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One of Professor Kristeller’s classıc lectures, first delıvered in
959 and republıshed MOST recently 1ın 1992, the continuatıon 1n the
Renaıissance of three ımportant and famılıar of medieval scholarly
wrıiting: the textbook, the treatise, and the commentary. (3 these he amnes
the mmentary "probabilyHUMANISM IN THE  COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS  OF GILES OF VITERBO (1469-1532)  One of Professor P.O. Kristeller’s classic lectures, first delivered in  1959 and republished most recently in 1992, notes the continuation in the  Renaissance of three important and familiar genres of medieval scholarly  writing: the textbook, the treatise, and the commentary. Of these he names  the commentary as "probably ... the most important form of scholarly  literature in the Middle Ages  .. From the time of the specialization of  learning in the twelfth century, the commentary form was in like manner  used in all branches of knowledge and it was cultivated without  interruption until the sixteenth century and beyond"'. He noted that the  commentary as a distinct literary form remained visible right into the  Renaissance. Furthermore, "commentaries on the works of Aristotle and on  the logic of Peter of Spain constitute right into the seventeenth century a  broad and important branch of philosophical literature that has not yet  been sufficiently explored"?.  Kristeller also points out, however, that the continuation of the  commentary form notwithstanding, "the methods of explanation and  doctrinal content as offered were naturally subject to constant change".  * An earlier version of this paper was presented at the Convegno Internazionale di  Studi Umanistici, Sassoferrato, Italy, June, 1994. Research was facilitated by a summer  stipend from the National Endowment for the Humanities for work at the Augustinian  Historical Institute in Villanova University. I am grateful to the library staff of the  Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III, Naples, for permission to publish a portion of  the work of Giles of Viterbo from mss. in their collections. Thanks also go to John W.  O’Malley, 5.J., for his helpful suggestions.  ' P.O. KRISTELLER, The Scholar and His Public in the Late Middle Ages and the  Renaissance, im Medieval Aspects of Renaissance Learning, Durham, NC, 1974, repr.  New York, 1992, p. 6. Commentaries, as the detailed explication of a text for the  purposes of education, are of course still written, but the twentieth century is more  familiar with the oral form of commentary, in connection with the class lecture as it has  been delivered "day in and day out in the schools and universities throughout the years."  ? This observation holds true today despite some important work on the commentary  form published in the last thirty years. See, for example, the works listed in KRISTELLER,  The Scholar and His Public, p. 7 n. 7.the MOSsStT ımportant form of scholarly
lıterature ın the 1ıddle Ages TOmM the time of the speclalızatıon of
earnıng In the twelfth u  9 the commen form Was In 1ıke
sed in all branches of owledge and ıt WAas cultıvated wıthout
interruption untıl the sıxteenth and beyond"”. He noted that the
cCommentary A dıistinct ıterary form remaıned visıble rıght into the
Renatissance. Furthermore, "commentarıes the works of Arıstotle and
the OgI1C of Peter of paın constıtute ng into the seventeenth IYy
TOA| and important branch of phılosophical lıterature that has 8(8)1 yel
een sufficıently explored"“.

steller also pomts Ouf, however, that the continuatıiıon of the
Commentary form notwiıthstandıng, "the methods of explanatıon and
doctrinal Content offered WeTIC naturally subject change  ”

earlıer version of thıs Was presented al the Convegno Internazıonale dı
Studı Umanıstıcı1, Sassoferrato, Italy, June, 1994 Research Was facılıtated by
stıpend from the atıona. Ndowmen! for the Humanıtıes for work at the Augustinıan
Hıstorical Instıtute ıllanova Universıty. grateful the 1brary staff of the
Bıblioteca Nazıonale Vıttorio Emanuele 1L, Naples, for perm1ssıon publısh portion of
the work of (Gnles of Vıterbo TOom 199KNY theır collections. Thanks 1Iso John
’Malley, S3 for h1s helpful suggest10ns.

KRISTELLER, The Scholar anı His Public In the ate Middle Ages and the
KRenaissance, Medieval Aspects of Renaissance Learning, Durham, 1974, ICDTI.
New Y ork, 1992, Commentarıes, the eTfaıle‘ explicatıon of text for the
DUTDOSCS of educatıon, of ‚OUTSC still wrıtten, but the entieth CENTUY 18 LNOTC
amılıar ıth the ral form of CommentarYy, connection wıth the class ecC it has
een delıvered aYy In and day Ouft ın the chools and unıversıties throughout the year:  A

hıs observatıon holds oday despite SOINC mportant work the IYy
form publıshed the ast th: YCars Dee, for example, the works lısted in KRISTELLER,
The Scholar and His Public,
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TIhe change that interested hım 1ın that artıcle 15 SCCIH] as maJor ONC, IC
took place urıng the fourteenth sıxteenth centurıes reflective of the
encounter between LWO intellectual cultures commonly refer as

scholastıc and humanıst. Humanıst cCommentarıes frequently dıffer from
scholastıc commentarıes ın basıc WAaY, SiInce the humanısts and
scholastıcs generally chose COMMEentT dıfferent 00 But SV when

sıngle work remaıned the ubject of cCcommentary in both cultures,
humanıst and scholastıc commentarıes ST1 reveal sharp dıfferences ıIn the
method of interpretation the COMMEeENTLATtOTrS sed? Kristeller nOTeEe: that wıth
humanıst commentarıes ıIn general, "grammatıcal and hıstorical
interpretation for the MOST part takes the place of dialectica analysıs and
argumentatıonnd Hıs attempt thıs dıstinction back the n valry
between the professional phılosophıca tradıtiıon and the professional
rhetorical tradıtiıon of the late medieval unıversıties, however, 15 only
partıally successful®.

steiler ntende' the observatıons outlıned above gulidelınes.
He dıd noTt faıl appreclate the complexıty of the SCHIC and knew that the
qualıty, Ir and method of indıvıdual mmentarY, and the partıcular
WaY it stands in relatıon the commonplace SCHNOlastıc. humanist
dıchotomy, MUuUStT be determıiıned by detaıled examınatıon. Thıs 15

partıcularly E af commentarıes composed in the watershed per10 he
spoke of.

The Sententiae of Peter Lombard WAas ONC work of Scholastıc
culture that continued be the ubject of commentarıes SEvecn ınto the
sixteenth long after Aquınas’s Summa theologica had replace it

the tandard textbook 1n heology. One such C  IYy 15 the focus of
thıs study. 1ıles of Vıterbo s Commentarium ad entem Platonis, ONC of
INa y Sentences commentarıes produce Dy frıars, remaıns unpublıshed
eXCcept for sections edıted in the by Eugen10 Massa, and for secti1ons
edıted for indıvıdual studies®.

