mand which would take from His dignity.o

Mostof Aq u i n a s O0down tilbtdday refese te admit that he taught this error. In
this we see their extreme bad will, obstinacy, spiritual blindness, and moral corruption.

®WEootnote 1: fAHolsten, ed. Brockie, iv. 114.09
®'F 0 0t n ddumoy, & varii@ristotelis in Acad. Paris, fortuna, c. 10.0
182 ¢. 30, pp. 521-522.

183 See RIMI book HCAS:  Hi st ory of the Scholasticsd Hellenization of

of philosophy and Thomism mandatory for bishops, priests, theologians, and canonists.

8 And it has yet to be infallibly defined because Pius IX, who attempted to infallibly define it in 1854, was an apostate antipope. The
next true pope will infallibly define it.

B 11, q. 27, art. 1.

11, q. 27, art. 2.
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The reason it took so long for an attempted infallible definition of the Immaculate
Conception was because most of the prelates and theologians idolized Thomas. It was not
until 1854 that apostate Antipope Pius IX attempted to infallibly define it. Because he
was an apostate antipope, his infallibly worded definition was invalid and thus null and
void. But most believed that Pius IX was the pope and hence believed that his infallible
definition was valid. Yet after this putativeinfal | i bl e definition, AqQquin
he denied the Immaculate Conception were never censored by either deleting the
erroneous passages or inserting a commentary by the heretical passages stating that this
teaching was declared heretical in 1854 by Pius IX. Of course, if they did that, then their
idol would not seem so infallible and untouchable!
More proof of the conspiracy tthatnominabt ect AQ!
Catholic Encyclopedia articles on Thomas Aquinas and the Immaculate Conception do
not mention that Aquinas denied the Immaculate Conception.

Hewas idolized in art along withAristotle andPlato

From the 11th century onward, when the Great Apostasy began, Catholic places were
progressively desecrated with images of idols, the false gods of mythology, philosophers,
immodesty, and immorality. One such image is a painting that idolizes the apostate
Thomas Aquinas, Aristotle, and Plato:

The History of the Christian Church during the Middle Ages, by Philip Smith, B.A.,
1 8 8 §10. Infthe Dominican church of St. Catherine at Pisa is to be seen a picture
painted in honour of Thomas Aquinas, in the age succeeding his own, by Francesco
Fraini, a pupil of Orcagna. It is thus described by Father Vaughan:® 6The Saint is in
the centre; above him is represented the Almighty in a sea of light, surrounded by
choirs of angels; below, in the clouds, are Moses, the Evangelists, and St. Paul.
From the Eternal Father lines of light shine down upon these men of God, and from
them, in a threefold ray, concentrate upon the forehead of the Angelical. On either
side of Thomasé are Plato and Aristotle, the one holding the Timeus open before
him, the other the Ethics; and from each of these a beam ascends and fastens itself
on the brow of the Angelical, harmonizing with the divine illumination which
proceeds from the Everlasting Father. The Saint himself is seated; the Sacred
Scriptures lie open before him, whilst he, calm, gentle, and majestic, points to the
first word of the Summa contra Gentiles, fiMy mouth shall meditate truth, and my
lips shall hate the impious one.0 The impious one is Averroes, who lies prostrate at
his feet with the Commentary at his side, struck by one of the flashes which shoot
from the pages of the inspired writings unrolled upon the knees of the Angel of the
Schools.d

AThe symbolism of this piaditinrodeetioitc accepted by t he
the writings of Thomas. &rom two sources, Revelation and Reason, the one having
the Sacred Writings, the other the Greek philosophers, for its organ, the Saint
derives this illumination; and from this combination of the supernatural with the
natural proceed the immortal works, in which he establishes Theology upon an
impregnable basis of Philosophy, and overthrows all the errors of heretics and
unbel ivers. o

This idolatrous picture portrays the apostate Aquinas uniting Aristotle and Plato and
their philosophies with Moses, the Evangelists, St. Paul, and Christianity. It portrays

187 ¢. 30, p. 513-514.
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Avristotle and Plato next to Thomas and thusassaved. Hence it portrays Aris
Pl at obs phil os o mlasaeosrce af divins ravelationsyas amasging g i o n
part of Christianity, and even as necessary in order to perfect Christianity.

Underneath Aquinas is Averroes, the Moslem Arab translator and commentator on

Aristotle, being condemned. What was the main sin that he committed that caused him to

be condemned? He mistranslated and misinterpreted the works of the god Aristotle, of

whi ch Aquinas restored théir fApristine purit
Under that is the whole Church militant, including the pope, looking to Thomas as the

ultimate teacher and source of inspiration and enlightenment.
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“Triumph of Thomas Aquinas,” with Aristotle and Plato, by Benozzo Gozzoli, 1471.
This painting, originally desecrating the Church of St. Catherine at Pisa, Italy,
is now in the Musée du Louvre at Paris.
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He was idolized by placing his Summaxt to the Bibleon thealtar

The apostate scholastics idolized their fellow apostate and scholastic Aquinas so much
that they sacrilegiously placed his heretical and idolatrous Summa next to the Bible on the
altar and thus put it equal to the Bible and the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, f T h o ma s Bu thewchiehaadspecial f
glory of Thomas, one which he has shared with none of the Catholic Doctors, is that
the Fathers of Trent made it part of the order of the conclave to lay upon the altar,
together with the code of Sacred Scripture and the decrees of the Supreme Pontiffs,
the Summa of Thomas Aquinas, whence to seek counsel, reason, and inspiration.
Greater influence than this, no man could have.o

This should come as no surprise considering that during the reign of these same
apostate scholastics images of devils, false gods, immorality, and immodesty were placed
side by side with holy things in churches and other holy places and thus desecrated the
places, just as the apostate Aq u i summaddesecrated the altar and the Bible. It is no
different from placing the apostate, heretical, and blasphemous Koran on the altar, next to
the Bible, since both the Summa and the Koran are unholy books that promote false
religions!

He was idolzed by other apostate antipopes

Apostate Antipope Pius V

In 1567 apostate Antipope Pius V proclaimed Aquinas a Doctor of the Universal
Church:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, 7 T h o ma s Piasd/ proclaimes homasa
Doctor of the Universal Church in the year 1567.0

Apostate Antipope Leo XllI

In 1879 apostate Antipope Leo XIII proclaimed Aquinas the prince and master of all
scholastics:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, A T h o ma s InAhg Endyclicls¥Xeterni fi
Patris,00f 4 August, 1879, on the restoration of Christian philosophy, Leo XIII
declared him &he prince and master of all Scholastic doctors.6The same illustrious
pontiff, by a Brief dated 4 August, 1880, designated him patron of all Catholic
universities, academies, colleges, and schools throughout the world.6

Apostate Antipope Pius X

The idolization of Aquinas and his works accelerated to the highest degree when

apostate Antipope Pius X made the study of A

become a theologian, canonist, priest, or bishop:*®

188 See RIMI book HCAS:  Hi st ory of the Scholasticsé Hellenization
of philosophy and Thomism mandatory for bishops, priests, theologians, and canonists.
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Apostate Antipope Pius X, Pascendi Dominici Gregis, 1907: A45. In the first pl
with regard to studies, We will and strictly ordain that scholastic philosophy be
made the basis of the sacred sciencesé And Il et it
things that when We prescribe scholastic philosophy We understand chiefly that
which the Angelic Doctor [the apostate Thomas Aguinas] has bequeathed to us, and
We, therefore, declare that all the ordinances of Our predecessor on this subject
continue fully in force, and, as far as may be necessary, We do decree anew, and
confirm, and order that they shall be strictly observed by all. In seminaries where
they have been neglected it will be for the Bishops to exact and require their
observance in the future; and let this apply also to the superiors of religious orders.
Further, We admonish professors to bear well in mind that they cannot set aside St.
Thomas, especially in metaphysical guestions, without grave disadvantage. 46. On
this philosophical foundation the theological edifice is to be carefully raised. &
49, Equal diligence and severity are to be used
candidates for Holy Orders. Far, far from the clergy be the love of novelty! God
hateth the proud and the obstinate mind. For the future the doctorate of theology and
canon law must never be conferred on anyone who has not first of all made the
regular course of scholastic philosophy; if conferred, it shall be held as null and
voi déo

Apostate Antipope Benedict XV and th&917 Code of Cam Law

Apostat e An tevilpsalpkelingRaw af snakiXgdhs study of philosophy
and Thomism mandatory for becoming bishops, priests, theologians, and canonists was
codified in the 1917 Code of Canon Law and promulgated by apostate Antipope Benedict
XV:

fiCanon 1366. As professors of philosophy, theology, and law, the bishop and
seminary boards should prefer those who have the degree of doctor in a university,
or a faculty recognized by the Holy See, or, if there is question of religious, those
who have received a similar title from their major superiors. Philosophy and
theology shall be taught by the professors absolutely according to the manner of the
Angelic Doctor, without deviating from his doctrine and principles. There should be
distinct professors at least for Sacred Scripture, Dogmatic Theology, Moral
Theology, and Church History.o

Apostate Antipopes Pius Xl and Pius XlI

A list of the apostate antipopes who idolized Aquinas and his works is summarized by
apostate Antipope Pius XI:

Apostate Antipope Pius XI, Studiorum Ducem (On Thomas Aquinas), 1923: fil. In a
recent apostolic letter confirming the statutes of Canon Law, We declared that the
guide to be followed in the higher studies by young men training for the priesthood
was Thomas Aquina s é
A10. élt is easy to understand the preeminence of
authority it enjoys in the Church. Our Predecessors, indeed, have always
unanimously extolled it. Even during the lifetime of the saint, Alexander IV had no
hesitation in addressing him in these terms: 6T'o Our beloved son, Thomas Aquinas,
distinguished alike for nobility of blood and integrity of character, who has acquired
by the grace of God the treasure of divine and human learning.8After his death,
again, John XXII seemed to consecrate both his virtues and his doctrine when,
addressing the Cardinals, he uttered in full Consi
alone enlightened the Church more than all other doctors; a man can derive more
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profit in a year from his books than from pondering all his life the teachings of
others.
Al11l. He enjoyed a more than human reputati
V was therefore moved to enroll him officially among the holy Doctors with the
title of Angelic. Again, could there be any more manifest indication of the very high
esteem in which this Doctor is held by the Church than the fact that the Fathers of
Trent resolved that two volumes only, Holy Scripture and the Summa Theologica,
should be reverently laid open on the altar during their deliberations? And in this
order of ideas, to avoid recapitulating the innumerable testimonies of the Apostolic
See, We are happy to recall that the philosophy of Aquinas was revived by the
authority and at the instance of Leo XIII; the merit of Our illustrious Predecessor in
so doing is such, as We have said elsewhere, that if he had not been the author of
many acts and decrees of surpassing wisdom, this alone would be sufficient to
establish his undying glory. Pope Pius X of saintly memory followed shortly
afterwards in his footsteps, more particularly in his Motu Proprio Doctoris Angelici,
in which this memorable phrase occur s: O0For
Doctor, the Church has not held a single Council but he has been present at it with
all the wealth of his doctrine.d Closer to
Benedict XV repeatedly declared that he was entirely of the same opinion and he is

on

ev

Us,

to be praised for having promulgated the Code

philosophy,and princi ples of the Angelic Doctord
so heartily approve the magnificent tribute of praise bestowed upon this most divine
genius that We consider that Thomas should be called not only the Angelic, but also
the Common or Universal Doctor of the Church; for the Church has adopted his
philosophy for her own, as innumerable documents of every kind attesté

n27. Agai n, if we are to avoi d-headhe errors
of all the miseries of our time, the teaching of Aquinas must be adhered to more
religiously than everé

n28. Accordingly, just as it wasOo said to t
Go to Joseph,6so that they should receive a supply of corn from him to nourish their
bodies, so We now say to all such as are desirous of the truth: 6 Go t o adh omas, 6
ask him to give you from his ample store the food of substantial doctrine wherewith
to nourish your souls unto eternal i fe
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f29. We desire those especi adritudiesiwho are engaged i

seminaries sedulously to observe and inviolably to maintain the decrees of Our
Predecessors, more particularly those of Leo XII1I (the Encyclical Aeterni Patris),
and Pius X (the Motu Proprio Doctoris Angelici) and the instructions We Ourselves
issued last year. Let them be persuaded that they will discharge their duty and fulfill
Our expectation when, after long and diligent perusal of his writings, they begin to
feel an intense devotion for the Doctor Aquinas and by their exposition of him
succeed in inspiring their pupils with like fervor and train them to kindle a similar
zeal in othersé

f30. éLet everyone therefore inviolably observe t

the Code of Canon Law that Geachers shall deal with the studies of mental

philosophy and theology and the education of their pupils in such sciences

according to the method, doctrine, and principles of the Angelic Doctor and

religiously adhere thereto§ and may they conform to this rule so faithfully as to be

able to describehimin very truth as their masteré

Af31. éThe Preaching Friars, an Order which, i
O6must be praised, not so much for having been
h as a

for having never afterwar ds dheipsartteeadc hsion gndu c
(Acta Ap. Sedis, wviii, 1916, p. 397)¢éo

