
Aegidius Romanus and the Authorship
of m ulramque partem

and De ecclesiastica potestate

The struggle between Pope Boniftface 188| an Philip of
France occasioned veritable spate of wrıting. Ihe polnt at 1ssue,
of COUITISC, Was the unıversal infÄuence of the Pope CVOCIl tem-

poral atters when the spirıtual ends of the Church WEOEIC at

stake. I he Kıing argued rather for his O W independence In regard
LO temporal affairs withıin the boundaries of hıs realm. Adherents
of Pope ancl King, curjalısts and regalists respectively, frequently
exaggerated the claims of their principles and EVSenNn went far

iınvent arguments whose basıs W as practically non-exıstent.
ome curialists, makıng kıngs and princes nothing INOTIC than dele-
gates of the Pope, extended the Sovereign Pontift s authority LO

ll aspects of liıfe, whether spiritual nOL (In the other hand
regalists held the ViIeWw that act of the Pope could infAÄuence the
people of France without the permiıssıon of the King of France.

Aegidius KRomanus, ON of the MOst tamous wrıters 1n the COIl-

TOVEeTrSY, W as tor long time thought LO be OIl  ' of the exaggerated
curilalists. More recent research has, however., disproved this OPp1-
nıon c Foremost ong the regalists WeIC Philip's political advı-
SOIS, Pierre F lote and Guillaume de N ogaret, with Jean (Quidort)
de Paris constructing the theological argumen(ts.

Holding position omewhat midway between curijalist and
regalist w as the wrıter of In utlramgue partem. His identity had een
considered unknown until 1939 when G Vinay edited critical
edition of the work an claimed Aegidius Komanus the author.

*} KUITERS, De ecclesiastica S1UEe de Summı: Pontificis potestate secundum
Aegidium Romanum , In Analecta Augustiniana, 46-21 Iso SCDAa-

rately, Vatican City.
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Vinay, indeed denies the certaın authorshıp of De ecclestastica
notestate LO Aegidius

The PUTDOSC of the present article LO ECEXAININEC the 18 ecition
of In utramgue partem and LO discuss the arguments of Vinay TIhe
arguments, IT should be noted greatly infÄluence the crıtiıcısm of the
edition ıtself

Vinay states The Mss show Aegidius t+he author o} In utramgque
nartem ))

T o put OoInNne order the Varl0Ous MSS of the Quaestio Vınay
them order of ımportance A,, A2v A:, C and

He considers the rst LW the MOST ımportan
(MSS lat of the National L1Drary ot Paris) ends with

explicit which includes the NaIlle of Aegidius
Explicit quest10 |predicta | edita per one LIMNEINOTIIC E gidium de

Roma Ordinis fratrum Heremitarum sanctı Augustini, theo-
logie C X1IN1UMmM professorem archiepiscopum Bituricensem ECUIll-

dum quod fertur

S lat 4358 of the AIn library) lacks thıs explicit
Vinay TE ASONS tor considering these L[W. manuscCcr1ıpts the

MOST Valu&ble INaYy be summarized ollows
|) They AIl intimately connected with the apocryphal Bull Deum

ıme his indicates early and DIECISE connectıion which his-
orical, NnOL 1ININınNsıc and ogical.

2) Both MSS aIfe abelled Quaest1o disputata ) , scholastic
term which eveals theır OTr 1g111

3) Ihe explicit confirms the scholastic Or1g111 and probably
indicates the PTOVCNAaNCcE of the Augustinıan School

Although the conclusion of these arguments would A qu1ı
evident INa Yrst EXamnıne and weigh the argumen(ts t+hemselves

Ihe relation of MSS and should result ftrom theır title
and posıtıon the codex of which they form part A, the PTIIN-

cipal TEeXT for Vinay, has the following title Quaest1o ene dis-
putata et argumentata DE. debato praecedentium litterarum First
of Al 1T should be noted that etters follow but do not precede

INAY Egidio Romano la cosidetta Questio utlramque partem
Rollettino dell Istituto Storico Italiano per ıl medio euU!  'e) © Archivo Muratoriano, L
1959 introduction 423 TtEeXT,; 03 1 36 Iso separately
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Furthermore, although A, has the aille title, etters do precede ıt
they precede and C which ack titles. T here would \ LO

be little TreasSOIN, then, LO SUPDDOSE that the title of A, and A, 15
authentic. NOI' Ca  —_ Sa that their posıtion 1ın the codex 15 his-
torıical, especıially 88l VIEW of the fact that and the DZT1OUD, acl-
mittedly older, ack +tle 2 TIhe French translation of the Quaestio,
made before 1380 an older than A7 likewise lacks title.

