Commentary on the Interrogatory from Thomas Cantilupe’s Inquisition Hearing

The third article [of the inquiry] deals with the miracles of said lord Thomas; concerning which the witnesses were first to be asked, testifying why, how often, and how God had acted through him, or for his sake [pro eo], both in the course of his life and after his death. 
Second, if they testify about said miracles, they are to be asked the sources for their knowledge. 
Third, if said miracles occurred above [supra] or against [contra] nature. 
[bookmark: _Hlk73440914]Fourth, what words were used by those who sought to have said miracles performed, and how they invoked God and said lord Thomas. 
Fifth, if in accomplishing said miracles, herbs, stones, and any other natural or medicinal materials were used; and if incantations or trickery [superstitiones] or forms of deceit [fraudes] were involved in the operation of said miracles. 
Sixth, if, after said miracles had been accomplished, due to these miracles faith or devotion had grown among those persons at whose invocation or petition said miracles had occurred; or among those persons for whom the miracle had occurred; or among others to whom it became known; and they had glorified God. 
Seventh, who were the persons in whom the miracle had occurred, their age and social condition; where were they from and who were their parents. 
Eighth, whether before the miracle had occurred, the witnesses had been acquainted with those persons who had allegedly experienced said miracles; if so, then for how long had they seen them healthy. 
Ninth, for how long and of what ailment [aegritudo] were they miraculously cured; how long had they suffered before the miracle took place, and for how many days before [the miracle] had they seen them suffering from such an ailment and how they knew they were suffering from such an ailment. 
Tenth, whether after the miracle they were fully and completely cured and healthy; and whether continuously and without pause, and for how long they were healthy, and for how long after said miracle had the witness seen them healthy and free of their ailment. 
Eleventh, in what year, month, day, place and who was present, whether said miracles were continuously and after the fact. 
Twelfth, if they occurred after the fact, how long afterwards did they become known in the places in which they were said to have taken place. 
Thirteenth, whether there is and was public knowledge of said miracle; if so, then for how long and from what time in the places in which said miracle were said to have occurred and in other places.
[bookmark: _Hlk73612496](Miracula ex processu Thomae, in AASS, 3 October I, 585-6. Trans. by Michael Goodich, in ‘Miracles and Wonders: The development of the concept of miracle, 1150-1350’, (Routledge: Ashgate, 2007) pp. 87-8.)
During the medieval period, many miracles were investigated to determine whether they could be considered a miracle and thus invoke the canonization of someone.[footnoteRef:1] This extract from Thomas Cantilupe’s inquisition hearing, issued by Pope Clement V in 1307, shows the thorough processes in determining whether miracles that were said to have occurred through the intervention of God truly did or not. The extract contains a series of questions that would have been asked to a witness of one of Thomas Cantilupe’s miracles and based upon the answers would determine the authenticity of the claim. On initial inspection of this extract, it appears that defining whether a miracle had occurred or not was not as easy as one might initially think, and there is a lot more thought and evidence that needed to be provided before it can officially be recognised as a miracle.  [1:  Laura Ackerman Smoller, ‘From Authentic Miracles to a Rhetoric of Authenticity: Examples from the Canonization and Cult of St. Vincent Ferrer’, Church History, 80(4), (2011), p. 777.] 

Before looking directly at the extract, there are a few important points to note, the first is that regarding the interviewers of the witnesses, these are the people who have the power to determine the authenticity of the miracle being claimed, these would have been such people as theologians, canon lawyers, or notaries, essentially they were well educated people.[footnoteRef:2] However, although it is clear there is a long process to go through to determine whether something was a miracle, it is important to mention there are often differences in official written records and what was truly spoken by the witnesses, and unfortunately these manuscripts are often edited and added to, being said to go through quite significant transformations over time without referring to the original witness, as Harriett Webster writes, ‘Such changes made to the content of depositions were not amendments made in consultation with the witnesses themselves. Instead, the testimonies were probably recorded on wax tablets at the time of their delivery, before being written up more permanently into ‘six volumes’.’.[footnoteRef:3] Therefore, although there seems to be a long process to figure out whether a miracle really happened or not, the witness statements cannot be taken as a complete and accurate timeline of events that would have occurred as they have most likely been changed over time. [2:  Michael Goodich, ‘Miracles and Wonders: The Development of the Concept of Miracle, 1150-1350’, (Routledge: Ashgate, 2007), p. 87. ]  [3:  Harriett Webster, Meditating Memory: recalling and recording the miracles of St Thomas Cantilupe in ‘Power, Identity and Miracles on a Medieval Frontier’, ed. by Catherine A.M. Clarke, (Routledge: Oxon, 2017), ch. 4. ] 

