
MYIH AND THE BEGETTING TIHE
DIVINE EGIDIO VITERBO, E.S.A

Artıiıculation of the dogmas of the Christian al egan in the
ONTEeXT of Hellenistic udaısm Gospel’s description of hrıs-
tianıty s princıpal doctrine, that of (G0d the Father’s begetting of
dıvine S5on, Jesus, (G0d who Was ıth (10d .. the begınnın  27 15 ele-
gant eXpression of the eachıng that Jesus 15 NOoTt only the hıstorical
Messiah of udaısm but 15 also the preexisten 0208 and eternally
dıvıne. TIhe descrıption 1S9 however, from the standpoımnt of the
phılosophıcal tradıtıon of discussıions Ou change and ll and S_

SIty, ideas ıntımately connected ıth the C of generatıon begetting.
As Chrıstianıty moved deeper Into the sphere of Hellenistic culture,
Christian hınkers responded that phılosophical tradıtıon to which
Chrıistianıty Was then lınked TIhe phılosophical legacy of dicussions
of change entered early into Chrıstian theologıcal wrıtings In the IT'
CENTUTFY rıgen of Alexandrıa observed In h1s treatise On Prayer that
inanımate thıngs AIc moved of necessıty, that 1S, the effect of
external hat the later tradıtion abeled agenlte. Anımate
thıngs IMaYy INOVC by eIr OW nature In xternal
CaUsSCS, ratıonal beings also moved Dy necessIity and nature but also
Dy eIr OW ll DEr Se rıgen 1S ere In defense of the eIif1caCy
of prayer employıng dıistinctions about change in Varıo0ous beings that
WCCIC 1IrsS artıculated in Plato’s Phaedrus and IC ater expressed
in Arıstotle and then by the Sto1Ccs, namely that change 15 kınd of
motıion that entaıls 9 but the SIN dıfferent for dıfferent

of thıngs. And fınd in Carneades discussıon of the role of
the free all d of motion in human beings. Begetting 15 aCcT,

change, But how 1S ONC understand the aCi of begetting
ın the eternal God? Is acknowledgement of begetting of Off-
Spring admıssıon of mutabılıty In God? Does God beget willingly?
f nOL, W ds (J0d then unwiıllıng, coerced, ege the Son? But ıf
(10d 0€eSs 11l 18 aCT In begetting dıvıne SON, then ıt INAYy SCCIN that

of 11l precede the act of begetting.
Ihose questi1ons AdIc rooted in the CONLTOVETISY Cbrought the

desıre gaın CONSCHSUS the matiter of dıvıne generatıon the fore-
TON and 1C altecie viırtuallly aSspect of Chrıistian hought
and worshıp mong all TISCYHaNs ere W as a CconVvıction that the Son
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15 egotten Dy the Father wiıllingly, but Supporters of hat W as

become known Arıanısm, the Father’s wıllıng generatıon of the Son
implıed that the Son dıd nNOot exXIist before the Father wılled ege
hım Classıc Stages of the CONLFTOVETISY ıth Arıanısm produced the
orthodox credal descrıiption of hrıs d MONOSECHES of the father DFO
panton on ALONON, fOS ek fotos, theos alethınos ek theou alethınou,
and which confessed hrıst homoo0us10s ıth the Father hus he
1S nOL, ıke the rest of creatiıon, product of the Father’s ll 1f the aCTi
of 111 1S understood as preceding the aCct of egetting, ıf the Father’s
ıll ege the S50n, for that atter, the on s  2 11l be egotten,
1S SCCI1 somethıng the dıvıne nature

The elements of the CatANOol1C and orthodox solution A found in
Athanasıus in hıs dıspute ıth Arıanısm. In hıs IT Oratıon agaınst
the Arıans, for example, Athanasıus describes the statement that the
Son Was egotten Dy the 11l of God ASs per1lous, because the Arıans
make the phrase the 11l of God’ equıvalent admıssıon that
aft SOMNC po1In before which the Son dıd nOoTt ex1ist.‘ Athanasıus ald
oWn the ESSCIICC of the tradıtional cCounterargument, that ıt 1S PTODCI

understan:' that the Son 15 egotten by the Father’s wiıll, but not

preceding 111 hen the elated problem, AT nOoTt Dy wiıll, then bDy
necessIity, ” Athanasıus asks whether G0d W dads (10d Dy 11l Dy CcS-

s1ıty “Who 15 it 1C 1mposes thıs necess1ity Hım? But if ıt be
e  L speak of necessIity in the CASE of God, and therefore 1t
1S Dy nature that he 15 200d, much INOTEC 15 he, and LLLOIC truly, Father
of the Son Dy nature and 181011 Dy will  ”2 But 1ı1e it 15 inappropriate

SaY, “of 11l He Came be,” SInNCe that “HC m1g 187011
ave been,. it 1S PTrOPDCI SaYy, the Father has g00d pleasure towards
hıs Son,  29 1C indıcates accompanyıng ıll instead of preced-
ng will.}

By the early oOu cen the Church had reached the endur-
ing CONSCHSUS of maınstream Chrıistianıty. The hıstory of medieval
Latın Scholastıc. systematıc theologıca discourse re upON that
legacy of questions about the relatiıonshıp between Father d father and

