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OUL’S FACULTIES
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The Commentarium 48 Trum prıiımum Sententiarum “ad entem
Platonis” of Giıles of Vıterbo, atıng from the early sıixteenth CenturYy,
ollows the long 1st of Sentences commentarıes wriıtten by medieval
masters of theology.' Reaching only the seventeenth dıstinction of Book
before its author compelled by admıinıstrative responsıbilıties to
abandon the projJect around SI it 15 yet large and ambiıt1ious work,
distinctive for the WaYy it buttresses Christian theological doectrines 1ıth
classıcal myth and poetic imagerYy. It SUCCESS  y informs quest1ons
established scholastic discourse ıth interpretations reflecting 1919  -

emphasıs atonıc and poetic theology. Over the past four decades
cholars ave cCcommented thıs interesting ending 1n Var1ıo0us WaYy>S
Eugen10 Massa interpreted Giles’s intention *to 1Derate theology from
the systematıc foundation it had under medieval Scholasticism and

Y 92establish N  S humanıstic theology. Massa, however, also recognIızes
that 1ıles often sed Platonic exXTis o reinforce the conclusıons of his
scholastıc predecessors.” John O’Malley has bserved that 11es dıd nOoL,
{r LO what MNan WOU. EXPECT, “reject the scholastıcs 11070 taınted
ıth 1StOtle and 11018 r1gorously systematized for hım be able to

* earlıer version of thıs artıcle Was presented at the Fıfth International Congress
Medieval Studies, Universıity of Leeds, 13-16 July, 1998

Stegmüller’s Repertorium Commentarıorum In Sententias 'etri Lombardı, vols.,
(Würzburg, 21ves ample evidence of the frequency of production of Sentences
commentarıes. On the Commentarium ad mentem Platonis and 1ts author SCcC especlally
John O’Malley, SJ Giles of Viterbo Church and Reform (Leıden, Eugen10
Massa, Fondamenti metafısıcı «dıgnitas homin1s», Torino 1954 contaıns edition
of chapters 53-66 of Egidio’s commentary, which hıe midway between the preface and the
place where Eg1d10 abandoned the project. All cıtations from Egidio’s commentary in thıs
artıcle AI based Vat. Lat. 6325 Corrections based readings of 'Our other MSS
(Rome, Bıb Angelica 636; Naples, B  9 V 87 aples, II Hamburg,
Staats-und Unıiv., Codex Phıiılol. 308) are sıgnalled in the NnOtfes. Corrections Massa’s
version ave een made wıthout indication in the (ext.

I Fondamenti,
“Sovente Eg1dio usa est1 dı Platone semplicemente DCI dimostrarare NOn

arıstotelicamente le dottrine dı Arıstotele” (Ibid., 1 9 144)
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tolerate.?”“ iles, hıs Sentences Commentary and elsewhere, rather
‘“follows in general WaYy the top1cs treated Dy the great scholastics and,
although his INanner of argument 1Ss dıfferent from theırs, his conclusions

not distinctive m1g ave anticipated.”” O’Malley concludes
by noting, however, what he ca strange anomaly, that
administrator 11e8S promote: the study of scholastıc theology “wıith
insıstence truly remarkable for SOMECDOAdY convınced that the properly

59506Christian philosophy that of the Fıcınıan ato Elsewhere ave
argued that ıles sShows remarkable freedom when hoosing fOo follow ONC

school another 1{8 particular quest10ns, but that hat 1S consıstent
and dıistinctive about his me of tTeatmen! 1S the uUusSs«c of classıcal lıterary
exXTiISs illustrate hıis conclusions./

The synthesı1s of scholastıc and poetic approaches 18 theological
1SSueSs 1S especlally evıdent in Giles’s wrıtings the soul. It 11l be in
evidence here, thıs examınes [WO quest10ons the soul that 1les
treated m1ıdway h1s commentarYy. Both questions concerned wıth the
faculties PDOWCIS that WeIC SCCI1 to aCCOunNntT for the soul’s INan dıfferent
operatıons such perception, and the abılıty abstract.
The first asks whether there 1S pPropcr ordering am ONg the faculties.
The second asks whether ONC faculty INnaYy be sa1d 18 or1gınate firom
another. Both questi1ons WEeTC treated frequently 1n commentarıes Book

of the Sentences because that book 15 devoted reflecting the
theological mMYySterYy of the rnı and the faculties of the uman soul had

long history of eıng sed analogıes for the pErSONS of the Trinity.“

John O’Malley, S} Giles of Viterbo Church and Reform Study In
Renaissance Thought, (Leiden, Such anti-Aristotelian description would
fit SOINC Renaissance scholars. Marıo Nizolıi0 (1488-156/7), for example, openly eritized
Arıstotle and Sa  < (C'iceronıan rhetoric PITODCI replacement for Peripatetic logıc. Giles’s
relatiıon Ariıstotle 18 IMNOTSC complex.

Ihid.
Ibid,
See Nodes, *Humanısm in the Commentary ad mentem Platonis of (nles of