The Scholar and His Public,
The Scholar and His Public, He adds, "more value 18 placed style, and the

termınology of scholastıc learnıng 1S rather avoıded" Giıles that he ll USC the
standard ermınology In hH1s discussıon of the respective roles of the intellec: and will,
popular 1Ssue am oNg ScChOlastıcs and humanısts alıke Before he concludes hıs d1scuss10n,
however, he adopts the vocabulary of myth and allegory

Kristeller recognized that the unıversıty sıtuatıon aly WAas dıfferent TOmM that of
ther kuropean natıons that phılosophy Was not connected wıth theology faculty.

6 portion of CGinles’s Sentences Commentary 1S edıted by 1n L’Anima
1’Uomo In Egidio da Viterbo nelle fonti classiche medioevalı (Eg1dio da Vıterbo
1MmM111 vest1g10 praestantior imago est quaCl in secundo ordıne reper1tur), esi
uUumanısticı inediti sul "De Anima” adua, and fondamenti metafısici della
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Ihe author of thıs Sentences mmentary 15 problematıc 1gure
who has puzzled and dıyıded scholars. TIhe eart of the problem of 1ıles
of Vıterbo (as treated In important artıcle by Francıs Martın) contaıns
everal addıtional dıchotomıies beyond the problem of locatıng hım wıthın
the scholastıc and humanıst paradıgm As wıth INaDn y of hıs ntempo-
rarıes, potentially conflıcting actıvıties, publıc and priıvate, actıve and
contemplative, secular and spiırıtual, reformatıve and conservatıve,
competed for h1ıs attention and varıously alitifecte: those who knew hım
Supporters revered hım for hıs profoun learnıng, both secular and
rel1g10us. Others consiıdered hım for all hıs erudıtiıon Just another
paganızer of the Gospel. Sıimilarly, despite evıdence that he dıd take
interest in socı1a]l welfare, when he preache the prostitutes of Rome,
he has een cast d INnan of 1vory-tower abstractions, V polıshe prıest of
Renaılissance circles"® Sıgnıficant ere 15 that hıs intellectual and
pırıtual development 4S interpreter of Was rooted In scholastıc
culture. But 4S the descriptive he SaVC hıs commenta: indıcates,
ad entem Platonis, he wanted promote quıte other than tradıtıional
method of interpretation of Peter ombard text. As Massa recogniızed, by
the time ıles Was wrıting the mmentary he Was intending "tO lıberate
scholastıc heology from the textual and systematıc iructure of Arısto-
tel1ıanısm and establısh e  S humanıstic heology ase: the and
phılosophy of Plato?.

Rather than oversimplıfy the sıtuation, then, the Contrast between
the scholastıc and the humanıst commenta that OUT pomnt of
departure provıdes usefu frame f reference for sıtuatıng CGhnles’s

"dignitas hominis”, esti inediti di E gidio da Viterbo ( Turın, interesting study
of Giles’s relatıonshıp the scholastıc tradıtıon 1S Danıela GIONTA, Scholastik UN:
Platonismus Im Prolog ZU. Sentenzenkommentar des Aegidius VoNn Viterbo,
Augustiniana$ 1371953 rıtıcal dıtıon of the entire text 1s being completed
by the author of thıs Y All firom the Sentences ommentary in thıs
ave been edıted from three of the fıve 1155 that contaın the work: Rome, Vat Lat. 6325;
aples, JII 8 Naples, XIV /1 All translatıons of the present author
unless note: otherwIıse.

Francıs ARTIN, 0.5. TIhe Problem of Giles of Viterbo: Historiographical
Survey, ın Augustiniana (1959) 35/7-379; (1960), 43-60

The Problem of Giles of Viterbo, 359 Most portraıts of ıles COmpoSe: before
1900, and several after, speal of ultured oug: Virtuous Renaıissance prelate, the
polıshed Orator, the Ciceronıian stylıst, and accomplıshed DOeLT, plıoneer bıblıcal scholar

cabalıstic ı1teratureTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 287  The author of this Sentences commentary is a problematic figure  who has puzzled and divided scholars. The heart of the problem of Giles  of Viterbo (as treated in an important article by Francis Martin) contains  several additional dichotomies beyond the problem of locating him within  the scholastic and humanist paradigm  n7  . As with many of his contempo-  raries, potentially conflicting activities, public and private, active and  contemplative,  secular and spiritual,  reformative and conservative,  competed for his attention and variously affected those who knew him.  Supporters revered him for his profound learning, both secular and  religious. Others considered him for all his erudition as just another  paganizer of the Gospel. Similarly, despite evidence that he did take  interest in social welfare, as when he preached to the prostitutes of Rome,  he has been cast as a man of ivory-tower abstractions, "a polished priest of  Renaissance circles"*. Significant to us here is that his intellectual and  spiritual development as an interpreter of texts was rooted in scholastic  culture. But as the descriptive label he gave to his commentary indicates,  ad mentem Platonis, he wanted to promote quite other than a traditional  method of interpretation of Peter Lombard’s text. As Massa recognized, by  the time Giles was writing the commentary he was intending "to liberate  scholastic theology from the textual and systematic structure of Aristo-  telianism and establish a new humanistic theology based on the texts and  philosophy of Plato®.  Rather than oversimplify the situation, then, the contrast between  the scholastic and the humanist commentary that serves as our point of  departure provides a useful frame of reference for situating Giles’s  "dignitas hominis", e testi inediti di Egidio da Viterbo (Turin, 1954). An interesting study  of Giles’s relationship to the scholastic tradition is Daniela GIONTA, Scholastik und  Platonismus im Prolog zum Sentenzenkommentar des Aegidius von Viterbo, in  Augustiniana 39(1989), 132-153. A critical edition of the entire text is being completed  by the author of this essay. All passages from the Sentences commentary in this paper  have been edited from three of the five mss. that contain the work: Rome, Vat. Lat. 6325;  Naples, BN, VIII F 8; Naples, BN XIV H 71. All translations are of the present author  unless noted otherwise.  7 Francis X. MARTIN, 0.S.A., The Problem of Giles of Viterbo: A Historiographical  Survey, in Augustiniana 9 (1959), 357-379; 10 (1960), 43-60.  * The Problem of Giles of Viterbo, p. 359. Most portraits of Giles composed before  1900, and several after, speak of "a cultured though virtuous Renaissance prelate, the  polished orator, the Ciceronian stylist, and accomplished poet, a pioneer biblical scholar  astray in cabalistic literature ... an intellectual jackdaw" (F.X. MARTIN, Friar, Reformer,  and Renaissance Scholar: Life and Work of Giles of Viterbo 1469 - 1532. Villanova,  1992, p. 123).  ? E. MassA, I fondamenti metafisici della ’dignitas hominis”, e testi inediti di Egidio  da Viterbo, p. 3.intellectual Jackdaw  ‚M (F.X Friar, Reformer,
and Renaissance Scholar: Life and Work of Giles of Viterbo 1469 1552 ıllanova,
1992, 123)