Now Vınay explains the ack of title of BY dating trom 1318
found 1n the National Archives of Paris 11:28), and the oldest of
the avaiılable eXis his manuscrı1pt, SaYS Vınay, 15 quasi-official
CODY: But he adds, thıs 15 of CONSCHUCNHNC LO the importance of
the manuscr1pt, thus forestalling the question why he DTIE-
fers A, and A:; 15 sem1i1-ofhcial because Scholz should ave saıd
thıs 1ın hıs work Die Publizistik zn Zeit Philipps des Schönen und
Bonifaz 296 3 Scholz, indeed, 0oes speak of Codex 78 B! which
contaıns 81 and Codex 29 LW volumes ın the ol 1brary
where they stood exTt LO each other. However, he cCOomMMeEentTs
ollows: Both volumes CR evidently made for +he farivate 5  © of
their C  9 because they contaın nNnOot only official etters an Papal
Bulls but prıvate works also W here, then, 15 the semt1-officıial
character of the TexTt of the Quaestio 1n Codex On t+he following
Dase of the book Just cited, Scholz speaks of emi-ofhcial
enumeratıon of order of the codex that 15 LO SaY, the difterent
parts A inserted m their chronological order. There 15 surely
grea difference between official order of and the official
status of the text iıtself.

Furthermore, proceeding the assumptıion of the officialness
of LEexXT B’ Vınay envısages LEXT, aptly designated ) , which
15 anterıo0r LO and the ESXLS, and which the latter
depend. |f 1s official, obviously ıts SOUTICE, also 15 official. But
why al this preoccupatıon with £$Acial quality The NSWET

e LO lie siımply ın Vinays difficulty with the ack of title ın

% dates from before 318 and 1S found 1n the National Library of Parıs
C dates from the IV-XV entury and is. likewise ın the National Library

of Parıs lat MSS C: of the Arsenal Library of Parıs 2450 and C:
of the Publıc Library of Bordeaux 406) AIC of the cCent{ury. Delisle
dates © ot the XIV cCentury. Ct Inventaire des manuscrıts de St.-Germain-des-
res (Parıs, 868),

%) Die Publizistik zu eıt Philipps des Schönen und Bonifaz IN (Stuttgart,
1903), 226
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the admittedly older XS and the title 15 NECESSAaATV LO OoOVE
+he scholastic character of the LexTt proceeding from the school of
Aegidius. The regarding the absent title 1S urther WECa-

kened by the consideration that and the exXiIs must proceed
from the supposed LEexT 1n the time between 1302 (the ate of
composıtıon of the Quaestio) and 1318 (the ate of B) [t would
ave een easıer for Vinay LO consıider the title SPUr10US,
that ıt 1s found only 1n the A, and A, exXTts; the INOTEe recent OINlLES

There st;11 remaıns urther difficulty In Vinay’'s hypothesis.
How Ca A; ave the title Quaestio ene disputata et AIrg umenNn-
Lata debato praecedentium litterarum ) , when there are

litterae praecedentes but only litterae sequentes In the codex
2) Another T1ECaAaSON tor Vinay's preference fOI' A, an A, 15 the

title’s classıfication of the Quaestio scholastic. L.veryone recognızes
quaest1o disputata scholastic disputation. However, the title

1ın A, and Ao reads Quaestio ENe disputata et argumentata c
debato praecedentium litterarum Y his 1S slight divergence, LO
be SUTC, but ıt would ST sutficient LO rule OutL the men(Lt, the
usual form being (( quaest10o disputata » (e de malo de veritate).
Furthermore, the end of the Quaestio faıls Y1ve evidence of ıts
being scholastic disputation. The conclusion [UNS ollows:

Omniı1a premiıssa et sıngula dicta sınt sıne preiudic10 sentencıe
melioris opınando Lantum, 110 temere sentenciendo. Licet autem
multe racıones ad prımam par adducte, sınt solubiles et ECCS-
Sarıo 110 concludant, qula ad iıstam materi1am NO pOossunt demons-
tracıones adduci, Lamen brevitatis CcCas NO solvimus.

One CAannoTt qualify such statemen magisteral. St Ihomas
might en question with statemen ıke this, (( lia concedimus,
qula concludant, licet alıqua 110 sufficienter (De
gratia Christi), but SVC. ould he use conclusion doubtful and
irresolute the O: cited above. Nor should OIl overlook the
phrase brevitatis )) Surely such 16ason rules OUutL Aegidius,
the Doctor loquax.

Consequenlty, SCven i# the title should be authentic and Vınay
has nOot proved ıts authenticity ıt by 6a stamps the work

scholastic, while the conclusıion of the Quaestio makes 1fs sound
Even less scholastic.