Vıterbo, ” Augustiniana 45 (1995), 285-298; “Homeri1c Allegory in Eg1dio0 of Vıterbo’s
Reflections the Human Soul,” Recherches de Theologie el Philosophie medievales, 65
(1998), 351-363

kor centuries before (nles wrote, it Was widely held that the soul performs ifs
Varıous operations, from controlling bodiıly functions and takıng in SCHSOTY data,
exerc1sıngs imagınatıon, rcasonN, will, and all intellectual functions, through
indivıdual faculties POWCIS. Katherine Park has observed that In the 1ıddle Ages “the
OWCIS WOCIC acknowledged central dally aCCount of the soul,” but che 15 quick add
that “there Was CONSECNSUS hat they were, ” (“Albert’s Influence ate
Medieval Psychology,” in Albertus Magnus and the Sciences, ed Weisheipl,
l1oronto 1980. 506) Further, how Oose OWCIS subsıst In relatıon the soul and ach
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11eSs makes hıs presentation d heır LO the maJor strands of
ancıent and medieval thought. It Was chiefly firom Augustine hat Peter
Lombard appropriate the Concept hat trinıties ex1ist the operat1ons of
the soul, and at Sentences I Dıistinction 3. Chapter Z “Quomodo In
AaNıIıMAa S1t IMAZO Irinitatis, Peter DaVC the Augustinıan framework
COMMEeNTLALOTS when d1SCusSsSing the rını invoke the unıty of the soul

image of unıty but also consıder WAaYyS the soul contaıns trıune
elements dINONS its DOWCETIS OT faculties ” ser1es of complications Ar OSEC
when 8 this framework WeTC quest10ons of the ordering and or1ıgin of
those elements. The Nıcene Fathers had abored OVver the ordering and
orı1g1n AaINnONS the divine DErSONS and had artıculated the doctrines of the
procession of the Son Dy WaYy of generation OT birth OT egetting (YyEVva)
and the procession of the pırı (EKTÖPELOLC) nOot Dy WaYy of generatıon
bırth begetting. The prevaılıngz doctrine rejecte: logıcal orderings
according tO time OT sımple causalıty inappropriate when peakıng of
the divıne DETISONS of the rını It ffirmed ordering of or1g1n AaIMNONS
the Persons, but ONC entalling neıither prior1ity NOr posterlor1ty time NOT

superlor1ty OT inferlor1ty in being OT nature Orthodox doctrine, hus
preserving the mYSterYy of three ordered yel coequal and coeternal PCTSONS,
HNowed analogy Tawn from nature only 19 correspondence.
CeNTtUrY later ugustine OUN! hıs usefu analogıes Dy focusing mental
PTrOCCSSCS, see1ng, for example, entaıls trınıty of thıng SCCH, the see1ng
by the imagınatıion, and the ending OT willing that focuses the object

other Was resolved for long the question remaılned intelligible. Do they fall
into certaın natural categories”? Do they derıve from ON another in sequence? One Can

COMDAaIC questions about the soul that Arıstotle asks al the begınnıng of De anımda, of
which AIC relevant here, articulated, for example, by Charlton: Is the soul
thing ıth parts? 1); Is all soul the SAalllc in kınd, there dıfferent souls, the
sou] of horse, the soul of dog, the soul of Man, and on? 1-8) (See Wılliıam
Charlton, “ Arıstotle’s Definıition of Soul,” in Aristotle De anıma In FOcus, ed ichael
Durrant |London and New Y ork, 1993 ]) Are they substances distinct from the soul®? Are
they the soul’s parts Are they Just for each of the Varıous operatiıons that the ONC
undıvıded soul WAas thought perform? Ample interest existed in these questions in their
O W right; but respected though troublesome tradıtion lınkıng human psychology and
reflections the divıne nature Irınıty contributed theır ongomng and the
turbulence accompanyıng theır discussion. ecause the soul 1S made In od’s image, it 15
ONC and sımple God 15. But the DOWCIS of the soul WEIC multiple and WEIC tradıtionally
arranged in ree categorıies, presented in Plato. Aristotle, Plotinus, and ugustine.

See Sentences 1, D ’ The Blackfriars edıition of the Summa theologiae
(ed Timothy Suttor, vol 11 |New York and London, speaks of
Lombard’s presentatiıon ere SOUTCE of the scholastıc dialectic thıs
Many er matters.” The importance of Arıstotle the development of thıs and most
other top1Cs In medieval theology and philosophy, however, MUuUSt be emphasıized.



He also presented trinıty of three levels of seeINZ: physical sıght, the
imagınıng of objects in the miınd, and bstract, intellectual sight. ‘“ The
analogy that satısne. Augustine most applıes intellective PrOCCSSCS, eing
mindful, understandıng, and lovıng, {tO the Good, OT God himself, because

Augustine’s VIeEW, when God 1s the ubject, each of those act1ons,
0Ug dıstinct, entaiıls the others, SIMU.  eously and co-equaliy, in
unıfled act. !! As mentioned, ugustine 1s maınly where Peter Lombard
drew hıs inspiration for awıng the connection, but he, ıke Augustine,
also acknowledged the liımıtations of all analogıes thıs
context1

The reintroduction of Arıstotelian psychology and the addıition of
Commentarıes 1stotle by uslım cholars brought other images LO the
forefront for later medieval 1sSt1ans 08 consider when presenting the
faculties analogy for the PCISONS of the Trinity. ” Arıstotle’s De
anıma, 28 iıdentihNes three spec1es 0)1 aSspects of soul: vegetatıve, sensıtive,
and ratiıonal, and COMDPDAaTrCcSs them to the progression of numbers and
geometric figures, ONC from another. °Kor alıke gures and in thıngs
connected wıth soul,” wriıtes istotle, “t}le earlier form ex1ists potentially
in the Jater, aS, for instance, the triangle potentially in the quadrılateral,

5514 Arıstotle’sand the nutritive faculty hat 16 has sensatıion.
distinction amOoNg vegetatıve, sensıitive, and ratiıonal faculties, een
rellecte! in Augustine but NO  < reintroduced the West from NON-

Christian context. Thıs ST1L DaVC Chrıistian COommMentators the opportunity tO
develop the Trinıtarıan analogy, but iın domg they risked presenting
stat1ıc hıerarchy of comprehensıveness and ımportance from ON element LO
the other, hereby aılıng to represent divine PCISONS that co-equal and

Ssee in partiıcular De Trinitate E, DE De genesı ad litteram L RC dıstinguishes
between carnal sight and intellectual spirıtual sıght.

