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In 1950, a critical edition of the De Principiis 

Naturae of Saint Thomas Aquinas, edited by John J. Pau

son, was published by the Fribourg Societ~Pbilosophique, 

and it was fairly well received as a standard edition of 

the opusculum. l One reviewer went so far as to say, 

liThe simpl::test thing that can be said about Dr. Pauson1s 

edition is that, unli~e several other recent editions of 

st. Thomas, it will not need to be donE? over again."2 

However, there was also some dissatisfaction about 

certain features of the edition: many ,wondered about the 

genealogy arrangement, others wondered if it came as 

near as possible to the original, etc. 3 The criticism 

can be summed up in this statement saying that Dr. Pau

son seemed to have a Utendency to over~simplify and to 

consider as identical that which is only similar."4 

In 1957, it was "done over again. 1I In that year, 

Reverend Basil Mattingly, O.S.B., submitted another 

critical edition of the De Principiis Naturae to the 

Faculty of Philosophy of the Graduate School of the 

University of Notre Dame as a part of his work to ac

quire the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. Fath~r 

Basil felt that the "presentation of another edition 

of this opusculum ••• seemed warnanted by the conflicting 
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satisfaction and dissatisfaction attending the reception 

of' the previous versions. "5 He realized that the edi

tions of this opusculum by Perrier and Pauson possibly 

could be accepted as sufficient, but because of the dis

satisf8 ction, he decided that if his edition "were toJ 

do no more than independently confirm the conclusions of 

others it would be worthwhile.,,6 Ho"!,qever, he also real

ized that his work could become a further cause for dis

satisfaction with the previous editions. 

An attempt has been made in this thesis to deter

mine exactly ''that the editio11 of Fr. Basil accomplished. 

Did it merely confirm the conclusions of the previous 

editors, or is there a significant difference in his e

d,ition which makes it better or perhaps worse than the 

previous editions? To determine thiS, Fr. Basills edi
/ 

tion Was compared with that of Dr. Pauson, since his e

dition Was accepted as the best up to its time, as WaS 

shown at the beginning. In this comparison, first of 

all the method of each one was analyzed separately, and 

then the t"!'"10 texts of the De Principiis were compared 

to find if there were any differences, and if there were, 

exactly how many and hm'i important they were. The re

sults of this comparison are as follows. 
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Dr. Pauson states that 

The primary and fundamental· aim of all cri
tical texts must be to restore as closely 
as possible both the sense and the words ot 
of the original, whether that original might
have been an autograph or the compilations 
of one or more authors.7 

In a case where there is very much uncertainty about 

the original, the text could be called relatively cri

tical "in the sense that the certitude of its identity 

with the true original is always relative. IIB As used 

by him, "A definitive critical text •••• is envisioned as 

a critical text that has made use of all the soUrces 

humanly possible to obtain within a reasonable length of 

time. 119 

When he undertook this work, his purpose was to 

establish a critical text in the sense indicated here. 

He did. not intend it to be a definitive one. lO In ad

dition, he hoped. that by establishing a critical text 

of the ~ Principiis, he would in some way assist the 

establishment ot critical texts of' all the smaller 

treatises of st. Thomas. ll 

Dr. Fauson found. that there were sixty-t,'lO versions, 

manuscripts and incunabula, of the De Principiis which 

had been recorded in various places, and of these, he 

was able to obtain forty-nine manuscripts and eight in

cunabula. All fifty-seven of these were consulted ei, 
\ 
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ther directly or through photographic reproductions. 

However, after he had obtained these fifty-seven 

versions of the De Principiis, he f'elt that he was 

forced b;y: the large number to adopt some principle of 

selection. It seemed that "To attempt to trace the 

sources of' their ntlIDerous variations, omissions, and 

accretions ""Tould be both interminable 'and useless .fl12 

And the "reader would be left 'vith a mass of unvalued 

variations 1rlhich would do more to obscure than to bring 

to light the. important variations ."13. In additi(:mto 

this, ·about twenty manuscripts written in or close to 

the fifteenth century plus the incunabula appeared to 

be corruptions and agglomerations of numerous earli~r 

ones, so that they would be of little help in eatab

lishing a critical text. 14 

So having decided that some sort of selection was 

necessary, Dr. Pauson undertook to establish a genealogy. 

