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Abstract (German)

Thema der Dissertation ist "A Commentary on the De predestinatione et

prescientia, paradiso et inferno by Giles of Rome on the Basis of MS Cambrai BM 487

(455)". Es handelt sich um einen historischen Kommentar des theologischphilosophischen Traktates 'De predestinatione et prescientia, paradiso et inferno' (128790), der sich zum Ziel gesetzt hat, die Denkansätze von Aegidius von Rom, als auch

seine Standpunkte bezüglich der Glaubenslehre auszuleuchten. Der Kommentar zeigt

auf, wie ein einzelner theologischer Traktat im Kontext der 1285

wiederaufgenommenen Universitätslaufbahn von Aegidius und seinem besonderen

Interesse an der Studienorganisation seines Ordens zu beurteilen ist, und in welcher

Weise sein Verhältnis zu kirchlichen und universitären Amtsgewalten zu sehen ist.

De predestinatione ist ein vielseitiger Traktat, der in seinen drei Hauptteilen im

argumentativen Aufbau große Unterschiede aufweist. Es ist ein bis heute unerforschter

Text, dessen Analyse weitere Aspekte von Aegidius' Denkstruktur und seines

theologischen und philosophischen Standpunktes im Zusammenspiel mit seinen

Zeitgenossen, darunter vor allem der Kirchen- und Universitätsautoritäten, aufzeigt.

Sehr auffällig ist seine häufige und umfassende Bezugnahme auf Augustinus, allerdings

nicht in der Art und Weise der neoaugustinischen Schule des 14. Jahrhunderts. De

predestinatione entstand 1287-90 kurz nach Wiederaufnahme von Aegidius'

Universitätskarriere und ist für zukünftige Theologiestudenten des

Augustinereremitenordens an der Universität Paris gedacht und erfüllte sicherlich den

wachsenden Bedarf seines Ordens an einem Lehrbuch. Die Auswahl der behandelten

Themen ist, soweit bekannt, einzigartig. Obwohl es sich bei diesem Text nur um ein

Lehrbuch für angehende Theologiestudenten handelt, schmälert dies Aegidius' Leistung

als Scholastiker nicht. Der Text ist ein wichtiges Zeitdokument und ein möglicher

Wegbereiter für die 'augustinische Schule' des 14. Jahrhunderts.
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Abstract (English)

This dissertation "A Commentary on the De predestinatione et prescientia,

paradiso et inferno by Giles of Rome on the basis of MS Cambrai BM 487 (455)"

provides a historical commentary of the theological and philosophical treatise De

predestinatione et prescientia, paradiso et inferno by Giles of Rome, written ca. 128790. It aims to show how Giles presents and structures his argument and how he tackles

the combination of theological and philosophical questions and his viewpoints

concerning predestination, paradise and hell. The commentary demonstrates the

importance and standing of a single theological treatise within the context of Giles's

resumed university career (1285), his particular interest in the educational organisation

of his own Order and his relationship with Church or university authorities.

De predestinatione is a mainly theological treatise that to date has passed by

modern scholarship, which is not unusual for Giles's theological oeuvre. It covers a

wide-ranging number of topics whose arrangement of questions is unique amongst

contemporary works. These are related to the conditions of human existence before and

after death. It is a compilation of texts, some of which Giles took from previous works

such as his Sentence commentaries and his quodlibetal questions. Its style considerably

varies between the three main sections and points towards prospective theology students

of Giles's Order, the Hermits of St Augustine, as the audience for whom he intended the

treatise. Its date of composition c. 1287-90 places it at a point of Giles's career when he

received widespread recognition and respect. Although De predestinatione is only a

textbook for future theology students this does not diminish Giles's achievements as a

scholastic. The text is an important historical document and possibly paved the way for

the 'Augustinian School' of the 14th century.



7



Key Words (German)

Abbild des Körpers (Seele), Aegidius Romanus, Anselm von Canterbury,

Aristoteles, auctoritas, Augustinereremiten (OESA), Barmherzigkeit, Baum der

Erkenntnis von Gut und Böse, Baum des Lebens, Bernhard Gui, Boethius, Bonifaz

VIII., Celestin V. , Claudius Ptolemäus, Colonna, Constitutiones Ratisbonenses,

Dämonen (Hölle), De Genesi ad Litteram, De Genesi contra Manichaeos,

Determinismus, Engel, Erkenntnis Gottes, Erzbistum Bourges, Etienne Tempier, Fall,

fatum, Fegefeuer, Flüsse des Paradieses, Gerechtigkeit (göttlich), Giles of Rome,

Godfrey von Fontaines, Gottes Barmherzigkeit, Gottes notitia, Gottes Vorhersehung,

Gottes Vorherwissen, Gottes Wissen, Heinrich von Friemar, Henrich von Ghent,

himmlisches Paradies, Hölle, Hölle (körperlich), Hölle (nicht körperlich), Intellekt,

irdisches Paradies, Jordan von Sachsen, Kardinaltugenden, kontingente Gründe,

Kontingenz, Leiden der Seele (Hölle), licentia docendi, locus, Neo-Augustinismus (14.

Jahrhundert), notwendige Ursachen, Notwendigkeit, Paradies, Philipp IV. von

Frankreich, Schriftsinne, scientia, Seele (entkörperlicht), Seelenkräfte, Seligkeit, Sinne,

Thavene von Thalomeis, Universität Paris, Verurteilungen von 1277, virtus (göttlich),

virtus animae, Vorherbestimmung, Willensfreiheit, William von Nangis, William von

Tocco.



8



Key Words (English)

1277 condemnations, Aegidius Romanus, angels, Anselm, Archbishopric of

Bourges, Aristotle, auctoritas, Augustine, beatific vision, beatitude, Bernard Gui,

Boethius, Boniface VIII, cardinal virtues, celestial paradise, Celestine V, caritas,

Claudius Ptolemaeus, Colonna family, Constitutiones Ratisbonenses, contingency,

contingent causes, corporeal fire, corporeal paradise, De Genesi ad Litteram, De Genesi

contra Manichaeos, demons (hell), determinism, disembodied soul, divine justice,

divine virtus, Etienne Tempier, Fall (human), fatum, four rivers of paradise, four senses

of Scripture, future contingents, Giles of Rome, Gilles de Rome, Godfrey of Fontaines,

God's foreknowledge, God's grace, God's knowledge, God's notitia, God's providence,

hell, hell's corporeality, Henry of Friemar, Henry of Ghent, Hermits of St Augustine,

human free will, images of the body, incorporeal hell, intellect, intellective appetite,

Jordan of Saxony, licentia docendi, locus, necessary causes, necessity, new Augustinian

movement (14th century), paradise, Philip IV of France, powers of the soul,

predestination, purgatory, science, secondary causes, sense perception, separated soul,

soul, soul's suffering in hell, spiritual paradise, spiritual vision, suffering of disembodied

spirits, terrestial paradise, Thavene of Thalomeis, tree of life, tree of the knowledge of

good and evil, University of Paris, virtus animae, vision of God, William of Nangis,

William of Tocco.



9



Table of Contents



Dedication



2



Acknowledgements



3



Abbreviations



5



Abstract (German)



6



Abstract (English)



7



Key Words (German)



8



Key Words (English)



9



Table of Contents



10



General Introduction



12



1



Giles of Rome: A Biographical Background



16



1.1



Introduction



16



1.2



Sources



17



1.3



Origins and Formative Years



19



1.4



The Years 1277 to 1285



30



1.5



Giles in Paris: 1285-1295



35



1.6



Giles in Bourges: 1295-1316



40



1.7



Conclusion



46



2



Predestination, Contingency and Necessity



47



2.1



Introduction



47



2.2



Foreknowledge, Contingency and Necessity: an Overview



51



2.3



Predestination, Foreknowledge, Providence and Grace



55



2.4



Contingency



58



2.5



Necessity



63



10



2.6



Conclusion



74



3



Giles of Rome on Paradise



76



3.1



Introduction



76



3.2



Giles's Introduction to Paradise



80



3.3



The exemplum of Jerusalem



84



3.4



The exemplum of Adam's Creation Outside Paradise



89



3.5



The exemplum of the Tree of Life



95



3.6



The exemplum of the Tree of the Knowledge



102



3.7



The exemplum of the Four Rivers of Paradise



105



3.8



The exemplum of Mankind Put in Paradise



113



3.9



Conclusion



116



4



Giles of Rome on Hell



118



4.1



Introduction



118



4.2



Hell as a Corporeal Place



120



4.2.1



Hell Can Be Both Corporeal and Incorporeal



121



4.2.2



Hell Can Only Be Corporeal



125



4.2.3



Hell Is the Image of a Corporeal Entity



135



4.3



The Extent of God's Pity Towards the Damned



138



4.4



The Suffering of Disembodied Spirits in Hell



141



4.5



Purgatory



149



4.6



Conclusion



153



General Conclusion



154



Bibliography



161



11



General Introduction

Giles of Rome (c. 1243-1316) has long been recognised as one of the prominent

thinkers of the generation after Thomas Aquinas. He is the author of over sixty treatises

in the fields of theology, philosophy and Church politics. An Augustinian Hermit from

early adolescence he soon moved to his Order's recently established study house at Paris

(c. 1258). As a member of a recently founded mendicant Order he was amongst the first

Augustinian Hermits to pursue his studies at the University of Paris. In 1277 shortly

before Giles was due to obtain the licentia docendi, an enquiry by a commission

established by the Bishop of Paris, Etienne Tempier, resulted in Giles's censure on the

grounds that some of his teachings were judged to be erroneous. In 1285, after an eightyear absence from the academic world during which time Giles occupied several

positions in his Order's Roman province, his case was re-examined. This resulted in

Giles's retractation of a modified list of erroneous articles and in his being granted the

licentia docendi. In 1287 the Augustinian Hermits took the unusual step of declaring his

teachings the doctrine of his Order. In 1295 Giles left Paris to take up the position of

Archbishop of Bourges, which he had obtained mainly because of his good relationship

with Pope Boniface VIII. Giles died at Avignon in 1316.

Many facets of Giles's thought have yet to be discovered, which then, set into the

context of an unconventional and remarkable career, will contribute to a comprehensive

interpretation of an important scholastic author. An assiduous and exhaustive analysis of

Giles's work, especially of the treatises written after 1277 and of those written after his

reinstatement in 1285, is likely to provide further evidence for the interpretation of the

events of 1277 which is a decisive moment in Giles's (academic) career. This is the case

for a number of Giles's political and philosophical works, but these are mostly related to

specific historical circumstances and events for which they were commissioned (the

political struggles of Boniface VIII and the council of Vienne, to name but two

examples). Nonetheless there are many of his works that still await a comprehensive

investigation.

This thesis attempts to contribute to the need for further research. It provides an

historical commentary on a theological and philosophical treatise in an attempt to reveal

Giles's patterns of thought, as well as his doctrinal standpoints. Giles's work cannot be

seen without taking into account external factors such as his professional relationship

with his contemporaries, especially Church and University authorities. Thus, this thesis

12



aims to place a single theological treatise into the context of Giles's resumed academic

career and his pronounced interest in the educational organisation of his Order. The

analysis of doctrinal issues – philosophical, theological and scientific – hopes to

contribute towards a better understanding of the origin and (contemporary) setting of

Giles's thought and teachings.

Giles's De predestinatione et prescientia, paradiso et inferno particularly fits the

exigencies of this project. This mainly theological treatise is an intriguing text because

of its date of composition, style and content. Written c. 1287-90, it stems from Giles's

time as a teacher at the Faculty of Theology at Paris, after his teaching had been

declared the doctrine of his Order. De predestinatione covers a wide range of topics,

which suggests that Giles did not only have an academic audience in mind, but wrote

the treatise for the theological education of prospective students of his Order. Large and

extensive paraphrases of Augustinian texts together with long quotations confirm this

impression. Since Giles took an active role in organising his Order's educational system,

his Order needed textbooks to ensure such teaching. Section two of De predestinatione,

on paradise, shows its practical implementation. A lengthy and textual presentation and

explanation of Augustine would not have benefited the academic audience of the

Faculty of Theology at Paris, who were well acquainted with his works, and would have

regarded parts of De predestinatione only as a minor academic contribution. Also, most

of the predominantly 'academic' chapter twelve was already known as part of Giles's

second Quodlibet, question nine: a mere repetition adds little to current theological

debates. Yet there was the students' need of a textbook, a demand the treatise certainly

fulfilled, in particular those most advanced who were shortly to begin their studies of

theology at the University of Paris. It also constitutes a prestigious work for Thavene of

Thalomeis to whom the treatise is dedicated.