3) Next., following Vınay's argumentatıon, let us examıne hıs
Ainal proof for considering A, an A, the MOST valuable



Zegidius Romanus

nuscrı1pts. His deals with exflicit found 1ın A, only
TIhe explicit reads thus: Explicit questl1o... DECI E.gidium de
Roma a theologie exim1ıum professorem archiepiscopum
Bituricensem, secundum quod fertur } Za Vınay admıiıts that Scholz,
whose authority he had previously invoked, 0€es nOoTt place much
value 1n the explicit because the manuscrı1pt 18 of the Aifteenth
century anı the attrıbution 15 weakened by the expression quod
tertur } He Counters, however, by observing that Scholz would ave
modified hıs opınıon ıf he had read the index LO the codex of ftolio Av
and had nOot confined himselft the text of the explicit. For then
he would ave e that secundum quod tertur refers only LO

the title Archiepiscopum Bituricensem anı not LO the attribution
of the Quaestio LO Aegidius. Ihus, the Quaestio 15 definitely ascrıbed
LO Aegidius, but the wrıter of the explicit and still INOTI C the COIN-

pıler of the iındex doubted that Aegidius had een Archbishop of
Bourges. Surely, the argument runs, ıf the writer(s) of these LW

lines had doubted the authenticıty of the Quaestio, he would ave
wriıtten : E.xplicit quest10 ene disputata u  > eaclem materı1a COINN-

pılata, ut fertur, per Egidium de Roma, quondam Bituricensem
archiepscopum ) , W1'11Ch 15 the text of the explicit at the en of
Codex A Vınay thus alleges folio 4v LO demonstrate the inadver-
tence of Scholz, wh read 63v only But consulting Scholz, Aind
that he cıtes, nOoTt the exflicit, but the attrıbution 4v which reads
ut fertur and nOot quod fertur 3) Vinay's interpretation of Scholz 15
obviously 1n

W hat 15 LNOIC gETMAaNEC the question 15 that the exflicit
actually oes CXPDICSS doubt the ascrıption toO Aegidius and nNnOot

merely the atter s title. If, indeed, the title of archbishop should
be questioned, with equal logic Fthat of (( ex1m1Us professor 15 1ıke-
W15€ questionable. On the other hand, the obvious meanıng of the
explicit 1S5 surely thıs : (( Explicit quest10 edita DCI one memoOrTtIE
Fgidium de Roma (Irdinis ratrum Heremitarum sanctı Augustinı...
secundum aquod fertur )) hus Cdid the CODyIıst of the whole codex
understand the (( secundum quod tertur of the explicit. Nor did
he read folio 4v only Vinay On the CON(Trary, he e
LO adopt the words (( quest10 ene disputata from the title an

archıiepiscopum )) trom the explicit, whereas folio 4Av reads epISs-
o

Ibid., 275
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Fınally, Viınay still assumıng that secundum quod fertur ))

relates LO archiepiscopum Bituricensem only asserts that these
LW  ®] phrases must be consiıdered later addition 1n the Giftteenth
CEeN(LUury, whereas the words PCI one memorTIe Agidium de Roma

fr Heremitarum Ausg., SGT theologie eximıum professorem ))

ate from the tiıme within Ltwenty ca after the death of Aegidius
1316 His T1CGCaAason 15 that the expression one memorIıie W as sed
1ın this exflicit by hlS discıiples wh had known Aegidius their
(( ex1im1us professor but nNnOoL precisely archbishop. hat bonae
memorlae denotes INOIE intımate DP10US expressıion sed by COINl-

freres by discıples and then only tor relatively short time (twenty
a  $ SaYV, after the individual s death) 15 meanıng unknown
an Latinist, NOL CVen LO ]gnatius Mar1a Como, who 1n hıs Disser-
tatıones thilologicae, LOMUS (Venice, 1755 has special book
about the words bonae memorlae ) , plae memorTlae ) , eic

TIhe absence of the explicit 1n al the MSS EeXCEDT A, and A,
Vınay explains by apposıte invention. Ihe Copyısts, he SaVYyS, wh
sed the supposed mentioned above, suppressed the explicit
with the damnıng NaIne of Aegidius because the latter had made
volte-face 1n his work De ecclesiastica pnotestate. TIhe argument 15
ingeN10us but it oes nothing LO explain why the exfalicit 15 present
1ın 0)e1 manuscrı1ıpt but 15 absent ın the older OINncs

As result of Al this, ON MUuUusSst reject Vinay's conclusion that
there 15 supposed from which A; and A, descend and which
15 be preferred toO the older and the Moreover, since
e Ven A, lacks the much-mentioned explicit, OIl must decide that
Vinays somewhat TLUOUS argumentatıon faijled 1n ıts PUTIDOSEC