This last sentence is proof enough of the idolization of Aquinas by these apostate
antipopes who teach that Catholicsmu st not depart fAso much
t e a c Hrhisingpliethat all of his teachings are infallible and thus do not contain any
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heresies or other errors. But the fact is that his teachings contain many idolatries,
heresies, and other errors, a few of which | cover in the next section. Hence Catholics

who obey thelawthat t hey must not adepar tbriesaad trhudh oams h

teachingo will become idolaters and heretics for following Aquinasémany idolatries and
heresies. It also means that they must believe that the Blessed Virgin Mary was stained
with original sin and thus not conceived Immaculate because that is what Aquinas taught.
No doubt, some apostate antipopes backed off of the Aquinas idolization a little bit
because they could not get his idolaters to accept dogmas that Aquinas had doubted or
denied. For example, apostate Antipope Pius XII taught the following:

Apostate Antipope Pius XII, Allocution to the Gregorian University, 10/17/1953:

AThe Church has never accepted even the most
does not now accept even a single one of them, as the principal source of truth. The

Church certainly considers Thomas and Augustine great Doctors, and she accords

them the highest praise; but she recognizes infallibility only in the inspired authors

of the Sacred Scriptures. By divine mandate, the interpreter and guardian of the

Sacred Scriptures, depository of Sacred Tradition living within her, the Church

alone is the entrance to salvation; she alone, by herself, and under the protection and

guidance of the Holy Ghost, is the source of

However, Pius XIlI, nevertheless, upheld Thomism and the law in the 1917 Code of
Canon Law that made the study of philosophy and Thomistic scholasticism mandatory to
become a priest, theologian, or canonist:

Apostate Antipope Pius XII, Humani Generis, 1950: A31. If one considers all this
well, he will easily see why the Church demands that future priests be instructed in
philosophy &ccording to the method, doctrine, and principles of the Angelic
Doctor,d* since, as we well know from the experience of centuries, the method of
Aquinas is singularly pre-eminent both of teaching students and for bringing truth to
light; his doctrine is in harmony with Divine Revelation, and is most effective both
for safeguarding the foundation of the faith and for reaping, safely and usefully, the
fruits of sound progress. &

Some of his idolatries and heresies

His idolatry for usingAristotle and otherphilosophergo be enlightened and edified on
faith and morals

Thomas Aqui n a sandwtheeptiilosdphersGtetcloingslorefdtls and
morals to be enlightened and edified and to enlighten and edify others and hence was an
apostate on this count alone. Aquinas got many of his heresies from Aristotle because he
looked not only to God and the Catholic faith for revelations on faith or morals but also

hol vy

truth

to Aristotl e. And in some cases he favored A

Catholic faith and thus fell into heresy.

For example, Aquinasd6 heresy that God
with God in eternity is one revelation and heresy he got from Aristotle. The Catholic
God, Church, and faith, along with the natural law alone, condemn this heresy. Yet,

18 Codes Juris Canonici, Canon 1366,2.
%0 AAS., Volume XXXVIII, 1946, p. 387.
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Thomas was hell-bent on defending Aristotle who taught this heresy. (See in this book
(See in this book His eternal-world heresy, p. 66.)

That is beside the point that to look to Aristotle as a source of revelation on faith or
morals, even when Aristotle happened to be correct, is apostasy because we do not need
Avristotle in order to learn about revelations on faith and morals. Instead, Catholics must
only go to the Catholic God, Catholic Church, and Catholic faith to learn about
revelations on faith and morals. The source on which a Catholic bases his beliefs and
arguments regarding faith and morals must be the Catholic God and not an unbeliever,
such as Aristotle:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, fiEducationo: ATwo ot hdomtmovements

climax of the Churchés activity during the Middl e
Scholasticism meant the revival of Greek philosophy, and in particular of Aristotle;

but it also meant that philosophy was now to serve the cause of Christian truth. Men

of é 1 e a,like Alirergus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas, far from dreading or

scorning the products of Greek thought, sought to make them the rational basis of

belief. A synthesis was thus effected between the highest speculation of the pagan

worldandtheteac hi ngs of theol ogyébo

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, by Etienne Gilson, 1955: iThe
doctrine of Thomas Aquinas surprised his contempor
knowledge of nature was in Aristotle, whose doctrine he learned, commented upon
and acceptedé Even in his theology, which he coul d
Thomas Aquinas had accepted the general notion of science, the empiricism and the
intellectualism of the Philosopher [Aristotle]. The Aristotelians of his time naturally
considered him an ally, and indeed, he was one of them. This is so true that the
representatives of the traditional theology could not help resenting his attitude on
many pointsé

fitThomism was not the upshot of a better understanding of Aristotle. It did not
come out of Aristotelianism by way of evolution, but of revolution. Thomas uses
the language of Aristotle everywhere to make the Philosopher say that there is only
one God, the pure Act of Being, Creator of the world, infinite and omnipotent, a
providence for all that which is, intimately present to every one of his creatures,
especially to men, every one of whom is endowed with a personally immortal soul
naturally able to survive the death of its body. The best way to make Aristotle say
50 many things he never said was not to show that, had he understood himself better
than he did, he could have said them. For indeed Aristotle seems to have understood
himself pretty well. He has said what he had to say, given the meaning which he
himself attributed to the principles of his own philosophy. Even the dialectical
acumen of Saint Thomas Aquinas could not have extracted from the principles of
Avristotle more than what they could possibly yield. The true reason why his
conclusions were different from those of Aristotle was that his own principles
themselves were different. As will be seen, in order to metamorphose the doctrine
of Aristotle, Thomas has ascribed a new meaning to the principles of Aristotle. As a
philosophy, Thomism is essentially a metaphysics. It is a revolution in the history of
the metaphysical interpretation of the first principle, which is deing.0

We are living in times so different from those of Thomas Aquinas that it is
difficult for us to understand how philosophy can become theology and yet gain in
rationality. This, however, is exactly what happened to philosophy in the Summa
theologiae, when Thomas changed the water of philosophy to the wine of theology.
Thomas always considered himself a theologiané Then, naturally, the question
arises: since he was a theologian, and such a strict one, how could he have anything

to do with philosophy?é 6

1 pt. 8, ¢c.3,s.7, pp. 381-382; pt. 8, ¢. 3, 5. 1, p. 365.
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Europe from the Renaissance to Waterloo, by Robert Ergang, Ph.D., 1967:
works of Aristotle were interpreted by Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas in
such a fashion as to furnish? the |l ogical basis for

The History of the Christian Church during the Middle Ages, by Philip Smith, B.A.,

1885: AThe met hod of t he wotheologicd t hat common to al
writingsé The plan usually adopted by him is, to g
Question or Proposition; to state as strongly as possible the arguments which have

been or may be advanced in favour of a wrong answer or solution; to follow these

with the orthodox determination, and the authorities or reasons for it, whether

drawn from the Bible, the Fathers, or Aristotle, who always figures as the

philosopher, par excellenceé &'

The apostate Aquinas glorified the philosopher Aristotle and his philosophy so much
that he was called the fiChristian Aristotled:

Nominal Catholic Encyclopedia, fAiThomas Aquinaso: fAlnfluence of St.
€ Hi %honfasd paramount importance and influence may be explained by

considering him as the Christian Aristotle, combining in his person the best that the

world has known in philosophy and theology.0

fi T tSlenma Theologicaof St . byhdmasgues Maritain Center: ASt .
then, is the Christian Aristotle, the greatest of all philosophers, and the Prince of

Theologians. The importance and value of his Summa, which | have very

imperfectly described, pointing out in a general way a few of its excellencies, were

recognized and admitted as soon as it became known; and shortly after his death the

Summa supplanted the Book of Sentences of Peter Lombard, which for years had

been the favoritetext-b ook i n t he theol ogi cal schools of the Mi

fiThomas Aquinas and the Encyclical Letter,0 by Archibald Alexander, Ph.D., 1880:
fiThomas Aquinas has been appropriately called the Christian Aristotle. If Aristotle

had been a Christian, he might have written the Summa; had St. Thomas not been a

Christian, he might have written the Metaphysics.o™*

This shows you the extent to which the apostate Aquinas idolized Aristotle and mixed
the false religion of Aristotle with Christianity. Calling Aquinas the Christian Aristotle is
like calling someone a Christian Satan or a Christian Mohammed (the founder of Islam)
or a Christian Ghandi (a Hindu). It is said that Aquinas esteemed the works of Aristotle
more than all the wealth in the world:

St. Thomas Aquinas, by apost at e It®asthekutstanGilgdastt er t o n: i

about St. Thomas that he loved books and lived on books; that he lived the very life

of the clerk or scholar in The Canterbury Tales, who would rather have a hundred

books of Aristotle and his philosophy than any wealth the world could give him.

When asked for what he thanked God mo st , he dmswedersteod si mpl vy, o}
every page ™ ever read.6 o

This last sentence is more proof that Aquinas put reason over faith like all scholastics
even though they do not admit it. They all want to understand everything or at least try
their best to understand everything and thus even the supernatural mysteries of faith that
are above human understandingd the tree of forbidden knowledge that Eve lusted after in

192 Europe from the Renaissance to Waterloo, by Robert Ergang, Ph.D. Third Edition. Publisher: D. C. Heath and Company, Boston,
1967. C. 2 (The Renaissance): Italian Humanism, pp. 51-52.

%8¢, 30, p. 517.

1% The Princeton Review, v. 1, January-June, 1880, March, p. 249.

1% st. Thomas Aquinas, by G. K. Chesterton. Publisher: Dover Publications, 2009. Originally published by Sheed & Ward, Inc., New
York, 1933. Chap. 1, p. 2.
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the Garden of Paradise. And that is why they fall into heresies, besides their heresy of
idolizing the human intellect and seeking to know all that God knows. (See in this book
He was idolized in art along with Aristotle and Plato, p. 49.)

When a so-called Catholic uses Aristotle as a source of his belief and arguments on
faith and morals, he mocks the true God, spits in his face, calls him inadequate and not as
smart or wise as Aristotle, and hence is a sacrilegious blasphemer and apostate. As | say
time and time again, the day | need Aristotle to teach me anything on faith or morals is
the day that the Catholic God is not the true God. Regarding faith and morals, St. Paul
said,

AAnd |, brethren, when | ocpaecheroftwsdong,ou, came not in

declaring unto you the testimony of Christ. For | judged not myself to know any

thing among you but Jesus GCGHrist, and him crucifie
He did not say fAFor | judged not myself to
morals) butJ e s u s duhified andtAéstotle. dhe fat apostate bastard Aquinas
glorifiedandi dol i zed Aristotle so much thah whenev:
reference to Aristotle, he capittheli zed the f

Phil osophero

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | afiswer that, & Parts can be assigned to a

virtue in three ways. First, in likeness to integral parts, so that the things which need

to concur for the perfect act of a virtue, are called the parts of that virtue. On this

way, out of all the things mentioned above, eight may be taken as parts of prudence,

namely, the six assigned by Macrobius; with the addition of a seventh, viz.

