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5 ABSTRACT

Almost all recorded history reflects the struggle
man has made to secure a certain degree of intellectusl free-
dom~-or to curtail the degree of freedom he will permit
others to exercise. First defining intellectual freedom as
the ability to think, speak, and write within one’s own dis-
cipline without interference, this paper attempts to compare
the degree of freedom Which,existed in four successive
periods of history and to draw some conclusions about the
changing attltudes towards intellectual freedom and the
possible relationship between freedom of thought and a
spirit of intellectualism.

As a measure or standard of comparison, the attitudes
of the leaders of the Roman Church during the first four or
five centuries of Christianity toward non-Christian learning
and culture--its value, dangers, and place within the de-
veloping Christian-western tradltlon-gls examined. Using
the writings of Jerome, Augustine, Tertullian, Cassiodorus,
Ambrose, and Gregory as evidence, the conclusion is drawn
that while some objection to pagan learning did ex1st by
and large early Christianity recognized its value and in-
corporated much of it into the Christian system of thought.

The High Middle Ages, roughly 1100 to 1300, is
dominated by the influence of the university and the develop-
ment of scholasticism. There are outstending examples of
interference with thought within this element as shown by
certain legislation controlling the content of university
teaching, by the action of the Church against Abelard, Roger
Bacon, and Thomas Aguinas., At the same time, much evidence
exists to indicate that the universities enjoyed a high de-
gree of freedom with regulation or regtriction coming mainly
from within their own ranks. Likewise, further analysis of
the action taken against the individual scholars indicates
that what interference did exist usually stemmed from pro-
fessional Jealousy and personality conflict rather than from
a true effort at thought control. The period, also charac-
terized by a great respect for the powers of man's rational
nature, can be considered relatively free.

The Late Middle Ages 1s marked by a definite decline
in the intellectual standards of the academic community. At
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the same time, the rising nations began to use the intel-
lectual group to further their attempts at gaining power.
William of Ockham, Marsiglio of Padua, and John Wycliffe
represent this transfer of intellectual interests from the
university to the political arena. In so moving, these
men found they were condemned by whatever agency they were
competing against. Although neither Church nor state had
much power to enforce its efforts, there seems to have
existed a very real attempt To control intellectual life,

The third period, the Henailssance, dominated by the
classical humanists, seems not to have been so restricted.
Both because the himenist writers formed a less concentrated
force and because the leaders of Church and state were ime
bued. themselves with the humaenist interest in classical
culture and secular arts, there was little objection--although
notable exceptions do exist--to pagan learning, criticism of
the Church, and the development of worldly as opposed to
Yotherworldly® interests. Likewise, this period is charac-~
terized by a strong emphasis upon the rationality of man,
~his human powers and dignity, and his freedom of choice.

Lastly, the Reformation is ldentified as a {Time
dominated by powerful Protestant reformers such as Calvin and
Luther and equally strong counter-reform movements like the
Council of Trent. Unlike the forces in the other periods,
the most influentisal elements in this era were tThese in-
hibiting groups. By direct rejection of man's free will, by
severe restriction of his personal life, by a revival of the
Inquisition, by centralized censorship of writing, by the
denial of man‘'s goodness and dignity, freedom of thought was
rigidly restricted and the %“believe,-obey, conform, but do
not speculate® attitude was clearly anti-intellectual.,

‘ In conclusion, it seems correct to says the problem
of intellectual freedom 1is a constantly recurring one; con-
trary to much popular and even scholarly writing, the High
Middle Ages was a time of relative freedom with no more ap-
parent restriction than was present during the Renalissance,
a period traditionally considered free; the lLate Middle Ages
wag lesg tolerant than the periods immediately before and
~after it, but not to a really significant degree; the Reform-
ation, while it may have prepared the way for lalter toleration,
- was itself, both in its Protestant and Catholic aspects, ex-
tremely unfree and intolerant. Finally, there does appear b
" be some relationship between the degree of intellectual free-
dom an age is able to maintain and the respect that age has
for the dignity and the rational ability of man.
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CHAPTER I
THE DEFINITION OF INTELLECTUAL FREEDOM

Sgcrates was once asked by his fellow citizéns why
C R
he could not hold his tongue, keep private his radical

philosophic opinions; ahd so0 preserve his 1life., By way of
reply he said:

Now I have great difficulty in making you under-

stand my answer to this. For if I tell you that )
this would be a disobedience to a divine command,

and therefore that I can not hold my tongue, you

will not believe that I am serious; and if I say

again that the greatest good of man is daily to

converse about virtue, and all that concerning

which you hear me examining myself and others, and

that the 1life which is unexamined is not worth
living~-=that you are still less likely to believe.l

Because the Greeks of Athens could not believe that this
exanination of life was Wise; they condemned Socrates to

death. The May 10@ 1963 issue bf Time carried a feature
article entitled *Academic Freedom: 'What; Where; When; How?"z

The September, 1963 issue of the American Association of

University Professors Bulletin contained a detailed account

8

.. 1. Plato The Apolo Vol. III of The Dialogues of
Plato, trans. B. Jowett (New Yorks - Bigelow, Brown), pp.
28-29, .

=t

2. "Academic Freedom: What, When, Where, How?®
Time, May 10, 1963, p. 72



‘ 2
‘of the dismissal of a college English professor for using
and writing books which the coliege administration thought
inappropriate and unsuitable,3 A réign of terror and
violence has ruled for the past months in southern and much
of northern United States, which, although more directly
concerned with action than with thought hag led to murdef-
over a passive display of opposing intellectual conceptsof
Perhapé the most startling example of the modern persecution
of intellectual freedom cen be found in the damaging and
.dangerous activities of the late Senator Joseph McCérthy of
- Wisconsin, whose attempts to rid the nation of Communists led
to téctios no less brutal and not much more subtle, given
their time,and’place, than the supposedly favorite sport of
throwing Christiaﬁs to the lions for the amusement of high
spirited Romans.

BEvery intervening period in history is filled with
equally vivid demonstrations of man's struggle for libertyA
of mind. Apparently, then, the problem of freedom of
intellect is one as.éld as man and as timely as today. In

every age, whenever men have exchanged ideas, there has been

- conflict of opinion. Invariably, one thinker or group of

3. MAcademic Freedom and. Tenures;. Mercy .College,®
American Assoclatlon of University Professors Bulletin,

Sept., 1963, pp. 245-52,
4, “The South," Time, May 10, 1963, p. 18.




. 3
thinkers (or non-thinkers) has tried to dominate the minds
of others. The degree to which such domination is success%
ful and the severity of the means used to secure its success
are the measures of intellectual servitude or freedom in any
given period or place in hisioryf It is a problem without
ultimate conc‘lusn.on9 for each civilization and generation
- must determine for itself the degree of freedom it holds
.essential and is capable of handlingo The twist of fate9
the fall of a government, the rise of a great power, the
emergence of a dictator or a liberator--each may-change the
level of freedom of thought under which the intellectual
forces of an age may exist.

It is almost impossible for anyone who knows enough
about history to be aware that it is commonly divided into
periods not %o develbp certain impressiens about the relative
freedom of major stages in western civilization. Every
history book either refutes or affirms, but, at any rate,
acknowledges the "darkness? of the.médieval era; the
- Yenlightenment®” of the 18th Qentury; the ¥freedom” sought for
in the French Revolution and supposedly Wguéranteed“ by the
United States Constitution, Nor can one interested in 'the
history of gdeas easily resist the temptation to examine the
actual state of intelleﬁtual freedom in apparently con-
trasting periods of history, to make eémparisons; to

speculate about reasons, and to look for patterms of thought



that-might account for the fluctuations in freedom's lot.
An snalysis of this kind must be limited in soope;
This paper will confine itself to a study of the High and
‘Late Middle Ages; the "Classical® or Yhumanistic?®
Renaissance, and the Beformatioﬁ; roughly, the eleventh
through the fifteenth centu%ieslf Such an examination leads
necessarily to a study of the dominating forces within these
periods=athe.preséure'groups like the university in the
‘th;rteenth century or the great reformation figures of the
‘ fifteenthnéwhose efforts seemed most effective in promoting
.or curtailing>freedom of thougth The task of evaluating
the limitleés factors influencing these forces is too vast
to be undertaken here., It might be hoped; though; that one
could show evidence to supﬁort the claim that these ages
were sharply differentiated in their attitudes toward in-

tellectual freedom; and that within the dominant intellectual

5. Hiram Haydn in his book, The Counter-
Rensissance (New York: Scribner, 19537? P. Xi, makes this
point: PBetween 1391 and 1626 a world died and a new world
was born. Yet to attempt to characterize succinetly the
almost three centuries that intervened is a bewildering
task « o o o Without attempting to impose an arbitrary and
artificial pattern upon the period, however, I have come %o
believe that there are three large distinet intellectual
movements discernable . o o o The first of these is the
classical renaissance or the humanistic revival. The second
I call the Counter-RBenalssance o o o o The third movement
o o o 18 perhaps best termed the Scientific Beformation.”
It is this classical renaissance or humanistic revival por-
tion of the Henaissance that will be under discussion in
this paper.
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group of each period there were certain characteristio/
ideas which affected these attitudes.

An initial understanding seems necéssary before
this study can meke any sense at all to the writer, much
less Lo the rea&erJ It is, obviously, some delinéation of
the term "intellectual freedom.” A definition which fits
the times under study 1s not easy to formulate for the term
or even the concept did not seem to be a paft of ﬁan“s”
thinking,then; Freedom of.speech; of the press; of re-
1igion; of thought are modern expressions and their
definitions are couched in modern termiﬁoiogy° Moreover,
even in modern Writing; the term ¥intellectual freedom® is
often used but rarely explained. J. B. Bury in his book,

A History of Freedom of Thought, maintains that the

establishment of perfect liberty of thought and discussion
is the most:valuablé achievement of modern civilization end
a fundamentél condition of social progress., This is,
however; no exélanation of what *perfect libérty of thought®
means. In order to define the term, 1t has been necessary
to make certain functional cempremiseso No doubt the
semanticist would wish to distinguish between ”’intellectualﬂ
and Yacademic® freedom, but for practical purposes, the two

words can be considered interchangeable; for only when the

6. John Bagnell Bury, A History of Freedom of
Thought (New Yorks Henry Holt, 191355 Po 280,



fruits of intellectuai labor ére ﬁransferred to others by
teaching or preaching or writing is there, or was there,
much opportuniﬁy for freedom to create a problem: As_
Russell Kirk writes in his essay on academic freedoms

Intellectual freedom ig chiefly an aspiration:

it can be sought after, most of the time, only

by the solitary man of contemplation. Academic’

freedom is an historical reality with ascertain-

able linmits and prerogatives.?

._Although this study is not limited wholly or even
primarily to freedom within g traditional academic cente;ém
it is not a survey of freedom of thought within the uni-
#eiéities from 1200 to 1600--1t will concern itself most
directly with the fortunes of the scholarly few as opposed
to the populér many. It will seek to determine the extent
of the liberty under which the intellectual leaders could -
function, and, at fimes;.the degree of iiberty these
intellectuals were disposed to extend to one another. With
this reservation made, it seems.valid; then; to proceed to
explain the végue term “intellectual® freedom with the
definitions offered for the more precise term, “"academic®
freedom.

According to Robert Hutchins:
~ Academic freedom means that the independence of

thought that goes on in a university.is so in-
portant that a man cannot be restrained or

7. Bussell Kirk, Academic Freedom: An Essay in
Definition (New Yorks: Henry Regnery, 1955), Po 9.




punished by those who pay him because he holds
views with which those who pay him disagreeOS

Columbia Univer31ty physicist Isidor Rabi describes
it as the indiV1duaIVs rlght to the free use of knowledge°
the board of trustees of the University of Noxrth Garollna
- defines it as every professor"s responsibility "to dis-
cover; speak and téach ihe truth; however difficult and un-

: popuiar this may be to éthers“; and University of Chicago
President George Beadle furthér maintains.that truth cannet
be sought after nor taught with a closed mind nor without
the right to question and doubt;9 As Kirk sayss |
Academic freedom is the principle designed to
protect the teacher from hazards that tend to
prevent him from meeting his obligations in the
pursuit of truth.l0 ‘

The necessity for this freedom seems obvious; for
on its foundation rests all research and all discovery of
mewlknowledge; The atmosphere which intimidates the“schola?;
limits the range of.his investigations9 or prevents the dis-
semination of his flndingii precludes the possibility of any

real advanece in 1earningo Sidney Hook, writing on a dif-

ferent subject and for purposes quite apart from the ones

8. Robert Maynard Hutchins, The Universit ty of )
Utopia (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,- 1953), po 87o

90 Iime, p. 72.

10, Kirk, p. 1.

‘ 11. Henry Steele Commager, ¥The University and Free-
dom,” Journal of Higher Education, XXXIV (October, 1963),
361-70,
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being discussed here, develops this idea when he describes
academic freedom ass/

o o o the freedom of professionally qualified
persons to inguire, discover, publish and teach
the truth as they see it in their field of com-
petence, without any control or authority except
by which truth is established. Insofar as it
acknowledges intellectual regtraint or discipline
from a community, it is only from the community
of gualified scholars which accept the authority
of rational inquiry.lZ2

One final definition of this freedom and an eloguent

defense of its necessity among intellectuals will serve as

former president of The University of Wisconsin; wrote:

It is the duty of a university to teach the
truth as it sees it, and it is not only its duty
to teach that truth, but it is its duty to ad-
vance knowledge. These are commounplaces for
all universities of all countries; however, all
that is involved in them is sometimes not fully
appreciated., They mean that we must recognize
that knowledge is nowhere fixed, that all things
are fluid., The ideas which we hold today will

not be held tomorrow in precisely the same form.
The next generation will hold them in a very dif-
ferent form from that we now hold them in. This
does not mean that the views which we now have .
may not be substantially sound, but it means that
nowhere in the world have we attained perfection

o o o o Xt is the duty of the university ever to
move toward completion, with the certainty that it
will never reach perfection anywhere, at any tine,
with regard to anything.i3 ,

)

12. Sidney Hook; Heres ;‘Yes: Genspiracy; No
(New Yorksz John Day, 1953), p. 115,

13, - Mauriee M, Vance, Charles Richard Van Hise:
Scientist Progressive (Madison: The State Historical
Society of Wisconsin, 1960), p. 115,
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The issue to be remembered here is that the problem

ef freedom arises only when there is disagreement about

)

whieh thoughts ére correct or aéceptable or true. Freedom
of thought is the right to‘express views disagreeable oxr
even dangerous in the opinion of others. This peculiar
sort of freedom or toleration can only exist when a certain
degree of dogmétism_exists along side it, As Gilson sayss |

We do not have to tolerate what we know to be

right.,. We cannot even tolerate what we do not

even know for sure to be wrong. An intolerant
skeptic would be a monster of perversity. It is

only when we are certain that what somebody says

or does- is wrong, that we. can Jjudge it advisable

to tolerate it. In short, where there is no dog-
matism, there can be no toleration, because there

is nothing to tolerate., Tolerance does not consist
in accepting all philisophical statements as more

or less probable, but, being absolutely certain

that one of them is true and the others false, in . N
letting everyone be free to speak his own mind o o - o
Like any other moral vice, intolerance is i sin
against the very nature of reason - o o oL

This continual emphasis upon academic freedom as freedom to
find and speak the truth; and upon intolerance as a contra-
diction of the nature of reason reduces aeademic or

intellectual freedom very simply; then; to the right for

14. Etienne Gilson, Dogmatism and Toleration (New
Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1952),
PP. 7=13.
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each scholar within his own discipline to use his powers of

understanding to find that harmony which St. Thomas called

15
Truth,

15, ©One 1s tempted to go on endlessly reciting
credos of intellectunal freedom and this can not be, But
both the fame of the statement and the particularly cogent
expression of the creed of The University of Wiscounsin war-
rants its inclusion, at least as a footnote. %We cannot
« o o believe that knowledge has reached its final goal, or
that the present condition of society is perfect . o .« - In
all lines of academic investigation it is of the utmost im-
portance that the investlgator should be absolutely free to
follow the indications of truth wherever they may lead.
Whatever may be the limitations which trammel inquiry else-
where, we belleve the great state University of Wisconsin
should ever encourage that continual and fearless sifting
and winnowing by which alone the truth can be found.® Cited
by Merle Eugene Curtl and Vernon Carstensen, The University
of Wisconsin (Madison: University of Wiscomsin Press, 1949),
I, dedication page.