“K aı TLC INV ÜVOYKNV NLBOAOV QÖTO; Ei dE (LTOTOV SGTL AEYELV EL
(©DEOUD AVOYKNV, KaLl ö10 TOLTO MLOEL Ü yaAOOC SGTLV' M  EIN _- NO  ® HWOAAOV Kal
ÜhnNOECTEPOV TOULD 100 PLOEL KaLl OUK SK BOvANOEOC atn  29 (Oratıones Ires
adversus Arıanos, 26.456)

“K a Yap ETEPOV EGTL AEYELV, BovAnoe1 YEYOVEV, ETEPOV 0E, OTL  q 1ö10V
OVTO MLEL TOV 10V QÖTOVL ÜyYOaTa KaLl E1 Q0TO ToO WEV Yap AEYELV, EK
BOvANOEOCG YEYOVE, NDOTOV WEV TO N e{vai NMOLE  S TOVUTOV ONWLALVEN’ ENELTO  - 4 DE,
Ka INV SN ULQ& DOTTV H4  EYXEL, KAOGTEP ELIPNTAL MDOTE Ö0 vacbaı LLVO, VOELV, OI1  A Q
N OLVATO Ka N BoblAsocOaı TOV 10  27 (1bıd 64
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Son SO  a} and those efforts AdN1SWeT In ratıonal terms Although the
patrıstic testiımonYy succeeded In layıng the foundatıons of the Church’s
collective ogma, dıscrepancles real dıd exX1Ist ind1-
vidual early Christian wriıters and sometimes wıthın sıngle wriıter.
edieva synthesizers attempted resolve them systematıcally. In the
welfth CENTUTY, Peter Lombard’s Four 00 of Sentences seit aAaDPp
ent contradıctions In the patrıstic wıtness alongs1ide each er and
showed how they INaYy be reconcıled. Hıs synthesı1s produce: hat Was

be the princıpa. unıversıty eXIDOO In theology for ILNOTC than S1X
centurIies. As early A4S the sıxth dıstiınction of o0k One, Peter Lom-
bard took the question of whether the Father’s begetting of the Son
15 by wıll, necessıity, nature.“* eier had nclude thıs question
because 1ie the establıshed Nıcene ogma iIfırmed hrıst
only SOM accordıng CSSCIICC and NOT d product of the Father’s will,
INan promımnent early Chrıstian wrıters, ıncludiıng 1gnatıus, Justin, Hıp-
polytus, Clement, and Urıgen had wrıtten, and ıth PIODCI under-
standıng, about hrıst aAaSs Son of God accordıng the 11l of God>?

TIhe hıstory of the artıculatıon of thıs doctrine continued for CECIMN-
turıes, especlally SINCEe PICDAIC ar Y the Sentences of
the Lombard Was the rıte of PASSaLC the eachıng 1cense In eOl-
OSY urıng the western Miıddle Ages and into the eighteenth CECIMN-

hıs study examınes Eg1d10 of ıterbo Sentences COomMMeNntarYy
that W ds> by 1510 vırtually in the form In IC ave it today.® Hıs

eifer Lombard., Magıstrı Petrı Lombardı Parısıensis EpDiscopi Sententiae INn Qqual-
[UOF libris Distinctae. 3 rd ed vols. Spicılegium Bonaventurianum AAy Grottaferrata
|Rome]. Vol. 1’ 27 89-91

Ignatıus of Antıoch spe  S of Chriıst ° Son of God accordıng the ıll and
[0) of 27 DIOV 0£0V KATa OEANUO Ka ÖDVOALULV 020U Epistolae genulndae
5.1.1D Justin Martyr SCS sımılar phrase, °God and Son accordıng Hıs wıll”
(KATtA BOLANV TINV SKELIVOD KaLl OE0OVvV OVTO, DIOV QOUTOV |Dıal Iryph 12/7.41) The
C’ontra Noetum, attrıbuted Hıppolytus of ome contalns, Y O seek concerning
the Or121N of the Logos, hom indeed (G0d the Father wiıllıng, begot he wılled (mEpLdE AOYOU YEVEOLV CNTELC, OÖVTEP BovAnOEiC ©EOC atNnp EYEVVNOEV 0DC
NOEANOEV contra heresin Noeti Urıgen wrıtes °° T hıs Son surely W as begot-
ten of the 11l of the Father” (QOÖTtoc ÖT LLOC SK OEANUWATOC TOV NATPOC Eyevnon
\Perı arch. 28, cıted by Justin Martyr Ep ad Menam)).

On the specıfic 1SSuUeSs leadıng the present question in Eg1d10 SCC CSPC-
cClally Danıel odes, “ Scholasticısm and New Phılology: Eg1d10 da Vıterbo 9-

Dıvıne Generatıon, ” Tradıtio (2002) 317-340 On the Commentarium
Aad mentem Platonis and ıts author in general SCC John O’Malley, E 21d1i0 of Vıterbo

Church and Reform (Leıden, For other top1cs in the Oommentarıum SCC
odes, “A ydra In the Gardens of donıs Lıterary. Allusıon and the Language

of umanısm In Eg1d10 of Vıterbo (1469-1532),” Renaissance Ouarterly, f 2
1-24:; odes, ° Homeri1c Allegory In Eg1d10 of Vıterbo s Reflections the Human
S50ul, ” Recherches de theologie el philosophie medievales (1998) 20-32: and