Vinay Sa The life and doctrine of Aegidius show him the
author of the Quaestio ; ) B

In order LO explain the of In utramgue partem [0)]  e
the works of Aegidius, Vınay declares that after hıs earlier works,
De regımıne princıpum, Quomodo CLCS, and De renunt:atione
Papae, Aegidius Wä:  N drawn LO INOTE penetratıng study of t+he
relation between Church and State because of the vehemence of
the polemical wrıtıngs which appeared later. Vınay pOosıts DIO-
found evolution 1n the mınd of Aegidius between the earlier works
and the Quaestio, evolution which he admits substantial
modification. Substantial 1t 15, fOr Aegidius DasscSs from being
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defender of the Pope and, f nOL precisely regalist, LO

OCCUPDYV somewhat precarıo0us posıtion between the opposed parties.
However, events of 1302. cCOmMMeNnNts Vıinay, MUust ave had such
influence Aegidius that he rejected an Compromıiıse and returned
LO the Pope'’s Cammnp with his work De ecclestiastica fpotestalte. All thıs
intricate and complicated development Vınay CcCcs coherent
DITrOCCSS ıIn which In ultramque nartem marks the turnıng poınt, 1S,
1n fact, essential and NECECSSaATVYV pDart of the historical evolution of
the mmd of Aegidius. l'llS 1S, of COUTSC, beautitful confirmation
of the conclusion reached by the examınatıon of the manuscrı1pts.

It 1S, however, hypothesis only. In tact, $ lıterary coherence
15 an crıterion of authenticity, 1t 15 much easıler LO SUPPDPOSEC that
Aegidius eCvV:e WT Otfe the Quaestio but 1ın early and late WOI'kS both
Wa  N ancl remaıned defender of the Pope TIhere 15 definite OPDPDO-
sıtıon between the certaın works of Aegidius and the Quaestio ;
and ıf he should CL be proved the author of the latter, then
scholars 311 be hard put LO explain ıts place ıIn the writer s ıfe
and work. In Vınay s hypothesis (Q)HS GE s ambiıguity but 1n
W1Se coherent PTOCCSS. Regretftully, 0)8( mMust conclude that the
hypothesiıs 15 nothing INOIEC than artificial buttressing of already
indefensible posıtıon.

OQur conclusion, then, remaıns : neither the manuscrıpt evidence
NOTr the ıte and works of Aegidius Ca OV that he WTrofie In
ulramgue nartfem

.V‘l;r‘l>ay UurNns u the history o} t+he question of +he authenticity o}
+he Quaestio MS

Because the knowledge of the manuscr1pt tracıition of the
Quaestio W as impertect, SaYyYS Vıinay, INanYy inaccurate notions CONMN-

cerning this book ave een circulated ıIn history. Coldast, 1n hıs
Monarchia, attrıbuted t+he Quaestio LO Aegidius aCcCCount of the
exflicit X Gandolphus doubted the authenticıty of the Quaestio
because he had found ın Codex 130 ot the Angelica 1n Rome the
treatise De ecclestastica pnotestale, which W adAs there ascribed LO

Aegidius ß} Finally, 1n 1858, ourdaın DaVEC the rst clear NOW-

A (SOLDASTUS, Monarchia Sanctıi Romanıi Imperii vol F Hannoviae, 611
|not Francofordae, Vınay has| ols and IL, Francofordae, {L, 05

Vınay cıtes BROSS, Gilles de Rome er SO traite De ecclesiastica olfes-
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ledge of De ecclestastica potestate and at the aIne time fıirmly
denied that Aegidius wrote the Quaestio. So f'ar Vinay.

VWhat 15 LO be saıd about all thiıs Fırst, Gandolphus W as not
1n doubht concernıngz the relation between the Quaestio and Aegidius.
As matter of fact, he writes : |iber de potestate ecclesiastica
editus Goldasto Ithe Quaestio| TE VEa 110 est nostrı fundatissım ı
|Aegidii| videatur OMUS Theologiae (Giavardıi TAaC de ler.
ece]l art J In other words, Gandolphus round!y rejects
the authenticity of the Quaestio. Moreover, he wWwWas hardly ın DOS-
session of merely as  c intormation trom codex In the Angelica
but NECeW that Gavardıi asserted the Aegidian authorship of De
eccles. nOT., while denying the authenticity of the Quaestio which
ha: een asserted by Natalis Alexander and, 1HNOLrB doubtfully, by
Goldast. It 15 be observed that Gavard:i notes that the exflicit
of the Quaestio 15 In Goldast’s hand and 15 nNOL pDart of the —

nuscr1pt editen by him |t 111 doubtlessly please the reader LO SC

how avardı defends the Aegidian authorship of De ecclesastica
fpotestalte, antıcıpatıng by LWO centurıes the arguments of Jour-
aın of 1858 Responding LO the opınıon that Reges In temporalibus
null; Eicclesiae potestatı Del ordinatione subicı ), Gavarcli wriıtes :