The treatise's content covers a wide-ranging number of topics that are related to

the conditions of human existence before and after death and it is divided into three

main sections containing fifteen chapters on predestination and foreknowledge (chapters

one to three), paradise (chapters four to seven) and hell (chapters eight to fifteen). The

lack of an explicit rationale for the treatise's composition is noteworthy: Giles refrains

from transitions between the different sections as well as between the chapters: each

section is separate. The combination of issues seems to be unique amongst

contemporary works and begs the questions whether Giles followed any contemporary
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or previous model for the structuring of De predestinatione. Moreover, in the

introductory part of chapter fifteen, Giles himself alludes to a shorter title of the work

called De predestinatione et prescientia, which might indicate that the first three

chapters originally formed an independent work, to which Giles later added his thoughts

on paradise and hell. This, however, is no proof for the publication of the treatise in two

versions, and I do not believe Giles published these chapters individually. 1

The first section on predestination touches upon an issue that forms a central part

of the Christian tradition, but does not belong to the core of Christian theology. Giles is

part of that tradition, and defends the existence of human free will, maintaining that

God's foreknowledge does not put any constraint upon free human decisions. Giles

holds mainly an Augustinian position, combined with fitting elements of other authors

such as Boethius and Anselm, not, however, Thomas Aquinas. Giles presents no own

doctrine, his positions are conventional, but there is not enough extant documentation to

point out the reasoning behind it. A formal discourse, mostly in philosophical terms

characterises the most difficult part of the treatise, the distinctions given on necessity.

Giles's position did not close the discussion of the question (even at the resurfacing of

the issue in the late twentieth century Giles's analysis did not reappear). Only one point

is noteworthy: the original if embryonic discussion of the metaphysical quality of an

event, which, however, does not have any (known) continuation in others of Giles's

works.

Giles's second part on paradise shows a considerable variation in both rhetoric and

style to the other two sections, using the well-established formal structure of the

interpretation of the four senses of Scripture. Its main characteristic is the preoccupation

with setting down well-established Church doctrine without commenting upon it, quite

reminiscent of a sermon, in contrast to the dialectical form of the argument in sections

one and three. Giles reflects the predominantly theological nature of the topic, which

was not subject to academic disputes but was an accepted part of orthodox Church

doctrine, which in the judgement of scholastic authors did not need any further proof or

explanation. Giles's choice of argumentation is also influenced by the textual basis of

part two, Genesis 2. Since Giles accepts that it is impossible for a living human being to



1



See the preface of De predestinatione, which contains no such mentioning: Giles of Rome, De

predestinatione, preface, MS Cambrai Bibliothèque Municipale 487 (455), called thereafter MS Cambrai,

fol. 28va l. 10-39.
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attain certain knowledge of the divine (in this case paradise), any human speculation is

pointless and he consequently refrains from it: Giles only elucidates the subject as far as

possible. The subject probably well fitted the exigencies for pre-academical theological

education at the Parisian Augustinian convent, more than the requirements of academic

discussions at the Faculty of Theology at Paris. The composite structure of part two

might also point towards a different use of the sections, but does not help to elucidate

Giles's motivation in structuring the treatise. Section two also follows Augustine very

closely, in particular his De Genesi ad Litteram, and again points towards the use of De

predestinatione as a textbook.

Giles's interpretation of hell offers an argumentation presented in no particular or

reasoned order and reverts to the dialectical style of section one. The topics cover hell's

corporeality, the extent of God's pity towards the damned, the mechanism of suffering in

hell, purgatory and the question of eternal punishment. There is no internal or external

logic for the section's composition, which makes it sometimes difficult to follow Giles's

discourse. The placing of some arguments within the section seems to be arbitrary. In

this section the argumentation reflects the current debates on hell in the late thirteenth

century. Repeated references to orthodoxy point out the treatise's use as a textbook

rather than Giles's past experiences with Church authorities. Again, some chapters

contain extensive paraphrases of Augustine, which compared to other passages of De

predestinatione, are closest to the original Augustinian text. Differences in style

between the different chapters stem from the style of the works they are taken from.

This applies in particular to chapter twelve, which is in parts taken from Giles's second

Quodlibet, question nine.

It should be noted that De predestinatione is the proof that there was no serious

eclipsing of Augustine's influence amongst Paris intellectuals of the late thirteenth

century. Giles's positions are not yet part of the Neo-Augustinian movement, since his

work is more committed to presenting Augustine's standpoints rather than to take them

as a starting point to develop an independent Neo-Augustinian concept. De

predestinatione presents the essential knowledge Giles is likely to have expected from

his students, confirming the view that it was a teaching tool for his own Order.

This thesis is divided into four chapters, beginning with a survey of Giles's

biographical details, and continuing with an analysis of the three sections of De

predestinatione: predestination, paradise and hell.
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1



Giles of Rome: A Biographical Background

1.1



Introduction



Giles of Rome (c. 1243-1316), sometime Prior General of the Order of

Augustinian Hermits, eminent theologian at the University of Paris, and Archbishop of

Bourges, was the author of over sixty treatises in the fields of theology, philosophy and

Church politics. His opinion was valued and discussed by his contemporaries, amongst

them Pope Boniface VIII, who frequently sought his advice. Despite his temporary

exclusion from the University of Paris from 1277 to 1285 as a consequence of the

Tempier condemnations, he was nevertheless acclaimed as the first university teacher in

theology of the Augustinian Hermits. In an unusual move – in his own lifetime – Giles's

teachings were declared the doctrine of his Order. His choice to defend his teachings but

nonetheless ultimately to retract his contested positions in order to be granted the

licentia docendi provides the background for a career, which was turbulent at times. It

was his close relationship with Boniface VIII that earned him the appointment as

Archbishop of Bourges. Although this formally ended Giles's university career at Paris,

he was yet to write some of his important treatises in theology and philosophy, as well

as in matters of the Church temporal. A general study of thought for Giles of Rome is

still missing. For the time being individual studies of his treatises allow an appreciation

which school of thought Giles adhered to, or else, whether his positions constitute an

independent school of thought. Giles's contemporaries certainly valued his work and

thought, not only those belonging to his own Order bound to follow his teachings which

were declared binding for the Augustinian Hermits in 1287. 2 It is difficult to date Giles's

works, since in most cases a chronology depends upon cross-references in his writings.

It is not the primary aim of this chapter to establish such a chronology, except in those

cases where this contributes to placing De predestinatione into the context of Giles's

career, or to elucidate his whereabouts. 3



2



C.U.P. II, no. 539, p. 10: "[Aegidius] qui modo melior de tota villa in omnibus reputatur". On the

Order's decision of 1287 see below, pp. 36-7.

3

The most comprehensive attempts of dating Giles's works are G. Bruni, Le opere di Egidio Romano

(catalogo critico) (Florence, 1936); S. Donati, 'Studi per una cronologia delle opere di Egidio Romano. I.

Le opere prima del 1285 – I commenti aristotelici. II. Note sull'evoluzione della struttura e dello stile dei

commenti', Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale: Part I: I,1 (1990), pp. 1-111; Part II:

II,1 (1991), pp. 1-74; P. Glorieux, Répertoire des maîtres en théologie à Paris au 13e siècle (Paris, 193334), pp. 293-308; P.W. Nash, 'Giles of Rome and the Subject of Theology', Mediaeval Studies 18 (1956),

pp. 61-92; D. Trapp, 'Augustinian Theology of the 14th century. Notes on Editions, Marginalia, Opinions
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Modern scholarship has contributed towards a better understanding of Giles's

origins and some aspects of his career at the University of Paris, yet his life cannot be

based upon a comprehensive critical biography. There are very few recent works that

outline his life and career. The majority date from around the turn of the century, but

their reasoning more often than not is speculative; in some cases they are little more

than an eulogy to Giles. 4 In the chapter that follows I shall attempt to outline the major

developments of Giles's career as a frame of reference to place De predestinatione in its

historical context. This bio-bibliographical study is necessarily preliminary to an indepth discussion of the doctrinal issues discussed in the treatise in chapters two to four.

It supplies an assessment of the conditions under which Giles worked, and the priorities

he chose in the pursuit of his career. This in turn will allow a better understanding of his

thought and doctrine. In particular, this survey shows that De predestinatione fits in

with one particular stretch of Giles's career in the years 1287-90. This is also reflected in

the treatise's internal characteristics – the resumption of his formal teaching at Paris

which coincides with his efforts to help his Order's preparation for academic studies. 5

1.2



Sources



In contrast to a number of his contemporaries, such as Godfrey of Fontaines and

Henry of Ghent, Giles's life and work is fairly well documented by contemporary

sources, with the exception of his early life and his studies at Paris. The Aegidii Romani

Opera Omnia series currently seeks to establish the extent and nature of Giles's autoreferences, some of which are known already, and gives some insight into his teachings

and whereabouts. Unfortunately very few volumes of the project have been published –

Wielockx's Apologia and Luna's Repertorio dei sermoni are the notable exceptions –

and further references have to be sought in widely scattered modern research on Giles.



and Book-Lore', Augustiniana 6 (1956), pp. 146-274; R. Wielockx, Apologia, Aegidio Romani Opera

Omnia III,1 (Florence, 1985), p. 240.

4

B. Burgard, 'Un disciple de Saint Thomas d'Aquin, Gilles de Rome', Revue Augustinienne 52 (1906), pp.

151-60; J.R. Eastman, 'Das Leben des Augustiner-Eremiten Aegidius Romanus (ca. 1243-1316)',

Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte, 4th series, 38, 100.3 (1989), pp. 318-39; P. Glorieux, Répertoire; M.A.

Hewson, Giles of Rome and the Medieval Theory of Conception. A Study of the De formatione corporis

humani in utero (London, 1975); F. Lajard, 'Gilles de Rome. Religieux Augustin, Théologien', Histoire

littéraire de la France […], B. Hauréau (ed.), vol. 30 (Paris, 1888), pp. 421-566; P.F. Mandonnet, 'La

carrière scolaire de Gilles de Rome', Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 4 (1910), pp.

480-99; N. Mattioli, Studio critico sopra Egidio Romano Colonna arcivescovo di Bourges dell' ordine

romitano di Sant' Agostino, Antologia Agostiniana, vol. 1 (Rome, 1896).

5

See chapter two, pp. 49, 64-5, 67 and chapter three, pp. 79, 117.
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Some of Giles's near-contemporaries and members of his Order sought to gather

information about the history of the Order from the early years since the foundation of

the Order in 1256, and Giles was a prominent figure to be included in such efforts.

These works were also prompted by a dispute erupting in the late 1320s between the

Order of the Hermits of Saint Augustine and the Augustinian Canons over which Order

was most genuinely the true heir of Augustine. 6 Jordan of Saxony and Henry Friemar

the Elder provide some information about Giles's life and work. Both were members of

the Hermits of St Augustine and their writings have to be assessed in view of their

allegiance to this Order. Henry Friemar (c. 1245-1340) was the first to write about the

origin and development of his Order in his Tractatus de origine et progressu Ordinis

Fratrum Eremitarum S. Augustini et vero ac proprio titulo eiusdem, c. 1334, which can

be seen as the Order's first historical legitimization. 7 Judging by his date of birth he

might have met Giles, which is probably not the case for Jordan of Saxony (c. 1299- c.

1380), who was Provincial of the Saxon-Thuringian province, and was later appointed

by the pope to conduct visitations of the French houses of his Order. He wrote

Vitasfratrum, a history of the Augustinian Order, completed in 1357, which is an

extensive commentary on the Order's Rule and Constitutio. 8 William of Tocco, a

Dominican, offers details of Giles's studies under Thomas Aquinas, having been one of

Thomas' students himself. 9 General Inquisitor of the kingdom of Naples from 1300, he

was charged in 1295 by the first provincial of Naples to gather documents for a legenda

of Thomas, and in 1317 by the chapter of the Sicilian province to prepare for Thomas'

canonisation. 10 Their evidence has to be viewed in the context of their allegiance to

their canonical origins, which is likely to have influenced the choice and presentation of

information. Both Henry and Jordan, as the earliest annalists of the Augustinian

Hermits, refrain from mentioning Giles's difficulties with Church authorities at Paris in

1277 and only state his achievements. These are his works, the licentia docendi at Paris,

various posts within his Order and the position as Archbishop of Bourges.



6



A.D. Fitzgerald (OSA, ed.), Augustine through the Middle Ages. An encyclopedia, s.v. 'Late

Scholasticism', pp. 754-9, esp. p. 755. See also E.L. Saak, 'The Creation of Augustinian Identity ' I,

Augustiniana 49 (1999), pp. 109-64, II, pp. 251-86.

7

Saak, II, p. 275.

8

Saak, II, p. 269.

9

William of Tocco, Life of St Thomas Aquinas, Acta Sanctorum quotquot toto orbe coluntur […], J.

Bollandus (ed.) (Antwerp, 1643), vol. 1, Martii, 663.