452 ANIEL OD

cCommentary, subtıtled “ad mMmenltfem Platonis,” ears wıtness to the
influence of Renaıissance humanısm and the Platonıc and Patrıstic
revıval the standard Scholastıc argumentatıon connected thıs
question. eier Lombard had introduced the question which

focusıng here. whether the Son 15 egotten by wiıll, necessIity,
nature, by immediately declarıng that it 15 Dy nature eier quoted first
from letter of Oros1ius that sSımply States that the divine generatıon
Was neıther Dy 111 1910)8 by necessIity, but Dy nature, ‘for ere 15
necessIity In God; NOT Cal the 11l precede |dıvıne wisdom. ”® eier
then Cıtes Augustine In 0o0k 5 of De Irınitate, who the SLOTY
of ON astufe man s Catholıc O cshrew attempt trap hım
into the Arıan position.” When as whether the Son W as SO  —; Dy 111

by necessıIty, the 111a as In turn whether God Was God by ll
Dy necessıIity, hıs poin being to ShOwWw that Just (10d 1S (G0d ne1-

ther willıngly 1910)8 unwiıllıngly, but natur:  NS 00 15 h1ıs 0g0S the
Son by nature. 19

Peter dıd 1a(011 let the matter rest there but tested the valıdıty of
er argumen in the tradıtiıon thıs question. ere 1S, for CX alll-

ple, argument that ‘homogenı1zes’ utfes 1nce eing and
wiıllıng dIC ON In God, 8 the Son 1S SOI accordıng CSSCNCEC, he 1S
Iso SOM by ıll Sımilarly, then, it might be saı1d that, SINCEe in God
eing 1S the Same knowiıng, SINCEe God begets the SOM owıngly, he
therefore begets hım willıngly. But Peter acknowledged that that Aargu-
ment 1S Cas Y refute: Just because owledge and 11l OIlC

and the Samne, whatever 1S sal1d Ou hıs owledge 1S nNnOoTt necessarıly
alsSoO sa1d Ou hıs wiıll, and 1Ce G0d 0€Ss not 111 Dy hıs 11l
all those thıngs which he knows Dy h1ıs knowledge, SInNCe hıs knowl-
edge knows both g00d and evıl thıngs but h1s 111 only W1 the g00d
(G0od has g1iven the human and angelıc ıll the prerogatıve 18 feieCT the
dıvıne ıll Thus, althoug nature and ıll ONC, yel ıt 1S sa1d

Nodes, ° Humanısm the Commentary ad mMmentem Platonıis of Eg1d10 of Vıterbo, ”
Augustiniana (1995) 5-9 AIl cıtatl1ons irom Eg1d10’s Commentary thıs artı-
cle based Vat Lat 6325 Corrections based readıngs of four other MSS>S
(Rome, Bıblıoteca Angelıca 636; Naples, Bıblıoteca Nazıonale V 8’ Naples, Bıb-
1oteca Nazıonale Fa amburg, Staats-und Universıitätsbibliotek, Codex Phıiılol.
308)

On Eg1di0’s educatıon SCC Francıs Martın, ““Eg1d10 of Vıterbo Scripture
Scholar, ” Egidio da Viterbo, 08  > ı] SUO empDOo, 191:021

“De hOC TOSIUS ad Augustinum ıta alt ‘Voluntate genult ater Fılıum, vel
necessı1ıtate ‘ Nec voluntate NEC necessıtate, quıa necessIıtas Deo 1910)8| est; praeıre
voluntas sapıentiam NON potest” (Sententiarum Liber I, Dıst. O, Cap

See Augustine, De I rınıtate, Au M 685 50A, 516
Ibıd., Cap
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that the Father eg0o the Son Dy nature, NO by will, and that he 15 G0d
by nature, noTt by ll

hıs resolution eier returns in irue Scholastıc method the
earlhıer objections that neıther by necessIity NOT by 11l dıd the Father
ege the 5o0n, in order ShOW how thıs eachıng 15 be understood
Clearly ere 15 in IC the Father o0€es ege the Son aCCOrd-
ıng hıs wWull, Just d ere 15 in 1C he begets hım aCCOTrd-
ıng hıs9 and goodness, and wısdom and qualıities of thıs kınd
The Kkey 118 understandıng 1S, Athanasıus had taught, not 18 under-
Stan: SK OEANGEOC, voluntate referring ıll that eıther PIC-
cedes Causecs the dıvıne generation. !

Many choolmen of the 1ddle Ages in eır OW Sentences
commentarıes WEIC 1{0 follow that lıne of hought Eg1d10 of ıterbo
dıstinctive contrıbution of iramıng the discussıon ad mentenm ALONLS
bears wıtness hıs sıtuatiıon In alYy al the height of the aton1ıc
revıval, SVEN havıng brief cContact ıth Marsılıo Ficıno -  9
toward the end of Ficiıno’s lıfe TIhe formal pattern of h1s proJect 15
evıdent in hIs tIreatment of each theologıcal question he treats For d1ıs-
tinction S1X he begıns ıth discussıon of the problem in the aDstirac
In the ILHNannNel of the Scholastıc method, but before concludıng he
draws from the atonıc dıalogues, classıcal mythology, and CVCI ep1C
TYy illustrate the TU of the ogma from the mystica. phılo-
sophıca tradıtıon of theologia poetica.