7




CHAPTER IT

A ¥STANDARD" FOR THE MEASUREMENT OF
INTELLECTUAL FREEDOM

Using the varied definitions outlined in the first
chapter as the framework within which the four historical
periods will be examined, 1t 1s necessary, next, to set up
some basis outside these eras as the standard attitude
toward intellectual freedom. The reactions of the leaders
of the Roman Chﬁrch toward the use of non-Qhristian learning
before the so-called darkness fell, seems to be a probable
indication of their degree of toleration and liberality of
thought. These leaders might be called the molders of
western Christian thought, forming a starting point from
which later attitudes developed.

The mere cholce of such scholars, not to mention any‘
fairly complete treatment of their ideas, would comprise a
thesis in itself. Therefore, some selection is essential.
The individuals chosen here as representative are all con-

sidered influential and significant figures in early Western

/

11
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culture by noted authorities on this period. An analysis
of some of the writings of these men and'of_éome of the
observations made about them should yield_insight into
their ideas about the value and usefulness of pagén
learning and their willingness to allew or promote some
mingling between'pagan thought and expression and Christian
beliefs. However strongly they may have opposed contact, u
to isolate Christianity from paganism would have been
:virtually impossible;' Common sense, if nothing else, would
seem to indiecate the necessity and inevitability of a certain
amount of sharing of ideas when in so many eases\the leaders
of Christianity had been trained in pagan philcsophy and

literature. The need to point out this fact is important,

1. Each person discussed was considered by at least
three of the following sources to be o significant indivi-
dual in the development of western Christian thoughts.
Frederick B. Artz, The Mind of the Middle Ages (New York:
Knopf, 1954), Frank P. Cassidy, Molders of the Medieval
Mind (St. Louis: Herder, 194&3 “Louis Duchesne, Barly
History of the Christian Church from Its Foundation to the
End of the Third Centurz (New York: Longman89 Green, 1913)9
T.R. Glover, The Conflict of Beligions in the Early Roman .
Empire (Londonms Wethuen, 1932), David Knowles, The Evolution -
of Medieval Thought (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1962), Nax
- L.W, Leistner, Christianity and Pagen Culture in the Later
Roman Empire (Ithaca: Cornell J1 University Press, 1951), '
Ferdinand Lot, The End of the Ancient World and the
Beginnlngs of the he Middle Ages (New York: Harper9 1961)9
Gorden Leff, ] Medieval Thoughts: St. Augustine to Ockham
(London: Merlin Press, 195959 Edward K. BRand, Founders of
the Middle Agses (New York: Dover, 1928), Henry 0. Tlaylor,

The Mediaeval Mind (Gambridge° Barvard University Press, -

19257,
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nevertheless., Even today it is not hard to find scholars
who see a compiete dichotomy between pagan learning and the
Christian religion; For example; a modern French philesopher
writes in what is reputedly a simple explanation of ancient
philosophic systems the following:

The purpose of thié book is te outline the main
characteristics of the pagan tradition in order

to show why so many people, having used principles
supplied by philosophy to criticize the Judaeo~
Christimyn faith, have been forced te the conclu= .
sion that the two systems are irreconcilable o o - o
The task of philosophy today is not to destroy the
spirit of free inguiry established by the early
philosophers, but to use it in an attempt to throw
off the shackles imposed upon thought by the Judaeo-
Christian revelation and the subsequent body of
doctrine developed in the Middle Ages.?

‘If this statement is true, then the first half of
this study is useless; for there was no freedom of thought
between the time of the foundation of'Christianity and the
apparent rebirth of reason with the introeduction of the
scientific renaissance; If this statement is true;
Christianity completely repudiated pagan philesophy; pagan
literature; pagan cmltureg pagan techniques of 1earning§
Sinée the non-Christians had; in the days of the late Roman
Empixfe9 the m@ré déveloped system of thought; it would fol-
low that in such afrepudiation; there would also be a Te-

nunciation of intellectualism and the establishment in its

2. Andre Cressong The Essence of Ancient Philosophy
(New York: Walker, 1962), pp. 2, 118=19.

Bl
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place of an anti-intelleetual a%mosphere;' The reader may
safely hazard the guess that the hypothesis of this paper
is that such an oplnion is not valid.

There was certainly a realization on the part of
the early Christian fathers and teachers of the need for
instruction in purely Christian matters. Augustine, /
Tertullian; Jerqme; Cassiodorus; Ambrose; and Gregory all
had something to say on the problem of education along
religious lines and with-a Christian orientation. But to
imagine’thét there was in those daysla distinetly different
type of edu@afion for Christians than for pagans is to make
ccndi%ions much more specialized and.deveieped than they
really were., Actually, the greatest difference in training
was the difference found between social and economie claéses:
The common f@lk} pagan andvchristian aliké; reéeived little
education; while the bettex classes of both groups studied
from predeminanfly the same sources. Aslyears went by, the
level of the education declined, but it is ﬁot historically
correct to attribute this weakening wholly or necessarily
to the substitution of Christian for non-Christian litera-
ture and 1earning§ First of allg it is inaccurate to do éog

for outside the field of dogma there was not that much

3,  Cf., Augustine, De doctrine Christianas
Tertullian, Apologeticum; Jerome, various letterss

Cassiodorus, Divinae Institutiones: Ambrose9 De officiis
ministrorum: Gregory, Moralia.
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Christian material available., More important; it ié in-
correct because there seems to be 1little evidence to
justify attributing the deecline of learning to any one
particular development. Glover suggests as extenuating
circumstances surrounding this decline; the possibility ef
a plague in the late second eentury; the growiﬁg problem of
barbarism on the frontiers of the Empire; the inability of
the government to cope with the problems of such a far- |
flung empire; the increasing diversity of meﬁ“s interests
particunlarly in areas nof related to civie duty; and thé
general sterility of classlical scholarship which byvthis'
time hed passed its zenith!a Ferdinand Lot maintains that
the literature of the Imperial Age, both Christian and
pagan, was an academic literature; too dedicated to the
slavish copying of past models to stand long on its own
merits. According to him, these early centuries were periods
of preservation rather than creation because:

o o o The classical spirit which characterizes

Graeco-Homan antiquity was an obstacle to the

renewal both of form and substance. It wished

to stereotype language by placing before men /

the imitation of unsurpassable models. Since

it is as impossible to prevent language from

evolving as 1t is to prevent the earth from

going around, the Schools made an abyss between
thought and expression.5

b, T. Ro Glover9 The Conflict of Religions in the
Barly Roman Empire (London° Methuen, 193259 PPo 96=97a

5, Lot, ppe 165=66°
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All this is not to deny that there was general and
specifiec opposition to the continuation of pagan culture as

Christianity gained power; Strong feelings existed against

pagan learning. The Constitutions of the Holy Apostles‘9 a

work believedﬂto beka compilation drawn from various synods
extending from the'third to the fifth oenturyg recoxrds the

two following prescriptions:

If any one publically reads im the Church the
spurious books of the ungodly, as if they were holy,
to the destruction of the people and of the eclergy,
let him be deprived.

Abstain from all heathen books. For what hast
thou to do with such foreign discourses, or lawus,
or false prophets, which subvert the faith of the
unstable? For what defeect dost thou find in the
law of God that thou shogldest have recourse to
those heathenish fables?

Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch (50? - ?199)9 although
warning more’against heretics who distorted Christian be-
lief than against pagans who had never accepted it;_never=°
theless expressed 2 not isolated attitude when he séid to
the Eﬁhesians; Y1 have heard that some strangers came your

way w1th o wicked teaching o s o o You stopped up your ears

'to prevent admitting what they disseminated.” And again,

6, 9"Constitutions of the Holy Apostles,” The Ante-
Nicene Fathexrs, ed. Alexander Boberts and James Denaldsen
(New York: Secribner, 1926), VII, 503, 393.

7o Letter of Ignatius to the Ephesisns, Early
Chrigtian Fathers, Vol. I of The Library of Christian
Classieg, ed. Cyril C. Richardson (Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, 1953), p. 90,

il -
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"I urge you, therefore, not I, but Jesus Christ’s love--use
: 8
only Christian food. Keep off foreign fare.”

Tertullien (1607 - ?230) was so opposed to the
mingling of pagan and Christian culture that he would not

even have Christian professors teach Latin and Greek

9

literature for this made them idolators in disguise.
Gilson attributes to Tertullian fhe opinion that since God
had made known His revelation to man, it was no longer
necessary that men think, particﬁiarly about philosophic
matters. In support of his bpinion9 Gilson quotes these
harsh words of Tertullian agéinst the\élassieal pagan
learnihg in particular and against speculative kﬁowledge
in general:

Unhappy Aristotle! who invented for these men
dialecties, the art of building up and pulling
down, an art so far-fetehed in its conjectures,
so harsh in its arguments, so productive of
contentions--embarrassing even to itself, re-
tracting everything, and really treating of
nothing . o - . -What indeed has Athens to do with
Jerusalem? What concord is there between the
Academy and the Church? what between

heretics and Christians? Our instruction comes
from the porch of Solomon who had himself taught
that the Lord should be sought in simplicity of
heart, Away with all attempts to produce a
mottled Christianity of Stoic, Platonic and
dialectic composition!{ We want no curious dis-
putation after possessing Christ Jesus, no

8. Letter of Ignatius to the Trallisns, Ibid., D..
160 o h ’

9, Tertullian, De idololatria, The Ante-Nicene
Pathers, III, 66. o ,



inguisition after enjoying the Gospel! For this
is our palmary faith, that there is nothing which
we ought to believe besides.lQ
Certainly Tertullien'’s attitude implied a certain
antagonism and rejection of pagan”eulture; Less strong in
his'reactiong_St; Augustine (396 - 430) still recognized

thefdangér of -too long exposure to nen»Christian.learning;

In his great work, De doctrina bﬁrisiiaﬁag he accepted the

value of the liberal arts;.but wéuld have their use re-
stricted to adolescence and would move away from them as
iquickly‘as possible: Further; he felt that the.Scriptures
provided ample illustrations so that there was rarely need
to turn to pfofane 1iteratureqll
Both Christéphef Dawson and Etienne Gilson; whose

whole outlook on thé Middle Ages is one proelaiming its
eoﬁtinuity with earller classical culture; maintain that
Augustine was basically anti%classical; Théy both interpret
his concentration upon a theology which seemed to render
philosophy unnecessary or of only limited value as & sig-
nificaﬁt rejection of classical themes; As Dawson writess

In the fifth and sixth centuries, the influence of

Aungustine beeame dominant throughout the Christian

West « o o o But this theological tradition was

accompanied by a growing alienation from classical
culture, The very profundity of Augustinian

‘ - 10. Etienne Gilsong”Béégén and Revelation in the
Middle Ages (New York: Scribner, 1938), pPpe. 9-10. '

11. Laistner, pp. 32-33.
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thought tended to narrow the range of intel-
lectual activity and to concentrate all
attention on the two poles of the spiritual
life~~God and the soul, This religious
absolutism left no room either for pure
literature or for pure science. For, To St.
Augustine, the knowledge "wherein men desire
nothing but to know" is an unprofitable
curiosity that distracts the mind from its
one true goal--the knowledge and the love. of

God

o o o o This view was destined to

dominate the clerical and monastic culture
of the Latin West for many centuries.l2

The forces against pagenism cannot be outlined with-

out making at least passing reference to St; Jerome (3407 -

420)’and his illustrious dream. Jerome, a good story

teller, relates The incident with a nice sense of dramatic

effect:

After many nights spent in vigil, after floods
of tears called from my inmost heart, after
the recollection of my past sins, I would once
more take up Plautus. And when at times I
returned. to my right mind, and began to read
the prophets, their style seemed rude and re-
pellent. I failed to see the light with my
blinded eyes; but I attributed the fault not to
them, but to the sumn . . . . About the middle
of Lent a deep-seated fever fell upon my
weakened body, and while it destroyed my.rest
completely--the story seems hardly credible--
it so wasted my unhappy form that scarcely
anything was left on me but skin and bone.
Meantime preparations for my funeral went ong
my body grew gradually colder, as the warmth .
of life lingered only in my throbbing breast.
Suddenly I was caught up in ‘the spirit and
dragged before the judgment seat of the ,
Judge: and here the light was so bright, and
those who stood around were so radiant, that T

Yorks World, 1956), p. 70.

12, Christopher Dawson, The Maklno of Eurepe (New .
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cast myself upon the ground and did not dare to
look up. Asked who and what I was, I replied:
#1 am a Christian.” But He who presided said:
#Thou liest, thou art a follower of Cicero and
not of Christ. For where thy: treasure is, there
will thy heart be also . - o " Accordingly I
made oath and called upon His name, saying:
“Lord, if ever again I possess worldly books, or
if ever again I read such, I have denied Thee."13 |
It is not unreasonable to 1list Pope Gregory (5402 -
60L4) among those who objectéd'to pagan learning and culture.
In the preface to his lMoralia and againhin a letter to
Desiderius; bishop of Vienne;vGregory condemns anyone who
would lecture on or quote from profane authors; it is in
this letter also that Gregory made his famous stand against
the study of grammar and rhetoric ag subjecits unworthy and
unnecessary for the Christian. Gregéry Wrote; “For the same
mouth eanﬁet sing the praises of Jupiter and;thevpraises of
' L1 : - :
Christ.® ' This is the same man who, according to most
historians; tobk a real pride in ignoring the niceties of
grammar in his own writing and glorying in the appearance..
of ignorance;
But somehow9 none of this obgectlen to pagan

“1earning seems very convincingd When one remembers that all

13 Jerome9 Epistle 22, Treasurg of Earlx :
Christlanlty9 ed ., Anne Fremantle TWew York: Viking, 1911'3)9

P 96,

.. 14, Max L W. Laistner, ghou nt and:Letters in -
Wéstern Eurepe (London° Methuen, 193159 Po 80,
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of these figures were highly educated--in the classieal
ragan tradition--one is.incline& to deubt; perhaps not
their sincerity (after all, seme of them are saints!) but;
at 1east; thelr deeply rooted'cénvictien that to be a good
Christian regquired the fejeetion of the great things of
agan culturg:

_ Augusitine based his.philosophie and theéi@gie posi%
tion on the groundwork of the existence of a world gOVerged
by rational order--a profoundly Hellenie concept as well as
s Christisn one. He modeled sections of Qé déctfiﬁa

_Eﬁ}igtiaﬁg on Cicero’s pattern and illustrated it with

references from the pagan arts; In these actions he
demonstrated a liberal spirit; There is even recorded of
him one of the few pesitive'Statements on toleration and
freedom found in this period; 7T weuid have no man com-
pelled to believe against his wiII:”IS

Bven Tertullian allowed that some learning was use-
ful an@ that knowledge of pagan philosophy was better than '
no knowledge at all, Although he condemned poets; orators,
and philosophers there is ample evidence that he continued
to reéd them. Duchesne sums up Tertullian's intransigent

reactiﬁm to-nonnchriétian learning as being as much a

150 Fa J, FeakeSQJacksong,The Pistory of. the
Ghristian Churoh (New York: Deran, 19247, p. 506o .




22
manifegtation of his uncompromising~and contentious person-
ality as it was a firm conviction about ﬁhe absolute.de-
pravity of the material itselfal6 Jerome too, despite his
dream aﬁd;vow, appeared to have continued to cherish his
classical background. . In all his letters he made copilous
references to pagan sources and pointed out at least once
that Christians have much to 1earﬁ from the perusal of non-

: . 17 ‘
Christian writers. In his letter of condolence to

Heliodorus, Jerome extolled the ébility of the pagens to
express sorrow and offer comfort:

I have perused those minor works of Plato,
Diogenes, Clitomachus, Carneades, and Posi-
donius, in which by book or letter they have
tried at different times to lessen the sorrow
of variocus persons and to console their grief.
Therefore, even if my own wits were dry, I
could water them from these fountains. They
set before us.men without number as examples,
and particularly Pericles and Socrates' pupil
Xenophon, 18 ,

Tertullian, Augustine, Jerome, Gregory all struggled
with the problem of pagan culture., All had been educated
along classical lines and all seemed to be torn between

appreciation for the rational nature of pagen philosophy,

16. Duchesne, p. 287, 
17. Laistner, Thought and Leftefs, p. 28.

18, Jerome, Select Letters, trans. F. A. Wright
(London: Putnam, 1933), pp. 273-75.
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the‘flow'ef pagan-rhetorie; the beauty of pagan literature;
and allegiance to the.Christian iéealg Cassiodorus (4907 -
?585): on thé other handg while his contributions to Western
education and eculture were noteworthy, seemed not to be
faced with the same dllemmao He lamented the fact that no-
where was there opportunity for the study of a Christian
literature comparable to that available for the study of
pagan Writingo He appeared not to be torn between the two
but saw rather a happ§ marriége between them: The very title'

of his Work A Manual @f Instruetlon in Bivine and Human

Beading9 indicates the directlon of his interests:

o 6 o it makes explicit the .union.. of the two cul-
tures,. Christian and Pagan . - - o Reading, as
we see, is the basis of Cassiodorus’s currieulum.
"Divine reading holds the foremost place; the goal
of monastiec education is this knowledge of theo-
logy, Holy Seripture, and Church history, but for
the proper .understanding..of. these matters. the
study of the artes liberales must precede. In

- breating the latter, he first gives 8 sketeh of
the seven arts . . . and then appends a list of

. the most. important treatises on the different
subaectsol9 g .