O6memor y 6 mea&uly andeusteciaobry 6 s hr ewdnessd® mentioned by

Aristotle. For the Osiemnsa&lébsomfcplrluaddkencwemder st andi ngd: whe
Philosophersays( Et hi c. vi , 11): 60f such things one needs
this is unerstanding.d o

The apostate A g u i filthysidolatrous, heretical Summa contains the wordsfit h e
Philosophero one thousand nine hundred nineteen times.

His heresy of putting the intellect over the will

The apostate Thomas Aquinas and the Thomists teach the heresy that the intellect is
over the will and thus the brain is over the heart and reason over faith:

The Contested Theological Authority of Thomas Aquinas, by Elizabeth Lowe, 2003:

AThe Thomi sts ranked the intellect over the wild/l i
opposite was true of the neo-Augustinians. Therefore, in the eyes of the neo-

Augustinians, the Thomistic concept of the soul r e
right willing to right knowi mgsm®and thereby raised
Li kewise, Thomasdé contention that a sinful act ori

provoked charges of Pelagianism. %¢'%

Reason, Religion, and Natural Law: From Plato to Spinoza, edited by Jonathan A.

Jacobs, 2012:iOckham never doubts that the wild.l i s promin
A g ui n aitob lecausede considers that Aquinas limits the will and subjects

16 11-11, q. 48, art. 1.

“Footnot e ParRand Oxfirt, e f23,9 . 0

MEootnote 128: ACAH. Thon. 8 (BibldTéoml, Q: 33M4& 3 2 , O
%9¢.2,p.53.
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the act of willing to the requirements of the intellect. Aquinas, of course, adopts this
position. In the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas writes the following about the

superiority of the intellect mswer the will: O0Reaso

ordains the will; in other words, the will tends to its object only according to the

order of reason since the intellect (Rectaratio)) pr esents the object to the

(Summa Theologiae, I-1I, A.18,ar t . 1) & ethicg naturalismsfalls apart

conceptually. The will is a rational appetite that undertakes actions under the guise

of what is good; this cognitive content depends on both speculative and practical

reason. Ockham denies that limits can be placed upon the will.** Aquinas does put

cognitive limits on the willd both the human will and the divine will. Therefore, the

human agent functions differently for Ockham than for Aquinas. These are two

radically differenf® theories of human action.

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologia, I-I1:
Q 13, a. 1: Al answer that, éReason precedes
Q.17, a. 1: il answer that, éCommand is an act

Q. 74, a. 5, Reply to Objection 2:  Acéordingly sin is found in the reason, either
through being a voluntary defect of the reason, or through the reason being the
principle of the will& act.0

See RIMI book HCAS: The Methods and Effects of Hellenizing Christianity:
Philosophical Hellenizers Put Reason over Faith and the Brain over the Heart.

His heresythat original sinis not a real sin that causes guilt

The apostate Aquinas taught the Pelagian heresy that original sin has only the
character of sin and thus is not a real sin that causes real guilt:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: fil answerthat, ¢ The def ecttout ransmitted
through our origin, and having the character of a sin does not result from the

withdrawal or corruption of a good consequent upon human nature by virtue of its

principles, but from the withdrawal or corruption of something that had been

superaddedton at @F e . o

He sees original sin as only a deprivation of grace that deprives one of some good
things and of heaven, but not as a real sin:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: fiReply to Objection 2. Nor does it matter that
original sin is incompatible with grace; because privation of grace has the character
not of sin, but of punishmenté &2

This heresy was infallibly condemned in 418 by Pope St. Zosimus, in 529 by Pope
St. Felix 1V, and in 1140 by the invalid Council of Sens:

Council of Carthage XVI,Pope St . Zosi mus, Original Sin and
2. Likewise it has been decided that whoever says that infants fresh from their

0

t

Wi

he

of

Gr ac

mot her s wombs ought not to be baptized, or says

the remission of sins, but that they draw nothing of the original sin from Adam,
which is expiated in the bath of regeneration, whence it follows that in regard to
them the form of baptism 6unto the remission
as false, let him be anathema. Since what the Apostlesays:6 Thr ough one man sin

20 Oxford University Press, 2012. Pt. 3, c. 6, p. 171.
21 Supp., App. 1,9.1,a. 1.
22 Supp., App. 1, 9. 1,a. 1.
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entered into the world (and through sin death), and so passed into all men, in whom

al | h a v[ef. Ram. ;lB],endsbnot to be understood otherwise than as the

Catholic Church spread everywhere has always understood it. For on account of this

rule of faith even infants, who in themselves thus far have not been able to commit

any sin, are therefore truly baptized unto the remission of sins, so that that which

they have contracted from generation may be cleansedinthem by r egeneration. o (D.

102)
Second Council of Orange, Pope St. FelixIV, 529: ACan. 2. I f anyone assert
Adamdéds transgression injured him alone and not hi s

certainly death of the body only, which is the punishment of sin, but not sin also

which is the death of the soul, passed through one man into the whole human race,

he will do an injustice to God, contradicting the Apostle whosays:6 Thr ough one
man sin entered in the world, and through sin death, and thus death passed into all

men, i n whom[aRom.habv:el 2s;i ncnfe.d St . Augustine]. o6 (D.
Invalid Council of Sens, 1140, The Errors of Peter Abelard: ACondemn
Proposition 9. That we have not contracted sin fro
(D. 376)

For in-depth evidence on this topic, see RIMI book Damned Infants: A qui nas 6
Pelagian Heresy That Original Sin Is Not a Real Sin That Causes Real Guilt.

His heresy thatnfants who die with original sin are happy and united to God

Because the apostate Aquinas denies the dogma that original sin is a real sin that
causes real guilt, he denied dogmas regarding the punishments due to original sin. He
heretically believed that the only punishment due to original sin is deprivation of
something good but not pain or suffering. As a result of these Pelagian heresies, he held
another Pelagian heresy that men, such as infants, who die with the sole guilt of original
sin are happy and united to God even though they are deprived of heaven and the Beatific
Vision:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: fil answerthat, é Thei r [ dadeiegd i nf ant s
deprived of eternal |l ife and the reason for this g
in them. éHence they wild/l nowi se grieve for being

vi si®n. o

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: fiReply to Objection 5. Although unbaptized

children are separated from God as regards the union of glory, they are not utterly

separated from Him: in fact they are united to Him by their share of natural goods,

and so will also be able to rejoiceinHimby t heir naturalP knowl edge and | o

The heresy that those who die with the sole guilt of original sin are happy and united
to God was infallibly condemned in 33 AD by the ordinary magisterium from Pentecost
Day by the unanimous consensus of the twelve apostles and following Church Fathers.
And in 418 AD it was infallibly condemned by the solemn magisterium by Pope St.
Zosimus who confirmed the Sixteenth Council of Carthage. He infallibly condemned the

belief that infantBveinlisdo damred wiinfhalolrii lgli ywade i
infants who die with original sin are fApartn
God:

2% Supp., App. 1, .1, a. 2.
24 Supp., App. 1,0.1,a. 2
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Pope St. Zosimus, Sixteenth Council of Carthage, 418 AD: Ifal@mamnon 3. 1.
says that in the kingdom of heaven or elsewhere there is a certain middle place,

where children who die unbaptized live in bliss (beate vivant), whereas without

baptism they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, that is, into eternal life, let

him be anathema. For wh e n t h e esslaman be basnagais af watgru n |

and the Holy Spirit, he shall not enter into the Kk
doubt that he will be a partner of the devil who has not deserved to be a coheir of
Christ? For he who lacks the right part will withoutdo ubt run ® o the |l eft . o

For in-depth evidence on this topic, see RIMI book Damned Infants: A qui nas 6
Heretical Beliefs That Damned Infants Are Happy and United to God.
As a result of this heresy, the apostate Aquinas denied other dogmas regarding grace,
the hell of thedamned, and Goddos omni poSee®RiMdmokand omni sci

Damned Infants: A 4 . He [ Aquinas] heretically believ.
the damnedo and A10. His belief brings down
damnenWd AThomasd eternal pl ace for unbaptize
third eternal pl ace but with a different nan
His heresythat AT AAT AAOEOA O1 Al CiT A xEOEI OO "1 A

The apostate Thomas Aquinas held the Pelagian Good-without-Grace heresy. It is a
deeper dogma of the solemn magisterium and probably a deeper dogma of the ordinary
magi sterium that without Gododés actual or san
cannot think or do any good with a good motive and hence can only think evil and do
things with an evil motive:

Popes St. Zosimus and St. Celestine I, 418 & 431: fiFor no one is good of himself,

unl ess He gives [him] a participation of Himself,
zeal and all the works and merits of the saints ought to be referred to the glory and

praise of God; because no one pleases Him with anything except with that which He

Hi mself has givené That God thus operates in the N
itself, so that a holy thought, a pious plan, and every motion of good will is from

God, because we can do anything good through Him, without whom we can do

not hi ng (Whm.evles: 5)ad sét hat what we are ordered to
will, we may be able to accomplish more easily through grace, just as if, even if

grace were not given, we could nevertheless fulfill the divine commands without it,

though not indeed easily, lethimbeanat h*® ma . o

Pope Boniface I, 531: i C a n o @onc&ritng those things that belong to man. No
man has anything of his own but untruth and sin. But if a man has any truth or
righteousness, it is from that fountain [grace] for which we must thirst in this desert,

so that we may be refreshed from it as by drops of water and not faint on the
wa yo o

The apostate Aquinas denied this dogma. He believed that men can do a natural good
with a good motive by the natural law alone and thus without the need of Godd grace:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: i |  a n s w enrby his iataral endowments
could wish and do the good proportionate to his na

25 Translated by the Right Rev. Charles Joseph Hefele, D.D.; & Henry Nutcombe Oxenham, M.A. Edited by Rev. Daniel R. Jennings,
M.A.

26 gixteenth Council of Carthage, Can. 5, 418 AD (D. 105); Council of Ephesus, 431 AD, Catalog of Authoritative Statements, Chap.
2 (D. 131), Chap. 5 (D. 134), Chap. 6 (D. 135), Chap. 7 (D. 138).

27 second Council of Orange, 529 AD (D. 195); confirmed by Boniface 11, Per Filium Nostrum, 531 AD (D. 200).
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is not altogether corrupted by sin, so as to be shorn of every natural good, even in

the state of corrupted nature it can, by virtue of its natural endowments, work some

particular good, as to build dwellings, plant vineyards, and the like; yet it cannot do

all the good natural to®®it, so as to fall short ir

For in-depth evidence on this topic, see RJMI article Good-without-Grace Heresy
Taught by Aquinas and Apostate Antipopes.