Eg1d10 begıns hıs treatment of thıs question ıth chapter
acknowledging that it 15 poss1ıble speak of dıyıne generatıon
voluntate d ell A4S NALlUra, provıded that the descriptive labels
properly understood.!* Hıs ACCOUNT of how the Father begets the Son

voluntate eg1ns ıth varıatiıon of the weak argument regardıng
the equalıty of aspects of the divine eIng; but ere wiıllıng and aCT-
ng nstead of willıng and Kknowıng AdIcC elated ‘ Plaınly (i0d knows
whatever he does, inasmuch 4S he who 15 wıthout understandıng 0€eSs
nothıng; wherefore ıt ollows that whatever |God the Father| does, he
0€Ss Dy ıll Now he begets the Son ollows that he begets hım by
will  .”13 But then he o1Vves indıcatıon of hıs specılal Contrıbution from

11 “ Nec voluntate praecedentı1 vel accedent1 genult Fılıum, I1ICC prıus volens Q Ua
SCHCIANS genult Fılıuum “ ıbıd., 1.D6.c.1.4

15 tıtled, Deus Fılıum o1gnıt voluntate, mMOodo quodam, alı10 NONN. Vat
Lat. 63285; fol Oö5r®

““Cognoscıt plane Deus UaACCUMYUC agıt, quippé quı absque intellıgentia agıt
nıhıl; YUUaIC sequıtur, ut voluntate agal qu1cquı1d agıt Atquı g1gn1t, ut1 ostendımus, Fiıl-
1UMmM equıtur ut eundem voluntate og1gnat” (78: fol 105r°)
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the Platonıic works. At first he sımply cCıtes the Timaeus in SuUupport of
tandard argument In the Scholastıc tradıtiıon.

Since, aASs the Timaeus bears wıtness, 15 g00d, it 18 clear that he
W1 all g0o0d thıngs. But SINCe the generatıon of the Son 1S the est
1ng, NOT only ll that SCCI1N be what God WL  s7 but what he MOoOost
enthusıiastically W1 Wherefore ıt happens that he ave
begotten the Son by will.!*
Thıs 15 irue despite hat the Fathers also teach, ..  and UuguS-

tine the chiıef of them,  79 Eg1d10 SaVS, namely that begets the
dıvıne offspring NOT Dy wiıll, NOoTt by necessıty, but Dy nature. !> Eg1d10
then makes the NECCECSSATY CONCeEesSsS10N In pomting Ouft the dıffer-
CiiCE between begetting Dy nature, 1C always tends toward ONeC
thıng, and by wiıll, ıf Dy that te I1Call Dy art, which 15 capable of
producıng INa dıfferent products. ere Eg1d10 introduces CXaml-
ples of ancıent artısts Phıdıas, he Was preparıng make ScCulp-
ture of Venus Ouft of mar'  O pondere OUSan:! forms In hıs mınd
In 1C he COU sculpt her For he COU. form her nude, Covered
ıth cloak, standıng, seated, comıng OuTt of the SCa from her loıns

showıng herself completely Mars Parıs. Protogenes depicts
W Rıpheos and smoulderıng Mount eina Apelles W ds
able paınt CYPICSS tree laurel And the Pythagorean myth of
the choice of Hercules between [WO WAaVYS, pleasure and virtue, sShow
hat aCct of 111 1s And ose who heed thıs lesson, Eg1d10 COIMN-
cludes, do NOT 1ıke ysses’s Companıon Elpenor, who Was

changed into p1g; nd 111 1S the of those thıngs which
Can exıist In ONEC another WaY, but nature [1S the Cause | of OSse
thıngs 1C exIist that they be otherwise.’’16

So first artıcle of hıs systematıc resolution of the problem,
Eg1d10 NOTtES the dıfference between 111 and nature elated SCH-
eratıon. He O0€eSs thıs by usıng the tradıtional ments, but 110 SUP-
plemented from the mythologıical and poetic tradıtions. TOM CHe ıt
1Ss atter of affırmıng the key dıistinction between voluntas DFAEeECE-
ens efficiens, and voluntas accedens. (10d surely begets the Son

"(Cum praeterea, Timeo | L1ım 30a], Silı DOnus, bona omn1a velıt PCI-
sSp1icuum est:; Fıln VEeTITO generat1o optıma Cu sıt, NON MOdo SSC videbıtur, qUam
Deus velıt, sed quam vehementissıme velıt. Kx qUO fit, ut voluntate prolem genulsse
videatur ” (78, fol 1057°)

° Verum SAdCTITAaTum ICI UMM vestigatores, OTUum princeps Augustinus INCUS,
19(0)81 voluntate, 19(0)8! necessitate, sed natura g1gn1 dıyınam prolem volunt” Ihid.

° Eorum ıtaque voluntas est U:  ‚9 QJuUaC alıa alıa ratione habere POS-
sunt; OTUM VCIO natura, QUaC ıta SCSC habent, ut SSC NON possıint ” (78, fol
105v?)
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wiıllıngly accordıng the latter but not the former. Ihus, COIMN-

clude thıs section of hıs resolutıion, Eg1d10 pomts Ouft how Irmly ato
aCCcords ıth thıs PTrOPDCI understandıng of dıvine generatıon: The prin-
cıple that nature produces offspring of HNe:s  vA OW kınd and 191011 the
product of varıable ıll 1S demonstrate In the Cratylus Here he has
In mınd ratylus 393b, where Socrates Q1VES examples of each anımal
and plan producıng offspring of ıts OW kınd Socrates SayS CVECNHN that
he 15 nOoTt speakıng ou prodigıl1es, but “Of the natural offspring of
each spec1es er ıts kind. !’ Sımiularly, the Republic, Eg1di0 SdYyS,
spe of the father begetting offspring lıke dS poss1ıble hım-
self, and ete he has ook VI in mınd, which speaks of the SU  a ..