The work of St Ambrese £340? ~ ?397) lends further
credence toAthe opinion ‘that these early teachers and leaders
were "liberal® ih théi; att;tude: One of his prinecipal werks;

Qéjéffiéiiéwmiﬁisfré}ﬁm; is not only modeled after Ciecero’s

De officiis but has as its purpose to show that Christian

19% Rand, pp; 242=43§
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writings--Holy Seripture and the lives of the Saints--are
the extension of the directives found in the pagan ethical
' .20 ' ‘
system.

Within the Chur@h: then; there seemed to exist twe
~attitudess one; a vigorous cleavage of the new from the old;
the ether; an attempt a2t compromise and. amalgamation using

pagan philosophy ‘and literature as the foundation feor
Christian'theolegy; Through men like Jerome; Augustine;
Tertullian; Gregery; Gassiodorus; Ambrose--1ike C:Lement9
Cyprian; Lactantius~-the two streams of knowledge, classiecal
and BiblieaI; came together to form the culture of the
Middle Ages. Evidence exists for beth toleration and sup-
pression on the basgis of the Christien attitude toward non-
Christian learning;-but the weight of lasting opinion leans
toWérd-freedom; This trend continues in those relatively
unproductive years between 600 and 1000; Of this time
Knowles sayss: : ‘

e o o from A.D. 600 to 1000 the cultural history of

western Europe is & series of attempts, far separated

in time gnd space, to recreate the glories of past

ages by amassing and imitating their learning and

literature .. o » o The ancients are a marvel; all

knowledge comes from them; they are the only moedelss

to imitate and reproduce them is the only hope.

Alcuin and his Anglo-Saxon masters went 2 stage

further: the liberal arts are not the work of man,

but of God, who hag created them as a part of
nature for men to find and develop. The ancients

20, Cassidy, p. 120.



aid this;,how much more eagerly and success-
fully should a Christian do sof2l

When the universities share in the cultural awakening of the
High Middle Ages; it is with no positive repudiéﬁion of the .
classical tradition;.butvon the ccntfary; with an already
well-developed s&nthesis stretching from Aristotle to

Thomasg .

21, David Knowles; pp1167=68;



CHAPTER III
FREEDOM IN THE HIGH NIDDLE AGES

Dividing ﬁistory,into time periods iSvalways a
dangerous and never a wholly satisfaectery technique: .To
further subdivide periods with limitations such as "eéily;“
”high;” or Ylate” is even more questionable and unrewarding.
But some compromise must be nade with the idealQ and the
succession of totally different conditions and situations
found within the usuwal dates of the Middle Ages makés the
method however unhistbricai; necessaryQ Strayer in his

work on the period The Middle Agesa 395 15009 says9 ¥ By

1150 2 great renaissance9 the truest renaisaance Europe has

ever known9 was in full sSwWing ; o o ;' In another hundred
1

years medleval civilization ‘had reached its helghto" -In

his beek The Benalssance of the Twelfth Gentury9 Charles

Haskins saysb #The twelfth century left its signature on

hlgher educatlon9 on the scholastic philosophy9 on

1, Jeseph Strayer and Dana C Munr09 The Middle
gesé 395-1500 (New Yorks Appleton—=Century~Crofts9 1959),
'po 1 2() . .

26 .
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Buropean systems of law, on architecture and sculpture, on
the liturgical drama, on Latiﬁmand vernacular poetryoﬂz
Systematically-showing that in the fields of trade, in-
dustry, municipal life, education, art; and literature,
another historian, Lynn Thorndike, sets apart the tenth,
eleventh, and twelfth centuries as a period of unprecedented
: revi#al and rebirth, of recovery and progress for Western
Europe°3

Within this central period of the Middle Ages, the
"High' Middle Ages, a variety of forces interacted to pro-
vide a climate suitable to a re-awakening of intellectuai
invéstigation° 'Able to develop because of these changed
conditions of economic and social life, and at the same time,
acting'as one of the most vitalizing agents of the period
were the universities. Unigue in the twelfth and thir-
teenth centuries from the viewpoint of power, influence,
support, freedom, and prestige, these institutions played an
important roie in almost every phase of medieval life. From
them came first the teachers but soon the statesmen9j diplo-

mats, financiers, and churchmen whose knowledge and power

would influence every aspect of life. DBlessed, at first,

2, Charles Haskins, The Renaissance of the Twelfth
Century (Cambrldge° Harvard University Press, 1927), D.
viii,

3. Lynn Thorndike, The Hlstory of Medieval Europe
(Boston: Houghton leflln, 1949},
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with the protection of both the rising national foroes-aﬁd
the still powerful papal and imperial authority; they
existed for a "golden age” outside of and apart from the
power struggle of the rest of.Eurepe and were able to exert
2 tremendous‘influence upon the subsequent development of
thé West. It has beenlsaid7that the medieval universities

"affeeted the progress and intellectual development of
Europe more powerfullyg'or perhaps rather more exclusivilﬁgl
3 X

than any schools in . all likelihood will ever do again!”'
Bashdall claims that the university was the greatest in-
S’cellectual achievement of the entire Middle Agesos Finally
Professor Prev1tea6rton competently sums up the position and
power of the universitles when he write3°

It is hard to overrate the influenee of the Univer-
sities on the life of the central Middle Ages,
which gave rise to the dictum that there were
three powers to guide the world, the Sacerdotium,
the Regum, and the Studium. As corporate bodies
they were potent, the makers of public opinion.
The theology of the Western Church was largely
shaped at Paris, and the Canon Law, if not
created at Bologna, was taught by its doectors and
applied by their pupils, for both Boman and Canon
Law wherever taught were the training-ground of
lawyers in every country save IEngland, where
nevertheless the Canon Law was enforced in the
Courts Christian. When the Great Schism dis-
rupted Burope, it was the University of Paris

4. Ibid., Ppe 435~36

5; Hastings Bashdall, The Unlver31ties of Europe in.
the Middle Ages (ed. F. Mo Powicke; Oxford: Clarendon Press,
193659 I, 3.
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which took the lead of the more than half-
political Conciliar Movement in debate and in
action., The universities were the homes of
the advance in creative thought which was dis-
played in "Scholasticism”, Finally, there is
thelr educative influence on those who had
undergone even a part of their training. They
. formed 2 large proporiion of the men who
directed affairs. It was chiefly through

the universities that poor men, and even
younger sons of nobles, rose to power and in-
fluence. They stocked the newly forming
bureancracies of Churech and State., Although -
the numbers of students have been much exag-.
gerated, they bear witness to the enor%ous
intellectual enthusiasm of thelr time.

The issue here to be discussed is the extent or
limitatien of freedom of intellectual endeavof within this
early university eemmuhityo Were scholars of the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries free to speéglate; tolquestion;'to
examine;'ta doubt° or were they foroed to restrict their
investigations for fear ef reprisals? It is not hard to
find opinions maintaining that the latter situation pre»
vai1edo Philosopher Cressen s whele thesis as quoted in v
.Chapter IT of this paper is an obvious 111ustratieno7
Comments like, "The Mlddle Ages head no cognizance either of

8
freedom ef.thought or of respect for personalityg"~ are

o 6e. Ce We Previteat)rton9 The Shorter Cambriggm
Meiieval Histor. (Cambridge:  Cambridge Univer31ty Press,

'8, Maurice de Wulf, History of
(London: Longmans, Green, 1926), I, 1.




frequently found in discussiens of this‘period; Others have
held that: .

The Medieval schoolmen turned aside from the
.hard path of skepticism, long searchings, and in-
vestigations of actual phenomena and confidently
believed that they could find truth by the easy
way of revelation and the elaboration of un-
questioned dogma.9

As Christian dogma and the Christian epiec
were almost wholly anti-scientifie, and as devia-
tion from this accepted body of knowledge was as
hazardous as it was unlikely, it can readily be .
seen that science had little oppertunit{ to exist,
had other circumstances been favorable.l0 ,

Some have contended that the monastic life was
an impulse to scientific activity and have poeinted
to the example of secientific achievements by monks
from the time of Albertus Magnus and Roger Baicon
to Gregor Mendel, but it must not be forgotten that
the scholarly and scientific activities of the monks
were inéidental to their avowed coneentration on
spiritual matters. Indeed; one may go further and
say that all the scientific activity they carried
on.was consciously or unconsciously a complete
negation of the basic justification of the monastic
career.lil '

_Admittédly; this view has gradually been supplanted'
by a2 more realistic or understanding evaluation of medieval
dogmatism; It is not hard to find modérn scholars who up-=
hold the opinion that;'relatively speaking, freedom and in-
dependgnee of thought were nurtured(aﬂd respected by Ghureh;

- 7
state, and university during this period. MWeyrick Carre

9; Henry Elmer Barnes, "The Hisf@ricaIABackgreund
of.Medieval Intellectual Interests,” The Pedagogical’
Seminary, XXIX (Juneg }922)9 125, h '

10, Ibid_f,9 p'g 1330 : K
11, Ibid., p. 127,
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grants a certain liberality té medlieval institutioﬁs: Com=
menting on the universities; he maintalins that despite their
adherence to dogmatism and. thelir apparent opposition te in-
vestigatioh; they céntribﬁted'mueh to the eneouragéﬁént of
intelleetual dévelopment: In rather grudging praise he
continues:

They were the greatest encouragement to subtlety,
industry and thoroughness, and their tendeney
toward speculation was primarily responsible. for
the modern spirit ef ingquiry and rationality.12

Priedrich Heer considers the universities of the
Middle Ages the building blecks of all modern knowledge=-=
lasting blecks=mbecause; among other charaecteristics, they
were free., He writes: o '

The university, and the intellectualism it nur-
tured, is a speeifically European phenomenon,

In the universities were laid the foundations.

of the scientific culture of our modern world, in
them grew up the habit of disciplined thinking,
followed by systematic investigation, which made
possible the rise of the natural sciences and of
the technieal civilization necessary to large in-
dustrial societies . « o ». But the universities
were also oases of freedom, where all those
questions which elsewhere were suppressed and
forbidden were discussed with what hostile eritics
described as brazen impudence. 0One would be hard
put to it to think of any thorny problem touching
God, the world, the Church, Christianity and
dogma, which was not posed in its basic and

. : l-
A 12, Meyrick H. Carre, ”The Intellectual Vitality
of the Middle Ages,” The Hippert Journal, XXIX (January,
1931), 284,
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essentizal form in the vniversities of the thir-
teenth and fourteenth ecenturies.l3

Charlés.HaSKins; whese competence in this period is

almost_unquéstioned; holds strongly to the view that the
“medieval scholar Was>freé of intellectual restraint. He
Writes; -

Any account of medieval philosophy must take into
consideration the matter of intellectual liberty,
the freedom of the thinker to follow his coneclusion
to. the gndo In general, the freedom was far
greater than is commonly believed. Within the
limite of the docbtrines of the Church, men were
free to speeculate as they would, and these limits !

- were not felt as a restriction to the degree we
might imegine. Teachers of law and medicine, of
grammar and logie, of mathematiecs and astronomy,
did not find themselves held down by prescribed
rules o o o o Nor, in the absence of the social
sciences, were there any of those conflicts with
civil authority which have disturbed writers on
these subjects in recent times. When Bury speaks
of the Middle Ages as "a millennium in which reason
was enchained, thought was enslaved, and knowledge
made no progress® he goes far beyond the facts of
the case.l” .

And 1astly; James W; Thompson;_in his work on the
Middle Agé39 guotes from C;R;S; Harris’ study of Duns Scotus
to this effect: . _ o
At the height of its maturity, medieval thought
developed a latitude which is truly surprisings
the speculations of the twelfth and thirteenth

centuries conbtain a diversity which quite belies
the notion of any orthodoxy rigorously imposed .

13; Friedrlch'ﬁeer; The Medieval World (New York:
World Book, 1962}, pp. 2359 ZElo

14, Haskin39 Po 3600
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from Witheut; On the other hand; it is un- .
deniable that the dogmas of the Church exereised .
an influence which was paramount. But this in-
fluence was psychological rather than authorita-
tive in the sense of external compulsion.i: '
In modern history; then; there are two cenflietimg.
points of view;. The terms have long been set; and for
every ﬁropenent of medieval intolerance brought ferth; an
advocate of medieval freedom can be preduced as a balanee;
One view is afra period of intellectual stagnation because
Church and state; predominantly Qhurchg controlled and
limited the areas of thought which man might,explere;v The
other picture presents .a period of relative freedom where
scholars mighﬁ speculate and. questlion unrestri@téd 80 1ong;
at 1east; as their investigations remained aeademie and did
not become part of popular movements considéred'hereticalg
Obviously;,there is some truth on both sides of the question;
In an effort to find more conclusive evidence, it is neces-
sary to examine within the 1imitations'set down by 1anguage;
timé; and available records; the actual indicétions of fr§e=
dom er‘restriction Withiﬁ the inteiiectual c9mmunity of the
period;,'~ | L ‘ o
Two reservations must be képt in mind in the examina-

tion. - of this and of the later periods; The first is that

15, C R S, Harrlsg .Dun . Scotus9 I LO eited in
Jemes Westfall Thompson, The Middle Agess 300-1500 (New
York: Knopf, 1921)9 II, 766.
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laws are made more often to restrain than to liberate.
Henee;lthe most prevalent legislation will be the kind that
prohibits, condemns; and ﬁunishes; This fact can be mis-
leading in that it can cause one to overrate the_importanee
or frequency of such 1aws; As our news agencies today re-
late the story of the excéptioh rather than of the.rule; 80
ﬁéo; the history of the Middle Ages contains the accounts
of'those thinkers who either rightly or Wrongly; for a.
variety of reasoms; were interfered with;_-Only by inference
can 1t be determined that these were not necessarily typical
caSéé; History seldom records the account of conventiongl
activity;

Secondly9 in evaluating the freedom of thought
existing in these centurie39 it is essential to judge this
freedom in relation to the times and eircumstanceSo It has
been said that each individuwal is as.free as he feels himself
to be; By the standards of twentieth century America, few
ages in the past have been very free. We can no more -
Aevaluate medieval freedom by our democratic concept of the
liberties we demand today9 than we judge medieval hyglene by
our modern devotion to cleanliness; StewartAEastbn“preseﬁté
the case well when he says, "We must rather regafd:thé pést
in the light of its own system9 and its own assumptions= or

. 16

Wewshallwbewguilty of the sin-ef presentmindedneSs "

16; Stewart C Easton9 Roger Bacon and His Searoh

.for a Universal Science {New York: Columbia University
Press, 1952)9 Po 1o
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Lt cannot be denied that there was censorship;41n~

terference, even persecution stemming from the intellectual
activity of the period; Although the universities were
theeretical%y free and were undoubtedly privileged institu-
tions; they depended for their freedom upon the good fave:
of king or bishop orvpepe; When the schools ceased to re-
flect the wishes of their patrons, there was a coriespending
drop in theif importance and prestige; This in itself was
2 certain curb on the unrestricted independence of the
wniversity eommunity; .The decrees of the University of
Paris contain certain passages which seem to limit fﬁe COom=
plete independence of teachers to speculate on matters
concerned with the Faith; The following statute was passed
against the faculty of arts in 1272¢ |