His basic principle in dOing this was the "principle of 

the obvious importance of- the earlier manuscripts." l5 

He felt that the older the manuscript was the more im

po~tant it would prove to be. And because of this, he 

gave most of his attention to the manuscripts dating 

approximately between the death of st. Thomas in 1274 

and his sOlemh~anonization in 1323. He determined. the
, . 

i 

approximate dates from the paleography and.. the internal 

evidence, and by means of these, he arrived at the most 
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important manus crlpts • 

With these basic manuscripts as parents, he put 

all the manuscripts and incunabula into six groups or 

families, l'1hich he formed lion the basis of similarity 

of read.ing and presumed sharing of some known or un

knolm thirteenth century source. 1116 The basic .manu'l:" 

scripts and parents are: 

Group Title and Library Century symbol 

I. Metz, Bibl. de la Ville, 1158. XIII M 

II. Toulouse, Bibl. de la Ville, 872. XIII T 

III. Napoli, Bibl. Nazionale, VII B. 21. XIII N· 

IV. Section 1. 
Bologna, Bibl. Univ. 861. XIV B. 

section 2. 
Roma, Vallicelliana, E. 30. XIII/XIV V 

V. Napoli, Bibl. Nazionale, VII B. 16. XiII/XIV 

VI. Paris, Bibl. Nat. Lat. 14546. XIII/XIV P 

Concerning this genealogy, Dr. Pauson later felt 

it necessary to make two qualifying statements: 

The first is that the genealogy of the later 
manuscripts and incunabula are to be consi
dered. as approximate and incomplete, and the 
second is that the basis of the family group
ings described is general similarity of read
ing and presumed sharing of some known or un
known thirteenth-century source. Although
these statements obviously lieaken the claim 
of the genealogical graph to accuracy, they 
are perfectly consistent with the purpose of 
the whole genealogical consid,eration, which 
was to bring to light the manuscripts most 
representative of the initial diffusion of 
the archetype. 17 
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After he had, established the genealogy, Dr. Pauson 

eliminated one group from the critical apparatus. Group 

V consisted of two manuscripts, which seemed to repre

sent a combination of the f'amily of Paris with either 

Metz or Toulouse. So Dr. Pauson did not include their 

variations in the critical apparatus, since he consider

ed them to be represented by the families from which 

they were derived. lS 

So the final critical ed,ition was derived from six 

manuscripts, the parents of Groups I, II, III, DT:- sec

tion 1 and section 2, and Group VI. lI.Although other man

us cripts were consulted, no 'reading was actually selec

ted for the text, Which could not be found in one of the 

six above-mentioned manuscripts. 1I19 

How Dr. Pauson proceeded from her'e is not too clear. 

He evidently took what was common to all six manuscripts 

and accepted that as authentic. \filere there are varia

tions, in general he seems to have taken that reading 

which the majority favored. But that is only in general, 

for in some instances, he took the reading of one manu

j3cript against the common reading of four of the others. 

(e.g. M against TBVP, p. 79 and B Against MTVP, p. 104.) 

Frequently, there seems to be an even split between BVP 

and MTN, in which case he usually accepts BVP. In no 

place in his introduction to the text or in the text 

does he explain his method of jud,ging whereby' he arri'l}'ed 
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at such conclusions. The closest he comes to saying any

thing about this is when he says, 

the basis of establishing the critical text had 
to be determined mainly from the internal evi
dence contained in the six manuscripts chosen 
as represente.tiv'e of the earliest and best tra
dition. 20 

In such a case as determining a critical text, we should 

have confidence in the ability of the,editor, but it 

would seem better if we could have something objective, 

such as exactly how he did use this lIinternal evidence" 

to form his judgements. 

In establishing his critical text of the De Prin

cipiis, Fr. Basil had a sOJIlewhat different aim than Dr. 

Pauson. F.or in determining exactly what he meant by 

II critical,1I he makes a distinction "using 'definitive' 

for the actually achieved original and reserving ,1 criti

call for the distinct method of deriving a text from its 

sources."21 These are the same two terms used by Dr-. 