NSee De rYınılate
On Peter’s recogniıtion of the lımıiıts of Augustine’s psychological analogıes, perhaps

excludıng ME notitia, amor, SCC Marcıa Colish, eler Lombard, vol (Leıden,
243244

13 De Aanıma Was part of the “thırd entry” of Arıstotle Minio-Paluello, however,
(Opuscula: The Latin Aristotle |.  sterdam, 1972]) has shown that De anıma amne into
the West first Dy dırect translatıons from the Greek and not by WaYy of the Muslım
COMMENLTATfOTrS and translators of theır works 18 ften assumed. IThomas ave
used version of Arıstotle’s De anıma that Was derived from the translatıon of ıllıam
of Moerbeke, composed between 1265 and 1268

14 De Anıma 223 414b, 'ans. Hıcks, (Buffalo, vVerroes Was ONMNC

influential cCommentator who interpreted Arıstotle’s discussıon of the faculties referring
dıstinct substances.
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co-eternal, yel possessing order of orıgın aAM ONS themselves. It 15 nOt
surprisıng hat manYy later adherents (8 Augustine’s psychological analogies
agalnst the newly introduced framework from 1STtOile WeTe inclined tO
consıder the distinctions amnoNg the soul  ,  s faculties INOTC verbal than
real.'®

OMas Aquınas met the C  enge dıfferently, and the scholastic
of CGiles’s presentation ollows the Thomistic adaptatıon of stotle, it

1S helpful LO outline hOow Omas treats the issue in his Sentences
commentary. ‘” Thomas begins his AaCCOUNT of the ordering of the faculties
by repeating the [WO asıc principles of order that doctrine rejects WaYySsS
to understand the ordering of the divine PCETSONS in the Trınıty time of
comıing into being and sımple causality. He first acknowledges argumen(ts
agaınst ordering based origin time, because all of the faculties
simultaneous and present the soul from its creation:

that ONC faculty (potentia) does not or1ginate from another, SINCE, for
all things that simultaneous, element arılses from another.
Now all the faculties the soul al the SaIinlec tıme from the creation of the
soul.
Therefore, NC faculty does 19(0)) arıse from another. 8

|5 Ariıstotle Was influential in ate medieval formulatıons of the distribution of the
facultjies “Deparate but related, the faculties occupied statıc hierarchy of dependence and
nobılıty rangıng from the lowest faculty of nutrıtion the highest faculty of intellect.
They WEeTIC further grouped into three dıfferent kinds of soul” (Cambridge History of
Renaissance Philosophy, ed. Charles Schmutt et al., Cambridge 1988, 467)

16 Massa (T fondamenti, 17) mentions Alcher of Claırvaux, Phılıp the Chancellor,
John de Rochelle (Massa confuse him 1ıth Robert Grosseteste), Rıchard of
Middleton, Duns Scotus, and iıllıam of Ockham scholars who agreed ıth Augustine
but who held that the soul Was ON but that ere Was real dıistincetion ON the
faculties.

17 John alley maıintained that “lt 15 hard fiınd Oobvıous and consistent
correlatıon between Giles’s work and the corresponding 1815 of Saılnt Thomas” (Giles of
Viterbo Church and Reform, 63) Whıle ıt IMNaYy be true that “Giles dıd not ave
profound fiırst-hand knowledge of scholastıc authors, ” O’Malley u: (ibid.), CGiles

ave made detaijled UsSCcC of Ihomas for hıs discussıon of the faculties of the soul
For discussıon of the structure of the beginnıng of Giles’s commentary In lıght of the
Summa of TIThomas SCC Daniela 1012 cholastık und Platonısmus 1m Prolog ZU

Sentenzenkommentar des Aegı1dıus VonN Vıterbo, ” Augustiniana (1989) 132-153
Thomas Was attracted the teachings of Arıstotle in envıronment where philosophy
Was considered propaedeutic theology. See Chenu, Introduction
L4  tude de Saint Thomas D ’ Aquin, 2Ind ed arls, 173175

18 “Vıdetur quod una potentia NON orlatur IIEY Quaecumque nım simul sunt, NUumMm

altero DNON orıtur. Sed potentiae simul sunt in anıma creatione. Ergo ulld NOMN

orlatur ha‘  29 (Lıib. 1’ 1ist. 3! IV a.3) Thomas Aquınas, Scriptum libros
Sententiarum magıstrıi 'etri Lombardi, ed. Mandonnet, (Parıs, 118
All cıtatıons of Ihomas’s Sentences commentary ATe taken Irom thıs edition. Translations



OMAas then acknowledges arguments agaınst theır ordering eing ONC of
sımple causalıty, SINCe ..  one faculty 1S nOot the ubject of another faculty,
because accıdent cannot be the subject of accıdent. Therefore, ONC

faculty o€s not arıse from another.  2„19 Then, 18 explaın how they
ordered accordıng to Oor1g1n, Thomas dıstinguishes the faculties accordıng
O act1ons and externals, that 1S, accordıng to the objects of each aculty.
Understandıng, the object of ö ollows perception, the object of
sensatıon. TOM the vantage poımnt of the objects of the faculties SCC

clearly that there 1s ordering Since there 1S recıprocal relatıon
between the objects and the faculties connected ıth them, it ollows that
there 1S ordering to the faculties themselves:

The faculties distinguished according theiır act10ns. the actıvıty of
ONC aculty ollows na from the actıvıty of another faculty and
or1ginates irom ıt; Just understandıng ollows upOoNn perception. Therefore
it 15 also mm the faculties themselves.“°

10 illustrate the nal of that ordering, Thomas approprıiates Arıstotle’s
explanation of the ordering of the hree aspects of soul, vegetatıve,
sensıtive, and ratiıonal, from De anıma, H3

All numerıcal quantıties, hıch deriıve naturally from the number ONGC, must
descend order, because ONC number forth only from ON number; and