All should know that we masters . . . decree and
ordain that no master or bachelor of our faeulty
should presume to determine or even to dispute
any purely theological question, as concerning
the Trinity and incarnation and similar matters,
since this would be transgressing the limits
assigned him - « - - We decree further and or-
dain that, if anyone shall have disputed at Paris
any question which seems to touch both fTaith and
philosophy, if he shall have determined it con-
trary to the falth, henceforth he shall forever
be deprived of our society as a heretic, unless
he shall have been at pains humbly and devoutly .
to revoke his error and his heresy - o« « o If
any master or bachelor of our faculity reads or
disputes any difficult passage or any questions
which seem to undermine the faith, he shall re-
fute the arguments or text so far as they are
against the faith or concede that they are
abgolutely false and entirely erroneous, and he
shall not presume to dispute or lecture further
upon this sort of difficulties, either in the
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text or in authorities. but shall pass over them
entirely as erroneous o o o 017

As well as indicating outright prohibition of certain
types of ingulyy and discussion; this deeree lends credence
to the idea that the doctrine of the two truths Was; of
necessity; employed by philosophers and theologians who A
wandered outside their appointed fields of study. The.
whole problem of the two=fold truth will be taken up later;
but the implicatioh of 1ts use seems fairly obvious hereg
Further evidence of this sort of prohibition is seen in a
slightly later doeument; the oath taken by those incepting
in Arts in 1280, 1In part; the oath states:

Also; a8 long as you shall teach in arts; you will
dispute no purely theological question, for ex-
ample, concerning the Trinity . « - » And if you
chance to discuss any question which has to do
with the faith and philosophy, you will settle it
in favor of the faith, and answer the arguments
contrary to the faith as it shall seem to you they
should be answered.lS
This constantly reiterated command to decide any difference
of opinion in favor of religiop9 should a confliet with theo%
logy arise; gives substance to the accusation that the

Church demanded blind and obedient faith and discouraged

17; Chartularium universitatis Earisiensis; I: 499~
500, quoted by Lynn Thorndike, Unlversitz Becords and Life
in the Middle %es (New Yorks: Columbia University Press,

191‘!’259 pp. 85-8
180 Ibido;.lg 586,-=879 quoted by Thorndike; p; 104,
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logic and reason; that the Church was willing to bend the
truth to fit the dogmas set down. It is mot hard to imagine
how a text like Abelard®s Sic gi Non would fare under such a
system: |

From another decree issued by the Hniversity_of E

‘Paris in 1276, it is apperent that speculation and disputa-
tion on forbidden topies did take place and that the uni-
versity authorities took steps to regulate and prevent its
spread; The prohibition against secret or private meetings
carries with it ali'ménner of implications about the inter-
ference with study and teaching° The word "henceforth®
within the decree about to be quoted implies The existence
of private teaching of a possibly hereticél nature, or at
least oen subjects skirting narrowly the forbidden area;

Hence it ig that We; noting that seeret con- -

venticles for teaching are forbidden by canon

law and hestile to wisdom, whose professors we

are . o o by common consent decree and likewlise

ordain that no master or bachelor, of whatever

faculty he be, shall lenceforth agree to lecture

in private places on texts because of the many

dangers which may result therefrom, but in com-

mon places where 211 can gather and give a

faithful report of what is taught there, ex-

cepting only grammatical and logical texts in

which there can be no presumptien°19
Just what methods the university authorities used to detect
sueh unorthodox private meetings; or even‘the exact definition

of a private as opposed to 2 publie place was not speiled out;

19. Ibid., I, 538-39, quoted by Thorndike, pp.. 102-3.
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but the limitation is very clearly there;

‘Possibly the most famous condemnation or censoring
act of the medieval period was that passed against
Aristotle's Works; Lohg unknown andilost to western
scholars, these texts entered the West at the turnm of the
‘eleventh and twelfth centuries, translated by the Arabs
and interpreted by the)Averreists; As such, the original
,'teachings of Aristotle Were~adu1terated or augmented or
interpreted by a variety of intermediate philosophers be-
fore they reached Paris, First in 1210, and sgain in 1231,
12@5; and 1263, the then known works of Aristotle were pro-
hibited from use in the lectures of ?arisian prefessors;
While the later decrees.did permit some use of Aristotelian
jwriting;~the works were not to be studied untilvthey had
been. purged of error; with a committee of clerics determin-
ing fhe mistakes t@,bé removed . Sd distorted were these
Arabic-Latin translations of Aristotle that finally Thomas
Aquinas, probably at the request of Pope Urban IV who had
imposed theki263 ban, took steps to obtain'more correct
versiénso Thomas appeaied to his fellow Dominican and a
distinguished scholar in his own right, William of Moerbéke
(1215?,=.1286)‘Wh0 later becane biéh@p of Cerinth; William
undeftqok é complete franslation of the Works'ef:Aristotle;

for some portions, the first translation from the
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Greek. With these more authentic translations available,
Thomas could interpret the Philosopher unmarred(by later
Averroistic influences; Although the action of restoring
the original version was a worthy one in itself, the pro~
hibition was still an interference with the study of the
.Averroistbs interpretation of Aristotle. These restrictions
Were nade by local councils end legates but they were re-
newed and upheld by the papacy for more than Tifty years;
Likewise; even though the decrees were meant only for the
University of Paris;,the influence and impértance ef that
school as the seat of philosophical and theological excel=-
lence could not help but affeect the spread of this new
learning; What was in 111l repute there would not be held in
high esteem in other sehoels: David Knowles peints out in
his study of medieval philosophy that these condemnations
and decrees seem to have been effectiveo He writes that
existing records and examinations and lectures from the
Universiﬁj of Paris between 1230 and 1240 show no evidence
that the works on natural philosophy were studied or dis-
eﬁssedo Treatmeﬁt of Aristetle during those years was con-

fined almost exeiusively to the thies;

R 20° Maurice de Wulf PRilliam of Meerbekegm The
.Gathollc Encyclopedia, ed, Charles Go Herbermann, XV (1 12)9

34

21; Knowles; p; 228,
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A sufficient number of cases can be cited to show

4

that censorship; pr@hibition; sileneing-«-at times by strenu-
ous means--were by no means unknown during the twelfth and

-thirteenth centuries. A generally wlidespread feelihg of

+

freedom to guestion and doubt seemed to be developing, so
much so that complaints reached the papacy that order was
disappearing and c@nfusion in the academic world was on the
increase. At the end of the twelfth century, Bishop Stephen
of Tourﬁai appealed to the paﬁaey saying:

The studies of sacred letters among us are fallen
into the workshop of confusion, while both dis-
ciples applaud novelties alone and.masters watch
out for glory rather than learning. They every-
where compose new and recent summulae and com-
mentaries, by which they attract, detain, and
deceive thelr hearers, as if the works of the
holy fathers were not still suffieclient, who,
we read, expounded holy scripture in the same
spirit in which we believe the apostles and
prophets composed it . « » » Contrary to the
sacred canons there is public disputationes to
the incomprehensible delity; conecerning the in-
carnation of the Word, verbose flesh and bloed
irreverently litigates. The indivisible Trinity
is cut up and wrangled over in the trivia, so
that now there are as many errors as doctors, as
many scandals as elassrooms, as many. blasphemies
ag squares . o o o All these things, father,
call for the hand of apostolic correction, that
the disorder in teaching, learning and dis-
puting may be reduced to due Torm by your
authority, that the divine word be not cheapened
by vulgar handling, that it be not said on the
street corners, *Lo, Christ is here,% or *Lo,
He is there,” lest what is holy be given to dogs
. and pearls be trodden under foot by swine.22

R 22, Cﬁartuiariu§; I§ 4748, quoted by Therndike;
ppo 2‘2"240 )
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Here, eertainly; is explicit opposition to the speculation
and investigation of hitherto sacrosanct subject matter;

Speeifically; other than the condemnation of

Aristotle’s works already mentioned; eﬁherlexamples which'
are here presented indicate the manner of the interference
and'qontrolg In 1256; Pope Alexandér v issﬁ;d a bhll
'condemning the Work of one William of Saint-=Amour of Paris
.fwhose writing sharply criticized the condition eg the -
'Chureh and the favor shown the mendiecant orders. ’ Siger
. of Brabant9 e Master of Arts at Paris and an outstanding
Averroistic foe of Thoméstquinas; was examined-by Stephen
Ebmpier;'bishop'of Paris; in 1277; and Siger’'s opinions were
among the two hundred and nineteen items eondemned;24
' Earlier; in 127®; this same Stephen had condemned thirteen~
speéifie errors being taught at the Univgrsity of Paris;

‘ Among thesé Were the opinions that the intellect of all men

~is one and the same9 that man Wills or ehoeses by necessity9

':,fthat the world i8- eternal9 that God cannot give immortality

. 25
-to a mertal thingo Amnold of Villanﬁva was another

'medieval schelar Whose Writlngs meb eppesitiono Prlmarlly

e 23c George Haven Putnam9 Thé Céhséfshi of the
Church of Bome (New York° Putnam, 1906)5 1, 2L.

. 24, Lynn Thorndikeg Historz of Magic and
'Exegﬁimgptal,Science {New York: Columbia Unlversity Press9
1923~ 195°,9 709,

- 25, Ghartularium9 Ig @86‘-879 quoted by Therndike9
Pp. 80-81,
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2 medical Writer;'he ran afoeul of the theology faeulty of_
Paris in 1299;5 He confessed to heresy concerning his pre-
"dictions of an anti=Christ; but later appealed to Rome for
_é return of his possessions; maintain%ng that his confession
had been extortéd from him by,force?z

Less obvious manifestations of interference; but
certainly evidence that it was prudent at times not to be.
xventuresome in matters philosophical? comes from the Writing
of Adelard of Bath; At the beginning of his Nééural
ngéétieﬁég he explained that because of the 9”j{:ﬁc'e",]1.»1c1:‘i.cz.vs> of
the present generation against any modern discoveries;? he
would not elaim as his own any new ideas, but attribute them
fc someone else; As he put it; #I am aware what miéfortune
pursues the professors of truth among thé commonﬁcrowd°“27
It would seem not too far fetched; therefore; to interpret
Adelard®s statement here as indicatioh that thosé who proe.
posed new theories met with some contradiction or even with
- some dangerQ | |

The celebrated teacher, William of Conches, early in
thg_twelfth century was also forced to abdicate his position
aé'éfﬁﬁéélogian; He found it necessary to challenge his

26ppohentsg mainly Seint Bernard and William of Saint

26; vIbidgg II; 8790, quoted by Thorndike, p;.128;

27. Cited by Thorndike, History of Magic, I, 25.
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The@derie; té prove him guilty of heresy and net just of
new ideas; before condemning him: Although not formally y
silenced; he seems "voluntarily” teo have retired from theo-

logy and metaphysics and limited his investigations to the
.28 )
field of science,

Among the individuals whbse influence was greatest
upen the universities and therefore mpon intellectual life
in this period were three men;‘omly one of whom was actually
paft of the university community; Peter Abelard preceded
the foundation of the university; but his place as one of
the most powerful influences upon the development of medieval
intellectual 1life cannot be questioned: Rashdall evaluates
him thuss:

Most emphatically it must be asserted that univer-
sities, even in their most rudimentary form, did .
not exist till at least a generation after Abelard.
But Abelard inaugurated the intellectual movement
out of which they eventually sprang. The method of
ingquiry and of teaching of whieh he was the origina-
tor was the method whiech essentially characterized
the teaching of the medieval universities . . o o
Even from the point of view of external organiza-
tion Abelard may in a sense be. said to inaugurate
the university movement o o - o JIbt was the cathe=
dral school in which Abelard had taught--the
Cathedral School of Paris--which eventually de=
veloped into the earliest and greatest university
of northern Burope. Abelard, though not in any
strict sense the founder, was at least the in- .
tellectual progenitor of tThe University of Paris.29

28, de Wulf, I, 155.
29: Hashdall; I; 43;



Ly
"Epger Bacon operated along éide the university; Though his.
é%atus as a Franciscan friar prevented him from complete
identification with the schools, certainly he and his work
belong within the éommuniﬁy of intellectuals of the High
Middle Ages; Lastlyg of cours?; is Thomas Aquinas, leading
teacher of the University of Paris; Lt is by an examinatiqn
of the intellectual activities of these three men in parti- ‘
cular that the evidence of intelerance and interference can
be most vividly demenstrated;

According‘to Balph_Cranesg who wrote an introduction

~

to Abelafd“srfhé Stgrg of ﬁl Misfo}tﬁneé; Abelard’s per; '

sonality; ability; and opinions aroused partisanship so
violent that we can hardly comprehend its force tcday;ge The
freedom with wWhich Abelard thought and his ability to attract
followers from among his (and other,people“s) pupils seemed

to be as much a cause éf his rejection as the specific stands

he took in relation to the realist-nominalist controversy§

although it was his bookogg fhe Triﬁiiy which breught about |
his formel condemnation at the‘Couﬁcil of'Séissons;v If this
is sQ; it indicates more §OSitiVély én atmosphéré of narrow-
ness than doés even the cendemnati@n of'ﬁeretieal*féaéhingsg

fer,it implies that thinking Was_held'in'sﬁSpician’even when

o . 30. Peter Abe1ard;vTHé S%brg5§£ ﬁl ﬁisféféﬁnésg
trans. Henry.A. Bellows (Glencoe, 1llinois: The Free Press,
- 1958), po XV, '
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unaccompanied by proven heresy;' Howeverg(it was his thesf
logical teachings which were the actual reason for the
action taken against him. It was the Couneil of Sens in
1140 which finally condemned and silenced Abelard;‘ By way
of illustrating the matter of the objections to his teach-
iﬂg;_the following were called errors by the Council Whosé‘
decision ﬁas later upheid by Pope Innocent II: that the
‘Father is complete deer; the Son a certain pewer;_the Holy
" Spirit no power; that God neither ought nor is He able to
prevent evils that the power of binding and loosing Wés
given to the Apostles only9 not to their successor3031

Reger Bae@ng one of the few in his age to evince a’
true soientific attitude, met with an avalanche of.criticism
and opposition;f His astrologicai ideas were rejeoted by
Tempier in thét bishop's famous condemnation of 1277; His
religious superiors denounced his seientific teachings gnd
pre#ented his further communication with his studeﬁtsQBZ He
fell under the general proscription of the decree of the
Céuncil of Nérbonne which forbade'any Franciscan to publiéh

without pridr_inspection by the higher superiors of the

- 31, - Henry Denzirvger9 The Sources of Catholic Dogma,
trans. Roy Jo. Deferrari {(St. Louis: Herder9 1957), ppo 150m
51.

32o Paul Lacroix, Science and Literature in the
Middle Ages and at the Period of the e Renalssance (New York: -
Appleton“1878)9 Do 89, .
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community; » This restriction; in itself; could be inter-
preted by some as a very real type of interference with
intellectual freedom. Lastly; although Bacon ﬁas a
personal friend of Pope Clement IV who in 1266 ordered
Bacoh to complete his_@ggg}Magnum despite the Franciscan
ﬁyohibition; such friéndship with people in high places did
not save Bacon from public condemnation by the Franciseap
superior general; Jerome of Ascoli; in 1270, and from im-
prisonment until his death in 1292; Y

If further proéf be needed that the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries nourished a certain inteolerance and
narrowness of approach; it can be found in the attitude of
some of his coentemporaries towards the greatest of medieval
schoolmen; Thomas Aquinas; Not even he was spared the sus-
p?cien of heresy and the threat of silenoingQ Engaged %n a
struggle to combat the Avérroistio teaching of Siger of
Brabantaéon an intellectual rather than an authoritativé
level==Thomas hadg even while defending the orthodoiy of
the Chureh; to battle the opposition of the Augustinian
school led bylstephen Tempier; .In 1270 Thomas was forced

to defend his position before Stephen in a solemn

; 330 ‘Theophilus Witzel, "Roger Bacon “ The Cathellc
Encvclopedia9 ed. Charles G. Herbermann, &III (1912), 111,

: B
340 de Wulf, 119 135o
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disputation against John Peckham; the FranciscanAregent of
studiesor | This same Stephen had summoned Thomas; along
with Siger and Boethius of Dacia to appear and answer charges
of heresy. Although Stephen was not successful iﬁ proving
error in Thomas?® teaching; the action served further to
est;ange Thomas from many of his fellow Dominicans on the
faculty of theology at Paris; Leader in the Dominican
group in the opposition to Thomas was Robert Kilwardby;
Archbishop of Canterbury§ who censured some of Thomas’
writings even while ihomas Was‘still alive to defend them;
After his death in 1274; both Tempier and Kilwardby de-
clared heretical ce:tain Thomistie propositions eoncérning
the oneness of ‘the substantial form in the individual, the
latter bishop even grantin% an indulgence to all who would
join in the condemnation. Later, in 1282;fat a general
chapter of the Franciscans held at Strassburg9 the Summa
of Thomes was banned from Franciscan sch0018037

The_fellowing somewhat statistical or, at 1east;
chronological summary of medieval eondemnations‘by papal

directiqn serves to emphasize the considerable weight which

35, William Ragsdale Cannon, Histerl of Christian-
ity in the Middle Ages (New York: Abingdon Press9 19607,
PPo 259-61,

360 Reginald M Coffey,. The Man from Hocee Sicca
(Milwaukee: Bruce, 1942), p. 98, N

..... 37. John Bagnell Bury.et alog The Cambridge

Medleval History, Vol. VI: Victory of the Papacy (New York:
Macmillan9 1929), p. 713.
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can be given te the theory that intellectual aetivity was

net free
complete
clerieal

1120

1140

1148

1177

1215 -

1225

1231

- 1256

during the Middle Ages;, This is by no means a
list and does not considef condemnations by lesser
direetien;

A.éynod,at Soissons compelled Abelard to

burn his treatise, Introductio in
Theologiam.