His heresy that a certaifkind of usury is not usury

Usury is not intrinsically evil. It is a dogma that usury oppresses the borrower and thus
is a weapon of war that can be legally used against enemies, unbelievers:

AThou s hal tybrothertmonéyéomsdry nmor@orntndr any other thing: But
to the stranger. To thy brother thou shalt lend that which he wanteth without usury,
that the Lord thy God may bless thee in all thy works in the land which thou shalt
go i n t dDey83s1$20)s s . 0

Commenting on this verse, St. Ambrose says,

St. Ambrose, On Tobias, 4t h century: A[Chap. 14] Usury is allo
appeal to arms is lawful; you may take usury from the man whose life you may

justly take. T h e us uporent\viitbout iightingpwithouton subdues his oy
the sword. The Law ordains that usury be not taken from a brother. [Chap. 15] Who

was the stranger but Amelech, the enemy. Take usury from him whose life you may

take without sin. The right of waging war implies the rightof t aki 3 usury. o

Hence it is not a sin but a good thing for Catholics or catechumens to give usurious
loans to active and dangerous enemies of the Catholic Church and Catholics. However, it
is always a sin for the faithful to give usurious loans to one another. What follows is from
R J MICéttmlic Dogmatic Catechism:

1 I believe in the dogma that usury is the making of a profit or an increase
on a loan. Hence I reject and condemn any excuse which pretends that it
is not usury to allow profits or an increase to be made on loans, such as
the loss-of-profit, emergent-loss, risk, expense, or penalty excuse.

9 I believe in the dogma that it is a sin for the faithful (that is, Catholics
and catechumens) to give usurious loans to the faithful.

1 I believe in the dogma that a so-called Catholic (such as a so-called
Catholic banker) who loans money to Catholics or catechumens at
interest and does not believe or act as if it is sinful is a heretic for
denying the moral dogma that it is always a sin for the faithful to give
usurious loans to the faithful. Such a so-called Catholic, then, is not
Catholic and thus is a nominal Catholic who preys upon the faithful.

9 1 believe in the dogma that usury is not intrinsically evil. Usury can be
used as a weapon against active and dangerous enemies of the Catholic

28 -11, g. 109, art. 2.
29 Quoted in The Church and Usury, by the heretic Rev. Patrick Cleary. Nihil Obstat: Joannes Waters, Censor Theol. Deput. Imprimi
Potest: + Gulielmus, Archiep. Dublinen. Hiberniae Primas, Dublinii, die 17 Junii, 1914. Chap. 4, p. 51.
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Church and Catholics. Hence Catholics and catechumens under these
circumstances can give usurious loans to non-Catholics.

9 1 believe in the dogma that the faithful can make interest on money
invested with unbelievers (such as with a non-Catholic bank).

1 I believe in the dogma that Catholics can voluntarily subject themselves
to usurious loans in cases of necessity or for a greater good.

1 I believe in the dogma that it is sinful usury for Catholics to take
usurious loans when not necessary or when no greater good comes from
it.

An example of necessity is when a Catholic does not have the money to pay his
monthly utility bill and does not have access to anyone who would loan him the money
interest free. Hence, in this case of necessity, he can borrow the money at interest.

An example of a greater good is when a Catholic is paying rent and has an opportunity
to buy a house but does not have all the money to buy it. If he cannot get an interest-free
loan, then he can borrow the money at interest to buy the home. The greater good is that
he would not only save a lot of the money that he spends on rent, but he would also
eventually own the house. For example, if he is paying $750 rent per month, then he
would lose $750 a month and never own the place. But if he is paying $750 a month on a
usurious mortgage, he will retain much of that money in the value of the house (the
principle) and eventually own the house. While he will lose money on the interest, he will
retain most of the money in the value of the house and eventually own it. God is not
against prosperity and power in the temporal world as long as it is acquired and used in a
non-sinful way. For example, Abraham and Job were very wealthy, and King David and
the Holy Roman Emperors had temporal power. Jesus said,

AAnd every one that hath |l eft house, or brethren,
wife, or children, or lands for my name& sake, shall receive an hundredfold, and
shallpps sess | ife everlasting.o (Mt. 19:29)

However, a Catholic is forbidden to subject himself to a usurious loan when necessity
does not compel or when there is no greater good that comes from the usurious loan. If a
Catholic does, then he will not only sin but also fall into a greater evil by unnecessarily
wasting his money.

The essence, then, of sinful usury, i s wher
people prey upon one another by giving usur.i
chosen people subject themselves to usurious loans when not necessary or when no
greater good comes from it.

Not until the days of the Great Apostasy in the 12th century did the heretical
theologians and canonists begin to deny two of the dogmas on usury:

1. They denied the dogma that usury is not intrinsically evil. They taught
that usury is intrinsically evil and thus it cannot be used by anyone for
any reason.

2. They craftily denied the dogma that Catholics and catechumens are
forbidden under pain of sin to give usurious loans to one another. While
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paying lip service to this dogma, they denied it by giving usury another
name and thus allowed the faithful to give usurious loans to one another
under different names, hence pretending that they were not usurious
loans.

ey invented theologies in which usury was called by another name or cloaked under

usurious contracts. Hence they pretended that usury was not usury. They did the same
thing that the evil Pharisees did and Talmudic Jews of today do. They made human laws

t o

breaw Wbdibe hat seemi ng idbpsdovicedostle Godds | a

dogma while denying it:

AfBut he [Jesus] answering, said to them: Well did
as it is written: This people honoureth me with their lips, but their heart is far from
me. And in vain do they worship me, teaching doctrines and precepts of men. For

|l eaving the commandment of God, you hold the tradi
make void the commandment of God, that you may kee
7:6-9)

They called usury a compensation or fee for extrinsic titles related to the loan but not
for the loan itself. Instead of charging interest on the loan itself, they attached the interest
to what they called titles that are extrinsic to the loan, known as extrinsic titles, and called
the interest compensation. The result was that the borrower nevertheless paid back more
than he was loaned. Condemning these excuses, these extrinsic titles, St. Ambrose says,

St. Ambrose, On Tobias, Chap. 1 4 : i Wh at ev beprindipte, itésdsautye d t o t

cal l it by whatever name you will/, it is usury.o
Some of these extrinsic titles, these heretical excuses that call usury by another name,
are as follows:
1. Emergent-loss excuse (damnum emergens), aka loss-by-damage excuse
2. Loss-of-profit or loss-of-gain excuse (lucrum cessans)
3. Risk excuse (periculum sortis)
4. Delay-of-payment excuse
5. Expense excuse

The apostate Aquinas was guilty of denying both of the dogmas on usury. Below he
teaches that usury is always unjust and thus intrinsically evil and thus denied the dogma
that usury is not intrinsically evil:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | afiswer that, To take usury for money lent is
unjust in itself, because this is to sell what does not exist, and this evidently leads to

inequality which is contrary to justiceé He commits
wheat, and asks for double payment, viz., one, the return of the thing in equal
measure, the other, the prfice of the use, which is

And Aquinas was guilty of giving usury another name and thus teaching that it was
not sinful for the faithful to give one another usurious loans by pretending that these
loans were not usurious. While Aquinas correctly condemned the loss-of-profit excuse,
he taught and promoted the loss-by-damage and the emergent-loss excuses.

20 (111, q. 78, art. 1.
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What follows is his correct condemnation of the loss-of-profit excuse:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: Refly to Objection 1. € The lender cannot
enter an agreement for compensation, through the fact that he makes no profit out of
his money: because he must not sell that which he has not yet and may be prevented
in many ways®™from having. o

What follows is his heretical teaching in which he gives usury another name by calling
it compensation for loss by damage or for an emergent loss:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: AObjection 1. It would seem that one may ask
for some other kind of consideration for money lent. For everyone may lawfully
seek to indemnify himself. Now sometimes a man suffers loss through lending
money. Therefore he may lawfully ask for or even exact something else besides the
money | ent é
fiReply to Objection 1. A lender may without sin enter an agreement with the
borrower for compensation for the loss he incurs of something he ought to have, for
this is not to sell th#& use of money but to avoid

The emergent-loss excuse (damnum emergens), aka loss-by-damage excuse, which
Aquinas also justifies, teaches that a loaner is entitled to compensation if he incurs some
loss during the period of the loan and thus is entitled to get back more than he loaned to
compensate for his loss. For example, a man loans $1000 for three years. But after one
year he loses his barn by fire and must pay to have it rebuilt. The $1000 he loaned could
have helped him rebuild the barn and thus he is entitled to get more money back than he
loaned. But the loaner nevertheless makes a profit on the money loaned and this is usury,
no matter what name one gives itd in this case, compensation!

In almost all cases, one can make a case for a loss they will incur by loaning
something. For example, a man who loans a horse to his neighbor could ask for
compensation for not only the loss of the work the horse would have produced but also
for the damage caused by the loss of crops due to the loss of the horse manure to fertilize
the field.

I n Godds eyes, a Catholic wholoamdstks f or mor e
Catholics because he incurs a loss or damage during the period of the loan is no different
from one who asks for alms back because he incurs damages some time after he gives the
alms. A loan given by a Catholic to a Catholic is akin to a gift, not a money-making
transaction. The Catholic loaner must look upon the loan as lost if the Catholic borrower
cannot pay it back, and hence the loaner must be willing to lose the money if necessary.
If the Catholic loaner cannot afford to lose the money, then he should not give the loan. It
is similiar to a gift. If a man cannot afford to give a gift, then he should not give it:

St. Ambrose, Letter35, t o Vi gi l i us, 385: iDo not | end your mort
Scripture says that he who does not lend his money at usury will dwell in the

tabernacle of God, because one who takes the gain of usury is overthrown.

Therefore, if a Christian man has money, let him lend it as if he were not to receive

it back or at least only to receive the principal which he lent. By so doing he

receives no small profit of grace. Otherwise his actions would be deception, not

assistance. For what is more cruel than to lend money to one who has none and then

to exact double the amount? If one cannot pay the simple amount, how will he pay

doubl e?0

2111, q. 78, art. 2.
22111, q. 78, art. 2.
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This is beside the fact thatiti s not the borrowero6s faul
he incurred some other loss. If the loaner does not have enough money to build a new
barn, let him get a loan from a Catholic, interest free, just as he gave loans interest free.
But if he did not give loans interest free, then in justice he deserves to fall prey to a
usurious loan. Just as he did not help his brother in need but instead oppressed him, so
also he should not be helped in his need but instead should be oppressed. A He t hat
oppresseth the poor to increase his own riches shall himself give to one that is richer,
and shal | (Pve2:16)mRegardingtiok datnage-of-loss excuse, some heretical
theologians went so far as to teach that in order for compensation to be paid, no loss by
damage had to occur but only the probability of loss.

These heretical excuses and others opened the door wide for nominal Catholic bankers
to give usurious loans to Catholics and catechumens while pretending they were not
usurious loans and thus left the faithful prey to these murderers of their own people.

After the extrinsic title excuses allowed usury under another name, usury began to be
allowed under its own name without any excuses, as we see today. Almost every, if not
every, nominal Catholic practices sinful usury by giving usurious loans to people who
they believe are Catholics or catechumens. (See RIMI Topic Index: Usury.)

His heresy of promoting simony

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa, Second Part of the Second Part, Question 110,
Article 2:

fiObjection 2. Further, the greatest of the sacraments is the Eucharist, which is
consecrated in the Mass. But some priests receive a prebend or money for singing
Masses. Much more therefore is it lawful to buy or sell the other sacraments.

fiReply to Objection 2. The priest receives money, not as the price for consecrating
the Eucharist, or for singing the Mass (for this would be simoniacal), but as
payment for his livelihood, as stated above.

fiObjection 3. Further, the sacrament of Penance is a necessary sacrament consisting
chiefly in the absolution. But some persons demand money when absolving from
excommunication. Therefore it is not always unlawful to buy or sell a sacrament.

fiReply to Objection 3. The money exacted of the person absolved is not the price of
his absolution (for this would be simoniacal), but a punishment of a past crime for
which he was excommunicated.o

(See RIMI Topic Index: Simony.)