of goodness and counterpart ıts father, goodness.  »”18 Eg1d10
then makes hıs MOStT assertive statement iın defense of aton1ı1c hought

supporting the Church’s teachıng agaınst Arıanısm thıs QUCS-
t1on, and in general It 18 trıbute h1ıs aADC that he marshalls such
addıtional argumentatıon from the phılosophıcal lıterature In the wake
of the centurles of Patrıstic iramıng of the orthodox solution and
Scholastıc theologıca method reinforcıng ıt, because d> he SaYy5, hıs
times eman: phılosophıcal reason1ing:

And the athers of OUT councıl (senatus) al last SCC hOw easıly
refute alıen |doctrines], alsSo HOW effectively confırm OUT OW.  9

if recelve not faıthless dogmas but the phılosophy of the MOST kın-
dred |Platonic] Academy noTt because there 15 need of phılosophy for
al but because have arrıved al aAQC that OUT fastıdıous times
consıder be old WI1IVes’ tales whatever has noLt COMIC forth firom the

of phiılosophy. Therefore have undertaken thıs abor, ıf
ave accomplıshed anythıng, In order that m1g confiırm Dy the
authorıty of thıs MOst renowned phılosopher and Dy OUT OW.  n f the
fiırmest adducıng of proofs Call be desired in anı y matfter, he who
approaches closely dıvıne matters, cherıishes them, SCS
foot iInto the oOpınıon, that longer ıt that ıt MUST be saı1d about
1106, ‘“e1ither 110 platonizes, ” but “ e1ıther ato christianızes 0)8 TNOTEC

truly moOsaIlcCızes. 719

c  0180  N AEYO® QV ODOTNEP TEPAC YEVNTOL... AA Cn OLV  FA TOVL YEVOUVC EKYOVOV
INV MUOLV, TOVUTO AEYO®  27 (Crt 3023D C)

508C “OOAVAL AEYELV TOV TOULD 0M20A01010 EKYOVOV, OV  N TÜyYAOOV
EYEVVNOEV ÜVOÜAOYOV EQULT@. ”

“Atque ıta videre tandem possunt nostrı SseNatus, qUam facıle alıena COIMN-

futemus, qUam et1am efficacıter NnOsTIra confirmemus, S1 1ON ımpla dogmata, sed COS-
natıssımae Academıae philosophıam recIpl1amus: NON quod phılosophıa fıde1 ODUS S1t,
nıhıl nNnım est fıde aut relıg10ne constantıus, ut ante demonstravımus, sed quon1am
ventum est aevVl, ut delıcata saecula anıles putent fabulas, QUaC de phılosophıae PCH-
etralıbus eruta 1NOMN sınt. dcecıirco hunc aborem SUSCePIMUS, S1 quıd mMOodo effecımus, ut
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Eg1d10 thus concludes that the first [WO arguments he has PIC-
sented defend the voluntas of the Father accompanyınz and aSseNntT-
ing 18 the begetting of the Son, and the ast [WO arguments destroy-
ng the ıdea of the voluntas d inıtıatıng and presiding VCTI the work
of Father’s begetting of the Son.?0

To that foundatıon IS connected second problem, IC Eg1d10
takes In hıs exXti chapter: If God 15 sa1ld In allYy WaY ege by ıll
(and it 1s rıght 1n that he 0oes), then thıs ımplıes that God 0€eSs
NOl ege the Son of necessIity; but that WOUu suggest that the dıvıne
rınıty 15 contingency. But SaYy that God begets the Son by CcS-

Sıty (and the tradıtıon wıthın 1 Eg1d1i0 wrıtes thıs) COu
that God 1S therefore compelled Dy SOMNEC cater ege

TIhe reconcılıatıon of thıs question Iso has hıstory of
rooted In the atrıstıc and Scholastıc hlıterature. 15 eferred the PUT-
sult of dıstiınctions regardıng the meanıng of necessIity: that which 18
eternal 15 NECCECSSATY In the that it mMust always ex1st. Ihomas
Aquımnas’s OW Sentences aTY exemplıfıes the ate medieval
lıne of reasoning that Eg1d10 inherited *!

TIThomas separates the into hat 1s aDSOIuTtfe necessIity
(necessarium absolute) and condıtional necessıIıty (necessarıum CON-

dıtione). hen he further dıvıdes condıtıional necessIity into the Condi1-
tional accordıng the end (ex condıtione finis) and accordıng the

(ex condıtione agentiSs). Fınally, he dıvıdes the condıtional
accordıng 18 the end Into end that pertaıns the subject’s eX1S-
O2 (ad eSSE) OT ifs ell eing (ad ene eSSE). Among ese dıs-
tinctions of necessIity, only absolute necessIity pertaıns the Father’s
begetting of the Son But DVn here, IThomas9 aDsolute S_

sıty 15 for creatures that which 1S eıther materl1ally formally CcS-

Sar y for them 1{0 be hat they AIcC essentially, ıt 1S NECCCSSATY for INan

die, 118 be ratıonal; but those absolute necessıitles depend
xternal E} namely God, man’s maker. In God, however, who 1s
sımple eing, aDSOIlufTtfe necessIity 1S the dıvıne CSSCIICC ıtself. hat 18 18
5Sd Y that (G10d “must be” depends external

hu1lus opınatıssımı phılosophi auctorıtate NOstra confiırmaremus. S1 UUa firmıssıma
In confirmatıo des1iderarı potest, quı quıdem adeo dıvıinıs propIius accedit, adeo favet,
adeo ıt pedıbus In sententiam, ut 1am NO  ; de Phılone dıcendum videatur, ..  aut Phılo
platonıssat, ” sed, ..  aut ato chrıstissat. aut Vver1ius mossI1sat. ” (78, fol 106r”). For the
quotation ci. Erasmus, Adage 2 BT

“ Duae superl1ores rationes voluntatem assıstentem ef comıtem defendunt,
sequentes explodunt, ut inıt1ıum uft genıturae muner 1 praesıdentem ” (T& ıD1Ld.)