Innocent II ordered the burning of the
writings of Abelard and of Arnold of Bresecia,
and the conflnement of the twe authors in
monasteries. _ R

A synod at Bheims condemned four chapters
of the Commentary by Gilbert de La Porree.
on the treatise of Boethius, De Irinitate.

Pope Alexander III condemned a proposition
of Abelard concerning the humanity of
Christo '

The Lateran Council condemned the same
work. It also condemned the tract written.
by the Abbot Joachim against Peter Lombard..

A synod at Sens passed condemnatlon on the
treatise by.John Scotus Erigena written in
860, De Divisione Naturae. Pope Honorius
ctnfirmed the condemnation and ordered all
copies of the work confiscated under
penalty of excommunieatieno

Pope . Gregory IX wrote to the University of
Paris directing the prohibition of the
Libri Naturales of Aristotle, as condemned
by the Provincial Council, until purged.

Pope Alexander VI condemned the writings of
William of -St. Amour.38

. - . ) A :,/
38, Putnam, I, 65-67; Denzinger, pp. 153, 181.



| | 49

Tﬁe existence of the'theory of the two=fold truth
igs a further indication of a possible.spirit of intolerance
during the High Middlé Ages; Teaehing in 8 period when new
ideas of any sort were often suspect, every scholar faced
the real possibility of falling inte disfavor with the more”’
orthodox, the moré pewerfui; the more V@cal; or the more in-
fluential groups; Many writers and teachers, particularly
the Averroists, supposedly attempted to safeguard them-
selves from ecclesiastical cénsure by propounding the theory
of two-fold truth: that the éonclusions of philosophy fol-
_ Tow from prineiples of natural reason, while those of
theology follow from fevelation; Since the source is
different in each case; the conclusions of philosophy can
be contradictory to those of theology and still be true;-
Apparent father of this idea was Siger of Brabant; He drew
a distinction between the truths of revelation and philo-
sophiecal gonclusions; His aim, aeccording to Gordon Leff;
was "to discover simply what the philosophers and es-
pecially Aristotle have thought, even if by chance-the
thought of philosophy did not conform with truth
(revelation] and if revelation had provided our souls with

eonelusiéns which natural reason eould not demonstrate.®

39; Gordon Leff; Medieval Tﬂgughtz St Auggétine
to Ockham (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1958), p. 229,
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Whether it actunally worked is aﬁether question; Leff's
comménts seem to indicate that the separation(cerﬁainly had
effectsg but on philosophy and faith rather than on indi-
viduals:&@ Knowles thinks it very possible that after
Bishop Tempier's condemnation in 1266, some of the faculty
of philosophy at Paris may well have used the ”double'truthﬂ
to justify thelir Tormer positionsoal Pawul Vignaux in his
study on medieval philosophy points out that among the
propositions condemned in 1277 was the one: ¥YThere is no
more noble state than ﬁo occupy oneself with philosophy.
Only philosophers are Wise;” From this he seems to under-
stand that this effort to separate philosophy; to treat its
truths on a d%ffereﬁt plane from those of revelatien; was
both a réal attempt and an attempt considered dangerous
enough to c:cnfldemr-x;42 On the other hand; it is the opinion
of Etienne Gilson that the theory was nét actually used;
Gilson states: | |

Noet a single one among these men would have ever

admitted that two sets of econclusions, the one.

in philosophy, the other in theology, could be,

at one and the same time, both absolutely contra-
dictory and absolutely true o . . o I have not

40, Tbido.

41.  Knowles, po. 223.
k2, Paul Vignaux, Ehil§§§3§w in %heuﬁiﬁdle ges:
An Introduction (Cleveland: World Publishing Co., 1959),

Po 89,

~



yet ‘been able to flnd a gingle medieval philo-

sopher professing the doctrine of the two-fold

truth. Their actual position was a much less

patently contradictory and a much less un-

thinkable one., As so many men who cannot

reconcile their reason with their faith, and

yet want them both, the Averroists were keep=-

ing both philosophy and Revelation, with a

watertight separation between them. Let us,

therefore, take philosophy for what it isj; the

knowledge of what man would hold as true, if

absolute truth had not been given to him by

the divine Bevelation.43
ﬁemehow9 what Gilson says was not the two-fold truth seems
to be a most accurate definition of it; Howeverg whether
or not there was widespread use of the theory néed not be
settled conclusively;here; The very fact that such a theory
existed at the time indicates that there must have been soume
need for a protection against the accusation of heresy;

From relatively insignificant writers such as Arnold

of Villanova to scholars as great as Thomas; from early in
the twelfth century to the end of the thirteenth; by decree
of local bishop and order of reigning popes through con-
demnationg.retraction; imprisonment, or even death, forces
within the medieval period sought to legislate scholarship
and lsarning; It seems reasonable to eonclude; therefore,
that there didg indeed; exist at this time, some spirit of
limitation and interference with intellectual speculation;

particularly in areas of thought wherein theologieal

43; Gilsong Heason and BRevelation, pp; 58=60,
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matters were brought under discussion;

Hewever; despite the obvious and serious examples
of academio restriction discussed here;_it is not valid, at
least, not'yet§ to assume that the High Middle Ages was a
period characterized by stifling limitations on intel-
lectual freedom; The most obvious and convineing proof of
a climate of freedom is the #ery existence of controversies
over theological, §cientific; and philosophical ideas or
theories. Friedrich Heer, in his discussion of intel-
lectualism and the universities calls the medieval University
of Paris "the battle field of allbthe most signifieant in-
tellectual conflicts of the age:o4 It is the existence of
this open and enthusiastice cenflict which best demenstrates.
the actual liberty of the medieval scholars; Where no free-
dom exists; no battle of conflicting ideas can possibly take
place;

These universities, of which Paris is the most notable
example, appeared to be relatively spontaneous developments;
Théy were not, at any rate, bodies deliberately created\by.
Church or state; but rather were voluntary arrangements be;.
tween masters with a desire to teach and students with a
desire to 1earn; At their start;'theng they were free from

domination by any interest greup; The eivil and religious

b, Heer, p: 2&5:
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differences soon to break upon Burope certainly were en-
countered as idéés in these schools; Iﬁ this respect; the
very freedom of the universities encouraged the pluralistic
society which has followed the medieval period§ be it good
or bad; Possibly teo the chagrin of the teachers; the uni-
versities unleashed the spirits of humanism, rationalism;
skepticism; religious reform and revolt, political up-
heaval, and 21l the other "radical” ideas which have
changed the medieval mind into the modern mind . | }

Fer; in truth, the university of the twelfth and
even the thirteenth centuries exercised; in a praetical
fashion, a significant’degree of freedom of aetion; A
decree of the Third Lateran Council in 1179 ordered that
no one be prohibited from teaching provided he could
qualify for the license. A Bull in 1212 from Pope
Innocent III further defined the freedom which the univers-
1ties exercised in admitting professors. The chancellor of
the university was required; under the terms of this bull,
to grant the license to teach gratuitously, and to grant
it to all candidates recommended by a majority of the
masters in any of the faculties. These provisions were
made permanent in 1215 when Robert Curzon, the cardinal,

drew up a permanent Code of Statutes for the University of

f
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Paris. There exist a whole series of actions taken by
the university against the chancellor from time to time;
but the general result is that for-the period of the High
Middle Ages and even beyond; the faculties of the univers-
ities maintainedg and were supported by papal assistance,
their right to admit to teaching those whom they thought
suited and to exclude others at their own diseretiono This
realization 1s important for the ability to exclude from
the office of teacher on some technicality of "certifica-
tion” has often been--in past and present times--a powerful
tool in the hands of those who wished to restrict or
restrain. Robert Hutchins goes so far as to claim that:

The university corporations of. the Middle Ages

at the height of their power were not responsible

to anybody, in the sense that they could not be

brought to brook by any authority. They claimed,

and succeeded in making their claim good, complete

independence of all secular and religious control, 4

Charles Haskins has studied the documents of the Uni-=

versity of Paris during the thirteenth century with the ex-
press purpose of finding in Them evidence of limitations on
the freedom of teaching. He cites several condemnations of

errors and conflicts between various schools of thought, but

in the face of the inconsequential and isolated nature of

46. Bashdall, I, 308-9.
47; Hutchins; PPe 75=77-
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these errors, comes to the conclusion that the evidence is
meagre. He concludes his study by statings

With éhese 28 the only notable exsmples of inter-
ference with free teaching at the storm centre of
theological speculation in the most active period
of its history, we must infer that there was a
large amount of actual freedom., Trouble arose
almost entirely out of what was deemed theological
heresy, or undue meddling with theological subjects
by those who lacked theological training. Those
who stuck to their job seem generally to have been
let alone o o o« o Bven within the more carefully
guarded field of theology and philosophy, it is
doubtful whether many found themselves cramped.
Accepting the principle of authority as their
starting point, men did not feel its limitations
as we should feel them now., A fence is no
obstacle to those who do not desire to go out-
side, and many barriers that would seem in-
tolerable to a more sceptical age were not felt as.
barriers by tﬁe schoolmen., He is free who feels
himself free.+d

The veritaﬁle multitude of philesophical and theo-
logical opinions held by the sthoolmen of this period--most
of whom studied and taught well within the confines of
orthodoxynaséems to'eétablish the éxistence of an atmos=-
phere of freedom. There was variety ef»interest; opinion;
_emphasis;Aall encompassed within %ﬁe realm of acceptable
teachingz: the opposing schools of BOnaventure; Thomas
Aquinas; Duns Scotus; as Weil as the two distinetly different
jdeas of mystieism, one popular at Clairvaux and the other

at the Abbey School of Saint Victor in Paris. Under

: 48. Charles Homer Haskins9 The RBise of Unlversities
(New York: Henry Holt9 1923), pp. 78=77,




conditions pérmitting such divergence; the thirtéenth cen=

<
)

tury became the era Qf'rival doctrinal schools. Most of
the proeminent teachers were associated_with the Augustinian,
the Aristotelian; or the Averroist schoels, and with one or
other of the outsténding mendicant orders. Although the
Averroists fared the_worst; no ene‘of these various_sehagls
of thought was ever completely banished during the twelffh
or thirteenth centuries. \ |
Before leaving the consideration of the universitles
in.general9 it is apprépriate to discuss for a moment the
very feal respect held by them for humen reason. Contrary
to much later aceusation; the acceptance of a defined body
of dogma did not force a uniformity of thought upon medieval
scholars. To Quote Reginald Poole, ”There was indeed never
a time when the life of_Christendom was so confined within
the hard éhell of}its dogmatic system that there was no room
1eft_fpr individual liberty of opinion;“é Bead in context;
this statement was not meanf by Poole to be pariticularly
complimenﬁary'éf ﬁedieval thought; but it states a fagt;
nevertheless; As soon as reasoﬁ became part of the pattern
of man’s thought9 é personal choice of argument and judgment

with which .te reconcile reason and faith srose. = The very

. 49. . Reginald Lane. Poole, I1lustrations of the
"History of Medieval Thought and Learning (New York: Dover
Publications, 193059_po 3o
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existence of these many arguments seems to indicate that
there was no partiéular requirement for the relationship
between faith and reason to be uniform. Within the unity
of dogma, there was divergence'of method and understanding.
As Maurice de Wulf explains in his history of medieval
philosbphyé

The unity of the scholastic system did not de-

stroy originality of thought in its various

"representatives., Scholastic philosophers agreed

concerning the solutions of many organic and

essential questions, and in a certain doctrinal

minimum which distinguishes the scholastic o

patrimony from every other. But this funda-

mental Yentente® did not exclude shades of

difference, or applications, developments, and

interpretations; and it is by these that we can

distinguish between the scholasticism of an

Alexander of Hales and those of a Bonaventure,

Thomas Agquinas, Duns Scotus, or a William of

Occam. 50 :
Far from precluding the use of reason, then, the thought of
" many scholars has been that this unity of medieval religion
removed reason from a subservient position, for men could
by his intellect, unaided by divine revelation, demonstrate
the existence of God and know something of His attributes
and His relations to the created world and to man.

Since Peter Abelard, Roger Bacon, and Thomas Aquinas

were cited to prove the existence of some academic limita-

tions, it seems Just to use these same scholars in an

50. de Wulf, IT, 1l.
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effort to establiéh the existence of relative freedom of
intelleectual 1ife; Abelard; it is true; was @ondemned“
more than once by Church auth@rity; but these condemha=
tions were not necessarily and wheily dvue to intolerance
per se, but; among other reasons; t@rthe necessity for any
organization within society to protect its own eiisfehce;
A moment’s digression from the problem of Abelard will
clarify this‘point; Some direction and limitation upon 7
man’s freedom of action~and thoﬁght are necessary to pro-
tect the freedom of the majority against the peculiarities
of the minority; or, if you will, the peculiarities of the
minority against the massed power of the majcrity; The{
Ghurchg like the state, is an organization whiehg in order
to maintain her existence; must define the limits within
which her members may disagree; Treason; whether of a
politiecal or religious nature; Qannot bé tolerated 1f the
organization itself is to endure; The Chureh, for those who
have made a free intellectual aeceptance of its doctrines,
is a voluntary society which can demand; at the very least,
a certain minimum of 6onformity as a prerequis;té‘for
membefship; ths minimum would seem to be the acceptance
of the finite nature of‘puman-reason and its inability to
handle and solve satisfactorily a1l theological problems;
and -the recognition of a specialized professional group

whose duty it is to interpret theology;
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‘Had Abelard been willing to accept thesewlimitg—
tions, not on his freedom tO‘sﬁeCulate9 but upon the powers
of his own,human'ihtellect'to solve all the theological prob-
1em$‘cregted by’hiS'spequlation, perhaps his condemnations
Would not‘héve been so freguent nor .so severe. It is in-
.tgresting'to“nOtice that the Gounéil.of Sens'which finally
silenced him, did so on the basis of his theological teachings,
No guestion was raised -concerning the dialectic method made
‘popﬁlar ﬁy Abelard;'no-objections‘were brought out against
"hisfﬁeChniQﬁe of presenting the pro and con of philosophical
and theological.questions. He was condemned in his self-
appointed position of theological "dogme meker.” -The
definition of academic.freedom set down earlier in this dis-
cussion established two criteria for fréedom: that the in-
dividual be working Within\hisAown field of knowledge and
that his work be judged by others competeht'in that same
field, The questioh of Abelard®s competency as a theologian
can‘ be disputed-~certainly ‘it would seem that his talents -
and training were more ideally suited to philosophy than to
‘theology. However, in his condemnation at Sens there was
no doubt that it was his theological conclusions that were
being judged and thatvthe judging'body was a Jjury of theo-
logians at least as.competent as he. Therefore, while
Aﬁelard was qertainly censured, it was within the acceptable