10

R. Aubert, Guillaume de Tocco, Dictionnaire d'Histoire et de Géographie Ecclésiastiques, ed. R. Aubert,

vol. 22 (Paris, 1988), col. 1027.
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The cartulary of the University of Paris (C.U.P.) includes the letter of Pope

Honorius IV which settled the problems raised by the refusal of the licentia docendi to

Giles in 1277. It also gives extracts of Giles's donations of 1315 and 1316. 11 The Acts of

the Roman province of the Augustinian Hermits as well as those of General Chapters

and their decisions have been preserved and provide precise dates for biographical

details mentioned in Vitasfratrum. They also help to establish an itinerary of Giles's

whereabouts and his steady rise within his Order between 1277 and 1285, the date of his

return to the University of Paris. The registers of Popes Boniface VIII, Benedict IX,

Clement V and John XXII contain valuable contemporary references to Giles's time as

Archbishop of Bourges. Various permissions for procurationes reflect his changing

relationships with these popes. Complementary to this is the Continuatio of the

Chronicle of William of Nangis, an older contemporary of Giles. He recalls Giles's

differences with Clement V and his involvement in the enquiry about the teachings of

Peter Olivi. 12 Again, his evidence has to be contrasted with parallel information

contained in the register of Clement V on payments made by Giles. On Giles's death and

burial, a list established by Bernard Gui, provides valuable information such as the date

and place of his burial. 13

A survey of the primary sources shows that there are few inconsistencies in the

information they provide. Nonetheless, not all biographical details are trustworthy, but

these can be followed back to misreadings and editorial errors in the sources and

documents these authors had at their disposal, combined with a keenness to embrace

their most positive interpretation. Giles's origins are a prime example for this selective

presentation.

1.3



Origins and Formative Years



Giles's date of birth is uncertain. He was born in Rome in the second half of the

thirteenth century, but there is no extant documentation concerning the exact day and



11



AN Paris, S 3634 n° 1, 2.

J. Koch, 'Das Gutachten des Aegidius Romanus über die Lehren des Petrus Johannes Olivi. Eine neue

Quelle zum Konzil von Vienne (1311-1312), in: Scientia Sacra. Theologische Festschrift zugeeignet

Seiner Eminenz dem hochwürdigsten Herrn Karl Joseph Kardinal Schulte, Erzbischof von Köln zum 25.

Jahrestage der Bischofsweihe 19.3.1935 (Cologne-Düsseldorf, 1935), pp. 142-68.

13

Bernard Gui, Nomina episcoporum Lemoviciensium, auctore Bernardo Guidonis, Lodovensi episcopo,

Recueil des Historiens des Gaules et de la France, vol. 21 (Paris, 1855), p. 756.

12
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year of his birth. 14 It is most likely that Giles was born c. 1243, which fits in with the

age requirements for his entry into the Order of the Hermits of St Augustine and for his

degrees at the University of Paris. The absence of contemporary information on his date

of birth is quite usual. His name, attested by thirteenth-century manuscript references as

frater Egidius Romanus and by his contemporary Henry Friemar as venerabilis pater et

dominus magister Aegidius Romanus suggests that he was born in Rome. 15 Henry

makes no reference to his family origins, a fact that suggests that he was not a member

of one of the powerful Roman noble families. No allusion is made to his membership of

the Colonna family until Jordan of Saxony, an assumption that was widely accepted by

biographers and scholars until well into the twentieth century. 16 It is possible that the

inaccuracy is based upon an editorial error either in the Acta of the Roman province of

the Augustinian Hermits or in another document, now lost, that Jordan consulted. 17

Whether Giles was a Colonna or not is of central importance in the interpretation of his

political works and action at the end of the thirteenth century, especially in the conflict

which opposed Pope Boniface VIII and King Philip IV of France. Giles wrote De

renunciatione papae refuting a tract written by Boniface's opponents, to challenge his

election. These opponents were members of the Colonna family. Were Giles a member

of this family, his attitude and motivation in opposing his family would need

explanation. Dyroff has shown that documents contained in the Acta of the Roman

province of the Augustinian Hermits served a conscious distinction between Aegidius

Romanus and other members of the Colonna family: whenever a family name occurs, it

is always used. This proves that Giles was not known by his family name but only by

his Roman origins, which indicates that he was not a member of the Colonna family. 18

This evidence, other papal documents and manuscripts of Giles's own works render it
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The year 1247 is suggested by some (Lajard, p. 422; Mattioli, p.1; G. Boffito, Saggio di bibliografia

egidiana. Precede uno studio su Dante, S. Agostino ed Egidio Colonna (Romano) (Florence, 1911), p.

XX; Scholz, p. 32) following the assumption of early modern biographers such as Rocca that he was

sixty-nine years old at his death (F.A. Rocca, Opera Omnia, II (Rome, 1719), p. 10). 1247 is succinctly

dismissed by F. Mandonnet, 'La carrière scolaire de Gilles de Rome', Revue des Sciences philosophiques

et théologiques 4 (1910), pp. 480-99, (followed by U. Mariani, Scrittori politici Agostiniani del secolo

XIV (Florence, 1949), p. 10 and Eastman, p. 318.

15

See BNF MS Lat. 14568; MS Lat. 15863; Cambrai, MS BM 487 (455); R. Arbesmann, 'Henry of

Friemar's "Treatise on the Origin and Development of the Order of Hermit Friars" and its true and real

title', Augustiniana 6 (1956), pp. 37-56, esp. p. 114, l. 98-102.

16

"frater Aegidius Romanus, de nobili genere Columnensium ortus", Vitasfratrum, p. 236.

17

This is the solution offered by Eastman, p. 318.

18

A. Dyroff", 'Aegidius von Colonna? - Aegidius Coniugatus?', Philosophisches Jahrbuch 38 (1925), p.

27, explaining that Jordan might have confused Giles with Jacobus de Columpna, whose early career was

comparable to that of Giles, and who became lector when Giles became Prior General in 1291 (pp. 23,

27).
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most likely that he was not a Colonna. In the context of the present edition and

commentary his family origins are of less importance in the evaluation of his

philosophical and theological thoughts since his family origins are unlikely to have

influenced his judgement in these fields.

There is no indication why Giles, or indeed his parents, chose the Order of the

Hermits of St Augustine. Founded close to Giles's own birth, Pope Alexander IV

confirmed the Order in 1256 in his bull Licet ecclesiae catholicae, uniting five

congregations of hermits in order to solve the problem of itinerant preachers. 19 In

March 1256 the first general chapter was held in the church of St Maria del Popolo in

Rome. Giles probably joined the Order around 1258 in Rome at the convent of St Maria

del Popolo when he had reached the statutory age of fifteen. Jordan of Saxony records

that Giles entered the convent of the Augustinian Hermits but does not explicitly say

that it was their Roman convent. He states that after a short period of time Giles was

sent to Paris to continue his studies at the Faculty of Theology 20 . Giles's donation of

1316 recalls that he was a member of the Parisian convent of the Augustinian Hermits

from early childhood. 21 This presumes that he went to Paris soon after 1259 at the age

of sixteen or seventeen: the earliest possible date of entry is 1259 when the study house

was founded. His later involvement in the Roman province of the Order points towards

long-standing links with the Roman region, possibly through the Roman house where he

first joined the Order. According to Jordan's narrative, Giles made immediate and

astonishing progress and was sent to Paris to continue his studies there. Modern

biographers have tried to explain Giles's early itinerary, arguing that an entry into the

Order in early adolescence is likely to have precluded a move from Rome to Paris at

that age (Mandonnet). In this view, Giles remained in the Roman convent until the

beginning of his formal studies at Paris. 22 This solution would explain Giles's Roman

origins (Romanus) but contradicts the evidence from Giles's donation which clearly

refers to his early membership of the Parisian convent. In my opinion, Giles joined the

Augustinian Hermits at their convent in Rome and was sent shortly afterwards to the

new study house in Paris. Only a few documents attest to Giles's studies at Paris and
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D. Gutiérrez, Die Augustiner im Mittelalter 1256-1356, Geschichte des Augustinerorderns, vol. 1

(Würzburg, 1985), p. 26. See also Saak, 'The Creation of Augustinian Identity' I, pp. 110-27.

20

"et post modicum tempus ad sacrae theologiae studium Parisius destinatur", Jordan of Saxony, […]

Vitasfratrum […] (Rome, J. Martinellus, 1587), p. 236.

21

"Frater Aegidius, Bituricensis archiepiscopus, Ordini fratrum Heremitarum S. Augustini et specialiter

conventui Parisiensi de cuius uberibus a pueritia nutritus fuit", Paris, AN S 3634, n. 4.
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nothing is known about his earlier studies. 23 Presumably, Giles followed the usual

course, receiving a thorough instruction on the Bible at his convent. As a friar he

probably did not read for an Arts degree, since he was supposed to cover the material

for such a degree in his house. Eastman assumes that Giles obtained the Master of Arts

in 1266 but does not give any documentation. 24 He would then become a biblical

bachelor (baccalaureus biblicus), the minimum age limit being twenty-five years of

age; this was probably c. 1267. Then, for about one or two years, he would have heard

lectures and disputes on the Sentences under a master belonging to the Faculty of

Theology. 25 Based upon the assumption of a regular progression of Giles's studies he

obtained the baccalaureus sententiarius in c. 1269. He would then continue to read for

the baccalaureus formatus, which he could obtain after having taken part in ordinary

and extraordinary public disputations (quodlibeta) and after having given a university

sermon. A large number of Giles's sermons are extant and have been edited but

unfortunately they cannot be dated except within the Church calendar. 26

No documents attest to the Master of Theology Giles was assigned to, following

the regulations of the Statutes of the University. 27 It is not known whether he chose his

master. Courtenay argues that the brief regencies of masters in the mendicant Orders

and their system of selecting students for the baccalaureate in the late thirteenth century

discouraged if not prohibited the development of strong master-pupil ties. This may well

have been the case for Giles, explaining why there is no extant information on this for

Giles. 28 In his case it is likely that there was an 'arrangement' between the Dominicans

and the Augustinian Hermits, since there was no master of his own Order he could work

with: Giles would be the first from his Order. According to the testimony of William of

Tocco, biographer of Thomas Aquinas, Giles was Thomas' pupil for thirteen years,
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Mandonnet, 'La carrière scolaire', p. 481.

On the situation at the University of Paris in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth century see W.J.

Courtenay, 'The Parisian Faculty of Theology', in: J.A. Aertsen, K. Emery, A. Speer (ed.), Nach der

Verurteilung von 1277. Philosophie und Theologie an der Universität von Paris im letzten Viertel des 13.

Jahrhunderts. Studien und Texte (Miscellanea Medievalia, vol. 28) (Berlin, 2001), pp. 235-47.

24

Eastman, p. 320, following Gutiérrez, Dictionnaire d'Histoire et de Géographie Ecclésiastiques, vol. 6

(Paris, 1967), col. 385.

25

Mandonnet, 'La carrière scolaire', p. 482.

26

C. Luna, Repertorio dei Sermoni, Aegidii Romani Opera Omnia I.6 (Florence, 1990).

27

"Nullus sit scolaris Parisius, qui certum magistrum non habeat", C.U.P., I, p. 79, n. 20.

28

Courtenay, 'The Parisian Faculty', p. 245.

23
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including Thomas' second stay in Paris from 1269 to 1272. 29 This span of time has been

called into question by modern scholarship, since it implies that Giles followed Thomas

to Italy 30 , which is a view I concur with. 31 The treatise Liber contra gradus et

pluralitatem formam, written by Giles during the years 1277-78, offers a vigorous

defence of Thomas' doctrine on the unicity of substantial form in creatures. It shows that

Giles was impressed by Thomas' teaching on this matter. 32 However, calling Giles an

authentic disciple of Thomas Aquinas is going too far. 33 Nash qualifies this statement as

a legend that originated in the fifteenth century when the authorship of the Correctorium

Quare was attributed to Giles by the editor. 34 Eardley shows that Giles further develops

Thomas' intellectualist action theory35 , showing his indebtedness to Thomas at the same

time as making several crucial adjustments to Thomas' theory by openly claiming that

the will is able to move itself independently of the intellect. 36 Brett explains that Giles

holds positions contrary to Aquinas, such as on the qualities of nature after the Fall,

which in his view has no intrinsic goodness in terms of natural or moral legitimation. 37

Gossiaux holds that Giles was no Thomist although Giles's works show Thomas'

influence on many points, and criticises Thomas where he thinks it necessary. 38

Olszewski states that Giles not only criticizes Averroes in his treatise De plurificatione

intellectus possibilis, but that he equally refutes Thomas' opinion in no uncertain

terms. 39 At the same time Olszewski maintains that Thomas and Giles belong to the



29



"quidam Magister Eremitarum Frater Aegidius, qui postmodum fuit Archiepiscopus Bituricensis, qui

tredecim annis iustum Magistrum audiverat", William of Tocco, Acta Sanctorum, p. 672.

30

Mandonnet, p. 483; Lajard and Mattioli assume that Tocco exaggerates his estimate.

31

This view is backed also by P.S. Eardley, 'Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome on the Will', in: The

Review of Metaphysics. A Philosophical Quarterly 56.4 (2003), issue 224, pp. 835-62, esp. p. 850: "I

depart, then, from modern exegetes who have implied that because Giles was a pupil of Aquinas, he must

therefore have been an intellectualist". Eardley thereby calls into question the very statement that Giles

was a pupil of Aquinas.