21 For IThomas’ handlıngz of thıs SCC Sanctı Thomae de AÄquino Scriptum D:
Sententils, Iihb f 7, Aart. {
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ertamly, then, anı y condıtional necessity 0€Ss not pertaın
God Agent necessıity, for example, Sa Y that INan must IUn

because he 1S threatened Dy another INan holdıng knıfe, 15 iImproper,
SsInCe such actıon 15 NOl NECCECSSATY unless there 1s SOITNCOIIC COIMNN-

pellıng ıt 1na necessity ad ESSE, {O Sa y that food 15 NCCCSSaAL Y
lıve, fınal necessity ad ene ESSE, Sa y that boat 1S NECECSSALY
for navıgatıng the SCas, 15 elated SOINC external ımpulse 'Thomas
therefore TCasonNs that dıvine generatiıon 15 only properly characterized
d aADSOILUTte necessIity of the fırst

Eg1d10 of Vıterbo s treatment of the PTODCI understandıng of
necessı1ity in dıvıne generatıon AaSSUTMNECS that tradıtional lıne of aDSITaC
reasoning.““ Irtrue {O hıs proJect, however, he MNZS wıtnesses from the
aton1c dıalogues, eilen1cC myth, and POCITYy in Support of the Ar SUu-
me One of hıs avorıte observatıons 15 that whıiıle learn ın the
Cratylus that OSse who DgaVC amnlecs thıngs WEeEeTC hıghly skılled, yel
..  many thıngs whose nature 1S dıfferent aAIic designated Dy the Samıe

name.  2»”23 Thıs surely irue for the word ‘necessıIity.‘ Eg1d10 pomts
Out that regardıng necessIity tself, Horace spe of TEeA| necessIıty,
°dıra necessı1tas, ‘ which iNeN fear exceedingly.““ For Eg1d10, necessity 15
ınked {O causalıty: ere dS Man necessıitles d ere Causes

ASs ere three CaUsSCS, there three necessitles. ırst, ere 1S the
uncaused Secondly, there internal Causecs materı1al (man MUuSst

“Q Od S1 voluntate genıtam dıyınam dıcımus prolem, CUIMNI voluntatem sıt
lıbertatis arbıtrıum, ut possıt tam volens SM  , QUaM nolens 1910)81 S Quae autem
hOC agun(tur, nulla necessıtate ag solent: QqUamMı ob Iem eus NON necessiıiıtate
genNul1sse credi ortasse poterıt. Deıinceps potentior1 fortior1que V1 compellıtur, qUI1C-
quı1d ad agendum necessıtate compellıtur, QUCIN ad modum errantes stellae prımo
orbe quotidiana cConversiıone OCC1duas OIds VETISUS rapıuntur, &! 1psae in dıversas
ferr1 plagas ament Obeunt quın et1am anımantes vitam, QqUam mallent immortalem
9quod quıdem haud alıa contingıt ratione, Nn1sS1 quod ma1l0r VIS infe-

rorem superat. At S1 Deo malus potentiusque nıhıl UumMdyUuamı estT, NO est, CUT qu1cquam
necessıtate P credatur. erum enımvero UACCUMIYUC geterna sunt, nu ratıo BST.
ut uUumMdqyUuamı 1910)81 SSC possınt. Quae autem Her NON pOotesLT, uft 1NOMN sınt, HE ut NON

essent fHier1 UuMmMyUaMı potuılt, necessarlıa proprıa appellatıone nuncupantur. At Deus
Optimus Maxımus, ut 1pse aeternus est, ei SUua omn1a quapropter tam 1pSe, Ua SUa

Oomnı1a necessarl1a SUnNL. Et quon1am, ut1 saep1ssıme diıximus, prolem genult, NON nIsı
necessıtate ıllam genult.

Nam JUaAC ıta Deo profecta sunt, ut et1am 1916}  __ profic1sc1 potuerınt, omn1a
posteaquam NON erant, nıhılo facta Sunt. Dıvına oboles, qu UMmMY Ua NOMN fult,
qu nıhılo proditt,q et1am facta SSt: quıppe qUaMm NOVIMUS el fulsse SCHILDCI
ef paterna substantıa 1910)8! factam {u1sse, sed genitam. Quare dıyınum YUC-
madmodum geNUNSSE, ıta necessıtate genulsse sentiendum est  27 (79, fol 106r° v°)

‘Quon1am amen plerumque uUsSsu venıt, eodem nomıne multa s1gnıficentur,
(0) quıdem dıversa ratıo sıt  07 (79, fol 106v”).

Horace., Odes 7246
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eventually dıe) and orma (of necessıity INan( of reason).
M ere external Causes and fiınal Arıstotle had saıd
that nternal Causcs sımple whether they inıt1ated nOL, and
external Causes NOoTt sımple but depend hat 1S rece1ved from OutfT-
sıde, and they weak because they MaYy be absent resisted.