A, I fondamenti metafisici della dignitas hominis , es$n inediti di Eg1idio
da Viterbo,
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cCommentary the INanı others in thıs TOA| SCHIC Hıs interpretive
method reveals complex thınker wıth characterıistics of both perspectives,
but aAarguc 1ın thıs that humanıst perspective dominates from the
outset. ’Humanıist’ o€es nOoTt INncan ere preference for secular themes
OVeTr spırıtual, OT pagan OVCI Christian. On the CONITFaTY, (nles’s method
15 syncretistic but hıs viewpoıint essentially Chrıstıan, ıke the general
culture of 5th and 6th u Italy. ’Humanıst’ in thıs cContext oes
suggest greater rellance classıc authorıty for textual interpretation, but
that authorıty from both Chrıistian (bıbliıcal and patrıst1ic) and (ireco-
Roman OUTCES Most important, ’humanıst’ points interpretive
method that prefers lıterature and StOTrY, dıstinct from the general
method of interpretation call ’scholastıc,’ 16 proceeds dıalectically
and wıth greater egree of abstract argument. Another er10us student of
ıles, Jo  S alley, acknowledged the 1fficu. of categorızıng 1ıles
GVn wıthıin the of humanısts. He concluded that "Eg1d1i0 Must be
assıgned place closer the orammarıan ’s end of the spectirum than
the rhetoricı1an ’s". alley SCCS in ıles "passıon for (exts,” and
predelıction for allegory‘®. sıng thıs definıtion, C(Chnles’s early
aWaY from scholastıcısm and toward humanısm Can be wıtnessed in hıs
interpretive method

1ıles began the Commentary after havıng completed studies al the
Augustinıian studium generale at adua, center of humanısm, Averroistic
phılosophy, and Thomiuistic theology‘. Sınce 1436, Ihomas Aquınas Was

then saınt of the arts faculty. ıles, however, had worked there wıth
Agostino Nıfo, the physıcıan and phılosopher who ug. al adua from
21 TOM 1f0 he Was already earnıng develop broader phılo-
sophıcal outlook by adopting Platonıc and Hermetic CONCEPIS, althoug
they dıd not AaBTCcC the merı1ts of Averroes. fter publıshıing edıtıon
of three works of ıles of Rome ın 1493'°, he went study wıth Marsı-
110 Fiıcıno In Florence urıng the exti wınter, and rther cultivated the
theologia platonica agaınst Averroistic Arıstotelianısm. By 1497, hıs
platonıc readıng of Chrıistian heology Was in evidence al Rome urıng h1is
examınatıon for the magıisterium In heology. Thereafter hıs of

John O’MALLEY, 5.J., Egidio da Viterbo and Renaissance Rome, Egidio da
Viterbo, (3  N ıl SUO (Attı del Convegno dell’Istituto StOr1CO Agostinıiano,
Rome,

For further background SCcCC ARTIN, Giles of Viterbo Scripture Scholar, in
Egidio da Viterbo, 0.5.  SN JI SUO (Rome, 191-221

Quaestiones de mater1a coeli, De intellectu possibili, and Commentarıia INn II
libros Physicorum Aristotelis. See the 1ıst Francıs ARTIN, The ritings of (riles of
Viterbo, Augustiniana 18 (1979) 141-193
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experience TW steadıly. He TOSC prominence Orator and preache
before Pope Alexander in 498® He Was member of Pontano’s lıterary
cırcle 1ın Naples between 499 and 1501° On wıtnessing polıtiıcal
intrıgue In Naples, he resolved return the orth of Italy, stayıng wıth
the frıars of Lecceto ear Sıena In 15034 He continued to study the
classıcs, however, and hıs modern bıographer that by thıs time he
WAas dedıicated scriıptural truth but 15 thought PTOCCSS and
imagery...belonged the classıcal world" > In 1504, urıng etireat
the isle of Martana, he studied the Tliad and composed hı1ıs OW) Eclogues,
1DI1Ca. modeled after ırgıl’s pastora. hexameters. In 1506, after
hıs appoıntment d VICar general, he agaıln looked Lecceto, but thıs time

promote hıs OWN reform efforts terest in scriptural studies also SICW
steadıly, wıth hıs election prıor general 1ın 507 eıng pomnted Dy
Francıs Martın bringing about kınd of "conversıon" from the study of
secular lıterature.

Durıng and after these experiences ıles devoted hımself to wrıting
the lengthy mm  aTrY. Hıs partıcular interest In Peter ombard texti 1S
also evıdent In serles of SCITNONS he DaVC in 1502, where he ollowe!: the
dıvısıon of the four 00 of the Sententiae)®. He continued work the
cCommentary untiıl admınıstrative duties overwhelme: him  E When he Was

appoıinted ViCcar general in 1506, he MaYy ave already sensed that 1819
duties WOU. interfere wıth hıs arge proJect. When he became priıo0r
general he had negotlate wıth Martın Luther urıng Luther’s visıt

13 The influence Was mutual, under Giles’s influence, [0)81 hımself INaYy have
gained deeper Chrıistian humanıst perspectiıve SINCE Giles’s recommendatıon Pontano
decıded study ugustine s De immortalitate anımae.

In the ate 14th CENTUrYy thıs mONnastery had een selecte: the flagshıp for reform
the Augustinian order.

® "Giles here cshows hımself the humanıst and neoplatonıst, harmonizing the wrıtings
of the Grec1ı1an and Christian WOorlds RTIN, Friar, Reformer, and Renaissance
Scholar, When Alexander VA dıed that Same YCAT, for example, and Wäas replaced
by Francesco Pıccolominıi, cardınal of Siena (as Pope Pıus I1), 1les Was called uUuDON Dy
the people of Sıena preach during celebration that CIty. Ihe theme of that
the diıvine harmony events, provide Giles wıth - opportunıty lıberally TOM
Augustine, Boethius, Ptolemy, and the Timaeus of ato

See the er pri10r Seraphino ate' Sept. 1502 in Anna Marıa OCI ROTH,
ed., Egidio da Viterbo OSA, Lettere Famigliari, ols ome, vol I 174