32

R.W. Dyson, Giles of Rome on Ecclesiastical Power. The De ecclesiastica potestate of Aegidius

Romanus translated with introduction and notes (Woodbridge, 1986), p. IV.

33

Mandonnet even calls him "le fidèle disciple de Thomas d'Aquin", P. Mandonnet, Siger de Brabant et

l'averroïsme latin au XIIIe siècle. Première partie: étude critique. Les philosophes belges (Louvain,

2

1911), p. 248.

34

P.W. Nash, 'Giles of Rome', New Catholic Encyclopedia, vol. 6 (Washington D.C., 22003), p. 220.

35

Eardley, pp. 838-9.

36

Eardley, pp. 858, 860-1.

37

A.S. Brett, 'Political Philosophy' in: The Cambridge Companion to Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge,

2003), pp. 276-99, esp. p. 289.

38

M.D. Gossiaux, 'Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome on the Existence of God as Self-Evident', in:

American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly (formerly The New Scholasticism) 77:1 (2003), pp. 57-81,

esp. pp. 64, 77.

39

M. Olszewski, 'De plurificatione intellectus possibilis of Giles of Rome. Two historical questions',

Studia Mediewistyczne 32 (1997), pp. 123-35, esp. p. 125: "Instead, Giles proposes his own refutation of

Aquinas' antiaverroistic objections. The author of De plurificatione says that St Thomas neglected the

original position of Averroes so his arguments aimed at him missed their target".
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same philosophical school, sharing the same set of Aristotelian key ideas and basic

peripatetic definitions. It should be noted that Olszewski refers here to Giles's

viewpoints in one of Giles's Aristotelian commentaries, where findings are different

from that of Giles's other treatises. 40 A thorough positioning of Giles's thought within

late thirteenth century thought is only possible once all of his treatises have been

properly commented upon. No documents attest to Giles's presence in Italy at that time,

and a prolonged absence would have been incompatible with his studies at Paris. Yet it

is clear from Giles's works that he had an intimate knowledge of Thomas' teachings –

the third part of De predestinatione on hellfire reveals this – with which he agreed in

some points but not in others. 41 Although Giles's writings on the unicity of the

substantial form use mostly Thomistic terminology Giles nonetheless develops his own

thoughts and theories. This is evident for his teachings on esse and essentia, which was

recognised at the time of its composition as a new and independent theory. 42 Del Punta

claims that although Giles almost constantly refers to Thomas' views, he nonetheless

develops his own independent theology, criticizing Thomas on many occasions. 43 In

conclusion, the absence of documentation precludes conclusive opinions about the

identity of Giles's master at Paris, but it can be assumed that Giles heard Thomas'

lectures – or just read his works – at Paris. 44 As for the degree of 'formed' bachelor

(baccalaureus formatus) Denifle quotes the decisions of the provincial chapters of the

Augustinian Hermits that mention Giles holding this status in 1285. 45 This possibly
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Olszewski may well be justified in stating that consequently Thomas and Giles share the principal

directions of their arguments, the general structure of reasoning, resulting in the fact that their ultimate

conclusions are identical. He nonetheless points out that those points where Thomas and Giles differ are

then of a very subtle and detailed nature, concluding that he managed to unveil a significant difference

between Giles and Thomas, thereby adding something new to the discussion with Averroism. Olszewski,

pp. 128; 132.

41

See E. Hocedez, 'Gilles de Rome et Saint Thomas', in: Mélanges Mandonnet. Etudes d'histoire littéraire

du Moyen Age, vol. I, pp. 385-409, esp. pp. 403-9. See G.J. McAleer, 'Sensuality: An Avenue into the

Political and Metaphysical Thought of Giles of Rome', Gregorianum 82.1 (2001), pp. 129-46, esp. pp.

130, 133 on Giles's knowledge and criticism of Thomas.

42

Nash, p. 220.

43

F. Del Punta, S. Donati, C. Luna s.v. 'Egidio Romano', Dizionario biografico degli italiani, ed. F.

Barroccini, M. Cavale (Rome, 1993), vol. 42, pp. 319-41, esp. p. 329: "Il pensiero teologico di E. è

caratterizzato, come quello filosofico, da un costante riferimento, più o meno critico, alle opere di

Tommaso d'Aquino, nel senso che egli non manca mai di confrontarsi con le dottrine dell'aquinate, le

quali costituiscono la base sulla quale egli costruisce la propria speculazione teologica".

44

Hewson, p. 6. Mandonnet assumes that Thomas was the magister theologiae to whom Giles was

assigned, p. 483. Lajard is the only biographer who suggests that Giles studied under another master:

Augustin Trionfo of Ancona, following Curtius and Miraeus, early modern biographers, p. 423. There is

no evidence for Mattioli's presumption that Giles attended lectures of St Bonaventure who had already

left Paris in 1257, p. 6.

45

"An. 1285 adhuc (non tantum an. 1281 in Capitulo generali Paduae celebrato) aderat in capitulo

provinciali Romanae provinciae Toscellanae celebrato ut vicarius generalis et baccalaureus Parisiensis",
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refers to the highest bachelor's degree at Paris, the baccalaureus formatus, which Giles

probably obtained c. 1273. In between 1268 and 1274 he wrote the Erroribus

Philosophorum. 46 By 1275 Giles was in Bayeux, writing one of his commentaries on

Aristotle, the In libros posteriorum analyticorum. 47 Between c. 1271 and c. 1278 he

wrote his commentaries on the first book of the Sentences (1271-73) given as a bachelor

and Super Elenchos (1274), the treatise Theoremata de Corpore Christi (1274), the

commentaries on Aristotle's De generatione et corruptione (1274), 48 the commentaries

on Aristotle's Physics (1275) and De anima (1276) and the treatise Contra gradus

(1277-78). 49 At the same time Giles wrote De plurificatione intellectus possibilis. 50 In

1277, after the statutory four years, and at the age of thirty-five, the minimum age, Giles

was due to obtain his master's degree in theology as well as the licentia docendi at the

University of Paris. 51

Seen in the context of late thirteenth century scholastic thought some of Giles's

teachings are strikingly Augustinian, as is the case of De predestinatione. 'Augustinian'

is defined here in the sense of extensive quotations and paraphrases of Augustine's

works and the adherence to his views by complementing it with the findings of

Aristotle. 52 It is a view which becomes apparent in De predestinatione. Other works of

Giles might offer a different picture once they are edited and commented upon.

Nonetheless one should bear in mind that the reception of Aristotle's work had



quoting L. Torelli, Secoli Agostiniani overo Historia Generale del Sacro Ordine Eremitano del Gran

Dottore di Santa Chiesa S. Aurelio Agostino […] (Bologna, 1659), vol. 5, p. 38.

46

G. Pini, 'Being and Creation in Giles of Rome', in: Nach der Verurteilung von 1277, pp. 390-403, esp. p.

395.

47

Hewson, p. 6 n. 20, based upon Giles's De causis which bears the note "datum a Baiocis D.MCCXC die

Mercurii ante Purificationem b.m.v. editat sunt et scripta et data a fratre Aegidio de Roma OESA

comment. in libr. de causis in fine". Giles's Super libr. post. analyt. bears the note "completa baiocis".

48

S. Donati, 'Utrum, corrupta re, remaneat eius scientia. Der Lösungsversuch des Aegidius Romanus und

seine Nachwirkungen auf spätere Kommentatoren der Schrift De generatione et corruptione' in: The

Commentary Tradition on Aristotle's De generatione et corruptione. Ancient, Medieval, and Early

Modern, ed. J.M.M.H. Thijssen, H.A.G. Braakhuis (Studia Artistarum. Etudes sur la Faculté des arts dans

les Universités médiévales, vol. 7) (Turnhout, 1999), pp. 103-31, esp. p. 105.

49

R. Wielockx, Apologia, p. 240. On the difference between the oral and the written version of the

Sentences commentaries see C. Luna, 'La reportatio della lettura di Egidio Romano sul Libro III delle

Sentenze (Clm 8005) e il problema dell'autenticità dell ordinario, Parte II', Documenti e studi sulla

tradizione filosofica medievale II,1 (1991), pp. 75-146, esp. p. 115.

50

See Olszewski, 'De plurificatione', p. 124: "De plurificatione intellectus possibilis appeared just in this

moment of the discussion".

51

See Donati, 'Studi', pp. 2-70.

52

The term 'Augustinianism' encompasses a wide variety of definitions. In Saak's view it does not say

much at all about the actual adherence to the teachings of St Augustine. Saak, 'The Creation of an

Augustinian Identity I', p. 109. See below the General Conclusion, pp. 159-60.
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progressed so much in vast areas of research by the end of the thirteenth century that

leaving Aristotle out altogether was no longer reaching required standards: quoting only

from the Bible, Augustine or other Fathers of the Church was no longer sufficient. 53

Dyson highlights another aspect: in his view Giles's De ecclesiastica potestate written

in 1301 or 1302 shows little of the marked influence of Aristotle's works on earlier

works such as the De regimine principum so much so that Dyson states that "it is often

not easy to remember that the same author is responsible for both". 54 According to Nash

Giles was conscious of being a professional defender of Augustine's doctrine and at the

same time an important witness to the unique position of Thomas Aquinas at that time. 55

Eastman identifies a "platonic-stoic tendency" in Giles's works, referring to his findings

in Giles's De renunciatione pape, characterizing Giles's position in this treatise

furthermore as having a strong tendency towards neo-platonism whilst applying legal

means and an Aristotelian presentation of evidence. 56 Giles's extensive use of the works

of Augustine is noteworthy, although it is difficult to establish a general view on this

matter, without taking into account all of his writings, especially the Aristotelian

commentaries. 57 Prassel remarks upon Giles's indebtedness to Augustine when he

analyses Giles's references to Bonaventure, whose works he had probably read: Prassel

sees the Augustinian influence as essential. 58

Giles uses the findings of Aristotle to his ends: they often complement the

Augustinian viewpoint. 59 Since the rediscovery of Aristotle in the early thirteenth
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Walther, 'Aegidius Romanus und Jakob von Viterbo': "Jedenfalls legen seine Selbstcharakterisierung als

Theologielehrer und einige Bemerkungen im Traktat selbst es nahe, daß er [James of Viterbo] einen

solchen Verzicht auf Aristoteles als nicht mehr den wissenschaftlichen Standards der Artisten und

Theologen an den studia generalia für angemessen erachtet hat. Die Aristoteles-Rezeption war

inzwischen auch im Bereich der Sozialphilosophie soweit vorangeschritten, daß es für einen in politische

Kontroversen eingreifenden Theologen eines Studiums problematisch erscheinen konnte, sich neben der

Bibel allein autoritativ auf Augustin und andere Kirchenväter zu berufen, allerhöchstens kanonistische

Autoritäten partiell zu mobilisieren, aber Aristoteles zu vernachlässigen", pp. 167-8.
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Dyson, Giles of Rome on Ecclesiastical Power, p. V.

55

Nash, p. 221.

56

Eastman, p. 7: "während wir bei Aegidius einen starken Hang zum Neoplatonismus mit der Anwendung

juristischer Mittel und aristotelischer Beweisführung beobachten".

57

See P. Prassel, Das Theologieverständnis des Ägidius Romanus O.E.S.A. (1243/7-1316), Europäische

Hochschulschriften, Reihe XXIII Theologie, vol. 201 (doctoral dissertation University Trier 1978/79)

(Frankfurt/M., 1983), p. 91: "Eine der wichtigsten Quellen des Ägidius für seine Auffassungen zur

theologischen Wissenschaftslehre ist der Kirchenvater Augustinus [...] so finden sich die Berufungen auf

Augustinus fast ausschließlich an Stellen, die theologisch relevant sind."

58

Prassel, p. 99.

59

See Hewson, p. 235 "[Giles] accepting unreservedly the vitalism of Aristotle". Hewson goes further in

his assessment of Giles's adherence to Aristotelian viewpoints: "Giles of Rome was carried out on the full

flood of this Aristotelian revolution. He tasted it at its most mature and effective, and he touched it at

every level of its depth. There is no question of his merely using Aristotelian notions or an Aristotelian
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century, at first through Arabic translators and commentators, later directly from Greek

sources, scholastic thought was challenged by its implications on theology. 60 As

Hewson puts it, "in a predominantly theological atmosphere, the Aristotelian rationale

began to work as a ferment, ultimately fruitful, but at first producing heat".61 Aristotle's

findings could not be ignored and found their way into scholastic debate despite several

official condemnations, such as in 1210, 1231 and 1270, effective only until a new

translation became available. 62 Another factor complicated the situation: the increasing

independence of the Parisian arts faculty where Aristotelian metaphysics and

psychology were taught as part of the logic and ethics courses resulting in controversies

between the Faculties of Arts and Theology. Members of the Faculty of Theology often

stated that they were dealing with the higher, divine science as opposed to the human

science studied at the Arts Faculty. These factors contributed to the tense climate at the

University of Paris around 1270/1277. The assertion (put forward by Mandonnet) that

there were at least three independent schools at that time, the Augustinian school

adhering to the teaching of traditional orthodox theology, the Aristotelian school of

Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas combining Aristotelian elements with traditional

theology and a radical Averroist school led by Siger of Brabant has been called into

question by later works (Gilson, van Steenberghen). 63

In my view, these classifications are too rigid and narrow. They do not allow for

a subtle enquiry into the thought of each involved party. Giles of Rome is a prime

example for this. Placing him into inflexible categories such as philosophical or

theological 'schools' does not do him justice, especially when many of his treatises still



cast of thought in the process of rationalising theological issues", p. 241. And further "again like Aquinas,

he was able to achieve an accommodation between this and the main body of Christian belief […]

Though he may occasionally disagree with Aristotle on particular points, Giles is still capable of writing

such phrases as 'secundum philosophum et veritatem', although he retains an independence of mind", p.