Certissımum est Fund Doect. edidisse liıbrum de Potestate
Pontificia 1n tres partes divisum, qu1 In pluribus Nostri (Ordinis Biblio-
thecis el 1n Romana duplicatus habetur, el ob stil; congrultatem,
et consonantıam ad C qQUaE aliis dixit 1ın libris, 1DSIUS eCesSse nonnı1s]ı
supıne pOsset negarı. In hoc fusissiıme probat Papam habere gladium
spirıtualem adc| UuUSUM), et materialem ad 1U ? habere 1Ura caelestis,
et terrestrIıs ImMDerl ; potestatem saecularem subijcı pDotes-
tatı spirituali ıta, ut NO solum CcCeCc quoad IM, tamquamfideles, subilciantur Papae, se et1am potestas Papae Dotes-
tatı subdatur, et gladius sıt sSu gladio et solviıt ratıones illius

libr; Godasto edit]. Stilus liıbri qJUEIN refert oldastus, est LOLO:
caelo diversus stilo Fund Doct. Liber lle art prI1mMO CISUSs

tate » (Paris, 315 Vinay did not observe that the codex mentioned
(Codex 130 of the Angelica 1n ome) Iso contaıns Questio In utlramgue partem
after De eccles. pot of Aegidius and De regimine christiano of James of Viterbo

Scholz had indicated 1n his critical edition o# De eccles. pot (Weimar, 1929),
Hf  V111. his 15 of the century and IMOst resem les K ıt lacks explicit.

f 1S tound ıIn 273r-294v At the words 1n part C Dominus nNnOstier re gylossa
1ın the SaInNne handwriting 15 added Hıc ostendit auctor sSsSe Gallum, V1X1SSEe
cırca 1 340, N O: longe tempore canonısationis Ludovic] Regis franciae ı W

( NARDUCCI, Catalogo Cod Man (Romae, 1893), % Ihe 15 still
indicated INall, lat 130 and begins multum differant claritate
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nem Regem Galliae VOCatTt Dominum, Regem nostrum Dicamus
Crgo, quod Dominus noster Rex EtE:. QUO convıncıtur eu librum
quodam Gallo fuisse composıtum, qu1 tamen protestatur 1 fine
SCI1psIsSseE 110 sententiando, se ıne praeiudic1i0 melius opınandı
Fund autem Doctor NO Gallus, se fant Romanus ;: et quoties 1n
alıis lıbris, praesertim de Regimine Principum QUEIN ıIn gratiam
Ludovici (sic !) Puleri, excussıt, Occurrıt Regum Gallorum mentionem
facere NUMmMquam Dominum, Regem SUUIN vocavıt. Quia liber-
culus Goldasto editus In nOostra Bibliotheca Romana INanu scrıptus
antıquıssıma asservatur, NC e1us titulus Aegidio, sed incerto auctorı
inscrıbitur. Quia contradicit 11S, qUAaAEC scrıpserat de Renunc. Papae,
lıb CONT. eXemDptos, 1n epist. ad Romaneos, el pluribus alijs lıbris
nde DrOrSUus inverisımıle est voluisse tantum Äuctorem tot uUuoS
libros mutata repente sententıja subvertere. Tandem qula quod GiOL-
dastus dubitanter, Natalis asseveranter attrıbuit nde sS1 caeter]ı AÄuc-
Lores, qQU OS 1a (sic ') 1n S U: refert historia, eodem modo referantur.
quaedam fides est e1 adhibenda }}

New arguments disprove the Aegidian authorship o} the Quaestio )) ,

Notwithstanding the argumen(ts o# Ciavardıi which Vinay tound
substantially 1n Jourdain, he rst declares that Aegidius revised and
corrected the Ltext of the Quaestio N the ext Pase he SaVYyYS
that Aegidius had Dart 1n the discussion : then ıt ollows that
Aegidius wrote 1t ) NaVYy IHOFC; he composed ıt with enthusiasm 28}

hiıs being the CasSC, ıt { useful LO X1ve omme arguments
which strengthen the posıtıon of Gavardı:; and Jourdain.