—limits‘of-proféssionalfcritiCismo
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~ All this is not to deny for a moment that other
:factors played a part in Abelard's defeatg Not only was he
.imprudent in his relianee upoﬁ his own reason to reduce the
difficulties he had manufaetured; but he also manifested
personality traits which eould hardly help but invelve him
in disagreement and trouble. The individual who arrogates
to himself privileges which accepted protocol forbids--such
aé Abelard did when he_began to lecture on theology at Paris
without the consent of his master, Anselm of Lapn; or when
he chose to flaunt even the 1iberél social mores of medieval
soclety with his illiecit love affair with his pupilg Heloise=-=
can~har&1y expect to go unnotieed; In such circumstances;
“intellectual differences may be only an excuse, er; at most;
only part of the reason for persecution; Then, too; the
personal antagonism existing for a time between the two
strbng personalities;'Abelard and Saint Bernard, may account -
for Abelard’s econdemnation, as much as the actual content of
his teaching& Thompson, at any rate; seem3>to.imply that
Abelard’s punishment Was; to a great degree, the result of
the personal feud between the two men, and. that the battle
could just as easily have gone to Abelard as to Bernard;51

AMueh the same line of argument can be p:esented for

‘Boger Baeon; True; he was condemned; prohibited from writing

51. Thompson, II; 757;
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and teaching; very Rossibly unjustly confined,,but his case .
does hot necessarily prove the existénce of a great degree
- of intellectual limitatien;' Accepting the fact that it was
partially due to disagreement with ﬁﬁgi'he taught and wrote,
a falr picture requires other considerations as Weli; To B
begin With;-the decree forbidding him to write without per-
mission was; first of a11; a general order not_directed.
specifically at Bacon but at the entire community at a time
when the existence of the Franciscans as a religlious order
was being severely threatened by the bitter split between
the Spirituals and the Genventuals;i Secondly, the'order;
objectively limiting as it was; was still not an unreason-
able one when viewed Withiﬁ the context of the religious vow
of obedience freely made; Third, there is much evidence to
show that the prohibition did not stop Bacon from writing
anyway; for his meggﬁus; as well as his QggghMé num, were
written during this period of prohibitionéEz Lastlyg the
scieﬁtific theories and methods propounded by Bacon and
which are often blamed for the limitations placed on his
activity, were similar to those of Robert Grosseteste and
Albertus Magnus, and neither of these men met a like fate;
It seems not unreasonable to conelude; therefore, that as

mueh or more than the content of the work; it was the

52, Easton, PP 1h2-43,
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attitude which Bacon assumed and the bitterness of his
attacks upon his contemporaries which caused his downfall.
Indeed; in the light of his behavior; his biographerg
'Easten; maintains that "he was treated leniently rather
than made a 'martyr of science;{“S3

A discussion of Roger Bacon inevitably brings up the
guestion of science during the Middle Ages; The medieval
Church has often been aécused of persecuting natural
secientists and of opposing the infant scientific method, but
there seems to be little basis in fact for this belief. The
failure of the medieval mind to grasp the scientifié method
can just as'easily; perhaps more so; be attributed ?o the
level man had reached at this point in the evolutionary de-
velepmeht of thought; The rational and the experimental
methods are not the same, but they are not contradictory
either; and it was the function of the Middle Ages to
develop the skills of logic and reasgning upon which later
eras might build scientific knowledge; The freedom of
Albertus Magnus;54 of Bernard Silvester; of Adelard; of
John of Salisbury, of William of Gondhes; of Robert

Grosseteste in their scientific speculations belies the

53, Ibid.

5#;'Mﬂhomas Greerood, "Albertus Magnus: His Scienti-
Tic Views,” Nature, CXXIX (February 20, 1932), 266.

55, Leff, p;'186:
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claim that the medieval Church was the enemy of science.

It is not ouﬁ'of place here to wonder why peoplg
like Albertus Magnus and Robert Grosséteste escaped con=-
- demnation iffihomas and‘Baooh did ndt; The most cautious
reply to a really unanswerable question is that Albertus
was more the compiler than the synthesizer; He attempted
to fit Aristotle into the already existing philosophiéal
patterng a not too dangerous or radical effortg whereas
Thomas took Christisnity and Aristotelianism and createdAa
new synthesis; an activity fraught with far more risk to
orthodony There are several reasons why Grosseteste was
spared the sort of trial experienced by Thomas. For -one
thing; he taught at Oxford where science and mathematicsr
' Weré the‘reigning gueens rather than phiiosophy and- theo-
logye. Secondly; the prevailing atmosphere at Oxford;
abcording to Leff; was far more Platonist, therefore, con-
servative;’than Aristotelian;. Prevailing thought at Oxford
adhered much more closely to Augustiﬁian theology than to
any new "radical® system such as was implied in the
Aristotelian-Thomistic position at Paris. Grossetesteg :
accepting this more conservative theological position; de=

voted his time and interest to scientific investigations and

\

56; Thorndike, History of Magic, I, 60, 103

57. Leff, pp. 187-91.
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refrained from wandering into the realm of theology to an&
serious extent; ‘

Ultimately and inevitably one comes back te Thomas
Aquinas; who spent much of his life meeting the demands of
orthodoxy; not by.blindly ignoring that which a?peared_to
contradict it; nor by erecting a wall between the truth of
philosophy and the truth of revelation, but'by patiently
and painstakingly reconciling the apparent differences.

The plan he evolved was so rational that it still stands as
the firm basis for much of Christian and Western thought.,
While it is true that Thomas Was'ealléd upon to defend his
teaching; as before Stepheﬂ Tempief in 1270; and that some

of his arguments were declared heretical by Tempier and
Robert Kilwardby shoftly after Thomas® death; there seems
emple evidence that he was virtually freevin all areas of
thought; Chiefly a theologian, Thomas was also a philosopher
and something of a seientist; at 1east,on'an famateur?_status;
Striving always for unity between faith and reason; philoso=
phy and theology, he nevertheless recognized the distinction
betweén competence in one field and competence in the other.
Perhaps 1t was this ability not to transgress into the
territory of another diseipline which kept him from serious
trouble; In answering the questions put teo him by the
Dominican prioragenefa1; John of Vercelli, about which more

will be said 1ater§ Thomas made the observation from the
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very start that some of the questions were purely physiecal |
and had nothing to do with matters of faith. °

Also worthy of notice is the fact that the opposi-
tion to Aristotle at Paris had reached its peak and had died
down asbout the same time Thomas arrived at the university as
a student; The last prohibition of any importance against
Aristotle during the High Middle Ages was that of Gregory IX
in 1231;“ Most authors agree that by 1240 little actual
opposition te the study of the Philosoﬁher remained. While
no positive conclusion appears from this observation, there
seems to be good reason to assume that Thomas was free both
as a student and as a teacher to discuss.and incorporate
into medieval theology and philosophy the ideas of Aristotle.

David Knowles suggests an interesting idea about the
fréedom of Thomas and others of his time to pursue intellect-
ual activities. When Knowles discusses the bitter conflict
that raged between the secular and regular clergy over uni-
versity positions, he implies that Thomas, as well as
" Bonaventure and Albertus; did their great scholarliy work in
the very eye of a violent controversy. Among other matters;
the orthodoxy of thelir teaching was surely queétioned; But
Knowles suggests that this was foremost a juridical battle

and when doctrines were queétioned it was in the manner of

58, Thorndike, History of Magic, II, 601.
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ﬁsing,any means to discredit the opposition rather than a
true attempt to curtail academic freedom. The question
could be raised here; that even il the motivating foree
behind intellectual restraint is jealousy or personal vin-
dictiveness, is not the end product; interference with the
free development of ideas; thé samé; Such may appear to be
the caseg but a subtle difference is present. Personality
clash and professional rivalry; like the poor, will always
be with us. But these are isolated and individual situa-
tions which, while they may restrict or inhibit a given
person, do not represent, necessarily; a particular climate
of limitation or narrowness; What must be present, before
the accusation of intolerance can be honestly appliedg is
the deliberate intent to curtail freedom because of the
nature of what is being taught more than because of the
verson who is teaching itQ

One of the strongest arguments for the existence of
intellectual freedom in the High‘Midd}e Ages is the wealth
of opposing opinion and discussion about theologicalg philo=-
sophical and scientifie matters; Crombie describes this
diversity in the field of science in the following passage:

Thfoughout the Middle Ages there were various

schools of thought about the Aristotelian system
of the universe. In the 13th century in Oxford

59% Knowles, PDo 233~3QQ
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the Pranciscan friars, who tended to remain loyal
to the main features of Augustinianism . . . ac-
cepted some important Aristotelian additions in
the explanation of such natural phenomena as the
movements of the heavenly bodies, -but were often
hostile to Aristotle’s influence as a whole., At
the same time in Oxford there was an interest
characteristic of another aspect of Franciscan
thought, exemplified by Reger Bacon . o o - In
the University of Paris blackhabited Dominicans,
such as Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas, ac-
cepted the main principles of Aristotle's physiecs
and -philosophy of nature but rejected his absolute
determinism. A fourth school of thought, repre-
sented by Siger of Brabant, who was a thorough-
going Averroist, accepted an entirely determinist
interpretation of the universe. Yet a fifth
group was in the Italian universities of Salerno,
Padua and Bologna where theological matters
counted for less than in England or France and
where Aristotle and the Arabs were studied prin-
eipally for their medical learning.

A11 this evidence could be inverpreted validly to
indicate aﬁ honest effort at evaluation of all epinions; An
example of this sort of attitude is found in the gquestion-
naire of John of Vercelli; alluded to before: The inade-
quacies of availabie documents and limited knowledge of
language prohibit a complete discussion; but enough can be
pleced fogether to illustrate the point; Thorndike mentions
that a John of Vercelli who can be identified as a prior- o
geheral of the Dominican order submitted a list of questioés
to Thomas upon which he desired both the opinion @f the

61 *

saints and opinion of Thomas. It is conceivable that_

. .60, .A..C. Crombie, Augustine to Galileo: The History.
of Seience A.D. 400-1650 (London: Falcon Press, 1952), P. &l

61. Thorndike, History of Magic, II, 601.

4



. 68
John submitted these éame gquestions to other_scholars:
Likewise; laeking_evidence\té thevcentrary; it can be sup-
?osed that John asked these questions for the sake of
gathering information; not to ensnare Thomas in an heretical
statement; If all thié is true; the gquestionnaire in itself
indicates both a spirit of honest intellectual curlosity and
an atmosphere of genuine intellectual 1iberty; It was of
these quesiions; ineidentally, that Thomas commented that
some were in the realm'of physlcal nature and had nething
to do WithAtheology;' An excerpt from Duhem who found his
information in the writings of Thomas illustrates the affair:

We see, for example, that the prior of the order of
Dominie, John of Vercelli, had consulted his
learned brother on the subject of 42 articles, of
which the first 16 related to the power of the
angels to move the heavens or lower things. All
that which is moved naturally, is it moved through
the aid of angels who move the heavenly bodies?
Is it proved infallibly by certain authors that
the angels are the movers of the heavenly bodies?
If one supposes that God is not the immediate
mover of the heavenly bodies, ecan it be proved

in an infallible manner that the angels are the
movers of these bodies? These are the first

five questions posed by John .of Vercelli.

On the subject of the third article, St., Thomas
Aguinas produced at first responses disagreeing
with those .of Saint Augustine and Saint John
Damescene o o o o At the end of his life, then
as at the beginning, the "Doctor communis® was

in favor of that opinion which his master Albert
had called madness.02

62, Pierre Duhem9 Le Systeme du Monde (Pariss
Hermann), V, 557-59. (Translation is mlne)
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Apparently from this statement; Thomas was & better theo-
logian than he was a soientist; but the'excerpt illusfrates
the point that he could freely disagree--and do so even out-
side his own field of studyéewith no apparent repercussidns°

: From this entire discussion the conclusién can be
drawn that there appears to be no deliberate interference
with freedom @f‘thdught and expressionwithin the acadenie
community during the High Middle'Ages; Certainly there |
were insbances of silencing and prohibition; It was not

ba period--as is no other one--of eomple?e and total tolera-=
tion and freedom; But in many cases where particular action
was taken against schelars; it was for purposes other than
intellectual subordination or the preservation of ortho-

| doxy. At any rate; these'exeeptions are not numerous
enough, noxr severe en@ugh§ nor consistent enough to indicate
serious lack of liberty; |

| Theré remains the task of evaluating the attitude
held during the High Middle Ages toward intelleetualismg

Professor Hoopes_in an article on fideism and skepticism

during thé Renaissance{idehtifies intellectualism with the
rational assumption that reason is capable of knowing and |

choosing moral values; This definition could be amplified‘

63. Robert Hoopes, "Fideism and Skepticism during
the. Renaissance:..Three Major Witnesses,” The Huntington
Library Quarterly, XV (August, 1951), 339
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by saying that an era yhich respects intellectualism is one
which attributes to reason the powers of reaching By
natural ability conclusions aboﬁt the source and end ofxlife
in the philosophical and theological reaims; conclusions
about the interrelation @f“matter in the physical realm;
conclusions which in an anti-intellectual period»are eitheg
pronounced impossible to know (skepticism) or are accepted -
on blind faith because man has not the abilify to know
ﬁfideism); Abelard®s promotion of dialectic and logics the
meteoric rise of the uvniversities to positions of power and
prestiges; the perfection of the scholastic method of thoughts
the sheer quantity as well as the quality of the work of men -
like Albertus; Baeong Benaventureg Thomass; the avid and en-
thusiastic reception of Aristotelianism‘in the university
community: the number of students who flocked to Paris;
Tbulouse; and Bologna in search of education--211 this
attests to the truly intellectual spirit of the time; In
coneclusion, then, it can be said, firstg that the High
Middle Ages was a period during which scholars were rela-
tively free from crippling interference with their academic
pursuits; and secondly; that it wags likewise avperiod when
respect for the poWer of man’s reason and the value of

rational thought was very great.

<



CHAPTER IV
FREEDOM IN THE LATE MIDDLE AGES

If the task of identifying the High Middle Ages was

:a difficult one, the problem of isolating the late Middle
Ageg is almost an insurmountabledoneo To begin with, there
is no assufance that there actually existed any suchrperiod.
Both the school of thought which sees the Renaissance as
the continuation of a cultural mqvement which began as eariy
as the twelfth century, and the school which defines the
-Benéissance'as the brightrlight breaking through the dark-
ngss of Eurqpe in 1400 or thereabouts9 would hardly recbg—
nize as a separate entity some time between the-High Middle
“Ages and the RBenaissance., Professor Oscar Haleckil dégs not
really solve the probiem but he does bring into sharper focus
the possibility of a distinect period when he.sayss
| There is no question that the thirteeﬁth century

is typically medieval; only an artificial exag-

geration of the "genetic" method could trace the

Renaissance sofar as this . . . « It is, however,

- almost equally certain that the fifteenth century
was no longer really medieval,

Lo, .Qscar Halecki, The Limits and Divisions of
European Hlstory (Indiana: ~University of Notre Dame Press,
1962), p. 151,

71
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What is left as the transition between medieval and modern
is obviously, then; the fourteenth ceﬁtury; or roﬁghlyg 1300
to 1450, y

In the light of such lack of clear isolation, it is,
perhaps; necessary to justify or explain why this peried is
being seﬁaratgd ffom what preceded and What followed it,
Many conditions existed at this time to cause a shift in
emphasis within the inteilectual éommuniﬁy ffom the com=
paratively unified and simple outlook of the twelfth ard
thirteenth centuries, but yet the strong influences of the
humanistic movement of the Renaissance were not felt9 so that
thislperiod does have certain peculiar characteristiecs of
its own; The tremendous struggle of ?he Papacy for universal
control and its failure to achieve itfmthe Conciliar move-
ment, the Babylonian daptivity (1309 - 1377); the struggle
between king and nobility as\expressed in the Model Parliaf“
ment (1295); the Hundred Years® War (1337 - 1453) both dis- ~
sipating the powefs of the nations involved and giving added
iﬁpétus to their rising spirit of nationalismg and the Black
Death, which acoordlng to Thorndike, cauvsed religious orders
to. be depopulated9 diminished the supply of teachers9 and
brought grave dangers to the universities which suffered

.2 ,
both loss of students and‘mastersa Perhaps for the purpose

' 2: Lynn Thorndike9 The History of Medleval Europe
,ﬁBpstoné Houghton Mifflin, 194959 Do 547,



K 73
of this paper, the failure of the Church to develop with
the changing times and her efforts %o enfprce her supremacy
over the temporal as well as the spiritual affairs of nations
is one of tﬁe most important developments of the fourteenth
century. Heer, a Gathpiic historian, it.isjinterést;ng to
note, has little praise for the Church during this period.
He criticizes Boniface VIII (129& - 1303) and the unfortunate

results of his ill-advised bull, Unam Sanmctem, which is de-

scribed as a program of world domination, not retractei or
changed by'the Church until- the ninéteenth century efforts
of Leo XIII; In commenting on Bdniface and the entire
period; Heer writes:

Boniface, who fancied himself as a realist, had
completely overlooked the substantial transfor-
mation in the religious and political climate
which had occurred since the time of Innocent
ITI: new states, France and England, were
emerging in the West, and they were not at all
disposed to surrender control over *their¥
territorial churches to Rome o o » - The Chureh
was out of step with the times, and was continu-
ally at odds with the new states of the West.
The Church of the later Middle Ages was becoming
completely institutionalized and completely
cleriecal: the laity were regarded as littie
more than serfs, as slaves even, “instruments"
whose function was to yield willing obedience, .
While the Popes were finding it in practice in-
ereasingly difficult, even impossible, to coerce
~the rising nation states into recognition of

- papal rights and claims, ¢anon lawyers and other
papal theorists were redoubling the Pope's claim
to possess. PPullness of power? over the Church and
all Christendom.3

3. Heer, p; 333;
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Heer goes.on to explain that all this was the natural out-
come of the earlier action of Pope Innocent III culminating
in the efforts of ecanon lawyers and bringing into full de-
velopment the doctrine of Papal Eemporal powers

"The pope can do whatever God_can.do.” . As the.