His eternalworld heresy

His heresy is against the ordinarynagisterium and solemn magisterium

It is a dogma that only God had no beginning, that only God existed with himself in
eternity before anything else was created or existed, and that God created the world and
hence the world could not have always existed with God in eternity:
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Pope Hadrian 11, Fourth Council of Constantinople, 869: f[Infallible] We confess,
indeed, God to be oneéand we declareéthat he is al
beginning, and eternal é0

Invalid and heretical Fourth Lateran Council, 1215: fi C h. &: pVe, however, with

the approval of the sacred Council, believe and coc
which alone is the beginning of all things, beyond which nothing else can be

found.o (D. 432)

The above decree from the Fourth Council of Constantinople is infallible and hence
this dogma is a solemn magisterium dogma. However, before it was a solemn
magisterium dogma, it was a natural law dogma from the time of Adam and Eve, and an
ordinary magisterium dogma from Pentecost Day in 33 AD because it was believed by
the unanimous consensus of the apostles and other Church Fathers.
The natural laws, which are in the hearts of all men, are dogmas on faith and morals
that all men know without the need of an external revealer and interpreter. The natural
laws are not only revealed in the hearts of all men but also defined (interpreted) in the
hearts of all men. They are knownbyallmenby r eas on aactudlgrate, by Godoés
even though some men bury them in their hearts. Hence natural law dogmas can be said
to be part of the natural magisterium. The following dogmas can be demonstrated by
reason aided by Godnétwallggydegoag because they ar e

9 Itisanatural law dogma that there is a God. It is a natural law dogma that there
can only be one God. It is a natural law dogma that God had no beginning and
thus was not created or made but always existed. It is a natural law dogma that
before anything was created God existed by himself in eternity. It is a natural law
dogma that God created all things. It is a natural law dogma that God creates
things out of nothing (the absence of anything) by his mere will. It is a natural law
dogma that God created the world. Hence it is a natural law dogma that the world
could not have always existed with God in eternity. It is a natural law dogma that
all things created by God have a beginning in created time. It is a natural law
dogma that no created thing can be coequal with God and thus all things created
by God are not coequal with God.

His heresy

While the apostate Thomas Aquinas believed the dogma that the world had a
beginning and thus did not always exist in eternity with God, he heretically believed that
it cannot be demonstrated by the natural law and reason that God could not, if he so
desired, create a world that always existed eternally with God. Hence he held the heresy
that God could have created the world eternal if he wanted to:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | afiswer that, By faith alone do we hold, and
by no demonstration can it be proved, that the world did not always exist, as was
said above of the mystery of the Trinity (32, 1). The reason of this is that the
newness of the world cannot be demonstrated on the part of the world itselfé

Hence that the world began to exist is an object of faith, but not of demonstration or
science.o*

231, q. 46, art. 2.
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Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271: fALet us assume, in

accordance with the Catholic faith, that the world had a beginning in time. The

question still arises whethert he wor |l d coul d have al ways existedé |
heretical to say that God can make something created by him to have always

e x i s inehid, éherefore, the entire question consists: whether to be wholly

created by God and not to have a beginning in time are contradictory terms. They

are not contradictoryé Thus it is clear that
somet hing made by God has always existedé The
produces the whole substance of things, make something caused by him exist

whenever he himself existsé Therefore, at any instant at which God exists, so too

can his effectsé 0

€

t her
refor

Even though natural law dogmas can be known by faith (by an external source), they
arealsoknownby r eas on aactudl grace abdyhenc&avedigmenstrated to all
men. Therefore it can be demonstrated by reason that God could not have created a world
that eternally existed withhi m because this is known by the r
grace. Thus Aquinas is guilty of the mortal sin of heresy for denying the natural law
dogma, which is also an ordinary magisterium dogma, that God could not create a world
that existed eternally with him. In 1277 the apostate Bishop Stephen Tempier condemned
this heresy, which Aquinas held, in his famous 1277 Condemnation in which 219
heresies that were promoted in the University of Paris were condemned:

Apostate Bishop Stephen Tempier, 1277 Condemnation: Cofidemned Proposition
89. That it is impossible to refute the arguments of the Philosopher concerning the
eternity of the world unless we say that the will of the First Being embraces
incompatibles.o

Even though this condemned proposition is invalid because Bishop Tempier was an
apostate, it was nevertheless still condemned as a heresy previously by the ordinary
magisterium from at least 33 AD and probably from the time of Adam and Eve.

The apostate Thomas Aquinas is also guilty of idolatry and apostasy because his
heresy that God could have created an eternal world came from the Greek philosophers,
especially from Aristotle:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271:fi Ar i st ot | eéhel d t hat

something caused by God had always existed, since like always makes like (11 De

Generatione et Corruptione cap. 10,336a27-28)¢ Those who try to prove that
world could not have always existed even adduce arguments that the philosophers

have consi de r[RIMI: Taey mtversobvéd angtiing but instead

showed themselves as confused fools for proposing and trying to explain the

impossible.]o

fiThe Question on the Possibility of an Eternally Created World: Bonaventura and
Thomas Aquinas, 0 P.B/gn Veldhuijsen, 1986: fiEternal Creation and Antiquity -
When Plato, in the beginning of the Timaeus (27C; 28B), and Aristotle, in De caelo
1,10 (279b4-5), raise the question, and they are most probably the first to do so, of
whether the world is everlasting and eternal or had a beginning of durationé , one
can immediately fix the start of the philosophical and scientific quest concerning the
past duration of the universeé

fi tlisé communis opinio amongst the Christian authors that the world has been
created by God at a well-determined moment with a first beginning of duration, as
Genesis 1,1 says: dn the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. & Ye&
there have always been Christian [RIMI: heretic] thinkers until the very beginning
of the 13th century, albeit only a small minority, who did advocate the idea of an
eternally created world. Boethius,” for example, Philoponus in his first period,?*
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John Scotus Eriugena,* some platonists from the 12th century.® This important and
intriguing interpretation, however, was repudiated as heterodox by the 4th Lateran
Council in 1215.%* This council decided that the first beginning of duration of
creation should be taught as a definite (andthus or t hodox ) Tharti cl e of faith:
creator of all things, visible and invisible, spiritual and corporeal, who by his own
omnipotent power, right from the beginning of time created from nothing both
creations, the spiritual and corporeal. 6 After this judgement of the papal court, every
Christian teacher will teach that the world is not eternal de facto qua duration but
had a beginning at a definite moment.”®

fiNevertheless the question was raisedd and in this a novum presents itself in the
history of the question de aternitate mundid whether the world could have been
eternally created by God, even if he actually decided otherwise. This interest in the
possibility of eternal creation rose then because in the 13th century the full
reception of Aristotle and his commentators (Avicenna, Averroes, Maimonides)
took place.® For the Christian [RIMI: apostate] authors this meant two things:
attraction to a vast storehouse and encyclopedia of new scientific material in
elucidation of various questions in the field of culture and nature. But it meant also
collision with a world-view (a neo-platonic Aristotelianism), which sometimes
stands diametrically opposed to the Christian world-view.6™

Therefore, Aquinas is guilty of idolatry for glorifying philosophers and their
philosophies because he used them to be enlightened on articles of faith and morals. He
got his heresy, that God could have created an eternal world, from a revelation and
definition from the philosophers and not from God. He certainly did not get this
revelation and heresy from the Catholic God, Church, and faith, nor from the natural law,
which is part of the Catholic faith. In this we see just how unreasonable the philosophers
are on many points. The very ones who exult reason do not have it. Whereas a simple
non-philosophical person is wiser than they are. Int h e p hi llugt ®rkmowleslge s 6
and intellectual pride, they deny many natural law dogmas on faith and morals.

In his heretical De Aeternitate Mundi, Aquinas begins with the scholastic method of
questioning a dogma and presenting a heresy as an allowable opinion:
Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271: fiLet us assume, i n

accordance with the Catholic faith, that the world had a beginning in time. The
question still arises whether the world could have always existed, and to explain the

truth of this matter. éSomeone may hold that there
that, nevertheless, had been wholly caused by God, and thus we ought to determine
whet her this position is tenable. 0

Already Thomas is guilty of the heretical philosophical method of presenting a heresy

as an allowable opinion and thus inviting the reader to consider itd in this case, the

heresy that God could have created something that always existed in eternity. As you will

eventually see, he holds this heretical opinion himself and thus sets out to lure the reader

into believing it. Before he tells the reader that he believes it and hence shocks the reader,

he sets out to prove the heretical opinion and says that even if it is wrong it is not heresy

and thus is only a non-heretical error; and hence he presents a heresy as an allowable

opinion:
lbid: ASomeone may hold that something that has al wa
because such a thing is self-contradictory, just as an affirmation and a denial cannot

24 Contained in The Eternity of the World in the Thought of Thomas Aquinas and his Contemporaries, edited by Wissink, c. 3, pp. 20-
23.
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be made simultaneously true. Still, some people say that God can even make self-

contradictories things, while others say God cannot make such things, for such

things are actwually nothing. éWe thus ought to det
contradiction between these two ideas, namely, to be made by God and to have

always existed. And, whatever may be the truth of this matter, it will not be

heretical to say that God can make something created by him to have always

existed, though I believe that if there were a contradiction involved in asserting this,

the assertion would be false.0

And again he presents as an allowable opinion and not heresy, this time even more
clearly, the heresy that God could have created a world that always existed with God in
eternity:
Ibid: AHowever, if there is no contradiction involve
impossible that God could have made something that has always existed, and it will
be an error to say otherwise. For, if there is no contradiction, we ought to admit that
God could have made something that has always existed, for it would be clearly

derogatory to the divine omnipotence, which exceeds every thought and power, to
say that we creatures can conceive of something tFh

We now get the strong impression that the apostate Aquinas is leading his readers to
the heretical and illogical opinion that God could have created something that always
existed with God in eternity.

His out-of-A 1 1 Ol #hings Possible with God

Because Aquinas knows that his argument is illogical and absurd, he bases the main

proof for his heresyontheout-of-c ont ext st atement that #Ait wou
derogatoryéto say that we creatures can conc
make. 0 He bases ©Ohifsl $owi egpewbrds: Jesus

AAnd Jesus behol ding, said,bttwithGddiaellm: Wi th men this
things are possible. o (Mt. 19:26)

Hence he wants you to believe that God could create an eternal world because with
God all things are possible. In this, his extreme bad will, malice, and stupidity are
evident.

't i s true thinggdar 6 wp d s iGlwlde .ad [ Thermdtor e t he
create a world that always existed is because such a so-called thing is no thing and never
could be a thing. It is not only a non-thing but it can never be a thing. It can be called an
anti-thing. An anti-thing is anti-existence.

Therefore, because things do exist, anti-things cannot exist. Conversely, if anti-things
were possible, then nothing at all would exist, not even God, the source and maintainer of
all existence. Hence if all things are possible with God, which is true, then all anti-things
are not possible with God. Conversely, if anti-things were possible, then no thing would
be possible with God, not even his own existence.

Without God and all of his divine attributes, nothing can exist. Hence all created
things depend on God and his divine attributes to create, maintain, and rule them. Hence
any so-called thing that denies or contradicts God or any of his divine attributes is an
anti-thing and thus is anti-existence.

One of Godads isthattweiisalkepownerfult Hencdoagod whe is not all-
powerful is an anti-thing. If God were not all-powerful, then he would not be able to
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create things out of nothing nor maintain them if they did exist and thus nothing at all
would be able to exist, not even God because he would not be able to maintain himself.
Hence you would have anti-existence in which nothing at all would exist, not even space
or void or dimension. Now God can kill an animal and make it cease to exist. But this is
not an anti-thing or anti-existence because it did exist. And God can decide not to make a
certain species of animals and thus they would never exist. But this is not an anti-thing or
anti-existence because they could exist if God willed it. Hence an anti-thing is something
that not only does not exist but also could never exist.

Oneof Godds di wsthathe wilhalways exidl. Uf Goal did not always exist,
then all things would cease to exist because there would be no almighty God to maintain
them. Hence a god who exists and then ceases to existd a god who can kill himselfd is
an anti-thing. Thisanti-t hi n g d e agierna existeGee ahdithas is not a thing and
could never be a thing. The same applies to a so-called god who exists while at the same
time does not exist!