[t should not be NECCSSaAIVY LO underscore the fact +hat of all
the manuscr1ıpts A only has the doubtful attrıbution LO Aegidius.
In the CODV which Vınay sed the explicit 15 wrıtten 1n Aifteenth-
CeEeNLUrYy hand As Vınay mentılons, Goldast, ıIn the seventeenth CeN-

LUFrYV, W as the rst LO edit the Quaestio and he attriıbuted 1t tOo
Aegidius because of the exflicit he ftound ın hıs MSS |_ater authors,

. y Natalıis, follow Goldast 1ın their opınıon LO the identity
of the author of the Quaestio. Furthermore., the doctrine of the
Quaestio, far from being consıstent with, 15 COntirary LO, the teaching
of De ecclestastica fpotestate.

Another a  u  L militating agalnst A;gidian authorship 15 the

*]
76

10)
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DOOTF philosophical quality of the Quaestio. Three examples 11
O1Ve LO illustrate thiıs.

a) The Quaestio o1ves three 1Casons tor the necessıty of having
On subject fOI' the spiritual [0)  c and another for the temporal
o  [>  ° Ihe 16Casons al that the [WO DO WETIS Al LO be taken

potentlae distinctae ) , that they ave diverse objects, and that
their respectiıve aıms goals ar e diferent. These L1CAsOoNs obviously
f3l LO ead LO an conclusions regarding necessarily diferent sub-
Jects. Especlally 15 this ıIn that the second L usecs the
ifference between hearıng and sıght (auditus and visus), an the
thıird uses an: intellect (sensus an: intellectus). Al
of these examples al e actually able be found 1n on subject.

b) In the second philosophicalL read: temporalia
ET spirıtualia SUNT omnıno distincta Nne  m Su eodem Cher«e continentur
116  ® communiıcant 1n materıa, CI SO )» The disciples of Aegidius
would smile at this division supposedly made by their (( eXIM1US
professor wh W as (( melior ıIn Viılla ) , because they would NOW
from Aegidius’ T heoremata de CSS«C et essentıa that there 15 thırd
possibility of communıty, namely, secundum cn In unıtate ana-

logiae * Neglect of thıs third possibility 15 the INOIE reprehen-
sible the INOTE myster10us ın that it forms the principal foundation
tor the necessity of the distinction between eEsSSEC an: essentla,
doctrine of slight importance 1n Aegidian teaching.

C) Still 15 the fact that the author of the Quaestio explicitly
contradıcts himself. In the intermediate conclusion of the philo-
sophicalL read: CISO et potestiates sunt omnıno dis-
parate 1n the second: sSe temporalia et spirıtualia sunt omnıno
distincta. .. CI SO temporalis el spirıtualis potestates SUnNnTtT distincte 110

dependenter ad Invicem e hen An In the eleventh argument
the Tollowing contradictory sSstatemen S1 autem iste duo potestates
essent omnıno distincte ıta quod ul dependeret alia, i1sta diver-
sıtas essel OCCAasıo divisionis, se: ınter est mutua dependentia,
qula In the face of thıs reasonıng which, however 1t might
become Jurıst, hardly befits philosopher, Vinay SaVYyS that Aegidius
rebukes his PppOoNents quwuietly but with Al the r120r which lies 1ın
the coherence of his philosophical, theological and canonica|l COl-

clusions 12)
11) HOCEDEZ, Aegidiui Romani T’heoremata De Fsse et Essentia Louvain,

1930),
12) 78
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Other defects of the Quaestio might likewise be noted. For
example, take the incoherent proposıtion of objection ancl
confused an wholly embpirical solution of philosophical difficulty
which marks the wriıter superficial 13) Sometimes that 15 supposed
which 15 LO be proved 14) One finds also AaNsSWEeIs which Arec NO
pertinent LO the matter under discussion 15)

Finally OT:  ® al polnt LO OINe interna|l but patently inconsıstent
peculiarıties which confirm the ack of identity ın the wrıters of the
Quaestio and of De eccles. OL:, although the works AIre from about
the aIine time of composıtion. In the Quaestio (three times shorter
than De eccles. O0T.) Aristotle 15 cited five times with the book
indicated ONCE only and then 1ıt 18 NOL LO the poOoNt. In De eccles.
HOot Y the other hand Aristotle 15 cited INOTEe than thirty-five times
with the exäct place indicated each time an NONE of these 15 the
ame those in the Quaegstio. In the latter IWOI']( St Augustine 15
quoted twıce, inexactly and wiıthout reference. In De eccles. nOot he
15 cıted (OQVGT forty tiımes, agaıln with the precıse place noted and
ONnNCcCe agaın the cıtatıones Al NOTt the a1Inle those of the Quaestio.
The a thing Ca be C wiıth regard LO the following : Denis,
twıce ın the Quaestio a l'ld inexactly, GV 11 times iın De eccles. Dnot
and exactly ; Bernard S OINNCE and five tiımes respectively ; Gregory,
ONCE and three tiımes respectively.