SInCe mMan faculties proceed from the ESSCHCC of the soul, SaYy that there
15 natural ordering IN the soul’s faculties; and althoug, they all HNow
forth from that CSSCHNCC, ST1 ONC forth from another that stands between
it and the CSSCHNCC, and from thıs it stands 16ASON that later faculty
PTESUDPDOSCS its definıiıtion pr10r ONC, and the actıon of the later depends
that of the DPIOT. For f define intellect, it 15 defined Dy its actıon, 1C 15

understand, and the definıtion of this aculty’s actıon there IS included
the actıon of pr10r faculty and the faculty itself.*'

arc mıine.
“{ na potent1a nNnonNn est subjectium alterıus, quıa accıdens NONMN est subjectum

accıdentis. Ergo ula potentia NON Tritur lıa  27 Ihid.
*[Con!  9] potentiae determinantur secundum CIUS. Sed CIuUSsS Uun1us potentlae

sequiıtur naturalıter ad CcCtum alterius potentıiae, ef or1ginatur 1psa; sıcut intellıgere
sequıltur ad hoc quod est tenere notitiam. Ergo ıta est etiam In potentia. ” Ihid.

Omnıs numerosıitas, qUaC descendit naturalıter ab alıquo uUuNO, oportet quod
descendat secundum ordınem, quı1a ab uUNO 1ON X 1t 1S1 unum, et deo CUMmm multae
potentiae egrediantur ab essentia anımae, dicımus, quod in potent11s anımae est TdOo
naturalıs: ei CUMm fluant ab essentla, un tamen fuıt mediante alıa; et nde estT, quod
poster10r potentia supponit in definıtione SU1 priorem, ei Ctius poster10r1s dependet
Dr10T71 S1 nım defin1amus intellectum, definıietur DCI SUUTN actum, qu1 est intelligere, et in
definıtione C{Ius 1US Cal CIus Dr10rI1S potentiae, el 1psa potentia. ” Ihid.
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The faculties thus resemble Varı0us geometrical gures under the ON

spec1es of figure The form riangle ex1sts potentially in the form
the order ofquadrılateral, and Ngures arrange:

comprehensiveness.““
Fınally, OmMaAas repliıes the iınıtıal objections by retaınıng the

valıdıty of theıir basıc prem1se 1le showıing that simultaneıty and the ack
of substance accCıdent relatıonshıp do nNOt prevent the fact of ordering
accordıng LO or1g1n, when thıs princıple 1S properly understood:

irst of all, therefore, it Must be sa1d that althoug the faculties
sımultaneous, nevertheless ONC 1s naturally priıo0r 18} the other. Secondly, it must
be sa1d that accıdent does not have the W iıtself produce another
accıdent;: but ONC accıdent roceed Irom substance wıth another accıdent
standıng between, accordiıng what 15 presupposed the subject.“

OMAas o1VveEs that aCcCCount h1is Sentences commentary at the
place where Peter Lombard presecnts the uman soul analogous tOo the
rını nasmuch the uUusS«c of Arıistotle’s mathematiıcal analogy presents

ordered relationship amMmonNg simultaneous elements independent of
simple causalıty, Thomas applıcatıon o the trınıtarıan Context 15

successful. But the mathematıcal lerarchy ST1 aıls LO reflect the paradox
of the ordering of or1gın aM ONg co-equal elements. OMAas LO ave
realızed thıs and reworked the Arıstotelıan perspective closer reflect the
trinıtarıan MYStTETY. 'Thıs 1S suggested Dy hıs eatmen of the Samnec

quest1ons the Summa theologiae, where in Vark he presen each
of three different orderings from dıfferent perspectives, each havıng its
O W valıdıty from the particular perspective.““ By “order of

In his OW] commentary Arıstotle’s De anıma, Ihomas 11 point Out that this
understandıng of the interrelatedness of all geometrical figures 1S somethıing 16
Ven the Platonists Ihomas Aquinas, Commentary Aristotle De anıma, Lecture
5’ Tans. Foster, and Humphrıies, otre Dame, hıs
commentary WAas composed between 1259 and 1268, between IThomas wrıting of hıs
Commentary the Sentences and his wrıting of the Summa theologiae.

22 “Ad priımum CI SO diıcendum, quod quamVISs sınt simul tempore, nıhilominus amen
Uln  v naturalıter pr10r est altera. secundum dicendum, quod accıdens Se1PSO NON

habet virtutem producendi alıud accıdens; sed substantıa potest NUMM accıdens procedere
mediante alıo, secundum quod iıllud, praesupponiıtur in subiecto” (Thomas, Scriptum
Lombardı, 118)

Thomas maıntaılns the soul’s unıty whıle Iso arguıng that the dıstinction between
the soul and ıts faculties Was real ON by introducing 11C  S Category into the formula.
Ihe distinction Was real because the soul belonged the logical Category of substances
while the faculties fell under the second species of qualıty. Summa theolog. 7 “Cum
potentıa anımae non sıt 1US essenti1a, oportet quod sıt accıdens: eft est 1ın secunda spec1ıe
qualitatıs.” See Iso Lottin, Psychologie ef morale EF 2[ AF siecles, Vol



development, ” each faculty precedes that faculty 1C it readies for
actıon. Thus the nutrıtive DOWCIS precede the SCHSOT'Y, and the SCHSOTY the
rational. ordering that and consıders the ratiıonal
POWCIS before the SCHSOTY POWCIS and the SCHSOTY before the nutritive.
Each facu.  S domaın ÖT sphere of infÄuence the pattern agaın
The domaın of the nutritive 15 the body only, and that of the SCHSOTY 1S the
body and beyond. Then there rational faculties whose domain 1S data
firom the WOTrT. ell the metaphysıca realm of being. For this
ird WaY of ordering OmMaAas drew INOTC deeply from Arıstotle’s De
anıma, noting that for the second and ırd domaiıns that cConnect the soul
wıth externals, addıtional DOWCIS, namely appetite and locomotion,
requıired. ese addıtional DOWCIS enable the soul 118} tend towards and then
tOo reach the externals.“ Thıs scheme of showing multiple perspectives
lays foundation for preserving SCVOCN greater the ynamıc

otf the relatıon of the PETISONS of the rını the dynamıcs
maınly hat interest 11es when he takes the topıc at the end of the
fifteenth