"Emperor sent from heaven,” coelestis imperator,

the pope could absolve men from binding oaths and

depose. kings and emperors. Heresy was lise-

mejeste and resistance to papal policies, whethe
pelitical or religious wag heresy and rebellion.

Given a situation such ag this, it is difficult to
isolate a ”d@minating“force that worked for or against in-
tellectual freedom; $he universities were still powerfuls
indeed; they were used by both king and pope to enhance the
power of nation and Christendom; Intellectually, they
lacked the stimulation and spark of earlier yeé.rs9 yet
there was no other group ready to take their piaeeo- When
the system of scholastic thought was permitted to become
more important than the philosophy it had been designed to
organize; the vigor of university l1life declined., Hashdall
relates the impressions of one Richard of Bury who describes:

; o o in the most forcible 1ahguagé the utter ex-
tinction of intellectual l1life and original thought
which had taken place there within his own memory,
Ites lectures and disputations, he tells us, had de-
generated into sterile logomachies or else into a

dull and unacknowled%ed reproduction of contemporary
English speculation.

b, Ibide; po 336
5, Rashdall, I, 561.
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Particularly in the field of theology had a decline
set in. Rashdall states that the real wonder was that the
schools of theology kept as much prestige as they did. He
speaks of the "enormous decline” in the standards required
for the doctorate at Paris and implies that the whole
faculty operated on a self-perpetuating basis where excel-
lence was no criteria of académic suceess nor intellectual
stimulation the goal of the scholar;.'.The same attitude is
reflected in Heer's comments about the rigid and mechanical
application'of Thomistic methods. The academic man moved
further and further away beth from the questioning and
examination of Thomas' and Albert's and even Abelard’s day,
and yet refused to concern himself either about the reali-
ties of life in the world or the changing role of th%‘Chureh
and the state; As Heer says:
A two-tiered theological structure was ereeted; In
the top drawer reposed the ideas, facts and data
concerning the "supernatural® world, always avail-
able in their invulnerable perfgptiong this category
included all the doctrines and dogmas of the Church.
There was no point in arguing about these matbters.
further; all that was required was to defend them.
In the lower drawer were the objects and data of the
"natural® world, which were fit subjects for argu-
ment. And argued they were, in endless disputations
conducted in accordance with the rules of formal ‘
logic, which took to pieces everything coming within
the scope of scholastic dialectic. The dialectic it-
self- was purely verbal, and remained so, refraining

from any dealings with objects, reality, history. or
the actual political situation facing the Church.?

6. Ibid., I, 482-83,
7. Heery, p. 272, ‘
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It was at this time; no doubt;'that maéters among the theo-
logy faculty engaged in what nineteenth century historians

- delighted in ridiculing as useless speeulatiom'upoh the
number of angels that eould be seated on the head of a pin;
The point of all this is, though, that the universities,
particularly the theological faeultiesj while s%ill in-
fluential in the poﬁer struggle between Church and statgg

had lost the internai gtinulus toward true scholarship}

All this is not to imply that the theolegical
faculties of the universities were not influential. Al-
though the content and depth of the thoﬁght was in decline;
the power and domination of the theologian was extremely
Agreat; Drawing once again from,Rasgdallg evidenceAis pre-
sented to ghow that Earis; at least; became the *"theological
arbiter'of'Europe”; By its power the university was able tvo
controi heresy Within:its boundaries apd make unnecessary
the work of the Inquisition at Paris (in'itself a2 deed cer-
tainly of significaﬁt and praiseworthy'proportions)e Ihe‘
thedlogidal faculty won over both the Franoiseans and the
Dominipans‘by’striking fhe balance be__tweenthemo It :ejected
both the Qonéervati§e.Dominican position on‘Mariolatry and
the éxtremg’Franciscan'stand on absolute po&egtyg‘and forced

- both groups to surrender or become heretiea1; It

8. Rashdall, I, 546-50,
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alternately encouraged and condemned the_Avignbnese Papacy,
mostly enccuraged; and allowed itself to profit greatly from
a system of patronage set up by the papacy; It took ar |
prominent position in the formulation of conciliar decis-
ions; andg all in all; made itself the %good righf arn® of
the Roman Church;'_

Some of this decline can be blamed upon the action
of Stephen.Tempigr;,bishep of>Paris; who in 1277 both con-
demned many of the teachings of Thomas Agquinas and sharply
criticizéd the professors- who preéehed error and then fell
back upon the doctrine of‘the two=fold truth to avoid being
-chaiged with heresy (a sort of medieval fifth amendment).
Further strengthening the position of Templer was the ordi-
nance passed a few days later by Robert Kilwardby, Arch-
bishop of Ganterburyg fo;hidding the teaching of certain
doctrines proposed by Thomas and o%ﬁers; Thus both of the
universities that had strong philosophical and theological
1eanfhgs were restricted in ﬁheif aéfivity; Josef Pieperg
in his smali treatise,bn seholastieism in which hé draws

o : 10 ,
heavily wupon Van Steenberghen's Le XIIle siecle,  suggests

a nﬂmber of. reasons for these condemnatory actions. Among

9. Rashdall, III, 251.

104 Fernand van Steenberghen, Philosophie dés
Mittelalters (Bern, 1950). -
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them he liéts rivalry and partisan policies against factions
within the Dominican order and between the Dominicans and the
secular clergy: a defense mechanism 6n the part of the Theo-
logical Faculty against the Paculty of Arts; and a disci-
piinary act on the part of'ecciesiastical suthority against
professors teaching in a. school founded upon Chureh prin-
ciples; In defense of thié_last reason Pleper writes:

Let us put aside for a moment the cirecumstances in

- which the condemnation came into being. Instead,
let us fasten our attention on the condemned pro-
positions. What was it that they stated? Viewed
with a minimum of bias, this is what they cane
down to: that felicity is to be sought in this,
not in another, life; that the Christian religion
hinders learning:; that the soul of man is in-
separably bound to the bodys; that creation out of

- nothing is impossible; that the practice of theo-
logy in no way enlarges one’s knowledge; that
there is no state finer than devotion to philo- ¢
sophy. If we can duly, without prejudice, take
note of all this, then we scarcely know what else
the official Church might have done, except to de=
clare authoritatively: These progositions are in
opposition to Christian doctrine. 1

Whether or not this condemnation was justified'from the view-
point‘of religious unity and the higher goals of the spirit-
ual life is not the point here; The immediate and temporal
effect was, according to van Steenberghen, that ¥"The life of
the University of Paris was paralyzed by this set of pro-.

seriptions; even within the boundaries of orthodoxy, the

I8
1

11, Josef Pieper, . Scholasticisms Personalities and
Problems of Medieval Philosophy (New York: Pantheon Books,

193059 PPo lB@wBlo
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free play of ideas was checked.”

A1l this merely suggests that the universities in
the fourteenth century were not what they had been. Never-
theless, it is to the universities that we must look for
what intellectual activity there was during the era;_ But
denied the chance to speculate freely within the aeademic
community, t%e university figures turned to the “market=
place” to advance their theories. Whether it was because
of the restrictions on thought within the schools or because
the university was being used more and more as a pawn in the
power struggle of papacy and national state, or for both of
these reasons, it is hard to say;‘ But it seems obvious
that where Thomas and Abelard or Albert and Bacon; had con;
fined theilr argumentation to th; academic few; the later
figures either chose or were foreced to direct their Work to
a wider and more popular field;, Chief among these men; oy
at any rate; selegted from among meny, are three: William
of Ockham (13007 - 1349), Marsiglio of Padua (12707 - 1343),
and John Wycliffe (13307 - 1384).

Leff maintains that contrary to much modern opinion,
the real issue of the fourteenth century, philosophically
speaking and in relation particularly to William of Ockham,

Was not the argument over realism and nominalism; but ratherg

12, van Steenberghen§ p; 305; quoted by Pieper, 134,
Q
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the question of how much reason could understand the matters

13 y
Unlike the age of Thomas where the emphasis had

of faith.
been on the unity of faith and reason and the remarkable
strides reason could make in comprehending the things of_
faith, the peried following the condemnation of 1277 con=-
cerned itself with the differentiation between revelation

and rTeason. Briefly; OGkham; who was a Franciscan trained

at Oxford, held the pésition that all natural knowledge

comes to us through experience while all supernatural or
theological knowledge comes solely through revelation and _
faith, Between the two kinds of knowledge there is no pos-
sible connection; reason cannot possibly deduece any truth

- except that which is demonstrable by empirical methods; This
attitude of skepticism; guite similar to the later skepticism
of the Enlightenmen_’c9 when applied pQ.God;,means that because

God is absolute power;,potent;g absoluta, and because there

is no way of proving by empirical methods that He will choose
to act in any one particular manner, it is possible for God
to dispense with order and act in a wholly arbitrary fashion;
This 1eads9 quite plainly, to the,mostﬁextreme skepticismg
fideism and indeterminism;

These were unorthodox views and Qckham;,mho had

never gone beyond the bachelor’s level in the study eof

13. Leff, pp. 259-60.
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theology, was not permitted to go unscathed. His lectures
at Oxford.attracted attention and he was summoned to Avighon
in 1324 to answer to Pope John XXII. To have been.condemned
for the views he pronounced on theological matters would not
seem to be a gross infringement on Ockham“s academic freedon.
He was not a.theologian, had never completed the studies
necessary to claim that distinction, and his lectures were
qlearly in opposition to the teaching of the Church. To
have been condemned for.them would have been neither sur-
prising nor unfair. But 1t Was‘not primarily for his theo-
logical teaching that Ockham was condemned,i'ﬂis excommun i-
cation stemmed more directly from the stand he took on the
grgat Pranciscan controversy aﬁd on his attitude:toward
papal authoritya In hié study of Ockham's position, Ernest
Moody‘writesz

As far as is known, Ockham's theological ortho-
doxy, apart from the guestion of obedience to the
Avignon papal authority, was never officially

denied: and the charges which had occas1oned his
visit. to Avignon were dropped.l

2

While Moody's statement may be a little rash or undocu-
mented, it is a fact that while at Avignon, Ockham associated
himself with Michael Cesens, Géneral of the Franciscans, and

a certain Bonagrsetia. These men were both supporters of the

14, Brnest A. Moody, The Loglc of William of Ockham
(New York: Sheed and Ward, 1935), pp. 19-20.
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Spiritual Franciscans and in dispute with Pope John. After
having been eiccmmunicated in 1328”élllthree fled to Munich
where Ocklam died within a féw years; 2 probable vietim of

the Black Death. This associatioh-seemed to be the point

of depérture_betWeén.Ockham and the Papacy; and his further

writing on such topics as Eight Questiéns concerning the

Power. snd Dignity of the Pope and the Dialogue between
\ =5Y OL a8 . 15

Master and Diseiples upon the Power of Emperors and Popes

did little to improve his populafity in papal circles, L
It appears possible ?o draw two'conclusions con=
cerhing intellectual freedom from. the case of William of
Ockham@'&The first is that in‘the fourteenth century, al-
though not'neoessarily oniy theh; deviation from'orthodoxy
spelled the end of one's careér in the>SChools; Secondly,
political viéws which were hot considered heretical per se,
nevertheless effectively banned,their propoenents from the
favor of both the spiritual and temporal good graces of the
Church when éueh views were not well 1iked'by the Papacy;
| It Was.clearlygthe(sgpggg;erbefween the Papacy, the
vestiges of an Empireg,and the‘éfbwing,powef'of national
states thattformedgthejbasisféf”arguméntg dissension, and
‘dispute in the féurteenth century. As this struggle in-

_ creased; interest in the speculative and theoretical

_ ﬂ PR R L
15, Meyrick H. Carre, RBealists and Nominalists
(Oxford:z: University Press, 19455; Po 104,
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discussions of the university @ecreased& More and more the
intellectual was being used by--or was contributing his
services toe;the temﬁoral and spiritual rulers to reinforce
their particular positions; Into this battle came Mérsiglio
of Padua. Born in that city; he traveled; probably by was
of the law school at Orleans; to Paris where he served as
lBec%or of the University in the yeaf‘lBlZQ In 1324 he left
Paris and séon identified himself with Lewis (Ludwig), the
Bavarian emperor who carried on With.Pope John XXII what
Strayer indicates was a rather meaningless struggle for
Italian leadershin . This ¥shadow-boxing [between king and
pope] had little‘effect on the princes and cities whé'held
- The real power»inbéermany and Italy; but o o o Wwas acecom-
panied by a war of pamphletslwhich still further disturbedi
the a1ready tfoﬁbled minds of men of the fourteenth cen='
tury;“16 | | | |

It was in his activity to support Lewis that

Marsiglio wrote his Defensor Pacis about the year 1324,
Although, as just pointed’out9 the actual conflict between
Emperor and Pope was fairly insignificant in itself, the

Defensor Pacis was not. Briefly, the work sought to demon-

stfate that the Church did not have authority over the

témpqral life of the state; that the source of government

16, Strayer, pQ‘439;
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was ultimatély in the hands of the govérned who had the
right to reject that leadership if théy found it onerous;
and that the-authority of the Church; even within the sphere
of spiritual matters rested with the General unn3119 of

whieh the Bishop of Bome Waélonly the elected leader and
_ 17 ‘ : .
not the supreme head. Of obvious and particular interest

in this document is the very modern concept of government
whoée authority comes from and rests in the hands of the
people, Of special inﬁerest in this study are two featuresg
.Thé first is that fhis quk of Marsiglio is one of the.
earliest overt ex@ressions of freedem; Professor Emerton
writés? | '

He [Marsiglidl does not guestion that the heretic
deserves some kind of correction, and admits that at
Tirst thought such correction seems to be the func-
tion of the priest as the expert in the divine law. .
But here comes in his fundamental distinection again.
It is Christ alone who can judge the heretic for his
offence against the divine law, and this judgment is
reserved for the world to come. Ify, however, he be
forbidden to remain in the region where his heresy
 was proven, then, as a transgressor of human law he
may be coerced by the custodian of that law, as
~authorized by the human Lawgiver. But if the humen
- law allows him to stay in the community of the .
faithful, then "I say that no one has the right to
coerce the heretic or other infidel by any penalty
or punishment, real or personal, so far as his
status in this 1life is concerned. The reason for
this is a general one: that no one, however he may

. 170 Ephraim Emerton9 The Defensor Pacis of Marsigllo
of “Padue ("Harvard Theological Studies,” VILL, Cembridge:
Harvard University Press, 1920). .