The Quaestio always uUusSecs the title beatus In cıtıng mbrose,
Gregory, Denis, Bernard, and AÄugustine, phrase such

Augustini el alıorum sanctorum )) Aegidius ( A usecs the term
beatus but 21Vves the Naine only In De eccles. fot Quomodo

and De renunttiatione Panpae. TIhe sole exception 15 ONCE only
fOI' AÄugustine, nOoT unnatural! thing for Augustinian.

In the Quaestio oah 15 kıing, not prıest 16) ıIn De GCCZ(‘ZS. not
he 15 prlest and nNnOTt kıng } In the former work Melchisedech 15
kıing ancl prıest, with Scripture being gyıven authority fOI‘ this
posıtıon, although the place 15 indicated OMNEGeS only Hebrews 18)
In De eccles. dDOt the aIlnlse opınıon 15 defended four tiımes, with
Genests 5 cıted and Hebrews NOL aT In the Quaestio Moses 15

13 Arg II, 121 arg 120
Arg 1111, R

15 Arg M 122 „30°4 [1, 121
16) 125
17) Scholz edition, 145
»P) 125
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not priest - 1ın De-eccles. not he 15 #) FEinough of this, however,
It should be clear that the author of the Quaestio did NOL wriıte De
eccles. fpot

Vinay Sa Aegidius did noTt wrıte ( De eccles. DnOot ‚} DA

As ONSCGUCNCE of his WhOIC line o# investigation, Vinay
logically should deny the Aegidian authorship of De eccles. DOot
his indeed, he 0o0€Ss %) TIhe following 15 resume of his argumen(ts.

a) |$ Aegidius wrote De eccles. NOT., he had LO do ıt ın three
months, which 15 much LOO short time for large work

b) No manuscr1pt ofters explicit with the Name of Aegidius.
One finds 18 al only In the dedication o the work where AÄegi-
1US ofters the compilacionem LO Pope Bonitace 1I1

C) The moOost iImportant NL 15 that James of Viterbo cıtes
the author of De eccles. not quidam ) . Now SINCe AÄugustinilans
had LO follow the teaching of Aegidius ın conformıity with the decree
of the General Chapter at Florence 1n 1287: James, had he
cognized Aegidius the author, would hardly ave sed

denomination.
58 these arguments the tollowing IESDONSEC mMa be made First,

ıt 1S only In Vıinay's hypothesis that Aegidius ha but three months
LO wrıte the work. It ollows trom his affirmation that Aegidius, the
author of the Quaestio, must aAVve een ın France (Paris )) al the
time +hat he took notice of Deum tıme, talse Bull ascribed LO
Boniface I88| and circulated by Pierre Flote In his Ssupport Vinay
cıtes BROSS, Gilles de Rome et SO traite Aa ecclestastica fDotfes-
tate and ARIANI, Scrittori olitici agostiniani del secolo XIV. :2)
In fact, however, both authors assert that at +he tiıme Aegidius Was

Aat the Curia. Scholz 23) an Riviere 5} SLiate the aıne.; Consequently,

19) 126
20) Scholz edition, and 145
21) Vinay attacks BRUNI, Le Jal dı Egidio Romano (Firenze, 1936), for

attrıbuting Quomodo 8 LOO easıly Aegidius, sınce Possevinus Was the
hirst make this designation, and he 18 already quıte ate However, the edition
of Bladus 1n 1554 ascribes the work Aegidius

22) Secrittori noliticı agostinıiani (Firenze, 1927), 47
7 Die Publizistik C.y 39-41 AÄFGIDIUS ROMANUS, De eccles. POT., ><
24) RIVIERE, Le pnrobleme de ”’Eglise et de l”’Etat em) de Philippe le Bel

(Louvaın, 1926), 143 {£ ıt be Irue that De eccles. poft wW as nOoLt written In | 302
but 1ın 1300, Friedeman has recently established, his date 15 ‚:VCIl INOTEe L1ECASON
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being under the CVECS of the Pope, Aegidius W as much IHOLGE likely
LO wrıte De eccles. nOot than the Quaestio.

To the seconde that Aegidius wW as merely ON of the
collaborators 1n the compilacio ) , an might adduce James of
Viterbo’s De regimine christ., whose exflicit reads ollows :

opusculum de regımıne christiano compilatum fratre lacobo de
ıterbo... %?) Moreover the exflicit of De eccles. fpot calls the
work (( liıber ). And while ıt 15 Lrue, Vinay observes, that Aegi-
1USs NaMe 155 nOoTt mentioned here, such mention would ave een
superfluous tor 1n the dedication LO Pope Boniface 141 his NaIne
15 duly g1ven: frater E.,gidius, e1Us humilis creatura ) . Thereafter
he begins ollows : Incipiunt capıtula primae partıs praesentıs
libri de ecclesiastica Dotestate... Capitulum primum. In qUO est
prologus huius libri ))