Pauson, but they are taken in a different way. 

Instead of any paleographical recension c~ll
ed "critical" and distingui~hed according to 
grades of absolute and relative •••my usage 
rather distinguishes the final and formal 
causes of the method itself: respectively, 
certain authenticity (fer definitiv'e) and 
maximal control in procedure (for critical).
But perhaps an even greater difference se
parates us in the assumptions regarding 
causality that affect our interpretations
of the same. facts (effects). Rather than 
assuming immediate causality and therefore 
necessity, Yalid enough in the context of a 

I 
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known autograph or certain apograph, we ra
ther assume, until otherwise certified, me
diate causality and probability. Should 
one of our sources be de facto immediate, 
his method is far simpler; but our de jure
caution, committing us to initial complexi
ty, is in control whether a source emerges
de facto immediate or not. 22 

So for Fr. Basil, B,;,:definitive text is one that contains 

the exact words of the author, and he d.efines a critioal 

edition as the "publioation of a text as reconstructed 

from its extant traces, that is, together with all the 

available sources in evidence as determining that re

construction. "23 

Fr. Basil's purpose is to establish a critical text 

as explained here, which, it seems, would be oalled "de

finitive" by Dr. Pauson. He also intended his work to be 

of help in establishing critical texts of other opuscula 

of st. Thomas by determining the value of the various co

dices used for his text. Besides furnishing as perfect 

a text as possible, he also felt that it was the obliga

tion of an editor to present "the data supporting his de

terminations: the evidence as well as the judgments."24 

Concerning his finished product, he says, 

What we do have is offered as the best text 
that we can presently derive from the ex
tant sources, together with the most feas
ible presentation of those sources and the 
evidence for the :aecisions forced upon the 
editor at nearly .every Phrase. 25 

Father Basil found that there were fifty-seven co

dices and eight incunabula editions containing the De 
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Principiis, but he was able to obtain only fifty-three 

of the codices and six of the incunabula for actual use 

in determining the final edition. This might seem like 

more than enough, but Fr. Basil felt that he could not 

leave any of them out of his critical apparatus. Dr. 

Pauson admitted that his genealogy was lIapproximate and 

incomplete,"26 and Fr. Basil felt that this inability 

to reduce the sources to more than probable unity re

quired the presentation of all of them. He also states: 

The curious notion persists that lack of im
o portant and decisive information about the 
sources justifies a mere sampling or cross
sectioning of material in making a critical 
edition. It is true that having all the 2n~ 
formation can replace having all the MBS ••• 
but not having this information all the more 
necessitates having the next best thing, the 
possible sources of information - the MBS, 
made as available as possible. 27 

Since no manuscript is wholly good and none wholly bad, 

the individual testimony as well as that of the con

textual groups seemed necessary. 

In order to have some sort of order in his manu

scripts, Fr. Basil felt that a genealogy was necessary. 

However, since there was no way of knowing to how many 
J

heads the manuscripts converged, nor any indicatio~bf 
! 

the percentage of tradition retained, and no certain "t'1ay 

of calculating degrees of kindred, he determined his 

genealogy "rather in terms of Fidelity than of Descent 

1128 
• • • e 
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The manuscripts, according to their fidelity, fell 

into three groups: one which was apparently too exclu

sive; a second which was too inclusive; and a third, 

which seemed to avoid the excesses of each. These three 

groups ,.,ere called classes or traditions. Class 
.. 
I had 

sixty unique readings and was further divided into four 

units plus one manuscript which did not fit into any of 

the units. Class II had fifty-six proper readings and 

was divided into three units plus t,.,o additional manu

scripts. Class III consisted of those manuscripts which 

were in opposition to the other two or in conformity with 

one or t''10 units of either of the other two classes. It 

was further divided into two units. 

The manuscripts which seemed to be the best were: 

1. Rome, Vallic. E. 30; 5. Rome, Casanat. 1533; 

2. Basel, Univ. F VI 58;6. Rome, Bibl. Leon; 

3. Toulouse, Ville, 872;7. Bologna Univ. 861,29 

4. Paris, Nat. 6738A; 

Three of these, 1., 3., and 7., are included in Dr. Pau

son's six manuscripts which he used to determine his 

text. Although these seemed to be the best, there still 

could be no funcional stemma, and these were more impor

tant than the others only when a number of them from 

a,ifferent classes were in conformity over a questioned 

passage. In that instance, they were more likely to be 

accepted than the others. 