ıles, however, first argucs for the moral signıficance of search
for order „ 19010)082 the faculties by invokıng ato Where OmMas wiıth
1Sstotle appealed tOo the geometrical analogy and concluded logıcally that
the faculties Must ave order, 11es wıth ato emphasıze humanıstically
that learnıng that order 111 also prevent the soul from experlencing harm
and miserYy, because it 111 know WN1C faculties should SCIVC and C
rule

Any multiplıcıty of thıngs, unless it has order, 4S AII1LY,
generally ex1sts confus1ion. order Must be sought an ON the
faculties of the Soul, lest experience strange thıngs OUT Nesh, aSs if OUT

body has been mutated. We should o0k for order 490100824 those things
1C afflıct us wıth erpetual harm and m1sery unless dıscıplıne 18 establıshe'l
and DITODECT order controls them  26

Thıs, ecall, Plato’s a1m when In epublic Book OUur he compared

(Louvain, $ 49 7-507; Künzle, Das Verhältnis der Seele (Freiburg, Switzerland,
144-218

25 Ssee De anıma H’
26 "Multı Omnı1s nısS1 ordınem habeat, sicutı In C1vVv1ıtate ef in exercitu, confundere

solet Oomn1a. In potent11s itaque anımae Ordo quaerendus est, membris, velut in COTDOIC,
mutatıs monstra patıamur. Quaerendus tamen Oordo in 118 estT, qua«c nN1sS1 discıplına
instituantur recCLoque regantur ordine, perpetu1s eft IN1Ur1s ef miser1a NOS affıcıunt (ch
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the relatıon of the parts of the soul 1180 the functioning of kingdom.“” In
that analogy, Giles notes, “reason Fratio) 1s lıkened to kıng, soldiers LO
self-regard OT emotion (ira), and the people to appetite (cupiditas).  928

in present the ordering itself, 1les discusses orderings of the
faculties from three interrelated perspectives, Just OMAaAas dıd in the
Summa. Cihles’s orderings of Plato’s kıngdom made accordıng to
objects externals, nature, and time. Consıdered from externals, the
PTODCI ordering 1s soldiers, king, people. According to nature, it 1s Kıng,
soldiers, and people.” According time it 1S people, king, soldiers. The
multiple perspectives they provıde ead the reader tO discover the natural
jerarchy of the faculties wıthın ynamıc relationship, miırroriıng the
natural ordering of orıgin wıthın the yNamıc relationship „ 400(0)0824 the
PCETrSONS of the Trmity.

1ıles first S ordering of the faculties accordıng to tiıme,
not, ofC in the of the comıng into being of each faculty but
rather according 18 their order of actıon. 1les wıth his predecessors
that the simultaneous creation of the faculties precludes ordering based

theır comıng into eing al dıfferent times:
No how often ds separate out and dıstınguı1sh the class [of faculties],
the sub-groups of the faculties, A4Ss separated, SCCITN 18 ex1ist all at the SAdalllc
time: for ON ubgroup does not SCCIMN LO be Dr10T7 another.“*

The ordering accordıng 110 time refers 1(6) eIr operatıons. The SCNSCS
first ac(T, and they inform9 and L1LCAaSON 1n stirs the ll Thus
Giles’s ordering accordıng tOo time also parallels the Neoplatonic of

perception, imagınatıon, and intellectual sıght, eatured
Augustine.

1les observes sımılar multiplıcı aM ON plants

27 Rep.434e 444e Plato Iso discusses the trıpartıte soul in / imaeus, Phaedrus, and
Symposium. Other medieval theologians adapted thıs analogy. illıam of Auvergne, for
example, ““presents the soul kıng of kıngdom, makıng 1LCAaSON the king’s
councillor, sending ther OWCIS do his bıdding at his ll and makıng the SCHNSCS

inspectors which trave] about and hat they SCC faıthfully theır kıng  7 (G.R.
Evans, Philosophy and Theology In the Middle Ages, (London and New York,
O1 ıllılam s paradıgzm 18 built the SAaIllc analogy from Plato’s Republic that Giıles
eventually SsScsS Giıles, however, has ON, not the soul itself, represent the kıng, and the
emotiıve and appetitıveo represent the soldiers and people, respectively.

28 “Ratıo reg]l, mıilıtes irae, populus cupıidıtatıbus cComparatus est” (65)
29 Duns cotus presents sımilar conception of the ordering of the faculties pro

natlurae. See Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy, ed etzmann ei al.,
(Cambrıidge, Eng., 626

“At quoties dıvidimus partımur NUS, membra part1on1s sımul sun(t, qUu'
alterum est altero prius” (65)



8 YOU cCONsıder the time of generation, Tree‘ rst bring forth leaves, then
flowers, and then fruits But f yYOou INCASUTC by nature the Concept of
perfection, what must stand in rst place 15 that for whose sake the ole
operatıon happens iruits ll obtaın the prımacy of place and flowers
ll follow them, and leaves 11l tollow them But i they compared from
the outsıde wıth the eyesight, rst 111 be the SW Nowers, than 16 the
CYCS behold nothing INOTE JOYy pleasant, and beautiful.”