Vinay’s contention regardıng James of Viterbo 15 easily solved.
In the rst place, ON might otfe that at the time 1t Was not
CUSLOMATrYy LO Name the mMasters sed Nowhere In the works of
James do find the Namne of Aegidius Ihomas Furthermore,
ıIn Abbrevtatio In Sent Aegidii James cıtes Aegidius quidam

he 0€S 1n Questiones farısıis disputatis de tredicamentis In
divinis, designating l'llm also alj; ©) Finally, the decree of
the General] Chapter Cid not INnecan that Augustinian could not
disagree with Aegidius z At least 1t 15 certaın that ın the last-
mentioned work of James of Viterbo he deliberatedly difered trom
the opınıon of Aegidius.

In OIl place Vınay notes confirmation of hIS denial of the
Aegidian authorship of De eccles. fpot that Aegidius’ ©  emDpOoO-
rarles are silent concernıng ıt Scholz, though by antıcıpatlion,
already solved thıs objection by noting that the work Was twıce
explicitly ascrıbed LO Aegidius by Guillelmus Durandus 1n his T’'rac-

tor denying Vinay’s posıtıon, sınce then that work Was rıtten before In utramque
partem Friedeman, however, provıng that Aegidius Was ın France from | 799 tO
1 302 sustaıns the posıtıon of Vinay ın this regard (his study 18 Zz01ng be
published sOOn)

25) AÄRQUILLIERE, F tlus ancıen traıte de "Eglise (Paris, 926), 310
26) GUTIERREZ, De Beati Jacobi V iterbiensis Vıtla, operibus, et doctrina t+heo-

logica (Civitate Vaticana, 1939 ; Analecta Augustiniana, Romae, 939), 76,
21) C KUITERS, The Development of the I heological School of Aegidius

Romanus ıIn the Order of St Augustine, ıIn Augustiniana, 1/4
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tatus de modo generalis conecili celebrandı, which W as wrıtten In
1310 S

Conclusion: Aegidius’ authorship of In utramque partem IS
fproved ; hat of De ecclestastica fpotestate IS confirmed.

Here do nOot intend LO repeat examınatıon of VINAY s
E gidio Romano la cosidetta Quaestio In utramgque nartem but
simply LO Su. OUrTr conclusions.

Vinay's argument from the evidence of the MSS 15 inconclusive,
especially 1ın that only the MOSsST recent DaVC h1m aIl SUPRPPOTT,
and t+hat o doubtful value. The opposıte of Vınay s posıtıon M
INOTE lıkely. Furthermore, the ıfe and doctrine of Aegidius make
ıt virtually impossible LO ascrıbe the Quaestio LO hım TIhe COIN-

posıtion and style of the Quaestio make ıt evident that ıts author
did NnOLt wrıte De eccles. fOot Änd the authorship of the latter 15
INOTe surely than BT proved LO be the doctor fundatissiımus ))

There 15 merıi1t, be SUTE, In Vinay s attempt, though NSUCCCSS-

Ful: to An the author of the Quaestio. [+ 15 yel tOo be CeC.n ıf thıs
pamphlet mMuUst nOLt be assigned LO ate later than 1302 and ıf

investigation of the authors engaged 1n the dispute between
Pope John &GE and the Fmperor Ludwig 1347) might NOL be IHNOLIG

successtul.
The eritical edition of the Lext ıtself of the Quaestio has nNnOot

suftered LOO much from he preoccupatıions of Vinay. Readers 11
be content that 1n ımportant varıants the oldest (B) 15 followed,
although OIl might WlSh t+hat 1t had een followed CV61 1 HNOL In
al Case, on Can find the est version by oratefully turnıng LO
the varıants fully reported In the notes.

Dr KUITERS.,

d Die Publizistik C233 217 The places mentioned ıIn the work of Durandus
0> Pars III t1t 88| and G LVE! (Parıs edition of 671 245 and 277) In tıt 111
O! reads: C Istum titulum 110 PTOSCQUOTI Ne: etiam de praesent! propter librum
QUECMM de contentiıs 1n dictis titulis reverendus In Christo trater Aegidius Del
gratia Bituricen. eplsc. INn q UO profunditas el sublimitas vigent sclentlae, coplose

utiliter edidit » his uUurandus wWwWas suffragan bishop of Aegidius’ ; c#
ÜLLER, Das Konzil UOoON Vienne serin Quellen und seine Geschichte,

In V orreformationsgeschichtliche Forschungen, XII 1934) 664 W ;ith Aegidius he
attended the national synod at Rome ın 302 ct SCHOLZ, cıt., 210