One of Godads isthatenlyheeas @ways existdul.arherefere any so-
called thing that always existed but- is not
thing and thus does not exist and never could exist. It is anti-existence. Not only faith but
reason alone tells men that there is only one God and he alone created all things. Hence
the only thing that has always existed has to be God; for if anything came before that or is
co-eternal with God, then who created that so-called thing? And faith and reason also tell
men that it is not possible to have a so-called thing that always existed with God because
t hat woul d d atmibute tibodlydhs hasdlivaysiexised. Hence a so-called
thing (such as an eternal world) that always existed but is not God is an anti-thing and
thuscoudnever be a thing. Aquinasd heresy, then
that always existed is an anti-thing that denies God and his divine attribute that only he
has always existed. This heresy presents either a second god or a so-called thing that has
always existed but is not God. Hence not only did God not create the world eternal but he
could never create an eternal world because that is an anti-thing that would have God
denying and contradicting himself.

According to the apostate jackass Aquinassd i retatienro (f all things are possible
with God,0 God would be able to create another God because all things are possible with
God. Yet if God were able to create another God, then how could that created thing be
God, having never existed until the first God created him and his whole existence coming
from and depending upon the first God. Hence the belief that God could create another
God is an anti-thing and thus could never be a thing.

According to the apostate Aquinas, God could turn a prostitute into a virgin because
all things are possiblewithGod . Yet t hi spowdrtlnall-lnewing;andlai-s a | |
just divine attributes and has God lying. In his foreknowledge God knew that this virgin
would use her freewill to sin and become a prostitute:

AFor all things @l beforetkenwens creatéddEcdushe L or d
23:29) He seeth from eternity to eternity, and there is nothing wonderful before him.

There is no saying: What is this, or what is that? for all things shall be sought in
their time. (Eccus. 39:25-2 6 ) 0

AFor | know that transgressing thou wilt transgres

Therefore, in his justice, God allowed this virgin to become a prostitute. Surely, if God
did not want her to be a prostitute, then he has the power to prevent it. Hence to believe
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that God has to undo something that happened is to believe that God did not know that it
was going to happen; or if he did know that it was going to happen, he does not have the
power to prevent it from happeningd in this case, preventing a virgin from becoming a
prostitute. Thus God is presented as not all-knowing or not all-powerful. And he is also
presented as unjust and lying. Therefore this so-called thing is an anti-thing because it
deniesoneormor e of Gddd9 bditwisne Tdhe answer, then,
possible for God to turn a prosti-thingte 1 nto a
that would thus have God denying himself and his divine attributes.o
According to the fat apostate bastard Aquinas, then, God could un-create what he
created and thus what he uncreated would never have existed at all. Hence that would
mean that God could un-create you, dear reader, and thus you would have never existed
at all even though you exist now and are reading this:

St. Augustine, Against Faustus the Manichaean, 4 BAdgordingly, to say, if God
is almighty, let Him make what has been done to be undone, is in fact to say, if God
is almighty, let Him make a thing to be in the same sense both true and falseé It
will always be true that the past thing which is no longer present had an existenceé
This truth cannot be contradicted by God, in whom abides the supreme and
unchangeable truth, and whose illumination is the source of all the truth to be found
in any mind or understandingé Now God is not omnipotent in the sense of being
able to die: nor does this inability prevent His being omnipotent. True omnipotence
belongs to Him who truly exists, and who alone is the source of all existence, both
spiritual and corporeal .&**®

To the trick question fiCan God make a rock
Aquinas would answer, AYes, God can make a r
because all things ar ecallpddhingisabadntethingthat h God. 0 Y
denies Godbdés attribute of beicoulginezeibéa power f ul
thing. Thomas would get trapped with this trick question because either way it is not
possible for God to do an apparent something. Either it is impossible for God to make a
big enough rock, or it is impossible for God to lift it. Hence we see that this trick question
presents a so-called thing that could never be a thing (a rock that God cannot lift) and is a
contradiction to the dogma that God is all powerful. Hence this so-called thing is an anti-
thing and thus could never be a thing. The answer, then, to this trick question is, AGod
can make a rock as big as he pleases, and he can lift it no matter how big it is.0

Therefore, again, if all things are possible with God, which is true, then all anti-things
are not possible with God. Conversely, if all anti-things were possible with God, then no
thing at all would be possible with God and thus not even his own existence. Thus God
would not even exist.

Henceb ewar e of Aquinasdé diabol i callestursiobck i n w
words fAall things are possible with Godo and
that God could have created an eternal world.

After much scholastic babble, the apostate Thomas then lets his reader know his
opinion:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271:fil n t hi s, t herefore, the
entire question consists: whether to be wholly created by God and not to have a

beginning in time are contradictory terms. Theyarenot contr adi ctoryé Thus it is
clear that there is no contradiction in saying that something made by God has

5h. 26, c. 5.
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al ways existedé Therefore, much more can God, who
substance of things, make something caused by him exist whenever he himself
existsé Therefore, at any instant at which God exists, so too can his effects.0

Hence the apostate Aquinas finally showed his hand and hopes his readers will
embrace his opinion and thus leads them into heresy and out of the Catholic Church.

What followsaremor e of the apostate Bishotihat Tempi er
relate to the eternal-world heresy:

AfCondemned Proposition 83. That the world, althoud
was not newly-made, and, although it passed from nonbeing to being, the nonbeing
did not precede being in duration but only in nature.

fiCondemned Proposition 84. That the world is eternal because that which has a
nature by which it is able to exist for the whole future has a nature by which it was
able to exist in the whole past.

fiCondemned Proposition 85. That the world is eternal as regards all the species
contained in it, and that time, motion, matter, agent, and receiver are eternal,
because the world comes from the infinite power of God and it is impossible that
there be something new in the effect without there being something new in the
cause.0

What in the world does he mean bwvorld

Anot her huge problem the apostate Aquinas f
eternal-world heresy is defining what is meant by fithe world.0 The world generally
means the heavens where angels reside and earth where humans reside. It could also
mean only the earth and its creatures. According to this general definition of the world,
the apostate Aquinas teaches that God could have created all things eternal when he says
that God could have created the world eternal. And this is precisely what his idol
Aristotle teaches:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271: AAristotleéheld that
something caused by God had always existed, since like always makes like (11 De
Generatione et Corruptione, cap. 10,336a27-28)¢é Those who try to prove that
the world could not have always existed even adduce arguments that the
phil osopher s have [RIMINThay cbeenrsavdd angthirybus ol v e d é
instead showed themselves as confused fools for proposing and trying to explain the
impossible.]o
Thomasowillful ambiguity regarding what he means by fi t Wwoeldo leads one to
believe that he includes all created things. Even if God had created all things at once
(which he did not), it is heresy to teach that God could have created all things at once in a
way that they always existed eternally with him. This is what Aristotle taught, and it
seems to be what the apostate Aquinas is teaching because he does not define what he
means by fit h e wilbthidischot what he is teaching, then why did he not define what
he meant by the word fiworldo! Nevertheless he at least taught that God could have
created something eternal, and thus Aquinas is a heretic.
Unli ke the apostate Aquinas, St. Augustinef¢
created was the angels and not the world, as you will see in the next section.
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He is refuted bySt. Augustineand others

It is a dogma that the first thing created by God (be it space or angels)** began created
time and thus always existed in created time because at the very instant it was created,
created time began. However, that first created thing did not exist with God in eternity
before created time began and never could have. St. Augustine believed all these dogmas.
He speaks of angels having always existed in created time (that is, if angels were the first
things created, and created at the same instant). But he teaches that they could not have
existed before that in eternity with God:

St. Augustine, Super Genesis ad Litteram, 415; fiSince the nature of the Trinity is
wholly unchangeable, it is eternal in such a way that nothing can be coeternal with
it. 2§ (PL 34, 389)

St. Augustine, City of God, 413: Al ought not to doubt that man had
before time, and was first created in timeé Creatu
same, but succeeded one another (for we would not seem to say that any is co-
eternal with the Creator, an assertion condemned equally by faith and sound
reason), | must take care lest I fall into the absurd and ignorant error of maintaining
that by these successions and changes mortal creatures have always existed,
whereas the immortal creatures had not begun to exist until the date of our own
world, when the angels were created; if at least the angels are intended by that light
which was first made, or , rat her, by that heaven ¢
God created the heavens andexisthetorethtegxrt h. 6 The angel s
were created; for if we say that they have always existed, we shall seem to make
themco-et er nal with the Creatoré
il f there was some such movement among the angel ¢
existence of time, and that they from their very creation should be subject to these
temporal changes, then they have existed in all time, for time came into being along
with them. For we say that they have always been, because they have been in all
time; and we say they have been in all time, because time itself could no wise be
without them. For where there is no creature whose changing movements admit of
succession, there cannot be time at all. And consequently, even if they have always
existed, they were created; neither, if they have always existed, are they therefore
co-eternal with the Creator. For He has always existed in unchangeable eternity;
while they were created, and are said to have been always, because they have been
in all time, time being impossible without the creature. But time passing away by its
changefulness, cannotbeco-et er nal wi th Jdhangeless eternity. o

While the apostate Aquinas correctly taught that the first created thing (in this case, he
believed, was the world) always existed in created time, he, unlike St. Augustine, taught
that this first created thing could also always exist before that in eternity with God, which
is heresy:
Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271:fil n t hi s, t herefore, the
entire question consists: whether to be wholly created by God and not to have a
beginningintimear e contradictory terms. They are not cont |

clear that there is no contradiction in saying that something made by God has
al ways existedé Therefore, much more can God, who

218 It is my opinion that the first thing God created was space in which to create and place the angels. See RIMI book On the Holy

Trinity: How God Created All Things. As of 8/2017, this book is not yet available. See RIMI book HCAS: Against Philosophy and
Mythology: Some Pagan Philosophers and Their Idolatries, Heresies, and Immoralities.

27 hk. 8, c. 23.

28p. 12, c. 15.
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substance of things, make something caused by him exist whenever he himself
existsé Therefore, at any instant at which God exists, so too can his effects.0

The testimonies that follow are from apostate theologians who followed St.
Augustineb s t eachi ng r e garecttyioppoged A diu isetesana@orldc and
heresy:

John Pecham: Questions Concerning the Eternity of the World (De aeternitate

mundi), by John Pecham, translated by Vincent G. Potter, S.J., fiThe Bonaventurians

(Franciscans)o: fiBonaventure opposed the heretical theses of the Averroists, but did

so along more traditional, GAugustiniand(hence, Neoplatonic) lines. Thus,

Bonaventureé rejected the eternity ofthewor I d but hel d that the worl ddés h
been created in time (that is, having had a beginning) could be demonstrated. He

was convinced that to prove eternal motion to be self-contradictory is to prove

creation. Some of the standard arguments were: (1) the infinite cannot be traversed,

(2) the infinite cannot be added to; (3) there cannot actually exist an infinite number

of anything (usually put in terms of souls); (4) an infinite regress is impossible

because it would exclude order (and Goddés providen
a first; and (5) if the world is created from nothing, it has its being after non-being

and hence cannot be eternal.