11es SOCS LO sShow that the five physical SCNSCS also POSSCSS
multiple orderings. Usıng the internal ordering accordıng tO tiıme, Vis1ıon
stands first, SINCE, 11eSs notes, “we accustomed fOo ook at ings
before apprehending them ıth the other SEeNSES.  2932 But when it 118}
ordering accordıng 118} the facu objects, V1s1ıon stands las “sınce in OUT

visıon SCC spirıtua. ings, hıch er and pr10r to all other
things.  2933 earıng ollows second divine S  C then SMNEeE and aste,
and finally touch **

When 11es retiurns to present the faculties themselves, he nOotes
that ıf ONC Judges accordıng the objects of the respective faculties, 11l
(voluntas) after- SInNCe the go0d ollows the irue Then there
1S the ordering f the faculties according natur‘ and perfection, and ere
the full moral emphasıs returns, for ‘“whoever eeps thıs ordering 15 made
WwIise and happy.  2935 It 15 ere OO that 1l1es has tOo work both
acknowledge that the ratiıonal faculty, ratio, the intellective soul, 1S aft the
LOp of the ıst in all of ato, he SaYy>S, 116 also maımntamıng his
posiıtion that the primacy of place belongs LO the ll Thıs IS IO follow
Plato’s path interpreted by CGiles’s teachers, Agostino 1f0 and Marsılıo
Ficino.”° The natural and optımum ordering g1ves Hirst place LO the will,

Ores en1ım, Q1 generation1s tempus aspıc1as, priımo frondes, deinde flores,
POMa gıgnunt; quod S1 ordınem natura perfectove metiarıs, id primo

statuendum 10C0 est, CU1US gratia fıiunt Oomnı1a. Poma ıtaque princıpatum obtinebunt, aeC
flores, hos frondes CONSequUeENTÄUT. S1in CIO extrinsecCcus oculısque spectantıbus
comparabuntur, primae rTunt SUavıium florum, quıbus nıhıl oculı intueantur laet1us,
jucundI1us, gratius” (65)

*Ommnıa inspicere priıus quam alııs apprehendere sensıbus COoNnsuevıimus” (65)
37 “Cum caelestia obtutu videamus, QquaC alııs omnıbus antıquiora prioraque sunt” (65)
24 In Arıstotle’s De ANıMAa 414b33, and 1-435b9 touch 1S gı1ven DPrımacy

of place In ONMNC ordering the mOst fundamental Ihomas Aquınas g1ves
ample touch in his commentary the De Aanıma. Giles passS VT

thıs discussion in h1Is revıated reference the five SCI15CS5.

Quem quı serval, eft sapıentem et beatum facıt  7 (65)
Nıfo (1449/70-1538), (nles’s teacher of philosophy at Padua, broadened his OW]

devotion Aristotle and VeEerTOEeS ıth atonıc and Hermetic doectrines. Giles studied
briefly under Fic1ıno, the leader of the Platonic moOovement at Florence.
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although accordıng ‚to sequentıial ordering it ollows the ICasSon and 1S
nformed by it.
I investigate the Darts of ICasON, intelligence does nNOT rule the will, but
rather the 11l rules ıntelligence; and althoug 1C ONC 15 better 15 ST1.
matter of CONTrOVETSY, ato g1ves rst place 18 Ove For althoug! the 1Cason

eads, cCounirymen also customarily Z before great kıngs when they
about tO ead theır ough dense wOo0ods, Ouft of the WaY places,

and nevertheless the kıng’s 111 commands all the PDOWCTIS of the gdom
Therefore when the tenth book of Aaws ato enumerates the agıtat1ons of
the soul, he ment1ions willıng the rst place, then he mentions
contemplating. the Symposium he affırms that love enters through the heads
of INCH, and finally that it SWaY OVeT mortal humans as ell dS OVeT the
immortal gods.?”

It 15 NO  S time for 1ıles 118 illustrate these multıiple perspectives
ıth imagery drawn from and myth, he 0€eSs at the end of CVCIY
question he discusses in the Commentary. Here he pomts C6 Homer’s
presentation of Aphrodıte the goddess ..  Overcome DYy thena, wounded
Dy Diomede, and mocked Dy eus  .”38 This reflects the orderings
accordıing to externals and tıme, 1CcC put 1eCasSson and perception
above the 11l In ırgıl, 111e wriıtes, the third, divine, ordering accordıng
116 ature and perfection 1S observed, SInNCe primacy of place and ımperium
SINE fine 1s gıven tO the offspring of Venus Giles’s maın emphasıs in
connection wıth the divine Trmity 1S ell served he 15 able proclaım

natural ordering of the faculties amıd ynamıc relationship.
That 1S how 11eSs prepared the Context fo present the second

question, ON facu or1g1in from another. As he order tOo reflect
the Trmity, the faculties must orıginate ODNC from the 0)  er. the Son and
Spirıt orıginate from the Father. °But hOW 111 the taculties| present
themselves image and lıkeness of the rını unless ONC proceed
from the other?” he asks  39 11es recalls the Arıstotelıan procession OT

37 “Sl et1iam ratıonıs Sscrutemur, NON intelligentia voluntatı, sed voluntas
intelligentiae imperat; ef in controvers1ia adhuc sıt ira Pars el, Plato
prımas amorI1 SCIMPDCT 1C€' nım ratıo ducat, ducıt ef rusticus plerumque MagnNOS
5 DCI V1a CINOTUM ducturos exercıtum: mperat amen unıversıis regn] potestatibus
voluntas. uare CUu decımo egum lıbro |Leg. 10, X06 e-897a] anımae agıtationes
numeraret, primo 10C0O velle, deinde considerare commemoOrTavıt. In ymposi0 |Symp 18,
195e] DCI homiınum capıta AaINOTCIMN ingredi, ei em affırmat um hominibus
mortalıbus, quam etiam dis immortalıbus imperare” (65)

38 . enerem Pallade Vvictam, Diomede saucl1am, love derisam” (65) See
Tliad 5.129-132; 455-459

39 *Sed quONam illae effigiem sımulacrumque Irıinitatis DIaC ferent, Nn1ıS1
altera anarıt ab altera‘?” (66)
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generatıon (dimanatio of ON number from another and then r  NS
parallel Cası! of the progression from the Good, 118 owledge of the 00d,
tO desire for OVve o1) the Good, agaın reflecting Augustine’s highest
psychologiıcal analogıes for the rını