17 On the ates of composıtıon, John ALLEY, Giles of Viterbo Church and
Reform Study In Renaissance Ihought (Leıden, 1 % SayS that 1les Was
workıing thıs cCommentary at eas into 1512 ARTIN, Friar, Reformer, and
Renaissance Scholar, 161, Says that the greater Was wrıtten by 1510 and that VeT
the exti YCAaIs only fıve addıtional WeTITe wrıtten because of Giles’s growıng
admıinistrative responsıbilıties.
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Rome ın 15112 Ihe exti YCal he SaVC the address that opened the Fıfth
Lateran Councıl When he topped wrıting the Comment(tarYy, havıng
eached only the seventeenth Distinctio of Book 1, he Was ell the WaY
toward hıs eventual appoıntment cardınal. Many consıdered hım as

papabilis, prıme candıdate for the DAaDAaCY.
Given the of experiences that led hıs rejection of

scholastıc methods and scholastıc doctrines for somethıing he ca the
Mens Platonis, how o€es 11es proceed interpreter of Peter
ombard Sententiae? the work 1S only nomiınally commentary ıIn the
scholastıc what 15 it really? Eugen10 Massa consıdered (nles’s
wıthdrawal from scholastıcısm gradual and only partıally successful,
he Judges from changes in the cCommentarYy. Massa suggested that ıts
composıtıon iınto three per10ds, he Sa  S reflected ıIn the author’s
style and works cıted The ırst per10d WOU. be that of the fırst chapters.
11es 15 INOTEC ellıptical, INOTC concerned wıth scholastıc problems. The
second and the ırd produce the chapters concerning the process10ns of
the Son and of the Holy Spirıt, composed between 09-1512? Massa
DSOCS correctly identify the cCommentary 4S reactiıon method of
theologıcal educatıon, the scholastıc, ın effort estore heology that
Wäas 1terary, alıve, ethıcal, ILNOTC ıke that of Augustine, the patron of
(nles’s order. But hıs divisıon of the work into three phases 1S misleadıng,
for Massa’s second and 1V! per10ds CONCEIN VE SMa portion of the
large teXT, only 38 manuscrIipt agCS, in fact, Out of 411 1l1es appCAars
know what he 1S about,, as Chrıistian Platonist and humanıst,
from the earlıest of the commentarYy. arly there 15 CONSCIOUS
applıcatıon of ıts tıtle ad entem Platonis, 1C attests Giles’s
commıtment HC  S method, and OIlC that has hıstorical emphasıs.

Massa dıd noL discuss Chnles’s andlıng of the first dıstınction of
Peter ombard Sententiae but ocused instead later Passasc that
discusses the human soul. But C(hles’s 47}  S perspective and method Cal be
wıtnessed EeVCN ın hıs freatment of the fiırst dıstinction. Thıs section ın
partıcular deserves attention sSince it presen! ımportant 1SSuUes that WeIC

debated extensively Dy both medieval and renalssance phılosophers
Book of the Sententiae treats the doctrine of the Trmıity. i

introduce thıs major theme Peter Lombard adopted the technıcal vocabu-

1 X See Die römischen Augustiner-Quellen Luthers Frühzeit," in Archiv
für Reformationsgeschichte Z (1928), 266-269

19 L’Anima 1’Yomoa In Egidio da Viterbo nelle fonti classiche
medioevalıi (Eg1di0 da Vıterbo Sımilıtudo vest1g10 praestantıor imago est QUaC 1n
secundo ordıne reperıtur, es$ UMAaNnIıSLICI inediti ul "De Anima, ” |Padua,
37-



IHE COMMENTARTIUM 'ENTEM PLA ILES VITERBO 291

lary and lıne of reasonıng seft forth 1n Augustine’s De doctrina F1LS-
H1anda: namely, that all teachıng consısts of [WO parts thıngs and SignNs  20
and further, that regardıng thıngs, Can dıstınguıish them accordıng
another dıvıisıon: thıngs UuUsSs«ec and Ings en]OY. He set forth these
dıchotomiıes because Augustine, after oıng the Samne thıng, categorıically
laımed "the thıngs be enjoyed dIC the Father, Son, and Holy Dırıt, the
V rını ONMNC partıcular thıng, the hıghest of thıngs, the SAaInc all
who en]oy itll21. Augustine’s claım about the T'rmıty A  15 nOoTt philo-
sophıca. proo but arrogatıon of eccles1astical authorıty ase. the
princıple of revealed truth"22 sıng hıs OWIIN diıchotomies of ıng and
s1gn, and Uusc and enJoyment, Augustine W ds

"merely tryıng provıde hıimself first wıth neutral vocabulary wıth whiıch
descrıibe basıc Chrıstian doectrine. Ihe priorı categories provıde the
framework for full and comprehensive theoretical descr1ıption of the Trmity,
and essentially of all Christian theology|123.

When Peter Lombard chose employ for hıs Sententiae the Samnec

dıstinctions between thıng and sıgn and use and enjoyment, however, he
helped rıng these deep into the heart of late medieval
phılosophıcal debate“* Moreover, he Joımned thıs basıc framework 1ve
INOTEC princıples derıved from Augustine. Fiırst, that enjoyment involves the
possession of the object in fact (in re) and NOTL merely ıIn hope of SOINEC
future fulfiıllment (In spe) Second, that, properly understood, people dIC

be used, not enjoyed in themselves. Proper enjoyment of others entaıls the
enjoyment of them „  1ın „ Thırd, that G0d should be understood
usıng rather than enjJoyıng humanıty, Ssınce "lf he en]Ooys usS, he needs
benefit that 15 OUTS somethıng SaJnec INan WOUu SdY, because he
hımself 15 OUT CVEIY g00d, OT else ıt from h1m"25 OU: that the
virtues themselves AICc be sed toward the enjJoyment of God, the
hıghest g00d, the only ıng that 15 be enjoyed In ıtself. No viırtue, then,
15 be enjoyed unless that ırtue 1S love, SInce G0d 1S love. Fıfth, that ıt
15 through the nction of the 111 that enN]OY.

De doctrina christiana, ‚& (PL 34.19, ST 32.7}
De doctrina christiana, E  CNn (PL 34.21, €L 329}

272 See James ”DONNELL, ugustine | Twayne’s WOT. authors ser1es P  Oston,
.

23 ”DONNELL, Augustine, 15
LOMBARD, Sententiae 00k (On the ystery of the Trinty) Dıstinction ı

Chapter STE  LLER’S Repertorium commentarıorum In Sententias 'etri Lombardi,
vols., (Würzburg, g1ves ample evidence of the frequenCy of production of

Sentences commentarıes.
25yDe doctrina christiana, (PL 34.32, € SE 32.25-6), tran:  7 John

GAVIGAN, 0O.5 Writings of St. Augustine, vol (New Y ork,
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Wıth those CONCcepIts, partıcularly the callıng of attention 18 the virtues,
especlally love, and the 111 faculty of the soul,; ave the
ESSCHNCE of ma]or 1Sssue 16 scholars debated and developed urıng the
per10 1ın question. Generally, ıle the sıdes Sa  S meriıt in both
facultıies, adherents Arıstotle Sa  S the hıghest of the soul
intellectual, In contemplatıon of the hıghest 00d. The Platoniıc revıval
tended place greater emphasıs the ll Ihus the debate ultımately
ocused whether the attaınment of the SUPTECME g00d Was prımarıly
act of the intellect OT the will; OT, put ıt another WAY, IC of the L[WO
faculties Wäas super10r. oug the debate 15 implıcıt Augustine and
Peter Lombard in 1g of theır establıshment of the superlor1ty of en]JOY-
ment OVCI uSCc, neıther treated the question of the superlor1ty of 111 OT

intellect ırectly. Nevertheless, iıdentification of partıcular Taculty wıth
enjJoyment, that 15 SaY, the attaınment of the hıghest g00d, naturally
ralses that faculty super10r posıtıon. But the resolution of thıs question

problem 1n phılosophy Wäas mputed the commentators, who had
INOTC of Arıstotle reckon wıth than dıd Augustine 0)4 Peter Lombard

Many eadıng phılosophers and theologıans of the 1ı1ddle Ages
lectured and wrote commentarıes the Sententiae, includıng Thomas
Aquınas, Duns SCOotus, and Wıllıam of am All partıcıpate in the
debate surroundıng the first distinction. By Thomas time, the debate Was

ommonly presented ASs 16 faculty of the soul, the 111 OT the intellect,
cshowed iıtself as the INOTe emiınent and NO In the aCcti of enJoyment. BYy
the fourteenth CENTUTY, thıs debate became commonplace SOINC ave
called ıt sterıle Domuinıcan and Francıscan theologlans. It
remaıned of CONLTOVEISY aM ONS later scholars d well, partıcularly
the humanısts, and thus valuable pomint of comparison“®.