-10



After he had arranged and evaluated the manusoripts, 

Fr. Basil set about establishing the critioal text. 

First of all, he exoluded all the doubtful passages in 

order to arrive at the common basio text whioh had been 

preserved unanimously, that is by all the manusoripts 

used. Beginning in this way with unanimity, he had the 

greatest possible assuranoe of true authenticity. 

This oommon text served as a stand,ard to help in 

judging the doubtful passages, and the behavior of the 

manusoripts with regard to this oommon matter helped 

to d.etermine their oonduct in the doubtful matter, for 

those that were seen to have a tendency toward additions 

here would be suspeoted of adding when such a doubtful 

passage arose, those that seemed restrained would be 

suspected of omitting, and those ""ith least variations 

,«ould be oonsidered as rather f aithful to the true text. 30 

In dealing with the doubtful passages, the full a

greement of the members of a unit, that is the individu

al manusoripts of a Single unit, oertified the authentic 

reading of that version. Sinoe there were nine units, 

there would be nine versions. The full agreement of the 

units as members of their olass oertified the authentio 

reading of that tradition. From the three classes, 

th..ree t·raditions could be derived. Full agreement of 

the olasses oertified the authentio and true reading of 

the text. The final text was not oonstruoted in'this 
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'l,'Iay, that is) built up from the smaller and inferior to 

the immediate superior and being replaced by it. For 

the variations of the units in a class may not be a de

fection from that trad.1tion, but they may be a perfec

tion in giving allegiance to another class. 

The purpose of the authentic read,ings of the ver

sions and of the trad.itions was not only to determine 

the number of times they furnished the true text, but 

also to help in jUdging the doubtful matter. 

For example, faultiness is not so much at
tributed to F when it follows the authen
tic reading of its tradition as to the pro
genitor(s) of that tradition; but greater 
respect is due F when, inconsistent with 
its own version, it holds with the class or 
even breaks with the class to read authen
tically with, say 01. III. Its testimony 
is in a vlay more v'aluable than that of the 
consistent members of 01. III, appearing 
more critical in the implied delibera,te re
jection of an authentic reading and selec~ 
tion of the true. 3l 

This gives a general idea of how he arrived at his 

final judgements concerning the doubtful matter. Father 

Basil explains this in great detail in his introduction, 

and he includes a special section d.ealing with forty

four problematic passages in which he explains exactly 

how he arrived at the conclusions he did concelrnigg 

these passages. 

In concluding his introduction, he gives the fol

lm'1ing outline of his procedure: 
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A. 	 Recensio 
I. 	Preliminary Reading of the MSS 

a. establishing a. common basic text 
b. determining "families" of lVIaS 

II. 	Ev'§,luation of MBS (on basis of the common 
relatively sure text)
a.relative value of individual i;J:SS 
b. 	relative value of units 
c. 	relative value of the flfamilies" 

B. 	 Emendatio 
III. 	APplication of evaluated MBS and es

tablishment of authentic text: 
a. 	application of evaluated MSS to the 

bracketed. passages 
b. 	re-evaluation of MBS in terms of the 

enlarged text 
c. 	checking of the ,\"hole §ext by means

3of 	final evaluations. 

The difference in procedure between Dr. Pauson 

and 	Father Basil brought about a different effect, for 

a comparison of the two critical texts revealed a num

ber 	of diff·erences. These differences were div'ided, in

to 	four groups: variants - use of a different word, such 

as 	iterum for item; omissions; additions; and inversions. 

In a 	few places, there was combination of two of these, 

such 	as a Variation of a word which is at the same time 

inverted. In such an instance, it was noted in both 

groups. In this comparison, Father Basills text was 

compared to that of Dr. Pauson,so that omissions are 

things that Fr. Basil omitted 1-lhile Dr. Pauson included 

them, additions are things that Fr. Basil added and Dr. 