If does not desıre the g00d, it 18 either because he does 19(0)! know what
it 1S, because he knows ıt badlıy; and he does not know the good who
does nOt desıire it, and he does nOot desire it who does nOot it. 40

Thus, alongside the eman!ı of ogical necessity 15 moral necessIity. The
generation of numbers and geometrical fgures also requires progression,
and thıs progression IS reneCcte| triad the soul. Thıs time ıles
emphasızes the Neoplatonic trıad of eing, lıfe, and understanding, (01918(

Marıus Victorinus and adapted by Lombard:“
1 ıfe 1s LO body, its nature 15 dıfferent than if ıfe 15 wıthheld ıf

1S living being, it 15 different from that 1C aC NSC,
allY, 1 it 1S ndowed wıth if it en]oys ‚ASUN, it 1S far dıfferent than
if aC| reason.“*

avıng made the Cası for the fact of the ordering of the faculties moral
grounds, 11es 1S content 18 confirm theır principle of or121n, ONC from
another, ogical grounds: “Reason demands that ON faculty orıgınate
irom another.”“ When it the faculties, however, the CONCcepL of
or1ıgın 1s relatıve 0)8l  @ TOom ON perspective, the lower faculties the
ubject and the material of FrCason, ıle IS both the efficıent
and final of the lower faculties.

The lower faculties should be considered pr10r the INOTE eminent ONECSs not

by nature perfection, but by generation... ıt stands that the faculties
roceed from the soul accordinz 18 theır OWN order, ON irom the other, but,

"% qU1S 19(8)8! appetit |bonum], vel quia NON novIıt, vel qulia male NOVIt: NOMN iıtaque
nOvIıt bonum, quı NON appetit, 1ECC appetit quı 19(0)8! sequitur” (66)

See Marcıa Colısh, Peter Lombard, vol (Leiden, » 239
“CorporI S1 V1Ivens addıtur, lıa est natura, quam S1 Vivens tollatur. S] V1IVO

SCHSUM adicitur, alıud ab esLT, quod caret, vel denıque praedıtum, S1 ratione
utatur, alıud longe QqUam 81 rat1ıo in desideretur” (66)

43 “Exigit ratio, ut altera ab altera orlatur (66) Giles artıculates thıs proof wiıthıin
Western trinıtarıan context strongly influenced by Augustine and reinforced DYy Ihomas
Aquinas’s appropriation of Arıstotle. In the of trinıtarıan theology, thıs arg
favors the Fıl1oque, and it 1S reasonable AaSSUMe that Giles hımselt dıd Yet beiore Giıles
nds hıs examınatıon of thıs question he qualifies the of lınear TECUITENCE by
recallıng through Epımonides that the soul 1S the of all the faculties. fact the
soul, he SdaYyS, stands efficient' the fınal ‚u  9 and the subject of the faculties.
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ave mdicat;d‚ dıfferent manner.““

It remaılns for ıles only 18 illustrate this second question from
0102Y. He o€es thıs Dy interpreting the twın of Dıana and

Apollo, representing sensıtive and intellective faculties respectively, from
Latona, 16 the soul in its uman CONTEeXT. Zeus, however, 1S the en's
dıvine ather. Although the L[WO offspring from the Samnıe bırth, Dıana 18
born fırst, because owledge arı1ses from the SCNSCS fter che 1s born,
Dıana herself functions aSs obstetricıan, it WEeTIC, 18 Apollo. Dıana, the
perceptive faculty of the soul, yel remaıns virgın, because che has
contact ıth mal itself but only ıth its forms. ıles, borrowing from
Plato’s Cratylus, SayS that Dıana  2  S Service 1s IO unt Out of the forest of
matter DICY 1n the form of SCHSOILY data, IC che fterwards g1ves her
brother. e1Ir relatıve STa 1S symbolized by the bow each POSSCSSCS.

Each has bow, that 1S, [each has| the W of OW1Ng, but Dıana deals
wıth 1ings individually, Apollo with universals.” Ihe of archery 1S,
fact, nothing other than theo of discourse; for it 15 by iINcanls of aITOWS,
1C| Ne: us [and| taken from (QUT qu1ver, that those ee1ing anımals that

far firom us, captured. TIhus deed by INCalNls of the bow both the
rother and sister uUusSc ITOW! and, oug the aABCNCY of the thıngs they
pDOSSCSS, both (0)091% know and IS what formerly they neıther had NOT

knew about if it 1ILICU. that uUusScCcs reason1ing and
discourse, let hım read Averroes; for he applıes the thinkıng part 18 the
mınd and makes it close, that although |sense perception| does not UusSe the
DOWw of the rother who etrikes al universals, nevertheless it obtaıns its
Dbow whereby there 1S hunting the capture and reason1ing of individual
things  46

Given the framework of ynamıc interrelationshıp ıth 1C 1les

* Deteri0ores potestates, NOoON natura aut perfectione, sed generatione praestantioribus
priores habendae sunt Constat ıtaque potent1as aD anıma SUO ordıne MAaANaTc, alteram
PCT alteram, dıversa amen, ut dix1, ratione” (66)

45 The dualıty here refers kinds of thought, inductive and deductive; empirıical
and abstract, and possibly reflecting the distinction between the organıc and intellectıve
aspects of the single human soul See 'amb. Hist. Ren Phil., (Gnles rejected
outright the iıdea of multiple souls in INa  -