Pechamés position is very much | ike Bonaventur ebos
|l anguage is more Aristotelian. During Thomasdé seco
seems to have been the spokesman for a group that claimed that their view of
creation was continuous with a tradition of orthodoxy going back to Augustine,
particularly in De civitate Dei XII and in Super Genesim VIII. Following
Bonaventure, then, Pecham maintained that the world could not be eternal and that
reason can demonstrate that God existed defore6c r eat i on. Thus he denies Aquin
position which admits the possibility of a created universe co-existing with God
from all eternity. Those notionsd creation and existing from eternityd are for
Pecham incompatible. His basic reason for so thinking is that a created universe by
its veé%/lgnature is mutable, but nothing mutable can be coeternal with the immutable
God.c

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, by Etienne Gilson, 1955: iYet,

here again, another notion is brought to bear upon the problem, and it is one which

we know well, namely, the eternity of the world. Behind the answer of Thomas,

William [de la Mare] rightly perceives an Aristotelian influence. There are only two

ways for things to be present to God, either in the divine Ideas or in their actual

existence. Now their actual existence presupposes their production in time from

non-being to being. If, therefore, all that exists in time is eternally present to God

otherwise than in its Idea, all must have eternally had actual existence in God. This

is to posit the eternal exist®«te of all things, &

fiThe Question on the Possibility of an Eternally Created World: Bonaventura and
Thomas Aquinas, B. Van Veldhuijsen, 1986: fiThe Impossibility of Creation from
Eternity: Bonaventure: The reason why Bonaventure emphasized so often the
impossibility of an eternally created world, lies, according to J. G. Bougerol, iné
the idea of creationé Being created from eternity includesé a contradictioné The
core of this question consists in the proof that an eternally created world implies an
intrinsic contradiction and therefore must be impossible. The most ingenious and

29 pyblished by Fordham University Press, New York, 1993. Intro., Xiv-xv.

20F o 0t n o®nehe Begnce ofifuture contingents to God, 3, pp. 18-81; note, p. 21, the pertinent answer of Clapwell, that
Thomas does not teach that time is already present in eternity, but that all the successive moments of time have in eternity the same
presence which each one of them has in time (Cont. Gent., |, 66).0

21pt.9,¢. 3, p. 412.
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typically Bonaventurean argument is arg. 6 in oppos., which is endorsed and
affirmed in the beginning of the solutio. Let me concentrate then on this argument.

GArg. 6 in oppos.

dMajor: It is impossible for that which has being after non-being to have eternal
being, because this implies a contradiction;

dinor: But the world has being after non-being;

&oncl.: Therefore it is impossible that it be eternal.& %220

fiRichard of Middleton Contra Thomas Aquinas on the Question Whether the
Created World Could Have Been Eternally Produced by God, ¢ P.b/sn
Veldhuijsen, 1 9B®nAventur, considering the question of an eternally created
world, lays so much stress on the precise meaning of creation, namely that it is ex
nihilo in the sense of ot out of something6and simultaneously &n the beginning.6
Therefore creatio ab aeterno is impossible. Thomas Aquinas, however, is likewise
much concerned to achieve a good understanding of the notion of creation when he
searches for the intelligibility of creatio ab aeterno. So both thinkers stand
diametrically opposed to each other with respect to the problem of the possibility of
an eternally created world. In the following I shall try to expose this controversy on
the basis of the position of Richard of Middleton, who while strictly in line with his
master Bonaventure has nevertheless developed original criticism on Thomas
Aquinas.?® His critique is of methodological as well as of substantive importance,

for, as we shall see, Ri chard turns

gives an interpretation of Thomas on eternal creation and conservation that is

essenti al for a clear understanding

fiRichardus de Mediavilla was a Franciscan theologian, who became known by
the honorary-title of doctor solidus. He was born ca. 1249 in England or, according
to some, in France. He died in Reims on the 30th of March 1302. Richard probably
studied at Paris under Pietro Falco, William de la Mare, and Matthheusde
Aequasparta. From 1284-87 he was magister regens of the Franciscan house of
studies. In general his thinking is in line with Augustine, but in particular he is a
student of Bonaventure, i.e., a student of the second generation, after John Peckam
and Aequasparta.o’*
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AThe Controver sy tohfe tlLhiemiCosr roefc tMertiaap haynsdi cs, 6 by Ma

Jor dan WL BEA A MARE, Correctorium fratris Thomae - William

makes the connection between the question

epistemological issues quite explicitly in his sixth article.?”® He takes as his text the
prima pars of the Summa, question 46, article 2. Thomas there asks @trum mundum
incepisse sit articulus fidei.bThomas answer s t hat it
cannot be demonstrated, while it ought very firmly to be believed. William finds

three errors in Aquinasb6s arguments

things about which one has faith are believed, but not known. (2) Aquinas claims
that the fact that the world began is indemonstrable. (3) Aquinas warns that, one
ought not to seek to give demonstrations of those things which are of faith.*%¢

iwi I i amés argument against (1) icalel

auctoritatesd the Scriptures, Augustine, and Richard of St. Victor. The arguments
that spring from these citations are the following. In the first place, the philosophers
have demonstrated per rationes that God is one, is eternal, and so on. Yet these
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222 Contained in The Eternity of the World in the Thought of Thomas Aquinas and his Contemporaries, edited by Wissink, c. 3, pp. 24,

223 Footnote 2: fiSee for the controversy between Bonaventure and Aquinas my article dThe question on the possibility of an eternally
created world. Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinasdin this volume.o
224 The Eternity of the World in the Thought of Thomas Aquinas and his Contemporaries, edited by Wissink, c. 5, p. 69.

PFoot nolt ef atl3l: oi t he redaction of t he CQuare kecpremigres polemiqeeo n
tomistes, I: Le Correctorium corruptom Quare,6Bi bl i ot heque thomiste 9 (Kain,
among the replies to his various articles.o
2F 0 0t n oGlaieud ell.; Qudie, p. 31.0

t a
1927) .

ned in GI
Wi | I i am¢



things are also proposed to us for our believing. Thus, there can be no strong
separation of knowing and believing (he cites Hebrews 11.1). William argues in
second place that there is a pedagogical dialectic of believing and knowing by
which the two are made to interpenetrate (he cites Isaiah 7.9 and Augustine, De vera
religione). Third, he argues that the defense of the faith, not to mention the work of
theology, requires that one be prepared to give a reasoned argument about what one
believes (he cites 1 Peter 3.15 and Richard of St. Victor, De vera trinitate).?’
fAiThe arguments that William advances against Aquinas& caution in (3) recur to
these same citations. William adds two general arguments. If, he writes, one ought
not to adduce reasons for thin@graof faith, then AQq
Gentiles, to give only one example, was both vain and impious. Second, Aquinasé
caution goes against the example of the Fathers, who sought precisely to give
demonstrative argumentsd and not sophismsd in favor of faith. To these general
considerations, William adds four specific counterarguments directed at the text
from the Summa. (a) Even if it were the case that we could not have demonstration
propter quid, we could use in theology signs and effects as the materials for a
demonstration quia. (b) Although truth is first known to us by revelation, it can
subsequently be proved (grobarid and known (&ciri§ by demonstration quia; if
faith does not begin in proofs, it nevertheless rejoices (@audetd in demonstration
when this can be had.??® (c) The third counterargument reiterates the possibility of
quia demonstrations in the unique case of the wholecosmos.( d) Final ly, Godbés will
if it cannot be investigated by us per priora, can be investigated as it becomes
manifest per posteriora. Before creation, the divine will with regard to creation was
inscrutabl e. Once given the fact of creati on, howe
William cites as his authority Romans 1.19. The scriptural citation completes his
charges for the sixth article.&”

Regardi ng apost at e Agragardmgphs éerna-wanld heresyiseeént i o n
this book Contradictions regarding his eternal-world heresy, p. 80.

His heresy that men in need can lawfully steal

It is a dogma that God forbids men to commit any sin for any reason. Hence men must
be willing to die rather than commit any sin, be it mortal or venia.J e sus says, @ASin
more. o (Jn. 8:12) St. Peter say$JohniYou shall
says, fAWhosoever abdi(detim.i 88:6B)mASnei SvhetPanmodt
(1 Cor. 15:34) Hence God forbids men to commit a lesser sin in order not to commit a
greater sin. If they commit the lesser sin, then they are guilty of the lesser sin. For
example, the Seventh Commandment is, Thou shalt not steal. (Deut. 5:19) And the
Eighth Commandment is, Thou shaltnotlie:i Nei t her shalt thou bear f
against thy neighbour.0 (D e uAnd.the \Bord 2f)God teaches the following:

AA thief is better t, bugbothofthermshall interh at i s al ways | ying
destruction. o (Eccus. 20:27)

Hence, even though a thief is not as guilty as a man that always lies, both are guilty of
mortal sin and will inherit destruction. Likewise, even though a thief who steals for greed
is guiltier than a thief who steals to sustain himself, both are guilty of sin and shall inherit

ZIE oot nolbig, p.82%: A
28FE 0 0t n o lbig, p.846lines 1-13 and 16-17.0
29 by 298-300.
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destruction. And the thief in need who steals must still restore what he stole even to the
whole of his house:

AThe sin is not so gforkeatdalethidfil Ims hingryman hat h st ol en
soul; and if he be taken, he shall restore sevenfold and shall give up all the
substance of hishouse.0 ( Pr-81) 6: 30

The word of God teaches that a beggar who i
survive is nevertheless guilty and forswears the name of God, gives the true God a bad
name:
AGi ve me neither beggary, nor riches: give me only
perhaps being filled, | should be tempted to deny, and say: Who is the Lord? or

being compelled by poverty, | should steal, and forswear the name of my God. 0
(Prv. 30:8-9)

Hence the word of God says,

AEvery t hi ef (Zasshh5a3) Through@overtyuntny kaek sinned.
(Eccus. 27:1)0

Even though Gregory 1X was an apostate antipope, his following law, as contained in
his decretals, teaches the dogma that even a man in need who steals, sins:

Apostate Antipope Gregory IX, Decretals, Bk. 5, Title 18, Chap. 3 : In cBmmitting
a theft because of the urgency of necessity, not many times, he sins, but not gravely;
and as such, a light penance should be i mposed. o

Hence poverty does not excuse stealing. Therefore, the poor man who steals to sustain
himself is guilty of sin.”*® The apostate Thomas Aquinas says, fiNo, this is not true.6 He
teaches that a man who is in need can steal and it is not a sin. He also teaches that even a
man who is not in need can steal and give to the poor who are in need and he does not
sin. This is heresy for denying the dogma that God forbids men to commit any sin for any
reason. This heresy can be called the fiRobin Hood heresyo:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa, 2-2, g. 66, art. 7: il Whether it is lawful to steal
through stress of need?):

fil answer that, é If the need be so manifest and urgent, that it is evident that the

present need must be remedied by whatever means be at hand (for instance, when a

person is in some imminent danger and there is no other possible remedy), then it is

|l awful for a man to succor his own need by means o0
it either openly or secretly: nor is this properly speaking theft or robbery.

fiReply to Objection 2. It is not theft, properly speaking, to take secretly and use
anotherds property in a case of extreme need: bece
support of his life becomes his own property by reason of that need.

fiReply to Objection 3. In a case of a like need, a man may also take secretly
anotherdéds property in oroder to succor his neighbor

No doubt, the apostate thief Thomas Aquinas would have told the poor Lazarus to
steal from the greedy rich man because the rich man gave him nothing. If Lazarus had
foll owed Aquinasdé sinful c¢ouimbelkidebysileen Lazar
with the greedy rich man.

)1 f Godds chosen people are being starved to death by an unbeliev
competent authority. Godds chosen peopl e wouledrs dandtleassvouble abl e to i
not be stealing but booty.
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His willful ambiguity and willful contradictions

The beliefs of the apostate Thomas Aquinas are disputed probably more than the
beliefs of any other so-called theologian because his works contain many willful
ambiguities and willful contradictions. Men on both sides of a topic (both those who hold
a heresy and those who hold the dogma that opposes that heresy) find themselves using
the works of Aquinas to equally and credibly defend their opinions and thus with no
possible resolution and hence endless books could be written trying to defend this or that
opinion of Aquinas.
ABut God is fait hf uastoyduavasnot ltis, anplrissm@.c hi ng whi ch
For the Son of God, Jesus Christ who was preached among you by us, by me, and
Syl vanus, and Timothy, was not, I't is and It is no
1:18-19)
Aquinasd wor ks and fii linlthesecasay, dduimadidiguilty i s o
of either willful ambiguity or willful contradictions and thus is either guilty of the
heretical opinion that can be derived from an ambiguous passage or guilty of the heretical
opinion he teaches in spite of the fact that he teaches the dogma elsewhere.
In many places it is impossible to know for sure what Aquinas teaches because his
words are willfully ambiguous and thus a heretical or orthodox meaning can be applied.
And in many places his works contain willful contradictions regarding dogmas,
heresies, and non-heretical errors. In one place he teaches a dogma, and in another place
he teaches the heresy that opposes that dogma. And in one place he teaches heresy, and in
another place he teaches the dogma that opposes that heresy.