Pauson omitted, and the variants and inversions are 

differences of Fr. Basills text from that of Dr. Pauson. 
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First of all, numerically considered, the differ

ences were as follows: 

1. 	Variants - 62 word differed. e.g. sicut in 

place of ute 

2. 	Omissions - 37 places where Fr. Basil omitted 

something included by Dr. Pauson. 

31 of these places - only 1 word omitted. 

1 of these PlaCe~jW- 2 words omitted. 

2 of these places - 3 '\'J'ords omitted. 

2 of these places - 6 words omitted. 

1 of these places - 15 words omitted. 

Total words omitted - 66. 

3. 	Additions - 22 places where Fr. Basil added 

something omitted by Dr. Pauson. 

18 of these places - 1 word .• 

2 of these places - 2 words. 

2 of these places - 3 words. 

Total words added - 28. 

4. 	Inversions - 14. 

13 of these - one word was inverted with another. 

1 of these - a three word phrase was inverted 

with another three word phrase. 

All four groups taken together add up to a total of 135 

general differences, and if the variants, the words o

mitted, and the words added are combined, this comes to 

a total of 166 differences with regard to the exact 
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words used. 

The next thing to be considered was whether these 

di~ferences made any significant change in the meaning 

of the text. For the most part, the answer to this is 

no. The variants in general were such things as quia 

for quod, etiam for autem, est for sit, etc. The most 

frequent omission was est, as in sciend.um est. Other 

omissions were scilicet, ~, and prepositions before 

the ablative. The additions in general were of the 

same order as the omissions, and the inversions coulq, 

perhaps influence the ease of rapidly understanding, 

but they did not influence the meaning. Such cases as 

these made little or no' difference in the meaning of a 

sentence. 

In about a dozen places, the meaning could be ta

ken slightly different (e.g. "complemento 1l 33 for lIim

perfecto substantia" in the clause " ••• sed perfectum 

est prius in imperfecto substantia •••• "34 ), but when 

taken in the cont~xt, the general idea conv'eyed seemed 

to be the same, and so an intensive study of them is 

not presented here.il

",E-If further examples of 
M.attingly . 
p. 2 words 54-55 
p.13 word 29 
p. 28 word 91 
p. 32 'N'ord 17-18 
p. 35 word 50 
p. 37 word 36-37 

this are desired see: 
Pauson 
p. 80 line 3 
p. 85 line 11 
p. 95 line 7 
p. 97 line 7 
p. 99 line :; 
p.100 line 5 
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Only in one place, was a definite contradiction 

found, and this hinged upon the use of the word non. 

Dr. Pauson presents the sentence in this way: "3ci

endum est etiam quod possible est ut idem sit causa 

et causatum respectu eiusdem, sed div'ers1mode; ••• 1135. 

He indicates that UQ11 was added before respectu in 

three of his manuscripts, MBV, and so it appears that 

he could have gone either way. If he consulted other 

manuscripts, besides the six he had chosen, to decide 

this case, he would have found only a minority in favor 

of the addition. 

Fr. Basil presents the sentence in this way: 

"Sciendum est etiam quod possible estc~quod ~liquid idem 

sit causa et causatum, non respectu eiusdem sed diver

simode: ••• 1I36 Concerning ,this, he says, 

The minority witness to !.!2l!: here in the MSS 
is strengthened by those-having impossibile 
at 25: 97.r,· (and, I suppose, the emendation 
of this to non est impossibile in Yu~~yz2). 
Sed diversimode,seeming to make ambiguously 
tenable the omission of non, is deceptive 
enough to cause a7fault in the rest; !.!2l!: 
seems authentiC •.? 

Thirty-eight of the manuscripts omit !.!2l!: while twenty

one include it. 38 If there is other evidence backing 

up this minority, it does seem sufficient to overthrow 

the majority, and in this instance here, !.!2l!: certainly 

seems more logical in the sense shown by the examples 

*P. 25, word 97, which is possible in the above passage. 
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that follow it. 

With this much conside.ration of the two critical 

editions, it may seem that the second was really un

necessary except in so far as it supported the first, 

for in the meaning of the two texts, there was really 

no significant difference except the one mentioned a

bove. So we could be satisfied with Dr. Pauson's text, 

in so far as in it we have the actual thought of st. 