10 take ell known Scholastıc attempt al mediatiıon 4S Casc 1n
poınt, Aquınas addressed the 1ssue In and trıed find WaYy tO

xplaın how each faculty, the intellect and the will, COUuU be consıdered
super10r accordıng partıcular viewpoıint. He held that, accordıng the

rgumen!(ts, the intellect appCAars the INOTC em1ınent. When
vliewıng intellect and 111 ın theır ESSCNCC, for example, the intellect 1S
super10r "because the object of the 111 15 comprised and NnNCcIude: In that
of the intellect  l127. Thıs 1S pomnt the beginning of the aCcti of enJoyıng

On the continuatiıon of thıs debate sCc«Cc The Cambridge History of Renaissance
Philosophy (Cambridge, 336, 351-353, 643, 658-659

GILSON, The Christian Philosophy of Wa Thomas Aquinas, tran:  7

(New York, 2473 Sımilarly, "lf COMPAaTrCc the iıntellect and 1l partıcular
of the soul exerc1ising etermiıinate aCTIS, [the intellect 18 ST1 SsCcCCH super10r SINCE

the ESSCIICE of the g00d hıch the ıll desires 1s precisely that which the intellect
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(secundum originem) and claım superlor1ty for the intellect, SInce ıt 15
what drıves the ıll

But Aquinas acknowledges that there 15 WaY consıder the 11l
make that faculty aDDCATI super10r the intellect. Thıs Cal happen

ıf OILC 00 toward the wıll  s ultımate, unıversal object, the g00d“®. For
wıth thıs perspective,

"each indıvıdual intellect, all intellectual owledge, and each object of
owledge constitute partıcular g00ds. As such they fall under unıversal g00d
which 1S the PTODCT object of the wıll Looked at 1n thıs WAaY, the 111 15
super10r the intellect and capable of movıng ıtl|29'

Thıs pomts the completion of the act of enJoyment (secundum
perfectionem). Aquınas makes thıs Case In Dıstinction L Question L artıcle

of hı1ıs Sentence Commentary, he explaıns Augustine’s framework,
16 Wäas adopted Dy Peter Lombard, through Arıstotle’s thıcal
categorIes. n]joyment 15 the act of both intellect and ll Intellect,
however, 15 INOTC emiınent and 1S the highest W of the soul. Man
reaches hıs hıghest In contemplatıon. The 11l he shares wıth the
anımals:

"Enjoyment consısts In the best operatıon of Man, SsInce enjoyment 15 man s
ultımate happıness. And the best operatıon of Ianl 15 the operatıon of the
hıghest Ö of the soul, that 1S, the intellect, toward the MOST emıinent
object, 1C 15 Godn30

But from the other perspective, the 111 Can be SCCIHI1 superl10r:
happıness, which the Lombard calls enjoyment [fruitio|, 1$ perfected

aCCOUNT of 1ts completion INOTC than aCcCCcount of ıts beginnıng, although it
includes ın itself certaın delıght. Sa Y that happıness |Lombard’s
fruitio} 15 actl of the will, and accordıng the dısposition of charıty,
regardless of 1ts order in relatıon the preceding DOWECTIS and dısposıtions. In

the first 1Ssue it mMust be saıd that appetıte always ollows
cognıtionTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 293  (secundum originem) and to claim superiority for the intellect, since it is  what drives the will.  But Aquinas acknowledges that there is a way to consider the will  so as to make that faculty appear superior to the intellect. This can happen  if one looks toward the will’s ultimate, universal object, the good*. For  with this perspective,  "each individual intellect, all intellectual knowledge, and each object of  knowledge constitute particular goods. As such they fall under universal good  which is the proper object of the will. Looked at in this way, the will is  superior to the intellect and capable of moving it  l|29'  This points to the completion of the act of enjoyment (secundum  perfectionem). Aquinas makes this case in Distinction I, Question I, article  1 of his Sentence Commentary, as he explains Augustine’s framework,  which was adopted by Peter Lombard, through Aristotle’s ethical  categories. Enjoyment is the act of both intellect and will. Intellect,  however, is more eminent and is the highest power of the soul. Man  reaches his highest state in contemplation. The will he shares with the  animals:  "Enjoyment consists in the best operation of man, since enjoyment is man’s  ultimate happiness. And the best operation of man is the operation of the  highest power of the soul, that is, the intellect, toward the most eminent  object, which is God"®®,  But from the other perspective, the will can be seen as superior:  "Our happiness, which the Lombard calls enjoyment [fruitio], is perfected on  account of its completion more than on account of its beginning, although it  includes in itself a certain delight. And so we say that happiness [Lombard’s  Jfruitio] is an act of the will, and according to the disposition of charity,  regardless of its order in relation to the preceding powers and dispositions. In  response to the first issue it must be said that appetite always follows  cognition ... Thus the highest part of the soul has intellect and will, of which  apprehends. Therefore, the object of the intellect appears to be absolute while that of the  will appears relative" (ibid.).  ® For Aquinas the will is an innate hunger, a natural appetite for goodness. See  Eleonore STUMP, Faith and Goodness, in The Philosophy in Christianity, ed. Godfrey  VESEY, (Cambridge,1989), p. 168.  ® STUMP, Faith and Goodness, pp. 243-244.  %° "Fruitio consistit in optima operatione hominis, cum fruitio sit ultima felicitas  hominis  . Optima autem operatio hominis est operatio altissimae potentiae, scilicet  intellectus, ad nobilissimum objectum, quod est Deus" (THOMAS AQUINAS, Commentum in  quatuor libros sententiarum magistri Petri Peter Lombardi, vol. 1 [Parma, 1856, repr.  New York, 1948], p. 12).hus the hıghest part of the soul has intellect and will, of which

apprehends. Therefore, the object of the intellect aDpCAars be absolute whıiıle that of the
11l aAaDDCATrs relatıve" (1bıd.).