The above extract is considerably structured and thorough, there is a very clear order to the document, it therefore would also be logical to work through this extract in the order that it was written. The language used in the questions is formal and implies that the recording of these witness statements and the miracles needed to be done in an official capacity, the questions appear to contain a lot of thought put into them regarding what information was vital to know about the occurrence of a miracle, although only appearing to contain 13 questions, each section is broken down into more than one question. However, the questions are very detailed, and therefore could be quite leading to the witness, this may therefore interfere with the witness statements. 
The opening statement tells us that this third section of the inquiry involves the miracles said to have been caused by that of Thomas Cantilupe of Hereford. In this opening statement, the definition of a miracle is helped defined by the question of how and why God intervened in this matter. 
The first five questions determine the basic matters of the occurrence and if there has been a miracle caused by God through the intervention of Thomas Cantilupe. After the initial questioning of whether there is a chance that a miracle might have occurred, the questions appear to start digging a lot deeper, particularly the idea in question two that they are ‘asked the sources for their knowledge.’,[footnoteRef:4] seems to show the importance of finding out whether this truly was a miracle or not, and whether they can trust what this witness is claiming, however, this also draws some problems as during this period having any substantial source to confirm the miracle would have not been easy, and further presents that an individual’s statement would not hold enough strength, unlike a statement from a group of people. [4:  Miracula ex processu Thomae, in AASS, 3 October I, 585-6. Trans. by Michael Goodich, in ‘Miracles and Wonders: The development of the concept of miracle, 1150-1350’, (Routledge: Ashgate, 2007) pp. 87.] 

The fourth question is a particularly interesting one, asking, ‘what words were used by those who sought to have said miracles performed, and how they invoked God and said lord Thomas.’,[footnoteRef:5] it emphasises that the way in which God and Thomas Cantilupe are called upon is important in invoking a miracle.  [5:  Miracula ex processu Thomae, in AASS, 3 October I, 585-6. Trans. by Michael Goodich, in ‘Miracles and Wonders: The development of the concept of miracle, 1150-1350’, (Routledge: Ashgate, 2007) p. 87.] 

It appears the fifth question seems to be the most useful in determining whether a miracle occurred with no intervention other than that of God, it questions whether any other actions were taken in the lead up to said miracle that might have been the true cause for what had occurred. 
Interestingly, the sixth question seems to want to determine the witness’s dedication to God, it further implies that if a miracle really did occur then your faith in God will have grown tremendously and your behaviour changed as you have seen the actions of God first-hand. Additionally, the way the witness views God, and Thomas Cantilupe, and how they talk about both God and Thomas Cantilupe is of great importance, and although having no direct connection to the miracle that may have occurred, their views impact whether the miracle was viewed as having occurred or not. One’s faith and dedication to God is viewed as highly important especially after the miracle takes place.
After these quite deep questions regarding the miracle, questions seven and eight are rather simple, in just wanting information regarding who the miracle had happened to. 
Questions nine through to eleven are particularly useful questions. Determining the time span in which it took someone to recover from their ailment gives a big insight into whether a miracle had occurred or whether the ailment had gone away naturally, or by being treated in another way. A miracle that occurred by God’s intervention was a quick process, therefore if the recovery took a while, it would be brought into question. 
The final questions in this extract aim to determine how much is known about the miracle outside of anyone who had witnessed it, and whether it had become public knowledge, during this period you could still testify about a miracle even if you did not witness it yourself and only knew of it through hearsay.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Jeremy A. Blumenthal, ‘Shedding Some Light on Calls for Hearsay Reform: Civil Law Hearsay Rules in Historical and Modern Perspective’, Pace International Law Review, 13(1), (2001), pp. 93-116. ] 

Altogether, in determining a miracle in this extract, there are ‘a series of over 30 elements which will guarantee its reliability, authenticity, and credibility in accordance with the standards of contemporary theology, philosophy, and canon law.’.[footnoteRef:7] Thomas Cantilupe’s inquisition hearing represents the complexity of miracles during the medieval period, and further represents the importance of understanding them during this time. Furthermore, the detailed questioning and attention to specifics allows for little questioning of the credibility of the witness.[footnoteRef:8] Canonization, therefore cannot simply be given to someone, and miracles must have some substantial reasoning behind them and valid sources to back it up for canonization to occur.  [7:  Michael Goodich, ‘Miracles and Wonders: The Development of the Concept of Miracle, 1150-1350’, (Routledge: Ashgate, 2007), p. 88.]  [8:  Harriett Webster, Meditating Memory: recalling and recording the miracles of St Thomas Cantilupe in ‘Power, Identity and Miracles on a Medieval Frontier’, ed. by Catherine A.M. Clarke, (Routledge: Oxon, 2017), ch. 4.] 
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