46 “Uterque abet, hoc est cognoscend! vim, sed Dıana in singulıs, Apollo in
un]ıversıs versatur. Nıhıil est quıppe alıud sagittandı aIS, QqUam discurrendi VIS; sagıttıs
5 qua«C 38l NS nNOSIra pharetra ducuntur, C quaC procul absunt, fugientia
anımalıa capıuntur. Ita aTCUu, sagıtt1ıs utitur et et frater, dC, DCT QqUuUaC habent,
et norun: efi assequuntur, qUuUaC u prıus habebant J! norant. Quod S1 CUul difficıle
videatur, ut SCHNSUS rat10cC1nı10 discursuque utatur, verroem egat; 1S nım cogıtantem

deo menti! admovet et vicınam facıt, ut qUandguanı fraternum 11ON attıngat,
quı unıversa erit, proprium amen obtineat, qQuUO in singulorum cCaptu ei

ratiocinatiıone venatur” (66)



presented the ordering of the faculties, ON understand why he NS
theır or1g1ın also from multiple perspectives. As has een mentioned, thıs 1S

effective WaY to approac the paradox of the order of orıg1n of the
PETSONS of the rını Yet mMust ote that this y also makes
11es speak INOTe materı1alıst than ONC INaYy EXPECT. Despite his
atonıc commıiıtment ftO the re.  1 of the intellıg1ıble WOTr. ell tO
the divıne nature of the soul eviıdent in hıs reference eus ıts divine
parent, ere he adopts position the debate OVver the or1ıgın of cognition
hat Arıstotle, Omas, and Averroes supported, epitomized throughout the
1ddle Ages and Renalissance Dy the n  N|  ' “Nihil e2si In intellectu quod
Anon DFIUS fuerit In SCNSU” (There 1S nothing in the intellec that Was not
first the senses).“” ature and perfection g1ve the hıghest posıtıon
the inteliecCLive Tfaculty, for 10 the sensual aCU. ex1ists and performs.
But T ONC focuses generatıon, then the lower Taculty 1S the of the
hıgher. Thıs 1S effective WAaY 18 cshow how ONe element standıng
between its and thiırd lJement May be Sal to be that from IC
the thırd element also proceeds, ıle allowıng for other orderings that
suggest ynamıc relatiıonshıip AmoNS the three

Al this attention to the aculties 1n Chles’s Sentences Commentary
from the Hıgh Renatissance INdYy SCCIN surprisıng. It has been pomnted Out
that SVCN Dy the fourteenth CENTUrY uman cogniıtion interested
phılosophers and theolog1ians MOTE than the nature of the soul and its
faculties.“® aCu. psychology, however, continued tOo usefu SVECN
in Chles’s tıme, when the scholastic logomachy that had been ıts Jegacy

being strongly eritic1ızed. Philıpp Melanchthon, ON of the bıtterest
critics of Scholasticısm, summarızed the turmoı1l OVeCTLT the organıc faculties
responsıble for perception MASNA el inepta in h1s er de
anımda, datıng from 540 na version But SVCN Melanchthon
continued 118 speak of Will, cognıition, and Judgment “inter10r

47 See amb. Hist. Ren Phil., 470 Ihe epitomizıng sentence aAaDDCAaISs In several
writers of the Middle Ages and Renaıissance, including Aquıiınas, Henry of Ghent, Duns
Scotus. and Gilovannı Pico, ..,  as catch-phrase summarıze Arıstotle’s posıtıon. The
sentfence o€es NOT aDDCal in Arıstotle DEr JX however, and it 18 thought that ıt maYy ave
appeared in the Latın translation of ONC of Arıstotle’s cCommentators the rab
phılosophers.” See Paul Cranefield, uon the Orıgın of the Phrase ° Nihil est In intellectu
quod NN DFLUS fuerit In SENSU, ” Journal of the iStory of Medicine, 1970, 77-80 See
Arıstotle, De anıma H1,8 4329 and 434b Giles 1S adopting thıs viewpomnt and not sımply
referring it.

48 "Fourteenth-century philosophy presents varıety of solutions the problem
have een dealıng ıth In that per10d, human cognıtion interested philosophers and

theologians much INOTC than the nature of the soul and its faculties.” See 'amb. Hist.
Ren. Phil.. 625-628
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faculties” that text. The üfteenth-cen (Gjerman Carthus1i1an Gregor
Reisch, author of the influential eXtD0OO Margarita philosophica, another
scholar who voiced the Arıstotelian doectrine that OUTr owledge 1S
derived from the senses, ” continued LO speak of three in his
doectrine of the PDOWCIS. external (the five senses), internal five (serving

bridge), intellection ealıng ıth universals).” Particularly in
commentarıes the Sentences, the ngomng utilıty of the faculties
WaY tO approach princ1ıp MYySterYy of the Christian al 15 evıdent

ıles enriches the medieval legacy of abstract dialectic both
questions. He begıins ıth scholastıc dısputatiıon and ends wıth poetic
exeges1s. In the final analysıs, he nOot only reinforces the tradıtion
connecting the uman soul and its divine creator; he also presents
eloquent lesson in happıness that DYy learnıng the pProper ordering of
the faculties. In thıs h1Is work stands in relationsh1ip other
Renalissance scholars, who looked back O classıcal, patrıstic, and medieval
exXts and produce ‘“fusion of rhetoric and dialectic into eformed
OratorYy. 5951

Hamlıne University anıe ODES
Saılnt Paul (MN)

49 See 'amb. Hist. Ren. 'hil. 471
Today cognitive scientists IMay ave relegated the discussıion about the substance

number of the soul’s OWCIS the INUSCUM of psychological quackery, but the CONCEPDIS
endure under the headıng of “tfolk psychology.” They remaın convenıent handles for
grasping and referring complex mental PrOCCSSCS and for distinguıishıing certaın Lypes of
mental CTIs from others Even if there 1s single DrOCCSS al the molecular level underlyıng
all mental PTOCCSSCS (reflecting earlier language about the unıfied soul), in human
experlence hearıng still dıffers from computatıon, and computatıion from willing.

his 1S how Letizıa Panızza deseribes De vero falsoque ONO of Lorenzo Valla. See
Panızza, ° OorenzOo Valla’s De er falsoque bono, Lactantıus and Oratorical

Scepticism, ” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 41 (1978)