242. See also P. Prassel, p. 88: "Vor allem von den Theologen wird Aristoteles herangezogen, um die

Theologie als Wissenschaft bezeichnen und betreiben zu können. So auch von Ägidius."

60

For a succinct study on the reception of Aristotle from the twelfth century onwards see P. Mandonnet,

Siger de Brabant et l'averroisme latin au XIIIe siècle. Première partie. Etude critique (Louvain, 21911),

pp. 1-63.

61

Hewson, p. 40.

62

Hewson, p. 41.

63

See in particular F. van Steenberghen, Aristotle in the West. The Origins of Latin Aristotelianism,

translated by. L. Johnston (Louvain, 1955), esp. pp. 147-225.
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await a modern scholarly analysis. 64 Hewson holds that in the case of De formatione

corporis humani in utero Giles's work appears "in a new mode, a study of a branch of

natural philosophy with scant reference to theological implications", thereby

emphasizing the "trend towards a separation of philosophy from theology". 65 Giles

stands at a crucial moment in the history of scholastic theology, at a time when the

consequences of non-Christian thought, especially that of Aristotle needed to be

reconciled with theology.

As Ratzinger has put it in the introduction to his study on Bonaventure's

understanding of the theology of history, the bitter controversies of the 1260s and 1270s

handled the basic question as to whether faith could be translated into understanding. 66

There were different ways to achieve this. Ratzinger uses Bonaventure (c.1217-1274) as

a prime example of how differently modern scholarship sees the place of one of the

most important scholastics in the mid- to late-thirteenth century theological debates:

from seeing him as a strict Augustinian with anti-Aristotelian views to the creator of a

new synthesis on the same basis as Aquinas, to those who hold that Bonaventure was

simply ignorant of Aristotle's works – the latter view certainly does not apply to Giles of

Rome.

Giles, as the commentator of Aristotle had a high reputation amongst his

contemporaries, comparable only to that of Albert the Great or Thomas Aquinas. His

Aristotelian commentaries were widely read in the late thirteenth century and beyond. 67

McGrade qualifies his commentaries on Lombard's Sentences as "taking a provocatively

Aristotelian line", a view that seems exaggerated. 68 Giles of Rome, just like

Bonaventure, cannot be placed into one simple line of philosophical thought, for the

simple reason that this line does not exist. 69 According to Van Steenberghen the correct

classification of Bonaventure would be "aristotélisme éclectique néoplatonisant et

surtout augustinisant" 70 . This judgement was later called into question by those

following Gilson who see Bonaventure as primarily Augustinian. There are parallels in
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Cf. Hewson, p. 44 "It is, however, probably no longer desirable to see a dichotomy between

'Augustinian' and 'Aristotelian' schools".

65

Hewson, p. 241.

66

J. Cardinal Ratzinger [Pope Benedict XVI], The Theology of History in St Bonaventure (translated by Z.

Hayes) (Chicago, 1971), p. XIII.

67

Donati, 'Utrum', p. 130 and n. 99.

68

A.S. McGrade (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge, 2003), p. 356.

69

Ratzinger, pp. 121-2, 124.

70

Ratzinger, p. 126, n. 44.
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the case of Giles's use of both Aristotle and Augustine: on the basis of De

predestinatione Van Steenberghen's verdict is valid. It depends to which of Giles's

treatises one refers to: his Aristotelian commentaries certainly show much closer

references to Aristotle. Eastman explains that Giles, having commented almost every

then existing Aristotelian work by the end of the 1270s he uses Aristotle in De

renunciatione papae mostly in paraphrases, where the source text is more often than not

not easily discernible. 71 This is a feature that also appears in De predestinatione but

does not prove that Giles is adhering more to either of Aristotle or Augustine. Eardley

argues that although Giles (concerning the question of the will) was sufficiently loyal to

preserve Aristotle's views he nonetheless develops his own thoughts. 72 Ratzinger rightly

asks what exactly constitutes the formal Augustinian element to form a distinctive

Augustinian way of analysis. His answer, close to that of Gilson is a radically Christian

philosophy, centred on Christ and worked out from Christian Revelation. Nonetheless it

is a categorization which is incomplete, since it would miss out multiple other

intellectual influences. 73

As far as Giles's works have been analyzed, they do not contain a proper antiAristotelian stance, which stands in contrast to Bonaventure. Giles of Rome certainly

presents his own and independent views. Whether or not they form an original 'school

of thought' will only become clearer when more of his works have been edited and

commented upon, although some have claimed (Eastman amongst others) that during

the fourteenth century the schola aegidiana with members like Augustine of Ancona,

James of Viterbo and Thomas of Strasbourg was more influential 74 before the

Augustinian Order "began to develop a certain independence and intellectual vigour

which enabled it to defend doctrinal positions that would not have been those advocated

by Giles". 75

In my opinion we still know too little about the exact positions of Giles as well

as his successors. In the case of Giles this thesis will show that his oeuvre is more

differentiated than previously assumed. By pressing existent findings into a necessarily

coherent 'school of thought' the result is likely not to do Giles's work enough justice,
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Eastman, Aegidius Romanus, De renunciatione papae, p. 130.

Eardley, p. 850.
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Ratzinger, pp. 132-3.
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Eastman, 'De renunciatione papae', p. 367.
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Eastman, 'De renunciatione papae', p. 367.
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neither is it to attribute to him the designation 'Aristotelian' or 'Augustinian' exclusively.

Giles is one of the most prominent thinkers of the generation after Thomas Aquinas,

with an independent mind unwilling to generally bend itself to any 'school of thought',

remaining true to himself.

1.4



The Years 1277 to 1285



The interpretation of this chapter of Giles's life and career posed a number of

difficulties and uncertainties until the groundbreaking study of Wielockx, editor of the

Apologia of Giles with the additions by Godfrey of Fontaines, which considerably

supplemented previous work by Mandonnet, Hocedez and Siemiatkowska. 76 The

background to the Parisian condemnations in 1270 and 1277 was the conflict during the

thirteenth century over the increasing influence of Aristotle, at first in the Faculty of

Arts, later in the Faculty of Theology at Paris. 77 A number of Aristotle's works,

especially his Metaphysics and his Liber sextus naturalium and De anima became

available via Arabic and Syriac translations, often embedded in the commentaries of

Muslim and Jewish thinkers such as Averroes, Avicenna and Maimonides. In many

instances, Aristotle's thoughts were gradually assimilated to Christian doctrine, but in

some cases – the unicity of the substantial form or the intellective soul – this proved

impossible and resulted in several condemnations by the local bishop at the universities

of Paris and Oxford. 78

On 3 March 1277 Etienne Tempier, Bishop of Paris, condemned 219 articles

which were associated with Aristotelian and Averroist teachings, although in many cases

it is not possible to trace the works from which they were taken. 79 Giles was subject to a
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E. Hocedez, 'La condamnation de Gilles de Rome', Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 47

(1932), pp. 34-58; Z. Siemiatkowska, 'Au sujet d'une texte sur les Theoremata de esse et essentia de

Gilles de Rome', Medievalia Philosophica Polonorum 2 (1958), pp. 19-21; and by the same: 'Avant l'exil

de Gilles de Rome. Au sujet d'une dispute sur les Theoremata de esse et essentia de Gilles de Rome',

Medievalia Philosophica Polonorum 7 (1960), pp. 3-67.
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On the political background of the 1277 condemnations at the Papal curia see: G.-R. Tewes, 'Die

päpstliche Kurie und die Lehre an der Pariser Universität', in: Nach der Verurteilung von 1277, pp. 85972.
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See the succinct study of L. Bianchi, Il vescovo e i filosofi. La condanna parigina del 1277 e

l'evoluzione dell'aristotelismo scolastico (Bergamo, 1990) on the role of the bishop in the 1277 Parisian

condemnations. Cf. also G.J. McAleer, 'Disputing the Unity of the World: The Importance of res and the

influence of Averroës in Giles of Rome's Critique of Thomas Aquinas over the Unity of the World'

(forthcoming), pp. 1-62.
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R. Hissette, Enquête sur les 219 articles condamnés à Paris le 7 mars 1277, Philosophes Médiévaux,

vol. 22 (Louvain-Paris, 1977); M. Grabmann, Der lateinische Averroismus des 13. Jahrhunderts und

seine Stellung zur christlichen Weltanschauung. Mitteilungen aus ungedruckten Ethikkommentaren,
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separate censure in 1277, which, as Wielockx shows, was linked to the Tempier

condemnations of 7 March, but constitutes a different procedure. Wielockx establishes a

chronology of the events, setting the terminus a quo in the last months of 1276 and the

terminus ad quem in the first months of 1278. 80 Shortly after the condemnation of 7

March, in Wielockx' chronology before 28 March, the meeting of the commission

installed by Bishop Tempier about Giles took place, a definite list of articles was drawn

up and Giles was called to retract them within five days. 81 The Apologia was written

soon after this meeting, in a very short space of time, before the preliminary meeting of

the Masters of Theology, 82 including Henry of Ghent, who neither condemned nor

endorsed Giles's position. 83 Henry was then summoned before the Papal Legate, Simon

de Brion, to explain Giles's (doctrinal) position. Then the Bishop of Paris and the Legate

ordered another meeting of the Masters at which some of Thomas' teachings were

criticised, this time also by Henry. The condemned articles cover a list of Aristotelian /

Averroist teachings which were judged not to be conform with orthodox theology, such

as on the nature of philosophy, God's knowledge and the question of the eternity of the

world. The censure of Giles was not a direct result of the disciplinary measures imposed

by the decree of 7 March, but a complementary measure taken in the same frame of

mind. 84



Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Abteilung, Jg.

1931, Heft 2 (Munich, 1931), p. 19.

80

Wielockx, p. 72; p. 29.

81

J.M.M.H. Thijssen, Censure and Heresy at the University of Paris 1200-1400, The Middle Ages Series

(Philadelphia, 1998), p. 28 claims that Giles was given only one day.

82

W.J. Courtenay explains the function of the Regent Master as follows: "Regency in a sense covered all

the official activities in which one engaged as magister in actu regens. […] Specifically "reigning" meant

(1) the right to ascend to a magisterial chair (cathedra magistralis) and conduct a school, (2) the right to

promote candidates for licensing and inception, and (3) the right to sit in congregation with other regent

masters and vote on issues that came before the nation, faculty or university. […] "Magisterial chair"

understood as office expressed the right to reign and promote in the schools. It also implied authoritative

teaching and orthodox doctrine. It did not imply income, either from church or state.", 'Teaching Careers',

pp. 13-4.

83

Wielockx, p. 92.

84

J.M.M.H. Thijssen puts forward a different interpretation of the events. In his view Tempier was

ordered by the curia to drop the charges against Giles. Consequently the case was dropped, but Giles was

refused the licentia docendi because he had become unacceptable to the community of scholars at Paris.

In my view the evidence for this view is not conclusive. See J.M.M.H. Thijssen, Censure and Heresy, pp.

28, 35, 54, 173; J.M.M.H. Thijssen, '1277 Revisited: A New Interpretation of the Doctrinal Investigations

of Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome', Vivarium 35 (1997), pp. 72-101, esp. pp. 93-101.



31



Etienne Tempier, Jean des Alleux, 85 the Chancellor of the University, and Simon

de Brion were at the centre of the commission and initiated the condemnations. Ranulph

of Houblonnière, Tempier's successor as Bishop of Paris, was also present as part of

Tempier's circle. 86 The internal divisions of the Faculty of Theology and Henry of

Ghent's personal involvement resulted in a further enquiry about Giles's teachings and

eventually in his censure. Henry was then called by the Legate to explain his positions

on the unicity of the substantial form, since he had based his teachings on Giles's

conclusions about this issue. Wielockx points out that the retractation of criticised

positions did not damage Henry's reputation within the university, and did not curb

further his career prospects: Henry remained a Regent Master of the University. 87 In

many instances Henry's teachings substantially differed from Giles's doctrinal

standpoints. Giles, whilst only a bachelor, had criticised, and on some occasions even

ridiculed some of Henry's positions. 88 This circumstance points towards an

interpretation of Giles as a victim of an internal quarrel within the Faculty of Theology.