For Aquınas the 111 1s innate hunger, natural appetite for goodness. See
Eleonore UMP, Faith and Goodness, The Philosophy In Christianity, ed Godfrey

(Cambrıidge, 1989), 168
Faith and Goodness, 243-7244

"Fruitio consıstıt optıma operatıone homin1s, fruntio sıt ultıma felıcıtas
hominis Optiıma autem operatıo homiınıs est operatıo altıssımae potentiae, scıilıcet
ıntellectus, ad nobılıssımum objectum, quod est Deus  I (IHOMAS AQUINAS, Commentum In
qualuor libros sententiarum magistrı Petri Peter Lombardi, vol |Parma, 1856, TCDT.
New YOrK. 12)
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the intellect 15 super10r according beginnıng and the ıll accordıng
u31'completion

In comparıng (nles’s handlıng of the 1SSUE, OMNC that he
begıns in the u scholastıc & by accepting Lombard’s/
Augustine’s dıchotomy of usc and enjJoyment32 distinguishing these
CON! he SCS the amılıar terms of the subject, he saıd he would°°:

"There 1$ certaın hıghest g00d whiıch, when ul ıt, Afrc happy, and,
happy, enJoy it. Other g0o0ds in not SUDITCMHGC, these arc be OVe: for the
sake of the hıghest g00d, that DA S them for dıiscovering the
hıghest g00d, for attaınıng it134

1ı1es immediately no that thıs 1S the usual place where the debate OVOTI

the superlor1ty of intellect OT 111 1s conducted and he emphatıcally states
where he stands the 1SSUEe:

'Here it 15 CUStOMATrY for all ask which aculty enjJoyment belongs Sa Y
that it does not belong the iıntellect but the wıl"

Thıs polemical assertion already sıgnals departure from Aquiınas In ıts
reversal of Aqunias’s emphasıs whether ıles has hım in mınd OT not.
(nles’s fırst proof, consiıdering the question from the viewpoımnt of the act
of enjoyment ıtself, lays the foundatıon for the reversal:

"Happiness, althoug! sıtuated it WeIC al first 1in the intellect and owledge,
yel has 1ts perfection In the will, dASs INan In the egınnıng only erfects the
body. In the end when hıs body becomes exhausted he depends the o

"Perficıtur nNOSTtra felıcıtas, quam frunt1o nomıiınat, parte SUl1 complementı! magıs
quam parte PTINC1IPUL, In includat quamdam delectatıonem. Et 1deo dicımus quod
est CTIUS voluntatıs, et secundum carıtatis, quamVIs secundum ordınem ad
potent1as ei habıtus praecedentes. prımum CTgO dıcendum, quod appetıtus SCHMDCI
sequıtur cognıtıonem SUDICHLa Pars iıntellectum ei voluntatem, QUOTUMN
intellec est altıor secundum orıgınem, el voluntas secundum perfectionem” (IHOMAS
AQUINAS, Commentum, 12)

(nles’s handlıng of the 1Ssue under diıscussıon ın chapters 16-20 of the
Commentary.

33 "Communibus vocabulıs artıs utar” (Comm ch 16)
Quoddam est 191  ‚U  $ quod CUIIMN assequımur beatı SUMUS, el 1lo ealtl iruımur.

lıa ona NON SUINIMNa Sun(t, QuaC Ssumm 1 gratia adamanda Sunt, ıllıs quası gradıbus ad
SUINIMNUM vel invenıendum utamur, vel assequendum ” (Comm ch 17)

35 "Quer1 h1ic sole‘ ab omn1bus, CU1US potestatıs sıt Dıcımus 1970701 intellectus CSSC,
sed VOIlun!  15  b OMM. ch. 4 In maıntaınıng that ıt 18 ug the 11l that eNJOY,
Giles echoes Augustine De I rinitate 10.10.13 (PL 42.981): "Fruimur enım cognitıs,
quı1ıbus voluntas IpSIS propter 1psa delectata conquılescıt.”
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of hıs mındTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 295  of his mind ... Although its origin is in the intellect, enjoyment, which is the  most perfect act, must be ascribed to the will"?®.  Aquinas made a concession to the superiority of the will secundum  perfectionem, but his argument more vigorously affırms the superiority of  the intellect in contemplation of the highest good. Here Giles, using the  same distinction between the impulse that begins a process and that which  brings it to completion, stresses the latter and gives only minimal support  to the former.  Giles’s second proof, considering the question from the viewpoint  of the object of the act of enjoyment, reinforces the foundation. Looking  toward the attainment of the supreme good, Giles argues that "enjoyment  is the final act of the soul, not concerning anything whatsoever, but  concerning the end  Therefore it is’the will that enjoys, not the  intellect"?”,  Despite his disagreement with the line of reasoning adopted by  Aquinas and other scholastics, Giles up to this point is still arguing the  issue in a scholastic manner. His third and fourth proofs, however, take a  slightly different approach featuring linguistic and grammatical analysis.  At first he simply points out that "to enjoy something is nothing other than  to take delight in it, since we say that no one enjoys hostile and unpleasant  things [which means to bring to our attention the fact that we frequently  think about such things]. Enjoyment therefore finds no other place than in  the will"®®. Then he calls attention to the etymology of the fructus and  reflects in an eloquent passage on its association with the end of a natural  process that has many earlier steps:  "A tree sprouts, is set in its permanent location, is fed, grows, is ingrafted,  becomes mature, flowers and finally bears fruits and produce, which is the  reason why it was planted. And so if enjoyment [frui] has been derived from  fructus, it is truly placed at the end. Therefore enjoyment is in the will, which  follows as it were and makes its dwelling in the last and final inner rooms"®.  % "Beatitudo vero, etsi intellectu et cognitione, quasi in principio sita sit, in voluntate  tamen perfectionem habet, ut homo in principio corpus tantum perfectum habet. In fine  illo fatiscente virtuti mentis incumbit  . Licet origo in intellectu, frui, qui est actus  perfectissimus, voluntati ascribi vult" (Comm. ch. 17).  37 "Frui est actus perfectus animae, non circa quodcunque, sed circa finem ... Haec  igitur est quae fruitur, non intellectus" (Comm. ch. 17).  3 "Frui re aliqua nihil aliud est, quam illo delectari, cum neminem adversis et ingratis  frui dicamus. Non ergo nisi in voluntate locum invenit" (Comm. ch. 17).  39 n  Arbor enim oritur, seritur, alitur, augescit, inseritur, pubescit, florescit, ac denique  cuius gratia seritur, fructus et poma parit. Frui itaque si a fructu sumptum est, id vero est  in ultimo positum. Ergo in voluntate est frui, quae posterior sequens quasi in ultimis et  perfectis penetralibus fixit sedem" (Comm. ch. 17).oug 1ts or1g1n 15 In the intellect, enjJoyment, which 15 the
MOst erfect aCcT, must be ascrıbed the will">®.