J
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sin in ﬁatters of opinion, is to be punished or
coerced in this world for the opinion itself,
but only in so far as he offends against a com-
mand of the human law,*18 '

;t does not seem to be stretching the meaning too far teo
read into this statemeht of Marsiglio°89 a very-p@sitiYe
stand on the subject’qf iﬁdividual liverty-=0f man'’s free~
dom to hold opinions in the intellectﬁal sphere for Whi@h.
he cannot be held culpable by human authority; always re-=
serving the right to act against those whose opinions
"poil® pver into hafmful action against society.

It is not hard to guess the second feature of
Marsiglio“s work fhat is'bf particular interest in this
papero Alm@st immedlately after the appearance of the

Defensor Pa0189 the work was condemned° As Strayer puts it

¥The pope was naturally shocked by the boek and damned
Marsiglio and his followers as “monsters from the deeps of
Satan and the sulphur pools of HellQVﬂlg That the pope was
ml/1rslaa.'mra11:y shocked” is probably pubtting the situation in the
mil&est possible terms; Evidence exists that Marsigiio was
condemned by the edict ”;gggg igigg\abcﬁrinam" of October
23, 1327 fof the doctriﬁes expressed in the,Defehséfg and
that he was not merely an heretic, but a manifest and

20
notorious archheretico

18, Ibid.s Do 4l
19, Strayer, p. 4&10
20, Denzinger; pp. 194~95
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Emerton peints out twoe further ideas with regard to
the effect of this conéemnation; First he éays that it does
noet appear that Marsiglio"suffered any actual inconvenience
from the papal condemnation: (This. is ignoring; or course,
any spiritual "inconvenience” he may have suffered); But
Emérton goes on to make 2 much more interesting point; He
writess
It is; however; guite intelligible that other and
- later writers on the same or related topics should
have been cautious about using the name of a thrice
condemned heretic to support their own opinions,
and this may well explain the absence of specific
references to Marsiglio in writers who otherwise
give every indication of knowing his work and of
being influenced by it.21
As exemplified in the case of Marsiglio, then, there
was no recognition on the part of the Church of the right of
the individuval to hold opinions contrary to orthodox teach-
ing; even when these opinions concerned matters whiech were
not strietly dogma; Perhaps the power of the Church effect-
ively to prevent the promulgation of such opinions was
lacking, but the basic objection to them was very obvious. .

As Emerton has pointed out, there may have existed more

power than we realize at first glance in as much as other

21. Emerton, pp. 76-77. Emerton gives an example
here of a certain Lupold of Bebenburg, bishop of Bamberg, who
wrote about 1340 of the rights of the electorate to choose a
‘king without need of papal confirmation. His thesis was es=
sentially the same as Marsiglio’s, yet he does not mention
the name of the earlier writer. Emerton suggests that ¥the
omission is sufficiently explained by the natural reluctance
of the clerical writer to identify himself in any way with
so pestilent a controversialist as Marsiglio.”

R !
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writers seemed to have been limited by fear:of condemnétion
by association. The position taken here would seem to imply
that the Church alone was the objector to freedom of thought.
Although the statement is heée undocumented; it is preﬁable
that the old empire and the fledgling national states would
have been just as opposed to Marsiglio’s theories had these
ideas been as ecritical of them as they were of the Church.
Indeed; in yearé to come when; for example, Louis XIV haa
“perfected” the coneept of an absolute monarch in France;
there was a complete repudiation of this concept of the
govérned as the source of the authority for the governing;
Marsiglio’s claim that the people could reject the govern=
ment should it prove burdensome was itself denied in most
stringent féshion; These ideas of freedom; distasteful in
1324 to a Church anxious about preserving itg temporal pewer;
were equally unpleasant to other groups who saw in such revo-
lutionary thought a threat to whatever absolute power they
already had of‘might be aspiring to;

Into the positical=religious controversy of the late
Middle Ages; John Wyeliffe introduced a new, interesting,
and influéntiai development; An ordained priest; a doctor
of‘divinity at‘Qxfbrd;>he wasg as qualified as any to add his
comments to the growing body of writing oppesing the govern-
ment of the Church; A precursor of the Protestant revoltg he

taught thé superiority of Scripture over authority, denounced
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the wealth of the Church; defended the rights of temporal
rulers over thevPapaey; rejected the teaching on penance and
absolution; and finally denied the authority of the Pope as
the Vicar of Christ;' In the course of formulating these
ideas; he pronounced innumerable,ddctrinal heresies; mostly
concerned with the prebiem of transubstaétiationo

The Churqh made several attempts to silénce WyeliffeQ
In Pebruary of 1377 he was summoned to St. Paul’s Gathedrai
to appear before Bishop Courteney of London. This effort at.
censure broke up in some confusion when the followersAof the
bishop and those of John of Gaunt, who gave Wycliffe strong
support and protection, engaged in invective and riotingo
No action was btaken against Wycliffeo. . In May of the same
year; Pope Gregory XI issued several bulls to the English ,
hiefafchy direcfing thémﬁto discipline Wycliffe; The Pope.
listed nineteen theses of Wycliffe, all contained verbatim‘

or in substance in De Civili Dom;niog In March of 1378'

Wyeliffe appeared before the assembled English prelates_ét 
Lembeth and succeeded in convincing them (or John of Gaﬁnt'
did) that his views were orthodox. In 1382; Courteney, now
Archbishop of Ganterbury; succeeded in condemning a_whéle
series of-WyéliffeVs.teachings at the Blackfriars?’ Gdungil
' which, some historians of the event maintain, Courteney

: .22
carefully packed with anti-Wycliffe men. Finally, one

. 22, Joseph H. Dahmus, The Prosecution of John
Wyelyf (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1952), p. 91,
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of the sessions of the Council of Constance, May 4, 1415,
made a final condemnation of the teachings of wycliffe.23
His remains were subsequently disinterred and burned.

What is particularly significant about Wycliffe is
that nothing much happened to him by way of penalty, It
was not until after his death that the Church was able to
take any strong or positive action against him and by that
time the move was relatively meaningless. This can be in-
terpreted, very poséibly, as an indication of how strong
the spirit of English nationalism had grown. Almost all
authorities of this particular period in English history
attribute Wycliffe's virtual immunity from effective papal
attack to the sympathy, protection, and support of the
English political leaders for him--not particularly because
they agreed with his doctrinal theses, but because he repre-
sented a voice speaking against papal supremacy and for the
power and authority of the national ruler.

The theory that freedom existed within the intel-
lectual community and that real opposition came only when
the individual took his views to the marketplace is sup-
ported by a statement of Dahmus in his work on the various
trials of Wycliffe. Dahmus writes:

Had wyclyf restricted his activities to oral con-
troversy at Oxford, the hierarchy would probably

23. Denzinger, p. 208.



not have molested him. Such distasteful theories
as the necessity of apostolic poverty or that
secular authorities should deprive sinful priests
of their offices would have occasioned but negli-
gible injury and scandal under those circum-
stances. In fact, several years later Wyclyf
would even have been permitted to theorize upon
such a fundamental doctrine as transubstantia-
tion, despite the dubiousness of his views, had
he limited his discussions to the halls of Oxford.
Quite a different matter was the publication of
revolutionary views. These opinions would im-
mediately bﬁcome, at least potentially, public
knowledge.2

Trevelyan maintains that Wycliffe exemplifies not
only the very considerable lack of intellectual freedom at
this time, but also represents one of the great "martyrs"
to the cause of liberty of thought. With what might be
considered a somewhat overly dramatic description of the
situation, he writes:

In England we have slowly but surely won the
right of the individual to form and express a
private judgment on speculative questions . . «
Before the changes effected by Henry the Eighth,
the struggle was against a power more impervious
to reason and less subject to change-~-a power of
the Medieval Church in all the prestige of a
thousand years' prescriptive right over man's
mind « « « « Those who still believe liberty of
thought has proved not a curse but a blessing to
England and to the peoples that have sprung from
her, will regard with thankfulness and pride the
work which the speculations of Wycliffe set on
foot and the valour of his devoted successors
accomplished.25

24, Dahmus, pp. 25-26.

25. George Macaulay Trevelyan, England in the Age
of Wycliffe (New York: Harper and Row, 19235, P. 352.
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Trevelyan's work, first published in 1899, reflects clearly
the nineteenth century view of the Middle Ages as the dark
period when men's minds were held in bondage by the all-
powerful Church. The previous chapter of this paper has,
at least feebly, discounted this opinion, and the great
scholars of the twentieth century have most certainly
demonstrated that this was not so.

In conclusion, then, it appears that the late
Middle Ages was marked by very definite attempts at curtail-
ment of freedom of thought. First of all, the indictments
of 1277 against Thomas caused a severe restriction in specu-
lation of a sort that might be considered unorthodox.
Secondly, given the rather sterile condition within the
university community, intellectual leaders were prone to
identify themselves with the rising political contest for
national power., In that fight, by aligning themselves with
the secular powers, men like Ockham, Marsiglio, and Wycliffe
brought upon themselves the condemnation of the Church, but,
at the same time, were protected from ahy really severe
punishment of a temporal sort. It could, perhaps, be said
that the attempts at restriction upon freedom of thought were
as great or greater than during the High Middle Ages; but,
because of the declining temporal power of the Church, the
effects were frequently far less significant. It seems

worth observing that the secular powers in protecting such
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men as Wycliffe agalnst effective condemnation by the
Church were being at times equally restrictive of freedom.
Dahmus points out, for example, that the inability of the
English hierarchy to act against Wycliffe, even in matters
purely doctrinal, was due in no small part to the power of

the English government andéto its control over the actions
2
of the English churchmen. Dahmus writes:

Above all else in accounting for Wyclyf's escape
from formal sentence was the protection which
Gaunt could afford him through his influence

with the crown. Gaunt was the most powerful man
in England next to Richard himself, and his rela-
tions with his nephew were still amicable. It
should have required but little insistence from
Gaunt to secure for his clerk the protection of
the crown. And of the finality of this protect-
ion there can be no doubt. Gregory confessed how
helpless he would be should the king refuse to
cooperate with him against Wyclyf. The punlish-
ment of the vice-chancellor of Oxford for having
dared to "imprison" Wyclyf upon the pope's instruc-
tions made it clear that the crown, not the church,
would handle Wyclyf's case.27

But these same secular powers were as quick to act
when their authority was threatened as was the Church. And
the protected Wycliffe serves as good illustration of this
truth. Having incurred official disapprobation by his con-
nection with the Peasant Revolt, Wycliffe found himself
subject to attack by temporal power. Dahmus indicates

several times that Wycliffe was condemned, censured, and

26. Dahmus, pp. 130-50.
27. Ibid., p. 149.
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silenced by civil authority.

The crown had decided in 1378 to place restrict-
ions upon Wyclyf, and the duke [Gaunt] must have
realized, if he had not been so informed by the
king, that this clerk would not be permitted to
continue his attackes upon the church with im-
punity « « « o After 1378 there was no quest-
ion about the position of the king. The crown
had secured the acceptance of the statute lissued
in May, 1382, which required the sheriffs of the
realm to imprison anyone who, upon the certifica-
tion of a bishop, was guilty of heresy. A royal
patent dated a month later corroborated this
order. On July 13 the king sent a brief to the
chancellor of Oxford instructing him to confiscate
Wyeclyf's books and to expel his adherents from the
university.28

It seems worth mentioning, at least briefly, that
both Church and state were capable of taking far stronger
action than either did against Wycliffe, should the occasion
arise. In this case the occasion was John Huss of Bohemia.
Condemned by the Church, Huss was ordered to appear at
Constance to answer charges against his orthodoxy. At first
the Emperor Sigismund seemed inclined to aid Huss in what
was a violation of his freedom of thought, but when Huss de-
clared himself equally immune to the Jjurisdiction of the
state as he thought himself to be of the jurisdiction of
the Church, Sigismund would have none of it. The outcome
of such defiance of both temporal and spiritual authority

29
was condemnation and death. The late Middle Ages was a

28. Ibid., p. 137.
29, Strayer, p. 449.
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long way from the practical exercise of intellectual free-
dom!

Lastly we turn to the subject of intellectualism
during the late Middle Ages. Leff introduces his discus-
sion of the period by a section heading called "Scepticism".
He describes the fourteenth century in this fashion: "It is
not, like the latter [thirteent}i\ , an age of syntheses, or
of dominant schools of thought. It is preoccupied with the
limits, rather than the scope, of reason; its thinkers de-
voted themselves to definition rather than to construct-
ion.”30 According to the definition offered in the pre-
ceding chapter, that intellectualism is represented by an
attitude of respect for reason's ability to reach far as
opposed to the skeptical or fideistic limitation on the
powers of reason, the late Middle Ages would have to be
considered less intellectual than the earlier period. The
decline of the university, the sterility of philosophical
discussion, the necessity for the scholar to leave the
academic world and attach himself to some political figure
or pélitical position all force one to the conclusion that
the fourteenth century was not pre-eminently one of intel-

lectual concern as it was not pre-eminently one of intel-

lectual liberty.

30. Leff, pp. 253-61.



CHAPTER V

FREEDOM IN THE PERIOD OF THE RENAISSANCE

Perhaps more has been written to explain what and
when the Renalissance was than for any comparable period--if
it was a period--in history. Opinions range from that of
Jacob Burckhardt who saw the Renaissance as a distinct and
measurable epoch sharply differentiated from the Middle Ages
before it and the modern era after it, comprising the time
between 1268 and 1564,l to that of Lynn Thorndike who cate-
gorically denied its existence as a "rebirth" or "restora-
tion" of any previous period.2 Ernst Cassirer came closest
to a satisfactory explanation when he pointed out that the
term "Renaissance" and to a lesser extent, the term "Middle
Ages" represent concepts rather than periods of time. He
wrote:

"Renaissance" and "Middle Ages" are, strictly
speaking, not names for historical periods at all,

but they are concepts of "ideal types". . . . We
cannot therefore use them as instruments for any

1. Jacob Burckhardt, The Civilization of the
Renaissance in Italy, trans. S,G.C. Middlemore (New York:
Tﬁe ﬂew American Library of World Literature, 1960), pp.
15- 90

2. Lynn Thorndike, "Renaissance or Prenaissance?"
ggurnal of the History of Ideas, IV (January, 1943), 65-66,
Th.
95
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strict division of periods; we cannot inquire
at what temporal point the Middle Ages "stopped"
or the Renaissance "began." The actual his-
torical facts cut across and extend over each
other in the most complicated manner. Never-
theless the distinction itself has a real meaning.
What we can express by it, and what alone we in-
tend to express, is that from the beginning of
the fifteenth century onward, the balance between
the particular forces--society, state, religion,
church, art, science--begins to shift slowly
« « « . The dynamics of ideas has changed.’

The most acceptable definition, then, probably lies
somewhere between the positions of Burckhardt and Thorndike.
Twentieth century historians tend to view the RBenaissance as
a period of time somewhat elastic in its boundaries, de-
termined primarily by the particular place and subject under
discussion. It introduces very discernible modifications of
medieval culture but still represents an organic growth from
the Middle Ages rather than a complete break with it--neither
a mere continuation of the past nor a unique period in his-
tory, but a time when the characteristics of individualism,
secularism, and humanism began to predominate or further
develop. For practical purposes, however, some dates must
be provided. The most conventional are those which include
the time between the birth of Dante in 12657 and the death

of Michelangelo in 1564, More generally the Renaissance can

3. Ernst Cassirer, "Some Remarks on the Question of
the Originality of the Renaissance," Ibid., 54-55.
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be considered that period between the late thirteenth cen-
tury (in Italy) and the time when the Protestant revolt made
further development of the specific characteristics of the
Renaissance impossible, sometime between 1500 and 1550.

As already indicated, the Renaissance, for the pur-
poses of this paper, is further restricted to mean the
"classical renaissance® or "humanistic revival" as explained
by Hiram Haydn. In his discussion of this aspect of the
Renaissance, Haydn isolates or identifies certain ideas and
attitudes which mark this age with a particular character.
There was most obviously the increasing interest in the
classical authors. There was the more subtle, perhaps, but
also the more significant shift in the relative positions.of
faith and reason and the glorification of the powers of the
latter. It was also a time when the emphasis in intellectual
activity shifted from the speculative concern of the medieval
man to understand the nature of God--Whom he believed he was
soon to meet--to a more "human" or earthly or practical con-
cern with finding man's "final good in the exercise of right
reason in virtuous action on this earth."

This effort to know the "good" life on earth

through reason is the dominant idea of the Renaissance as

4, See p. 4.

5. Haydn, pp. xii-xiii.