Thomas. 

ROllever, in theil'" definition of a critical text, 

both Dr. Pauson and Fr. Basil stressed the importanoe 

of the exact ",'ords as well as the sense, so that the 

closer a text approached the exact words of st. Thomas, 

the better it would be. In this respect, we do have a 

significant differenoe, for in a text of approximately 

fi ve-thousand words, there is a d.ifference of 166 words 

between Fr. Basil's text and that of Dr. Pauson. This 

is only three per cent of the total text, but in striv

ing for perfection, a three per cent difference is Sig

nificant. 

To determine exactly who approached the closest 

to the exact word.ing of at. Thomas would require) prac

tically speaking)the writing of onels own critical text 

in whioh he would m~e his ovm judgements about the 135 

differences from the manuscripts, internal evidence, 

etc. This is why the method and procedure of each edi
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tor was explained, in a limited degree before the expla

nation of the results of the comparison of the two texts. 

For if we place equal confidence in both editors, the 

one with the better procedure will be the one who ar

rives at the better critical text. 

From this study, it appears that Father Basil's 

procedure is the best. First of all, since he used all 

the manuscripts he could obtain, he had more evidence 

to guide him to make the correct judgments, and second

ly, his method seemed, more thorough, for because of the 

large number of manuscripts, he was required to check 

and recheck in order to arrive at some degree of c6r

tainty. 

An example of the greater accuracy of the method 

of Fr. Basil is the choice of the very first word of 

the text. Dr. Pauson chose llNota quodn and indicated 

that manuscripts BP gave llQuoniam autem,1I Padded 

IINota quodn in the margin, and V gave "Notandum quod. 1I 

So he had MNT plus a marginal notation in P giving tes

timony to his reading. 39 However, Father Basil chose 

"Notandum quod." This reading has a minority testi 

mony, but: 

the abbreviated notandum is a plausible 

source for both Nota ,and Quoniarn, while 

neither of thesecsat1sfies for both the 

others ••• the longer word is more likely 

to be misread to the shorter Nota than 

vice versa •••• it is a likely source for 
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Quoniam in those many instances where the 
initial is left blank or written small by
the scribe to be supplied or covered over 
by an illuminator. The insertion of Q in
stead of N would then give -Quoniam rather 
than the intended Notandum, the composition 
of the rest of the word in abbreviation ad
mitting either. (Note 48. The 't'lord could 
be represented by an 11 0" followed by and/or 
preceo,ed by ti'10 vertical strokes for an IIn" 
terminated with a suprascript 11m. If An 
actual case is offered by manuscript 9, 
which provid,es a stem to which initial N 
has been later add.ed to read Notandum, but 
which could have read Quoniam, had a Q been 
supplied instead.)40 

Fr. Basil says that his method offers a twofold 

advantage in so far as it avoids arbitrariness in the 

evaluation of the sources by proceeding from the fixed 

to the unsettled, taking the measure of a 1-18 according 

to its reliability and affinity with others in f:airly 

vlell determined matter, and secondly in so far as it 

reduces conjecture to a minimum by applying the pro

gressively re-evaluated standards to the bracketed and 

problematic parts. 

This secures on the one hand, an objective 
evaluation independent of the calculations 
of others working with other parts of the 
MBS, and on the other a flexible set of no~ms 
for handling different types of decisions. 4l 

However, his method also has its disadvantages, 

such as 

The tediousness of such deliberateness and 
the complication of the statistics tallied 
at the various stages, with the ensuing du
plication and uselessness of much material • 
••••None of thiS, however, seems account
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able to this method as such but rather to 
the insufficiencies in our knowledge of the 
style of the author and the details of the 

4sources. 2 

The disad.vantages, then, seem to be the result of the 

uncertainty of the matter treated, and it is this very 

uncertainty that seems to require such a method to ob

tain the best results. 

In conclusion, it can hardly be denied that Dr. 