Aqgquımas made CONCess10N the superlor1ty of the ll secundum
perfectionem, but hıs argument INOTSC vigorously affırms the superlor1ty of
the intellect 1ın contemplatıon of the hıghest good Here ıles, usıng the
Samne dıstinction between the ımpulse that begıns PTOCCSS and that 5 6}
brings ıt to completion, tresses the latter and o1ves only ınımal Support
to the former.

Giles’s second proof, consıdering the question from the viewpoınnt
of the object of the act of enjoyment, reinforces the foundation. Lookıng
toward the attaınment of the SUDICINC g00d, 1ıles that "enjoyment
15 the 1na. act of the soul, nNnoTt concerning anythıng whatsoever, but
concerning the end Therefore ıt 15 the 111 that enN]OYys, not the
intellect"®”.

Despıite hıs dısagreement wıth the lıne of reasonıng adopted Dy
Aquiınas and other scholastıcs, ıles thıs poımnt 15 STl arguıng the
1sSsue in scholastıc Hıs 1r and OUu: proofs, however, take
slıghtly dıfferent approac featurıng lınguistic and grammatıcal analysıs.

first he sımply points Out that "tO en]Ooy somethıng 15 nothıng other than
take delıght in ıt, SInCce Sa Y that ONC en]Joys hostıle and unpleasant

thıings \which 110 rıng OUrTr attention the fact that frequently
ıIn about such hıngs]| Enjoyment therefore 1N! other place than In
the will">S TIhen he ca attention (8) the etymology of the fructus and
reflects in eloquent PassSagc 1ts assoc1ıation wıth the end of natural
PIOCCSS that has Man Yy earlıer

uA tree SprOoufs, 15 set In ıts permanent locatıon, 15 fed, SIOWS, 15 ngrafted,
becomes mature, flowers and fınally bears frunts and produce, which 1s the
I[CasOonNn why it Was planted. And f enjoyment [fFui] has been derived from
fructus, ıt 1S truly placed al the end JIherefore enjoyment 15 1n the will, whiıich
ollows it WeTIC and makes 1ts dwelling 1ın the last and final inner TOOMS  n39.

"Beatı VETO, tS1 intellectu et cognıiıtione, quası in PIINC1P10 sıta sıt, iın voluntate
tamen perfectionem abet, ut homo PITINC1IP10 u tantum perfectum habet fine
1lo fatıscente vırtutı mentis incumbit 1Ce@ OrT120 intellectu, frul, quı est CIUS
perfect1ssımus, voluntatı ascrıbı vult" (Comm ch 17)

377 TUl est CIUS perfectus anımae, 1ON 1rca quodcunque, sed CIrca finemTHE COMMENTARIUM AD MENTEM PLATONIS OF GILES OF VITERBO 295  of his mind ... Although its origin is in the intellect, enjoyment, which is the  most perfect act, must be ascribed to the will"?®.  Aquinas made a concession to the superiority of the will secundum  perfectionem, but his argument more vigorously affırms the superiority of  the intellect in contemplation of the highest good. Here Giles, using the  same distinction between the impulse that begins a process and that which  brings it to completion, stresses the latter and gives only minimal support  to the former.  Giles’s second proof, considering the question from the viewpoint  of the object of the act of enjoyment, reinforces the foundation. Looking  toward the attainment of the supreme good, Giles argues that "enjoyment  is the final act of the soul, not concerning anything whatsoever, but  concerning the end  Therefore it is’the will that enjoys, not the  intellect"?”,  Despite his disagreement with the line of reasoning adopted by  Aquinas and other scholastics, Giles up to this point is still arguing the  issue in a scholastic manner. His third and fourth proofs, however, take a  slightly different approach featuring linguistic and grammatical analysis.  At first he simply points out that "to enjoy something is nothing other than  to take delight in it, since we say that no one enjoys hostile and unpleasant  things [which means to bring to our attention the fact that we frequently  think about such things]. Enjoyment therefore finds no other place than in  the will"®®. Then he calls attention to the etymology of the fructus and  reflects in an eloquent passage on its association with the end of a natural  process that has many earlier steps:  "A tree sprouts, is set in its permanent location, is fed, grows, is ingrafted,  becomes mature, flowers and finally bears fruits and produce, which is the  reason why it was planted. And so if enjoyment [frui] has been derived from  fructus, it is truly placed at the end. Therefore enjoyment is in the will, which  follows as it were and makes its dwelling in the last and final inner rooms"®.  % "Beatitudo vero, etsi intellectu et cognitione, quasi in principio sita sit, in voluntate  tamen perfectionem habet, ut homo in principio corpus tantum perfectum habet. In fine  illo fatiscente virtuti mentis incumbit  . Licet origo in intellectu, frui, qui est actus  perfectissimus, voluntati ascribi vult" (Comm. ch. 17).  37 "Frui est actus perfectus animae, non circa quodcunque, sed circa finem ... Haec  igitur est quae fruitur, non intellectus" (Comm. ch. 17).  3 "Frui re aliqua nihil aliud est, quam illo delectari, cum neminem adversis et ingratis  frui dicamus. Non ergo nisi in voluntate locum invenit" (Comm. ch. 17).  39 n  Arbor enim oritur, seritur, alitur, augescit, inseritur, pubescit, florescit, ac denique  cuius gratia seritur, fructus et poma parit. Frui itaque si a fructu sumptum est, id vero est  in ultimo positum. Ergo in voluntate est frui, quae posterior sequens quasi in ultimis et  perfectis penetralibus fixit sedem" (Comm. ch. 17).Haec
1gıtur est qUuUaC fruıtur, NON intellectus (Comm. ch 17)

38 IUl alıqua S:  1l alıud est, (JuUam 1lo delectarı, nemınem adversıs ei ingratis
fru1 diıcamus. Non CT SO 1S1 voluntate locum invenıt" (Comm ch 17)

Arbor Nnım orıtur, serıtur, alıtur, augescıt, inserıtur, pubescıt, florescit, den1que
CU1US gratia serıtur, fructus el DOIMNA parıt. Frul ıtaque S1 fructu sumptum estT, 1ıd VeTO est
in ultımo posıtum. Ergo Voluntate est frul, Qua«C poster10r SCqQUCNS quası in ultımıs et
perfectis penetralıbus fixıt sedem" (Comm ch 17)
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Thıs kınd of grammatıcal and analogıcal reflection 15 already less
characteristic of scholastıc dısputatıon. Hıs fıfth and ınal DrOoOT, however,
> resolve the debate, In ON paragrap. from
dialectica. H6  < lıterary and consc10usly eloquent style of approach. As
the paragrap begins, the pomnt 1S remade: the 111 15 super10r the
intellect because the 11l 1S connected the ıdea of fulfillment, ere
called rest (quies), ıle the intellect 15 connected INOTC wıth the ıdea of
motion toward that goal (motus) ıles makes thıs point emphatıcally ere
and in that effectively repeats the key words often.