Their personal and doctrinal differences contributed to Giles's censure, but cannot be

seen as their predominant cause. Wielockx interprets the censure as a reaction of the

esprit de corps of the Faculty of Theology against a young bachelor 'peu docile'. 89 It is

difficult to establish why Giles was condemned: in my view he was caught between

Faculty politics and the then prevalent climate which favoured a reduction of the

influence of Aristotelian and Averroist teachings on the interpretation of theology.

Courtenay calls the events of 1277 a turning point especially in the terms of the power

relationships within and outside the University of Paris, in which the traditional

philosophical issues were equally important as the powers within the institutional

context. 90 Giles's censure certainly reflects what McAleer calls Giles's 'complex and

ambiguous relationship to authority'. 91 Giles's case might have served as a warning to

other masters, such as Boethius of Dacia and Godfrey of Fontaines, to remain within the

accepted doctrine. A higher degree of cooperation with the authorities – retractation –



85



Tempier had tried to impose Jean des Alleux as a Regent Master of the University in 1264, but without

success (Wielockx, p. 98).
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Wielockx, p. 99.
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Wielockx, p. 83. Henry of Ghent was a Regent Master of the University 1276-92 except for 1283-84.
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See Giles's Réputations sophistiques (1274-75): R. Wielockx, 'La censure de Gilles de Rome', Bulletin

de philosophie médiévale 22 (1980), pp. 87-8, esp. p. 88.
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Wielockx, pp. 171;121. Mandonnet attributes to Giles "le zèle et les impatiences d'un néophyte", Siger

de Brabant, p. 250.
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W.J. Courtenay, 'The Parisian Faculty of Theology', p. 246.

91

G.J. McAleer, ' Political Authority in the Sentences-Commentary of Giles of Rome', Journal of the

History of Ideas 60.1 (1999), pp. 21-36, esp. p. 23.
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could have defused the situation, but Giles's perseverance did nothing but aggravate his

case. 92 Insufficient documentation makes it more difficult to evaluate his case,

especially since the exact circumstances are not known. 93

It is not clear whether Giles had to fear excommunication as a result of his refusal

to retract, as this procedure was usually only employed in cases of heresy or suspected

heresy. The case of John of Paris 'Quidort' in 1304 proves otherwise, as he was

threatened with excommunication if he dared to teach. Giles's decision not to retract

immediately in 1277 is difficult to explain. Some of it certainly has to do with internal

Faculty politics: in 1285 Giles's retractation did not contain all the articles which were

condemned in 1277. This shows that these articles were no longer considered heterodox

and that the commission in 1277 might not have been justified on a doctrinal level, a

view Giles himself put forward years later. 94 Then, the majority of masters were against

Giles; their reasoning, however, can only be conjectured. By 1285 the situation had

changed and Giles's request for a reopening of his case turned out to be successful. It is

not possible to say what exactly prompted him to retract in 1285. A marked shift of

authority within the Faculty and the moderating influence of both Pope Honorius IV and

the Bishop of Paris possibly caused Giles's retractation. The role of the Augustinian

Hermits in the whole affair remains obscure.

When Giles left the University of Paris, possibly shortly after Easter 1277, it is

uncertain whether he remained in Paris, or whether he returned to Italy. In 1279, at the

provincial chapter he was nominated as diffinitor of the Roman province for the

following general chapter held at Padua. 95 This position entailed that he was one of the

four pro-provincials for the Roman province of the Augustinian Hermits. He was also

present at the provincial chapter of the Roman province at St Martin of Campiano. 96

During this time, probably between 1277 and 1279, Giles wrote De regimine principum,
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accommodation, but he is not reluctant to criticise them when he sees fit", pp. 235-6.
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G.J. McAleer, 'Disputing the Unity', n. 8.
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See below, p. 35.
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"Item pro futuro capitulo generalissimo Paduano pro dicta Romana provincia […] prope Capitulum

generale: fecit frater Egidium Romanum, Bacellarium parisiensium", Analecta Augustiniana, II (1907), p.

229.

96

Analecta Augustiniana, vol. II (1907), p. 245.



33



a work he dedicated to the future King of France, Philip IV. 97 In 1281, at the general

chapter of his Order held in Rome, Giles's Roman province unanimously conferred

upon him the responsibility to oversee the future elections of provincials, diffinitores

and visitors, and other aspects of its administration. Under his authority the election of

Jacob of Rome as new lector took place. 98 Giles returned to Paris in 1285, possibly after

the provincial chapter of Tuscanella. He was not present at any further provincial

chapters in 1286, which concurs with the evidence of his retractation in Paris and his

absence from further provincial chapters in 1286. It might be the case that Giles made a

conscious choice in getting involved with the administration of his Order. At a time

when the academic circles were no longer open to him, the development of a young and

growing Order was a task Giles took in his stride, acquiring administrative skills he later

put to use as an Archbishop. That it should be the Roman province points towards his

links with that region and perhaps even towards his membership of the Roman convent

of the Augustinian Hermits before moving to Paris. In an effort to enable and facilitate

their members' studies and to establish the Order's academic reputation next to the

Dominicans and Franciscans, the Augustinian Order developed their Parisian house.

Once Giles's academic career was put on hold his geographical origins became more

important. There are no extant documents that attest to his Order's motivation to send

him to Italy but it seems a natural preference in view of his origins and his restrictions at

Paris, where he was not allowed to teach. For this same reason Giles was not sent to

another university, as the refusal of the licentia docendi was effective everywhere else. 99

Giles's absence from the University of Paris did not result in Giles abandoning his

research: between 1277 and 1285 he published his Theoremata de esse et essentia. 100
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Del Punta holds that he composed De regimine principum before 1280 at the request of the then still

quite young Phillip, the future Phillip the Fair, King of France, but points out at the same time that these

findings are not quite reliable. Del Punta, 'Egidio Romano', p. 320.
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Bacellarium parisiensem, unanimiter et concorditer de futuro eligendo priore provinciali et diffinitoribus
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1.5



Giles in Paris: 1285-1295



Giles submitted his request to be granted a new enquiry into his censure to Pope

Honorius IV before 1 June 1285. 101 Those who were involved with his condemnation

were either dead – Tempier died on 3 September 1279, Simon de Brion on 28 March

1285 – or had retired, as had Jean des Alleux, who was now in a Dominican convent in

Flanders. One uncertain factor in the outcome of the second enquiry into Giles's

doctrine was Ranulph of Houblionnière, Bishop of Paris, who had been close to Bishop

Tempier in 1277. In 1285 Ranulph established a second list of articles to confirm the

validity of Giles's censure. 102 Henry's influence, however, was diminished by the orders

of Honorius IV who decreed that he had to follow the decisions of the Masters of

Theology in the new enquiry on Giles's censure. Another unknown quantity was Henry

of Ghent, a current Regent Master, who in many questions held views opposite to Giles,

and whom Giles, before his censure, had often criticised. 103 His influence, despite

maintaining his position as Regent Master, had considerably diminished since 1277, and

the majority of the Faculty no longer agreed with him. 104 This is an interesting

development and shows that disagreement on doctrinal matters was possible without

censure; it also confirms the political character of the 1277 condemnations. Following

the determinatio magistrorum of 1285, Giles had to retract a certain number of the

articles condemned in 1277, except for thirteen articles which were either omitted or

declared to be orthodox. In a rare comment on the events of 1277 Giles says that not all

articles were correctly condemned: this appears in his commentary on the second book

of the Sentences. 105 This constitutes a notable change and again highlights the mixture

of political and doctrinal factors in Giles's censure. Wielockx gives the example of the

Theoremata de esse et essentia, which circulated in Paris before 1304, where Giles

upholds the majority of his positions before 1277, but is more subtle and careful in their

presentation. He also refrains from ridiculing Henry's positions, and simply points out
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"nuper tamen apud sedem apostolicam constitutus humiliter obtulit se paratum revocanda que dixerat

sive scripserat revocare pro nostre arbitrio voluntatis", C.U.P., I, n. 522, p. 633. Honorius IV was elected
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deficiencies in taking Aristotle's positions into account. 106 The procedure of Giles's

examination in 1285 substantially differed from Tempier's action in 1277 as shown by

the letter Honorius IV addressed to Ranulph of Houblonnière. The enquiry of 1285 is an

examination and does not contain an order (ut iacent) to retract a list of articles. 107

Giles's case now depended upon a special convocation of all masters of the Faculty of

Theology, deciding by a simple majority. 108 After Giles's retraction the Faculty decided

to grant him the licentia docendi, which reflects a larger change in the relation between

the University of Paris, the bishop of Paris and the papacy. In 1285, the decision on

matters of doctrine no longer primarily involves the bishop of Paris. In this context I

think that Giles's decision not to retract in 1277 was entirely justified. It would have

entailed a submission to Faculty politics rather than to orthodoxy. A more sophisticated

approach was not possible in 1277 (taking out the thirteen orthodox articles) and

consequently retractation was unacceptable to Giles. Also, Pini's research on the issue of

creation in Giles's work shows that the events of 1277 did not make Giles change his

mind about his positions – Pini only concludes that Giles readjusted his teachings to

avoid potentially contentious issues. This may well be a key indicator to his reaction to

the condemnations: once he was reinstated Giles only avoided difficult issues but did

not alter his beliefs, minded to give his conclusions the frame of a sophisticated

doctrine. 109 Giles received the licence to teach from the Chancellor of the University

and with his inception, comprising the inaugural lecture and attendant ceremonies,

obtained the right to practice. 110

In May 1287 the general chapter of the Augustinian Hermits took the unusual step

of declaring all Giles's writings and teachings to be the doctrine of his Order, a

judgement that was binding for all Augustinian masters, lecturers and students. 111 It is a

ruling that was not always observed: Osborne shows that James of Viterbo, Giles's
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successor in the same chair at the University of Paris, deliberately attacked Giles of

Rome's arguments on the natural love of God. 112 James of Viterbo also held different

views regarding the question of papal resignation. Walther shows that this does not stem

from different intentions and aims of their argument; rather, it shows the range of

variety of opinions within the Order of the Hermits of Saint Augustine.113 Several

factors might have influenced the Order's decision to declare Giles's teaching the

doctrine of the Augustinian Hermits. The Order could have been anxious to recognise its

first member who had risen to prominence at Paris. Giles was the first member of the

Augustinians to have obtained the licentia docendi, albeit with a delay of seven years as

a consequence of his censure in 1277. His difficulties with the authorities and with the

Faculty of Theology might have contributed to the unusual step of declaring the

writings of a living person as doctrine. His retractation in 1285 showed that he had

returned to orthodoxy; the Order's main motivation then could have been to recognise

their first member who had obtained the licentia docendi. Thomas Aquinas' teachings

received the same only centuries after his death in 1274. The decision reflects both

Giles's eminent standing within his Order, helped by both his engagement in its

administration and his recently acquired position at Paris. Yet it remains unclear why the

Augustinian Hermits wanted an official doctrine for the Order.

Giles's involvement in the Order's administration is echoed in his influence in the

organisation of studies for members of the Augustinian Hermits. At the general chapter

of Ratisbon on Whitsunday 1289, the Constitutiones Ratisbonenses were established,

which regulated in detail the studies in the different houses of the Order as well as the

studium generale at Paris. 114 It can be assumed that Giles took an active part in

establishing the constitutions, since it is known that he was present at Ratisbon and was

given his expenses. 115
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It is at this point that Giles probably wrote De predestinatione. Its date mainly

rests upon a reference Giles makes in chapter twelve of De predestinatione to another of

his works, his second Quodlibet. 116 Therefore the terminus post quem can be fixed at

Easter 1287. 117 The inclusion of De predestinatione on the list of books academic

booksellers at Paris had to have in stock in 1304 provides the terminus ante quem.

De predestinatione covers a large range of topics, a factor that suggests that Giles

did not only have an academic audience in mind, but might have written the treatise also

for the theological education of prospective students of his Order. Giles extensively uses

long quotations and paraphrases of Augustinian texts, mainly in the third section of the

treatise. It is possible that he intended and used the 'Augustinian' chapters and passages

as a teaching tool within his own order. This presumption narrows the date for De

predestinatione to the years 1287-88 when Giles took an active role in organising his

Order's educational system in the Constitutiones Ratisbonenses. These educational

interests are mainly reflected in the second part of De predestinatione which might have

been aimed at a pre-university audience, most likely at students of Augustinian houses

preparing their studies at Paris. 118 A lengthy textual presentation and explanation of

Augustine's works would not have befitted the academic audience of the Faculty of

Theology at Paris. Their members were well acquainted with the works of Augustine

and would have regarded parts of the treatise only as a minor academic contribution.