Pauson accomplished what he set out to do, that is, to 

establish a critical text taken in the sense that he 

defined IIcritical." For it seems that he d.id restore 

the sense, and also, to a great degree, the words of 

the original. However, Father Basil had a somewhat 

higher goal in his concept of a critical text, which 

seems to have been held also by those who criticized 

Dr. Pauson's edition, especially 0'Reilly.43 In so 

far as this concept concurs "\..;i th Dr. Pauson t s def·ini

tion of a "definitivel1 text, it seems that it 'VTould be 

safe to say that even Dr. Pauson would recognize such 

a text as better, at least in some degree, than his. 
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FOOTNOTES 


l·V,ernon J. Bourke, Review of Pauson, De Principi
is Naturae, Introduction and Critical Text, The Modern 
SChoolliman. XxvIII (Jan. 1951) 153-154:--ilso-
F. Pelster, 8.J., Review of Pauson, De Principiis Na
turae, Introduction and Critical Text, Gregorianum. 
XXXII (1951) 156. XXXIV (1953) 755. also 
J.P. M.uller, O.S.B., Review of Pauson, De Principiis
Naturae, Introduction and Critical Text, Divus Thomas. 
XXIX ( June, 1951) 249.~- - 

2'Vernon J. Bourke, idem. p. 153. 

3'F. Felster, S.J., idem. XXXII, pp. 156-157. 
also XXXIV, p. 755. also 
J .P. l,[uller, idem. pp. 249-250. 

4.p • 0 I Reilly', Review of Pauson, De PrinCipiis
Naturae, Introduction and Critical Text,· Bulletin Tho
miste. VIII (1951) 14S:- -.- 

5·Basil Mattingly, O.S.B., Saint Thomas Aquinas,
De Principiis Naturae, A Critical Edition, A Disser
tation•. Faculty of Philosophy of the Graduate School 
of the University of Notre Dame, 1957. p. 38* 

6·Mattingly, idem. p. 38* and 39~' 

7·John J. Pauson, "Notes and Discussion: Pest
scripts and Addenda to De Principiis Naturae,1I The 
Modern Schoolman. XXIX (1952) p. 307. Hereafter 
cited as liotes. 

8·Pauson, Notes. XXIX p. 307-308. 

9'Pauson, Notes. XXIX p. 308. 

10·Pauson, Notes. XXIX. p. 310. 

11'John J. Pauson, Saint Thomas Aguinas, De Prin
cipiis Naturae, Introduction and Critical Text-;-(Tex
tus ·Philosophici Friburgenses, II). Friburg (Suisse)
1950. p. 7. Hereafter cited as Critical ~. 

12·Pauson, Critical Text. p. 19. 

13·Pauson, Notes, continued. XXX (1952) p. 142. 



,~-..... 
.' , 

14·Pauson, Critical Text. p. 19. 

15·Pauson, Notes. XXIX p. 309; xxx, p. 142. 

16·Pauson, Critical Text. p. 19. 

17·Pauson, Notes. XXIX p. 310. 

18.Pauson, Critical Text. p. 57. 

19·Pauson, Critical Text. p. 75. 

20·Pauson, Critical Text. P* 62. 

21·Mattingly, idem. p. 40l~ 

22*Mattingly, idem. p. 40* 

23·Mattingly, idem. p. 43i~ 

24 *MattL.'1.g1y, idem. p. 38~-

25·Mattingly, id.em. p. 41-:~ 

26·Pauson, Notes. XXIX, p. 310. 

27·Mattingly, idem. p. 55~J-

28·Mattingly, idem. p. 48';i

29 "Mattingly, idem. p. 73* & p. 74* 

30 •Mattingly, idem. p. 53i~ 

31·:n.iattingly, id.em. p. 57'~ 

32-Mattingly, idem. p. 58* 

33·Mattingly, idem. p. 29, ''lord 36. 

34·Pauson, Critical Text. p. 95. 

35.Pauson, Critical Text. p. 93. 

36·Mattingly, idem. pp •. 25-26. 

37·Mattingly, idem. p. 94* 

38 .Nattingly, . idem. p. -99



39·Pauson, Critical Text. p. 79. 

40·Mattingly, idem. p. 82-* 

4l·Mattingly, idem. p. l23~J-

42·Mattingly, idem. p. l24;t

43.p. O'Reilly, Review of Pauson, De Principiis 
Naturae, Introduction and Critical Text, Bulletin ~-
miste. VIII (1951) p.""""'i44.. 
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