No rest 15 nOTL characteristic of the intellect, because the end and the lımıt
1S not movement of the soul. |Rest] in the wıll! For when the g00d 15
absent it u E} after the g00d 15 present rest. But that mMOVve 15
characteristic of the appetite, the act 15 charaecteristic of the 111 and of love.

140Therefore after that MOvemen)! has departed, rest 15 characteristic of ıt

Vıvıdly brought 18 mınd here 15 the princıpa. theme of Augustine’s
Confessions, especlally the statement that and closes that work and
SEeTis both ıts mo0od and ıts theme You ave made us for yourself and OUFr

heart A ungquliet till ıt ın 1fs rest In you oug there 15 long
tradıtıon, ı10 includes the Scholastıcs, of assoclatıng man’s ultımate
enJjoyment and happıness, the beatıfic V1IS10N, lovıng rest in God, the
change ere In method 15 noticeable when it 15 consıdered In 1g of what
immediately ollows 1l1es builds the ıdea of dıvıne rest. NO longer
employıng philosophical argument, however, ıles NO rather chooses
plece of mythography, allegorıically interpreted, callıng mınd the
banquets of the gods The and ambros1a they, and restored souls,
ATiICc served represent fırst the pleasure of the intellect and finally the rCcpOSC
of the ıll

"When the table 15 first ready, there 15 pleasure, that 1S, necCtTtar. When there 15
rest, there 15 ambrosı1a, which signiıfies stable eternity. For thıs LTCAasSOIN Plato
SaVYS that all the gods arec happy and that love 15 the medium, ıf all of
happıness and perfection 1S ocated In the wiıll, where love’s co 15 siıtuated.
And the ancıents Sa Y thıs about aCTSs of the will, that and ambrosı1a d1C

seit before the gods, that 1S, the appYy. Intoxicating neCcCTiar sıgnıfles pleasure,

"Quies NON iıntellectus est, ad quCcm 11nıSs termınusque MOLUS anımae NON esT, quı
voluntate quiescıit. Bonum enım absens MOVverT,; quO praesente QuUleSCIMUS. Sed MOLUS Jlle
est appetitus, aC voluntatıs el aMOTIS. Ergo eijusdem est qulies abeunte motu  Y (Comm
ch 17) |My emphasıs].

"Inquietum est COT n  . donec requliescat te  vv (Confessiones Bla
CSL Z cf. 13.37.52 I PL CSL BTA
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but ambros1ia sıgnifies stable and motionless rest in SOINC happy realıty and
1472the eternity O 9 speak, the ıiımmortalıty of that happıness

Here ıles 15 able touch hıs maın [CasonNn for rejecting Averroean
Arıstotelianısm: ıts dıfficulty wıth the doctrine of personal ıiımmortalıty of
the soul. He SCI15CS5 that enjoyment, the attaınment of the hıghest g00d,
requires iımmortalıty, for happıness 1S removed by the fear of yıng and of
losıng t43

(nles’s voluntarısm and hıs method of interpretation usıng
STAMMUNAL, myth. and allegory thus reflect humanıstıc perspective SV al
thıs earlıest pomnt in the Commen(tarYy. Ultimately the method he prefers 15
ıterary rather than dıalectical, humanıst rather than scholastıc. Hıs UsSsCcC of
myt. and allegory 15 sıgnıfıcant because ıt 15 hOow he concludes CVEIY
section of the TY. Moreover, the allegory of nectiar and ambrosıa
ere oes far LINOTEC than illustrate hıs opınıon the superlor1ty of the ll
It Jo1ıns 1l1es o venerable tradıtiıon of Renaissance Platonist partıcıpatiıon
In the debate Marsılıo Fıcıno, who had made IM impress10n
ıles, reversed hıs posıtıon the question. oug! he ırst maıntaıned
that the SUMMUM bonum 15 ocated in OUT intellect, 4S early 1453, after
discussıon wıth Lorenzo de edic1, he and hıs patron CaInc hold that
the 111 rather than the iıntellect Was INOTC responsıble for human
happıness. Lorenzo’s PDOCIM Altercazione and Fiıcıno’s ‚pistola de felicitate
both make thıs poımt. Further, both use the ıimages of nectar and ambros1a:
the of the wıll  S JOY and the ambrosıa of the intellect’s VISI1ON.
owledge of (GJ0d WAas less satısfyıng than love of God Ihe SdIlleC
voluntarıst 1eW Can be found in Nes1ı and Vieri

We ote that ıles has reversed the images of nectar and ambros1ı1a
4S symbols, but the approac he takes the 1ssue 15 precısely that of his
humanıst contemporarı1es.

472 "Ubı INeNSa qQquacC prımo instruıtur voluptas, nectar. Quies, ambrosıa, QqUaC immotam
sıgnıfıcat aeternıtatem. Hınc ato eos INDNes beatos sSS5C dixıt, eit medium,
quası MnNI1S eatitudinis VIS perfect10 voluntate collocata sıt, ubı amorIs est regla.
Et de voluntatıs actıbus abh antıquıs 1C1 quod dı1s, HOC SST. beatıs apponıtur nectar el
ambros1ıa. ectar inebrians voluptatem sıgniıficat, ambrosıa VCTO, quietem el stabılem
iImmotamque re1 felıcıs, eft felıcıtatıs aeternıtatem, el ut ıta dıcam, immortalıtatem"
(Comm ch. 17)

43 "Morıiendiı enım eft amıttendi MEeTUS felıcıtatem ollere V1  e ut VeITOES argult  ‚0
omm ch 17) See Averroes’s Commentary Arıstotle’s De anıma 1,66 Iınes xa 55

See Cambridge istory of Renaissance Philosoph,y, 352 Here 1so recall
ugustine’s caution OU! the intellect, ere alluded mountaıntop eached DYy
phılosophical actıvıty 11Ccals of reachıng god f 1s OLC thıng SCC, TOomM
wooded mountaın LOD, the land of '9 and NOT find the WaY i (Confessiones.
Z RE (CSL. ))
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The interpretive method adopted in thıs early section of the
COommen(taTY, therefore, 15 appropriate ıles toward exaltatıon
of Love, theme that for hım 15 inextricably connected wıth the Christian
doctrine of salvation”. ere, 1ıke hıs humanıst precedessors who draw

Plato’s Phaedrus, 246-7, 1ıles 111 invoke the allegory of the intellect
and 11l twın WINgS A the soul, in love wıth the dıvınıty, 15 able

ascend heaven and experlence fruiltio, felicitas, and qules. Thıs image
complements the Prev10us ON  ® Together they g1ve hıghly poetical
colorıng the debate by WaYy of myth, much dSs ato hımself dıd,
althoug the doctrine of the Forms, 1C hıe behind it AIC, SVCN in ato,
grounded in dialectical analysıs The major dıfference ere and In the
Platonıc love 1alogues 15 atter of lıterary style

Conception Seminary College, MissourIı Danıiel ODE

45 Gıiles NexXTi the question whether humans only en]oy God USCcC hım
ell