Most of the predominantly 'academic' chapter twelve was already known as part of a

quodlibetal question: a mere repetition of this equally adds little to current theological

debates. Yet there was the students' need of a textbook, a demand the treatise certainly

fulfilled. Many of the treatise's extant manuscripts come from Augustinian houses,

which might indicate that De predestinatione served as a compilation of Giles's

theological teachings (some of it at pre-university level) on the topics of predestination,
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foreknowledge, paradise and hell. Since his positions were declared the doctrine of his

Order in 1287 such a compilation could have satisfied Giles's superiors, served his

Order and provided Thavene of Thalomeis with a prestigious work. 119

Students of the Order of Augustinian Hermits who were sent to Paris had first to

be examined by the vicar or the provincial and the diffinitores, as well as two lecturers.

They could not be older than thirty-five unless it was in the Order's interest that they

pursue their studies at Paris. 120 The Order's ruling also recalls that the students were to

follow Giles's teachings at Paris. 121 In 1291 once again Giles has his annual expenses

paid, which suggests that he had obtained a responsible position within his Order, on the

basis of his administrative experiences in the Roman province since 1279 and his

educational engagement at Paris for the University and his Order. 122 According to

Courtenay, the Parisian Augustinian convent housed three groups of 'residents'. Firstly,

those who had professed there or had been transferred there; secondly, those who were

chosen by the Prior General and the Order to go to Paris and complete their university

requirements for the baccalaureate and / or the doctorate in theology. Thirdly, those

younger students in the lectorate programme who had been sent to Paris by their

provinces to study theology for five years and thus prepare themselves for positions as

lectors in the schools of their province or region. Some of these might be chosen later to

return to Paris for the university degree; the majority, however, would not. 123 Courtenay

estimates that the third group was the largest and geographically diverse: their OESA

province of origin financed its members. 124 Bearing these characteristics of the Parisian

Augustinian convent in mind, De predestinatione most likely served as teaching

material for the more advanced members of the third group and quite possibly for the
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second group as well. Giles's patron, Thavene of Thalomeis may well have been a lay

benefactor of the Parisian convent, interested in supporting and promoting the

theological education at pre-university level.

In 1290 Giles met the future Boniface VIII, who was then Cardinal Legate, at the

council of Ste Geneviève. The purpose of Boniface's visit to Paris was to arbitrate in the

quarrel over the Mendicants' right to hear confessions of seculars. 125 This meeting could

have been the beginning of the close relationship between Giles and Boniface, but there

is no direct proof for this. On 6 January 1292 Giles was elected Prior General of his

Order at the general chapter held at St Maria del Populo in Rome. 126 He occupied this

post for three years until his election as Archbishop of Bourges in 1295 and was

responsible for the foundation of a number of new houses in England and Flanders. 127

In 1293 Giles negotiated for the Augustinian house in Paris to move into the former

convent of the Friars of the Sack. The donation of King Philip IV, confirmed in 1296,

was partially illegal, since the Friars of the Sack had no permission from the pope to

dispose of their property. Consequently the Bishop of Paris opposed the transaction but

Giles finally obtained authorisation to move the convent there. 128 Giles's time of office

as Prior General was in no way remarkable. His administrative skills, acquired since

1277, certainly helped the Order, and his appointment is another proof of the

Augustinians' effort to support Giles's standing and reputation.

1.6



Giles in Bourges: 1295-1316



On 23 April 1295 Giles was appointed Archbishop of Bourges by Boniface VIII,

who had been elected pope the previous year. The election to Bourges was carried out

with some difficulty as Pope Celestine V had intended to appoint Jean of Savigny for a

see which had been vacant since 1294, after the translation of the previous Archbishop

as a cardinal to Penestrina. 129 Boniface annulled this decision, as well as many other
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appointments Celestine V had made. 130 It is quite rare that a member of a mendicant

Order received a nomination to one of the wealthier sees in the north of France. A

parallel case is that of Gauthier of Bruges, a Franciscan, who was elected bishop of

Poitiers in 1280. After Giles's successor was elected Prior General of the Augustinian

Hermits at the general chapter of Siena, Giles was installed in his seat at Bourges. 131 As

early as 4 and 11 July 1296 Giles obtained permission to appoint three vicars to

represent him in his province with expenses paid by the pope. 132 This provision points

towards Boniface's intention to benefit from Giles's presence at the curia without

causing unnecessary administrative difficulties at Bourges. Further such permissions on

12 March and 23 June 1297 prove his continued presence in Boniface's immediate

circle; on the latter date he was also granted the right to appoint suitable persons for the

cimiteria violata and vacant churches. 133 For the first time another permission of 14

July 1297 expressly states the reason for Giles's prolonged absence 'in order to remain at

the curia'. 134 These papal provisions indicate his quasi-permanent presence at the curia,

except for the representation of his province at the council of Clermont in 1296. 135 In

view of the agenda, the taxation of the clergy by King Philip IV, this was an important

event Giles probably attended rather than leaving the task to one of his deputies.

The pope evidently regarded him as one of his close counsellors and ordered him

to write a treatise on the question of papal abdication. De renuntiatione papae opposed

the first Colonna manifesto of 10 May 1297, and was probably written in the summer or

early autumn of 1297. 136 From 1297 to 1299 Giles was in Rome, was granted further

procurationes on 1 August 1299, and returned to Bourges in September 1299. 137

Despite his extensive commitments at the curia and his archiepiscopal duties, he was
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probably present in March 1300 at the general chapter of his Order held in Naples. 138 In

1301 he was back at the curia and Boniface granted the appointment of suitable persons

to convents in the province of Bourges. 139 During this stay he wrote the treatise De

ecclesiastica potestate, probably in 1301 or 1302, before the promulgation of Unam

sanctam, a text to which Giles also contributed. 140 Giles was at the centre of the

political struggle between Philip IV and Boniface and his opinion and intellectual

capacities played an important part in providing Boniface with the theoretical

foundations for his claims. 141 The events of Agnani and Boniface's death deprived Giles

of an ally, perhaps also of a career as a cardinal. 142 Giles's itinerary during the years

from 1295 to 1303 shows that Boniface sought Giles's presence at the curia, rather than

relying on his residence in an important French province.

Giles returned to Bourges after the death of Boniface at the beginning of the

winter in 1303. It has been suggested that Giles was present at the election of the new

pope, Benedict XI, on 22 October 1303. 143 This, however, seems unlikely as Giles had

no part in the election, as he was not a member of the College of Cardinals. He probably

briefly returned to Bourges and came back to Rome in January 1304 to preside at the

inception of the Augustinian theologian James of Horto at the Lateran. 144 Benedict XI

granted procurationes to Giles on 1 February 1304; on 16 March 1304 he granted

permission to appoint the abbot of a Benedictine monastery in the province of Bourges.

These facts attest to Giles's presence at Rome at least until March 1304. According to

the Continuatio of William of Nangis, Giles was consulted in 1304 in the affair of John
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of Paris's teachings on the real presence of Christ during transubstantiation. He took part

in the commission summoned by the Bishop of Paris, which threatened John with

excommunication if he failed to preserve silence on the issue. 145 Whether Giles

followed the pope to Perugia until Benedict's death on 7 July 1304 is not known. No

documents attest to Giles's whereabouts until 29 June 1306, when he was fined for not

fulfilling his duty of visiting the curia by Pope Clement V. It can be assumed that Giles

was at Bourges during the long interregnum before the election of Clement V on 5 June

1305.

Giles's relations with Clement V were not very good, which probably stems from

the differences between the adjacent Church provinces of Bourges and Bordeaux during

Clement's time as Archbishop of Bordeaux, coinciding with Giles's term of office at

Bourges. Bertrand de Got, later Clement V, had tried to obtain the title of Primate of

Aquitaine, a move Giles at first successfully prevented. 146 Consequently the Archbishop

of Bordeaux had to agree to visitations from the Archbishop of Bourges. 147 The

Continuatio of William of Nangis records that as soon as twelve days after Bertrand's

election as pope, he proceeded to exercise his right of visitation, passing through

Mâcon, Bourges and Limoges, thereby causing some discomfort. 148 Whether this is an

accurate account is not sure, and it is possible that this constitutes a piece of propaganda

directed against the new pope. Giles however lost his claim to the primacy of Aquitaine

when Clement V ended the dispute between the provinces of Bourges and Bordeaux on

26 November 1306, granting this position to the Archbishop of Bordeaux. 149 The

Continuatio of William of Nangis claims that as a consequence of this decision Giles

was compelled to attend the canonical hours in order to qualify for canonical
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distribution. 150 This picture of Giles as a needy clergyman seems exaggerated since

Bourges was a fairly wealthy see. There are other pieces of evidence for the strained

relationship between Clement and Giles. On 29 June 1306 Giles had to pay a fine of 300

livres tournois for not having fulfilled his obligation in visiting the papal curia for two

years, which includes the fine for the first year of 150 livres tournois. 151 These sums,

however, are not excessive, as the taxation of revenues of the see of Bourges totalled

4000 florins. Its yearly income therefore can be estimated at roughly three to four times

this amount. In relation with this the sum of 300 livres tournois is minimal and

represents c. two to three percent of the see's annual income. 152 Similar documents are

preserved in the registers of Clement V for 20 December 1307 and 22 January 1310. 153

These documents suggest that Giles restricted himself to the affairs of his province and

of his Order and did not spend much time at the papal curia. On 30 August 1310 he

declared his intention to leave a sum of money to a domain in Italy which after his death

should be given to the Augustinian house in Paris to support members of the Order

during their studies in Paris. 154

In 1308 Giles was the co-author of a letter to Clement V on the subject of the

Templars, whilst at the papal curia in Poitiers. 155 In 1309 Giles was asked by the

Franciscan Order to write a report on the allegedly heretical teachings of Peter Olivi,

which took its final form in the treatise De erroribus philosophorum (1309), which

ensured that Olivi was not condemned as a heretic. 156 In 1311-12 Giles was present at

the council of Vienne for which he wrote Contra exemptos (1310). It is a work on the

question of exemption, defending the bishops' right of control and investigation into the

affairs of exempt Orders. It is an indication that Giles saw himself mainly as an

archbishop, rather than a member of an exempt Order. He was opposed by the
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"unde et frater Aegidius Bituricensis archiepiscopus huiusmodi depradationes ad tantam devenit

inopiam, quod tanquam unus de suis simplicibus canonicis ad percipiendum quotidianis distributiones pro

vitae necessariis, horas ecclesiastices frequentare coactus sit", William of Nangis (Continuatio), vol. I, pp.

352-3.

151

"Quictatio visitationis Archiepiscopi Bituricensi […] Cum dictus Archiepiscopus teneatur sedem

apostolicam in 150 libro turon. parvorum in florenis auri, computato floreno pro 10 sol. cum dimidio di

biennio in biennium visitare, testatur Arnaldus quod dominus frater Egidius Bituricensis archiepiscopus

pro transactis duobus biennis completis die 5 Novembris anni 1303 et anni 1305 proxima prateritis per

Angelucium nuntium suum dictam visitavit sedem, solvens 300 libros turonensium", Reg. Clement V, vol.

I (Appendix), n. 284, p. 275.

152

I would like to thank Prof. V. Tabbagh (Dijon) for this data.

153

Reg. Clément V, vol. I, n. 326, p. 283; n. 474, p. 306.

154

Lajard, pp. 438-9 quoting a document in the AN Paris, S 3634, n. 1.

155

Mattioli, p. 34; Eastman, p. 334.

156

J. Koch, 'Das Gutachten', pp. 142-3, 146.
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Cistercian Abbot of Pontigny, Jacques of Thérines. 157 Both works prove Giles's

continued interest in writing, covering both judicial and philosophical matters whilst

fulfilling his duties as archbishop.

In 1315 Giles made two donations: one dating from 27 March, the other on 29

March 1315. 158 The first text names brother John of Verdun, Prior of the Augustinian

house in Paris, as the recipient of Giles's archiepiscopal ring. This gift is intended to

provide for the needs of members of the Order studying in Paris and institutes four daily

masses to be said for Giles and his family. 159 The second donation recalls Giles's early

years spent at the Augustinian house in Paris, and was formally proclaimed in Bourges

in the presence of the Prior of the Augustinian house there. Giles left some precious

objects to the Roman Augustinian convent, and some other precious objects to the

convent of Bourges and his library to the Augustinian convent in Paris. 160 It is not

known how these wishes were carried out, as no trace survives in the registers of the

Augustinian convent in Paris after 1315.

Giles presented himself to the new Pope John XXII at Lyons on 5 September

1316. 161 He died at Avignon on 23 December 1316 and his body was later transferred to

the Augustinian convent in Paris. 162 Bernard Gui, the author of a list of the bishops of

Limoges, records that Giles was buried eight days before the nomination of his

successor at Bourges, on 24 December 1316, in the Augustinian convent at Avignon. 163



157



For the council of Vienne and the impact of Contra exemptos see E. Müller, Das Konzil von Vienne,

1311-1312. Seine Quellen und seine Geschichte, Vorreformationsgeschichtliche Forschungen, vol. 12

(Münster i.W., 1934), p. 495.

158

AN Paris, S 3436, n. 1, 2.

159

AN Paris, S 3436, n. 1.