Contradictions regarding his limbo of children

For example, in one place he teaches the heresy that infants who die with the sole
guilt of original sin are not in hell but are in another place which he calls the limbo of
children:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | afiswer that, The abodes of souls are

di stingui shed according to the soulsd various stat
in the state of receiving its final reward, or in the state of being hindered from

receiving it. If it is in the state of receiving its final retribution, this happens in two

ways: either in the respect of good, and then it is paradise; or in respect of evil, and

thus as regards actual sin it is hell, and as regards original sin it is the limbo of

children.o®"

Hence according to this teaching of Aquinas, only souls guilty of actual sins are in hell
and thus souls guilty only of original sin are in the limbo of children, which in this case is
some place other than hell.

But in another place he teaches that these infants are in the highest level of hell, one

l evel  ower t han walsmbofobthe RathexsmmBubyouBeeddoo m ( a k a
combine two of his teachings to know this. In one place, he correctly teaches that
Abrahamés Bosom was in the highest | evel o f

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | A a n s w e Consdquendlyt the staée of the
saints before Christés coming may be considered bo

%1 Supp., 9. 69, a. 7.
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and thusitiscalled Ab r a h a m§ and abregards it lack of rest, and thus it is
called the limbo of hell. %%

In another place he teaches that his limbo of children is one level lower than
Abrahamés Bosom

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | afiswer that, ...the limbo of the Fathers is
placed higher than®the |imbo of childrenébd

With the two teachings combined, you get this:

AAbrahamdés bosoméi s .Thediindo efthe Fathereisplatednb o o f hel |
hi gher than the | imbo of children. o

Hence, according totheset wo t e a ¢ h i hnmbesof childrenus in hel. ¥di in
another place he teaches that these children are happy and united to God and thus
describes a place that cannot be hell:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: Reply to Objection 5. Although unbaptized

children are separated from God as regards the union of glory, they are not utterly

separated from Him: in fact they are united to Him by their share of natural goods,

and so will also be able to rejoiceinHimby t heir naturalP knowl edge and | o

There you have it. In one place the lying apostate Aquinas says that his limbo of
children is not in hell. In another place he says that it is in hell. And yet in another place
he implies that it is not hell because he says that the children are happy and united to
God. For in-depth evidence regarding this contradiction and others, see RIMI book
Damned Infants.

Contradictions regarding his eternalworld heresy

The apostate Thomasodé teachings regarding hi
world eternal contain contradictions. In one place, he seems to teach that only God could
be eternal:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa, 1265-69: fil answer that, Nothing except God
can be eternal 6%

But Aquinas clearly teaches elsewhere that God could have created a world that
always existed with God in eternity:

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, De Aeternitate Mundi, 1271: fLet us assume, in
accordance with the Catholic faith, that the world had a beginning in time. The
guestion stild]l arises whether the world could have

heretical to say that God can make something created by him to have always

e x i s tinehid, énerefore, the entire question consists: whether to be wholly

created by God and not to have a beginning in time are contradictory terms. They

are not contradictoryé Thus it itet clear that there
somet hing made by God has always existedé Therefor
produces the whole substance of things, make something caused by him exist

whenever he himself existsé Therefore, at any instant at which God exists, so too

can his effectsé 0

%2 Supp., 9. 69, a. 4.

22 Supp., . 69, a. 6.

24 Supp., App. 1,9.1,a. 2.
251 q. 46, art. 1.
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There are two explanations. His contradictions are willful and thus he is guilty of the
heretical opinion he teaches in spite of the fact that he teaches the dogma elsewhere. Or,
as some say, he changed his opinion from holding the dogma to holding the heresy. They
say that the works that contain the heresy are later than the works that contain the dogma
and thus he died guilty of the heresy:

Fakhr AI-D § n-R B f1$49-1249] and Thomas Aquinas on the Question of the
Eternity of the World, by Mu a mme rr o 2062efid5d Tehe Possibility of an
Eternally Created World - As discussed in the previous sections, in all his relevant
works Aquinas rejects both the position of the philosophers who claim to have
demonstrably proved that the world has necessarily existed from eternity, and the
position of the theologians who argue that the world necessarily has a temporal
beginning and that this is known not only by faith but can also demonstrably be
proved. This rejection of the positions of both the philosophers and the theologians
raises the question of the possibility of an eternally created world, the issue which
will be discussed next.
fiwhether Aquinas defended the possibility of an eternally created world in all his
writings or only later in his De Aeternitate Mundi, is a matter of dispute. He
discusses the possibility of an eternally created world explicitly in his De Potentia,
3.14 and De Aeternilale Mundi, and the two texts show remarkable similarities.?*®
fiHowever, to determine his position on the issue, his other relevant works also
needtobe examined. I n his examinamnHA on of all Agui nas¢
Wippel argues that Aquinas did not clearly defend the possibility of eternal creation
or an eternally created world prior to his De Aeternitate Mundi, the work which, in
l ine with the majority, Wi ppel suggests may be dat
argues that Aquinas seems to come very close to defending this position in De
Potentia, 3.14, though he hesitates to take the final step.?*" Other scholars, however,
say that Aquinas always defended the possibility of an eternally created world. Van
Vel dhuijsen, for exampl eDeatarnitgteumerslieathh at & Whet her you
(the minorityofscholar s) or | at e (t he thimanotefranyt y) in Thomasd | i
importance at all with regard to the thesis of Thomas that an eternally created world
is philosophically seen as a possible position, because, as | think, he always
defended this thesi &ForearlyorhirtheSwiptumsle of hi s career . @
1.1.2, Aquinas implies that an eternally created world is possible, though he does
not say so openly.?*® What he does in the De Aeternitate Mundi is rather to defend
this position explicitly.6?*

His scholastic babble (TP TaikTheophilosoy Talk)

Another philosophical method of the scholastics, such as Aquinas, is the use of
terminologies unique to philosophy when teaching on faith or morals, which I call
scholastic babble or TP Talk (theophilosophy talk). For example,

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: fiReply to Objection 1. Before the world existed
it was possible for the world to be, not, indeed, according to a passive power which

ZF o o0t n o tSee Aettsén7J: A., @he Eternity of the World: the Believing and the Philosophical Thomas. Some Comments, i

The Eternity of the World, ed., Wissink, pp. 12-16. It should be noted that for Aertsen the DAM must be dated earlier.o

ZTE oot n o tWeppell dh®mas Afjuinas on the Possibility of Eternal Creation, @ 213. For the dating of DAM, see Weisheipl,

fhe Date and C ®aAetenkde Mondi.o6 AQui nasod

Z8FE 0 0t n o tVen Vdldhugsen, Gfhe Question on the Possibility of an Eternally Created World: Bonaventura and Thomas

Aquinas, f@p.36-37,n.54;seeal so Bal dner and Carroll, Aquinas on Cestdoati on, p. 26,
his last writings on the subject, Aquinas maintains that it is possible fortheret o be an et ernal, created universe.
ZFE oot n o tVen VdldduGscn, Gfhe Question on the Possibility of an Eternally Created World: Bonaventura and Thomas

Aquinas, @ 31.0

20 pyblisher: Brill, 2002. Pp. 154-155.
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is matter, but according to the active power of God; and also, according as a thing is
called absolutely possible, not in relation to any power, but from the sole habitude
of the terms which are not repugnant to each other; in which sense possible is
opposed to impossible, as appears from the Philosopher [Aristotle] (Metaph. v, text
17) ¢é
fiReply to Objection 6. The first agent is a voluntary agent. And although He had
the eternal will to produce some effect, yet He did not produce an eternal effect. Nor
is it necessary for some change to be presupposed, not even on account of
imaginary time. For we must take into consideration the difference between a
particular agent, that presupposes something and produces something else, and the
universal agent, who produces the whole. The particular agent produces the form,
and presupposes the matter; and hence it is necessary that it introduce the form in
due proportion into a suitable matter. Hence it is correct to say that it introduces the
form into such matter, and not into another, on account of the different kinds of
matter. But it is not correct to say so of God who produces form and matter
together: whereas it is correct to say of Him that He produces matter fitting to the
form and to the end. Now, a particular agent presupposes time just as it presupposes
matter. Hence it is corrercGlandlesatriibredtiame acti ng
O6before, & according to an imaginary succession of
agent who produces the thing and time also is not correctly described as acting now,
and not before, according to an imaginary succession of time succeeding time, as if
time were presupposed to His action; but He must be considered as giving time to
His effect as much as and when He willed, and according to what was fitting to
demonstrate His power. For the world leads more evidently to the knowledge of the
divine creating power, if it was not always, than if it had always been; since
everything which was not always manifestly has a cause; whereas this is not so
manifest of what always was.
fiReply to Objection 9. As the effect follows from the cause that acts by nature,
according to the mode of its form, so likewise it follows from the voluntary agent,
according to the form preconceived and determined
although God was from eternity the sufficient cause of the world, we should not say
that the world was produced by Him, except as predfdained by His wil.l

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: | afiswer that, € Parts can be assigned to a

virtue in three ways. First, in likeness to integral parts, so that the things which need

to concur for the perfect act of a virtue are called the parts of that virtue. On this

way, out of all the things mentioned above, eight may be taken as parts of prudence,

namely, the six assigned by Macrobius; with the addition of a seventh, viz.

6memor y 6 meauby andeusteciaobry 6 s hr ewdnessd® mentioned by

Aristotle. For the Oésiensalosofc plrluade ncwemder st andi ngd: whe
Philosophersays( Et hi ¢. vi, 11): 060f such things one needs
this is unferstanding.o6 o

Apostate Thomas Aquinas, Summa: A |  a n s w.&Vhereforbits¢éems that in
such things at least, everything happens of necessity; according to the reasoning of
some of the ancients who supposing that everything that is has a cause; and that,
given the cause, the effect follows of necessity; concluded that all things happen of
necessity. This opinion is refuted by Aristotle (Metaph. vi, Did. v, 3) as to this
double supposition. For in the first place it is not true that, given any cause
whatever, the effect must follow of necessity. For some causes are so ordered to
their effects as to produce them, not of necessity, but in the majority of cases, and in
the minority, to fail in producing them. But that such cases do fail in the minority of
cases is due to some hindering cause; consequently the above-mentioned difficulty
seems not to be avoided, since the cause in question is hindered of necessity.

21 q. 46, art. 1.
22111, q. 48, art. 1.
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Therefore we must say, in the second place, that e
has a cause; but what is accidentally has not a cause because it is not truly a being

since it is not truly one. For (that a thing is) 6
is) O6musical 6 has not ameaiucal 6 buas (ndtata acdbeseag i
because it is not truly a being, nor truly one. Now it is manifest that a cause which

hinders the action of a cause so ordered to its effect as to produce it in the majority

of cases clashes sometimes with this cause by accident; and the clashing of these

two causes, inasmuch as it is accidental, has no cause. Consequently what results

from this clashing of causes is not to be reduced to a further pre-existing cause,

from which it fé 1 ows of necessityébd

See RIMI book HCAS: The Methods and Effects of Hellenizing Christianity: The
Ways That Philosophy or Mythology Are Glorified: 3) By using terminologies unique to
philosophy (scholastic babble).

231 q. 115, art. 6.
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