Eg1di0 the order when ıllustrating the of Causecs

ıth examples drawn from TYy and myth that he Can dıspense
ıth al but that necessI1ity which pertaiıns dıvıne generatıon. He 0€eSs
SCCIN allude the example TIThomas had g1ven, but only poIn Out
that all of xternal necessIity AdIic weak necessitles er all, * for
OMNC 0o€eSs NOLT ave fo sh1p af all obey pırates, unless indeed
the former irom 1na9 f cshould wısh the SCas, and
the latter from the efficıent9 ıf fall iInto the pırates’ an337

But then Eg1d10 111ustirates external, necessIity Dy drawıng CXalll-

ples of the eed dıe from ep1C f1gures Patroclus kılled by Hector,
Hector by chiılles, and cnNılles Dy aTIST and iıllustrate external
1na necessIity Eg1d10 that there AIc thousands of T1stıian
LYyTIS who dıd NOL resist the eed fo dıe for theır al atf the an! of
another. In 1010N, 1na necessity also elicıts irom Eg1d10 the CX anl-

ple of Kros from the Symposium, because love, seekıng ıts end, 18 in
that work called POOTL and needy auper Indi2us). Eg1di10’s ref-
CEAGNC6sSs the ep1C heroes yıng In combat and Christian dyıng
irom passıve resistance and Eros’s neediness, rather than merely dress-
ng the argument ıth lıterary allusıons, exemplıfy the aDSTITaC COIMN-

Cepts of and 1na necessity ITNOTEC vivıdly and TNOTC cogently than
the Scholastics LNOTC gener1C examples

Eg1d10 then 1l11ustrates sımple, internal causalıty under the famıl-
1ar distiınction between orma and mater1al necessıity; and he
observes that althoug xternal necessıty, SaY, that OUT ea
INa Yy OUT lıves, the nternal ONC, OUT essentılal mortalıty, o0€es NOTL

SDaIC Ihus, he SaYy>S, the mythology alludes ese aDSTITaC COMN-

connected necessIity In the of the TeE Parcae. Eg1d10
knows the derıvatıon of the three mythological Fates Moıral Par-
CÜE., derıved from ‘parcere, °to spare, and that the three AICc

euphemistically called °the sparıng nes  ? He knew of the of
the three Parcae in the Myth of Hr iın ook of the Republic. He also
knew of the allegorızatiıon of Necessıty surrounded Dy the three ates
In eır identities Atropos, Lachesıis, and Clotho irom Marsılıo

“neque pıratıs aICcIC NECESSC OmMNıInNO GSE: nısı ıllud quiıdem fıne, S1 marıa
transmıttere velımus, hOoc CIO efficıente, 1 In OT U 19108 incıdamus ” (79, fol.
107r”)
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Ficino.26 But despıte the affınıty Marsılıo Ficıno had ıth the Scholas-
t1Cc tradition, Eg1d10 15 the ONEC who applıes thıs mode of interpretatiıon

the technıcal world of Scholastıc eOology thıs specıfic question
of dıvıne generatıon wıthın the Sentences-Commentary genre.“' He
ırmly declares that thıs necessity simplicıiter, namely the internal,
Sır kınd of materı1al and formal necessity 15 NOT sufficient
descr1ıbe the necessity of generatıon of the Son, SINCEe when it

finıte creatures, that necessI1ity 15 contingent the ex1istence
of the object ıt 1S compellıng. hat for creatures, whiıich ave
egınnıngz and end, eır necessity 18 be 111 ave sımılar eg1n-
nıng and end So it 15 the thırd Lype of necessIity (n Eg1d10’s reversed
ordering for discuss10n) alone that 15 attrıbuted God For divıne
necessIity 1S both internal and eternal.

Ihe Father who begets the Son has neıther efficıent NOT

1na (externals), I910)8 1imıted materı1al 11OT Orma inter-
nals) uDON 16 the egetting depends (G0d 18 ‘ immobiıile’ in that he
1S moved neıther by external NOT DYy changeable internal ımpulses, and
hıs immobiıle condıtiıon 1S eternal. Eg1d10 SaYyS that that qualıty 15
expressed poetically by Homer, and he cıtes lıne from the Udyssey
In atın aAS, ° Non enım vertitur INeNSs SCHILPCI ex1istentium deorum, ”
The mınd of the gods who ex1ist eternally 15 NOT turned, ” where 1S
expressed both the immobiılıty of the dıvıne mınd and also the eternıty
of that immobility.“® The fexti In Homer reads., “the mınd of the efeT-
nal gods 15 NOTt easıly turned, ” but it ıll be SCCI1 that Eg1d10 had good
FCasSOIl, both iın terms of hıs applıcatıon and subsequent etymology,

er that FOor In hat ollows he makes hIis MOST creatıve

dee, for example, arsılıo Ficıno, De immortalitate anımorum, book EL, ch
‘“ Necessı1ıtas nım anıma mundı 1deo dıcıtur, quon1am fatalı 1US vıirtute ducıtur Uun1-
EeISUM nter nu  9 Inquam, 1d est, PDCI virtutem 1US inferiıorem volvendis sphaerı1s
acCommodatam. S1quidem mente ratıoneque divinıs incumbıt. efs1ı infer10r vıirtus un1-
versalıs est UunNnagd, tamen quası trıplex cognomıinatur. Lachesı1s, 1d est sortitla, quıa SOTTES