160

AN Paris, S 3436, n. 2; Lajard, p. 439, who records that the objects left in Paris were destroyed by a

fire in 1487, but does not give any proof for this.

161

"In e.m. archiepiscopo Bituricensi eiusque suffraganeis", Lettres des papes d'Avignon se rapportant à

la France. Lettres secrètes et curiales du pape Jean XXII (1316-1334), A. Coulon (ed.), vol. I (Paris,

1906), n. 10, col. 9. Eastman, p. 337 is wrong in saying that Giles presented himself to John XXII at

Avignon and there is no evidence that Giles was seriously ill at that time.

162

Lajard, p. 441; Gallia Christiana, vol. II, col. 77; Ossinger, p. 242.

163

"Hic dominus Reginaldus [de Porta] fuit postmodum translatus de Lemovicensi sede et factus

archiepiscopus Bituricensis per provisionem domini Johannis papae XXII. in Avinione, ubi cui morabatur,

in vigilia Circumcisionis Domine, pridie kalendas Januarii, scilicet octava die a sepulta praedecessori sui,

domini fratris Aegidii, qui in vigilia Nativitatis dominicae in Avenione, in ecclesia fratrum sancti

Augustini extiterat tumulatus, anno Domini MCCCXVI", Bernard Gui, Nomina episcoporum

Lemoviciensium, p. 756.
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1.7



Conclusion



Two of the main characteristics of Giles's career – and output in writing – are his

perseverance and readiness to adapt himself to new tasks and appointments. Yet, in

1277, he refused to comply and incurred an eight-year absence from the academic

community at Paris. It is possible to interpret his perseverance and adaptability as

contradictory facets of the same personality. It is difficult to discern his motivations

because of the lack of comprehensive documentation. He was able to rise to prominence

in such various environments as his Order, the University of Paris, the papal curia and

the archdiocese of Bourges, whilst pursuing his intellectual activities in theology,

philosophy and Church politics.

His wide-ranging interests are reflected in over sixty treatises, of which De

predestinatione represents particularly challenging characteristics in its formal

composition, style and content, whilst placing original arguments, basic theological

doctrine and long paraphrases of Augustine's works next to each other. Such a

composite treatise begs some fundamental questions: what was the audience Giles had

in mind, how did his difficulties with Church authorities affect his judgement, and why

did he choose to write a treatise whose composition was unique amongst his

predecessors and contemporaries? The commentary on De predestinatione in the three

chapters that follow attempts to find an answer to these matters. Its aim is to present and

discuss a variety of doctrinal positions contained in that treatise, placing it in the context

of late thirteenth-century scholastic debates.
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2



Predestination, Contingency and Necessity

2.1



Introduction



The question of divine predestination forms a central part of the Christian

tradition, but does not belong to the core of Christian theology. 164 Its status derives from

the interplay of two related, but distinct theological tenets: the doctrine of God's perfect

providence, and His foreknowledge. 165 The traditional definition of predestination that

God foreordains the final salvation of some of mankind from eternity,166 only appears

simple at its surface. Several questions ensue from this definition. What are the reasons

behind God's choice? Is His choice compatible with human free will? Put in

philosophical rather than theological terms, the central issue is whether God's

foreknowledge can be reconciled with the contingency of what is known through it. 167

This question, however, cannot be treated alone, because of the special qualities of

God's being: theological doctrine holds that God is perfectly provident. This entails that

whatever happens in the created world, is either specifically decreed or knowingly

permitted by Him. Divine providence both encompasses the divine will and divine

knowledge. As Zagzebski has shown, the problem of divine foreknowledge is harder to

solve than the problem of the foreknowledge of an infallible but non-divine being. God

as the providential creator of everything outside of Himself is assumed to be much more

than the passive recipient of the objects of knowledge.168 Contingent events, free human

decisions, for example, however, stand in apparent contrast to God's perfect providence:

since God is perfectly provident, nothing exists outside His will and influence. Divine

knowledge, in contrast to simple human knowledge, entails a causality that further

complicates the question of predestination. It prompts the strong argument that all

events are necessary, since God as the First cause cannot be mistaken in His

(fore)knowledge: consequently these events are beyond the influence and scope of



164



Predestination is not part of the Nicene Creed, for example.

A.J. Freddoso, Luis de Molina On Divine Foreknowledge (Part IV of the Concordia), translated, with

an introduction and notes (Ithaca-London, 1988), p. 2.

166

R. Cross, Duns Scotus, Great Medieval Thinkers Series, ed. B. Davies (New York-Oxford, 1999), p.

101. See also Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford, 21989), vol. 12, p. 330. In Islam the issue of

predestination vs. freewill was also vividly discussed: for a short introduction see M.A. Rayyah Hashim,

'Free Will and Predestination in Islamic and Christian Thought', Kano Studies 3 (1967), pp. 27-34.

167

Freddoso, Molina, p. 1.

168

L.T. Zagzebski, The Dilemma of Freedom and Foreknowledge (New York, 1991), p. 10.

165
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human free will. 169 God as the ground of all truth creates tensions with human freedom

and puts a constraint upon a solution of the divine foreknowledge problem. 170

Contingent events have no place in this argument, yet orthodox Christian tradition

consistently defends their existence. Giles of Rome is part of that tradition, and

tenaciously holds that God's foreknowledge does not put any limitation upon the

contingency of created things. 171 Giles's solution holds that the created world is

determined by antecedent causes (fundamentally by God as the First Cause), yet

remains uncoerced. God has chosen some beings to be saved, prior to their foreseen

merits, whilst granting them freewill to follow the way He has previously decided for

them. Giles holds that contingency and freewill are perfectly compatible with

determinism. 172 It should be noted that the 1277 condemnations apart from Giles's own

censure were concerned with a number of theses that touched upon the will. 173 His

theological solution to the long-standing problem of fatalism vs. divine foreknowledge

is mainly Augustinian. This is not surprising in a treatise that constantly refers to

Augustine, using and presenting his views in either direct quotations, paraphrases or

implicit references. Giles himself states that he follows the via media between the two

contradictory positions held by Cicero and the Stoics, as presented by Augustine in De

civitate Dei V.9. 174 In contrast to Augustine, Giles explicitly formulates the

aforementioned theological solution to the problem, regardless of its inherent

problems. 175 Giles does not present any conclusive proofs for his position, and it is

probably for this reason that his solution did not achieve the status of a definite and

irrefutable answer of the problem. I would therefore qualify Giles's position as mainly

Augustinian, combined with elements by other authors. In particular, this applies to the
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Freddoso, Molina, p. 2: "the problem of divine precognition runs far deeper than the problem of simple

precognition […] the doctrine of providence carries with it a causal dimension that virtually guarantees

that no solution to the problem of simple precognition, even comprehensive and infallible precognition,

will constitute a full and adequate solution to the problem of divine precognition".

170

Zagzebski, Dilemma, p. 11.

171

The contingency of created things was an issue in the 1270 condemnations. See K. Emery, 'The

Continuity of Cognition according to Henry of Ghent', in: J.A. Aertsen, K. Emery, A. Speer (ed.), Nach

der Verurteilung von 1277. Philosophie und Theologie an der Universität von Paris im letzten Viertel des

13. Jahrhunderts. Studien und Texte (Miscellanea Medievalia, vol. 28) (Berlin, 2001), pp. 59-124, esp. pp.

86-7.

172

In some ways, Giles's theory on predestination resembles that of Duns Scotus (God decides salvation

for some prior to His knowledge of their action). See Cross, Duns Scotus, pp. 101-2.

173

See M.W.F. Stone, 'Moral Psychology after 1277', in: Nach der Verurteilung von 1277, pp. 795-826; p.

797 for a complete list of theses.

174

"Oportet hic ergo viam mediam ambulare, ut non teneamus alterum extremum cum Cicherone […] nec

alterum extremum cum Stoicis", Giles of Rome, De predestinatione II, Cambrai, fol. 30rb, l. 21-4.

175

According to Craig, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge, p. 66, Augustine does not openly decide in

favour or against fatalism.
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Boethian idea of God outside of time and the Anselmian definitions of necessity. In

respect of the problem of fatalism, Giles is certainly no Thomist, since Thomas believed

in the incompatibility of God's foreknowledge of future events and their simultaneous

contingency. 176

Giles's discourse is an encyclopaedic overview on the question of predestination

and foreknowledge, probably written as a textbook for pre-academical students of his

own Order. At this point several questions arise: does this mean that Giles was not

terribly interested in the issue – or rather the contrary? Why did he not venture a

solution, since he was certainly ambitious enough (see his involvement in the 1277

debate and his many Aristotelian treatises). Could it be that the condemnations of 1270

and 1277 made him wary of discussing a potentially controversial issue at a high

academical level within his peers rather than leaving the issue at a pre-university

textbook level? Seen from this perspective, it is then not surprising that Giles's positions

are not only conform with the Christian tradition and theology, but also present the

standard views of previous authors. This is particularly apparent in the section on the

different kinds of necessity, which otherwise might be seen as rather confusing and

cumbersome. 177

This chapter will show how Giles constructs his argument to explain the apparent

contradiction between God's providence – His influence as the First cause – and human

free will. Giles sensibly divides his enquiry on predestination and foreknowledge into

three main areas, explaining at first the 'mechanism' of predestination in its interplay

with divine grace. He then moves on to the central philosophical difficulty posed by

God's foreknowledge of future contingents, and demonstrates how he understands the

coexistence of both concepts. Giles concludes his analysis of predestination with a

discourse on necessity, which he constructs as a corroboration of his averment that

contingency exists.

In thirteenth century scholastic thought, the analysis and interpretation of

predestination usually form part of the first book of the Sentences commentaries. 178 The
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Craig, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge, p. 99. The crucial point of difference is Thomas' belief

on the unalterability of God's knowledge in the past.

177

Necessity is discussed in Giles's De predestinatione III, Cambrai, fol. 30va, l. 57-fol. 32ra, l. 19.

178

See W. Pannenberg, Die Prädestinationslehre des Duns Skotus im Zusammenhang der scholastischen

Lehrentwicklung. Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte, vol. 4 (Göttingen, 1954), pp. 29-54,
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topic also appears in commentaries on Romans, especially concerning two passages:

8.29-30 and 9.16-24, where St Paul gives his definition of predestination. Until the

composition of De predestinatione, Giles's work was no exception: his exposition of the

subject in distinctions 39-40, 41, 43 and 47 of the first book on the Sentences is

extensive, yet only very partially overlaps with the interpretation in De predestinatione.

Related questions, as they appear in I Sentences, such as the number of the elect, the

predestination of angels and the precise nature of divine election, do not appear in De

predestinatione, written some fifteen years later than the commentary on the first book

of the Sentences. Giles's Romans commentary equally does not constitute a model for

his exposition of predestination and foreknowledge in De predestinatione. 179 Some of

the quoted definitions are the same, such as Peter Lombard's definition of predestination

as a preparation of grace. Also, on one occasion, Giles uses the same image, already

widely used in antiquity, the arrow placed by the archer, to illustrate the effects of God's

providence. 180 Yet, these are rare occurrences, and do not point towards a previously

existing, fully developed discourse on predestination. The concluding remark of Giles's

analysis of predestination at the end of chapter three of De predestinatione, referring to

his previous enquiries into separate aspects of predestination, confirms this impression.

There he refers to his commentary on the first book of the Sentences, his Romans

commentary and to several of his Quodlibets. 181 It endorses the view that De

predestinatione was intended as an independent work, rather than just as a compilation

of previous material. 182 Giles's choice to treat the issues of predestination, paradise and

hell – especially predestination – in a separate treatise, together with the questions on

paradise and hell, is unique in the scholastic tradition. No other extant scholastic work,



for a summary exposition of the positions of Peter Lombard, Alexander of Hales, Albert the Great and

Thomas Aquinas on the subject of predestination, usually in their Sentences commentaries.

179

Giles's In Epistolam ad Romanos was probably written at some point between 1274-85: it is likely

therefore that it precedes De predestinatione.

180

Giles of Rome, In Epistolam ad Romanos, I.2 (Rome, 1555), fol. 7rb.

181

"Diximus autem multa et varia circa istam materiam in postillis nostris super epistolam ad Romanos, et

in opere nostro super primum sententiarum, et in aliis questionibus a nobis quesitis", Giles of Rome, De

predestinatione III, Cambrai, fol. 32rb, l. 23-7. The quodlibetal question Giles refers to here, equally does

not overlap with the topics of De predestinatione; it concerns the effect of prayers of the saints: "Utrum in

praedestinatio possit iuvari precibus sanctorum", Giles of Rome, Quodlibeta, I.2.

182

Only one other passage of De predestinatione gives a different impression: it is closely related to

Giles's second Quodlibet, question nine: "Utrum daemones possint pati ab igne inferni", which dates from

Easter 1287. Giles quotes other passages of the second Quodlibet in chapter twelve of De predestinatione,

which proves that De predestinatione was written after the second Quodlibet. See chapter one, p. 38 (and

note 117), and also chapter four, pp. 142-3.
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