singulas inserit. Clotho, 1d SST, revolutrıx, qula involutas PIINC1IP10 SOTTES UNn1cCulque
SUas certis ordınıbus temporıbusque evolviıt. Atropos, 1d est inconvert1bilıs, quula in
sortibus evolvendis immutabılı ratione procedit. has deas Plato asserıt ITre
anımam ad inferıora vergentem, videlıcet ordıne, ut pOostquam el sortibus In
Lachesıs incıdentibus naturalıter elementalem cConcupIlverıt Vvitam, ef proposıitıs mul-
tıplıcıbus vitarum exemplıs, DIO arbıitrıo Certam vitam, e1usque ducem elegerıt dae-
(0)8[  n iunc Lachcesıiıs elect1ıonem confirmat. Inde ab eodem daemone ad Clotho, ei

tropon necessitatemque ducatur ” (Opera Omnia, 2nd ed., vol [Basıl, 1576; ICDTL.
Turın, 1959, 4722

For 1C1INO S connection ıth Scholasticiısm and the Augustinians,the order
which Eg1d10 hımself belonged, SCC Kristeller, °"T’he Scholastıc Background of
arsılıo Ficıno, ” Tradıtio Ag

28 .  (010 yYap ala OQEOV TPNENETAL VOOC OQLEV SOVTOV” (Od
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attempt 18 SUupport the argument from mythology Dy assocıatıng the
of the three indıvıdual Parcae the three Causes and

necessitles.
Eg1d10 has saıd, mentioned above, that Antıquıity surrounded

the three causalıtıes, and thus the three 1N| of necessIity, ıth e1]
of the myth of the three Fates We 110 SCC hat they I11NCcan hus
the arca Atropos 15 the uncaused and aDSsSolute necessıIity. Eg1d10
SaYyS that thıs anle W as gı1ven the ancıents that fate that 1S
unchanged, ..  and ıt 15 the OIC to whom especılally thıs Nanlec Atropos
both SYUaTICS and agrees.  22729 ımılarly in the mythology Lachesıs, °the
apportioner, who determınes how much time 1S each PCI-
SON, 18 PTE external necessIity, that 1S, the poetiCc symbol for the
agente and ex fiıne necess1ity of the Scholastıics

They made Lachesıiıs the external ofa and end, and indeed
her necessity o€eSs nNOTL force anythıng simpliciter, EXCEDPL that it

appoımnt the end OT has alitfecte: mOVvIing therefore thıs first
Parca, from “apportioning,’ has een the Namle Lachesis.*°

Lastly, internal, that 1S, materıal and orma necessIity 15 S yInı-
bolızed by Clotho in the mythology. She 15 °the spinner, who Sp1ns
the hrea of ıfe For Eg1d10, her Namlec, derıved from spinnıng, turn-

Ing, changıng, eflects her changeabılıty into CVCILY lıkeness and
specıles. Such 15 the causalıty and necessity that aCfts matter

The second necessIity of materı1al sustalnıng LOrm, 1C lıke Zypt-
1an Proteus, 1S turned into CVEIY ıkeness (species) and Lorm, and 15
called Clotho from spinnıng, and che has conjoıned form because it
clings changeable ıng Therefore ECVCIN 110 che changes into
becoming, 1O into ending.?
Eg1d10 SayS oOse amnes the best kınd of’ for aCCOrd-

ng the Cratylus, the best amnes S12N11y natures the functions of
natures of thıngs. Eg1di0 thus Ssummarızes the question al hand The
Father begets of etfern: necessIity; the Son 1S egotten of eternal CcS-

“ Ipse 1ıdem est, CUu1l maxıme hoc Atropos ef quadrat el convenıt ” (79,
fol Thıs 15 play the language of 527a “TETPAYOVICELV KaLl
NAPATELVELV. ”

“ Lachesim externam ecerunt agent1s MINIS, CU1US quıdem necessIıtas NON S1M-
plicıter qu1cquam cogıt, n1ısS1 1d sortirı vel finem voluerıt vel Causam moventem COMN-

tiger1t; 1ideo Lachesıiıs prıma haec Parca sortiendo sortita est  27 (79; fol
31 ‘° Altera necessıIıtas materı1ae formam sustinentI1s, UUaC velutı Aegyptius Proteus,

OIMNNECIMM specıem Lormamque convertitur, 1deo volvendo Clotho dıcta est, Cul
conıuncta forma qula vertibilı haeret rel, 1idcirco et1am 1psa NUNC In Ortum NUNC In
OCCAaSUM vertitur ” (/79, fol.108r”)
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sıty ere 15 C(Clotho Lachesı1ıs connected ıth dıvıne necessIity;
Atropos 15 the condıtion of h1ıs begetting SO  =

hıs applıcatıon of the myth of the Parcae, 1ıke the er applı-
catıons of classıcal TY and phılosophy brought bear the S1X
Dıstinction of ook One elps explaın in hat the onNns  ? 1 U
atıon 15 voluntate, and in another E NaAtlura The discussıon
reveals theologı1an traıned in the Scholastıc but OMNC COIMN-

structıvely influenced by Renatlissance humanısm and the atonıc and
patrıstic revıvals, for whom myth and OEeITY, beyond syllogıstıc I1CAd-

son1ıng, vehıcles dıvıne owledge.
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