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Preface

Tuz osject ¥ this work is to define Dante’s attitude or, if need
be, his successive attitudes towards philosophy. It is therefore
a question of ascertaining the character, function and place
which Dante assigned to this branch of learning among the
activities of man, My purpose has not been to single out, cﬁmfl
and list Dante’s numerous philosophical 1deas, ‘still less to loo

for their sources or to deade what doctrinal influences deter~
mined the evolution of his thought.® . These are important
problems; they have already been studied in part, and scarcely
a year passes without our learning something fresh about them
from scholars of the first rank. But our problem differs so
widely from these that it inevitably requires 2 method specifically
different from that to which they are subjected. Certainly, here

15 ooty i scusie a5 5. peshispary o sty oerpreation of e theuehe A

m 1ts entwrety as a to any mnterpretation

s of Gt i b 1 S, o St & Bk e i
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1912 (from the Rivista di filosofia mo—scolastia, A anyd October, 1911, February and

Apnl, 19012) In this article the author attacks thesis upheld by Father Cornolds,

Father Mandonnet and a number of others, who

terpretation of assages
discussed by G Bum.SJ.Iawmogmdammekmfom,msgmlvd licati
in occasione del sesto centenario della morte di Dante Alighleri, Vita ¢ Penmero, 1931
(pp 42-84) Father Busnelli’s conclusion is that Dante was a Thomast and that he has

reserves m respect of cortam of the mterpretations offered by Father Busnells himself
have nince been made by P Mmonmmbmkﬁéologien.ylmrodudiondl'imlm
de la wie, des ocuvres et de Part de Dante Alighierl, Desclée de Brouwer, Parss, 1935 (pp
246-252), Add to these works that of B, Kurns, Contributo della scolastica alla relazione
di alcuni problem: danteschi (in Scrigti vart . , , Milan, 1921, pp 85-96), which stresses
the Platonic influences, nhonnumberofem{! 1n the important work,
to which we shall have occastion to refer agan, by Bruno Naxpi, Saggi di filosofis
dantesca, Milan-Rome, Societd anon. editr. Dante Alighseri, 1930-VII The last-
named book is stself completed by Bruno Narpr's Note critiche di fi dantesca,
Florence, L § Olschks, 1938-XVI, All these works have performed a useful service and
which they contan ought to be developed. It is still permussible, however, to
up one other problem—that of Dante's sttitude towards philosophy 1ngeneral,
and the place he assigns to 1t the various activities of man, in particular
and rebgion. I claim no precedence for this other problem; I merely say that st 13 anothes
mbhm;nd&akmumm&&o&mahnmwmhnw
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v PREFACE

as elsewhere, analysis of our author’s works should be our first
consideration, but we shall bear 1n mind not so much therr
content, in other words the philosophy which they formulate,!
as what they tell us of the way mn which Dante conceived
philosophy and of the use to which he put it. Here, moreover,
unhﬁslh:;mmzstakcn,isdwkcytoblsttucoﬁgimﬁtyasa
d Thseopcircumstanoes in which I undertook these researches are
merely of anecdotal mterest and the reader would be none the
better off for knowmng them, but he is entitled to some ¢x-
lanation concerning the way 1n which the researches themselves
ve been conducted. To read Dante 1s a joy. To write about
Dante 1s a pleasure, for 1t 1s mmpossible to write about him
without rca£ng him agam more closely; but the effort needed
to formulate one’s conclusions on Dante is much greater, because
one may legitmately hesitate between two methods, each of
which has its advantages and its drawbacks. The first consists
m stating sumply one’s conclusions on Dante, without troubling
oneself about what others may have wmtten with a similar
urpose. ‘The resulung books are short and unpretentious. To
e sure, they are not necessanly devoid of a certain elegance and,
whatever their value, it may farly be hoped that the reader
will not find them unduly tedious.  Unfortunately this method
18 neither very honest 1n itself, nor very productuve of lasting
results. No one who discusses Dante can do so without remem-
berng what distinguished expositors have sad before him.
Accordingly he has a debt to acknowledge, and how can he
acknowledge it without enrolling humself modestly among their
followers, 1n other words without admitting his fanuharity with
them mstead of feigning an independence which m any case
none can believe in? Moreover, unless he writes one of those
books whose seeming orgmality cloaks an abundance of arbitrary
notions, and which are addressed only to a defenceless public,
how can he to-day adopt a positive attitude towards any problem
relating to Dante in such a way that the informed reader does
not recall other solutions, which seem to rule out in advance
automs sork Simier Sl oo Plophle, poRACR m the. Davebadinge
Gduu-Gaeﬂschzﬁ.' et Colognc’ - 3 :g::w(pp 43’3!;? g:ib 1t is all‘!:athﬂ Mdbm

v
A. F. Ozanam, Dante et la philosophie catholigue au X1le sidcle, m Vol. VI of his Oewvres
complites, Pams, 1872-1881. L



PREFACE ix

the solution that is offered? If he ignores them, he is in effect
failing to establsh huis own thesis. To enumerate them and
discuss them one after the other is an endless, wearisome task,
the most obvious effect of which is to bury Dante beneath such
a mass of ideas which are foreign to his work that i the end
author and readers alhike no longer know what or who is the
subject of discussion.

Inevitably, therefore, I have had to seek a muddle course
between these two methods, in other words to select from the
debatable interpretations of Dante’s thought those which, if
correct, woultzrﬁave mmplied directly that my own was radically
wrong. In the forefront was the fundamental thesis upheld
by Father Mandonnet 1 his Dante le Théologien. Accorcﬁngly
the reader will find 1t discussed wath an insistence which, I fear,
will be to some unpleasing. And yet anyone who has read thus
book knows very well that all the parts hang together and that
the closely-kmit zbnc of 1its rcasoning must %e unravelled satch
by stitch 1f 1t 15 not desired that a portion which yields i one
direction should still be sustaned by the countless threads that
link it to the remamder. May I at least be permitted to say
that where I scem perhaps to have indulged overmuch m con-
troversy I have m igct done so only because of my behef that I
could not omit such passages without failing to justify the
mterpretation of Dante’s thought which this book offers. As
for the actual interpretation, it would be easy to imagine sumpler
ones, but 1t would not, perhaps, be easy to find another of equal
simphcity which fits the same writings, taken i their obvious
sense and interpreted with the same directness. As we are here
concerned with Dante, I could not forget that the subject of this
study 15 one of the greatest names in literary hustory, but as 1t is
‘his ideas that are under discussion I have had to define them with
the sometimes meticulous exactitude which the analysis of 1deas
demands. When a philosopher discusses hiterature he often
reveals a want of taste, but when a man of letters discusses ideas
he sometimes rcveals a want of precision. By helpmg one
another we shall perhaps draw nearer to that state of grace i
which love increases as understanding becomes clearer, and
understanding is all the clearer as love is the more profound.
Great writers expect no less of us, for thewr 1deas are bound up
with their art, and they very greatness consists in the fact that
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after have their thoughts remain inseparable from the
mann?rc{nw ich they have expressed them.

It stands to reason, though perhaps the fact had better be
stated, that this book is not presented as the work of a Dantolo-
gist. To love a foreign language, even as much as I love Italian,
is unfortunately not the same as knowing it. Having worked
merely with the knowledge of the Italian language that is indis-
pcnsagle to any self-respecting French historian, I must have
made some mistakes; I offer my apologies, especially for the more
unpleasing ones—those which I may have made while presuming
to correct others better qualified than myself. As for the vast
literature on Dante, I cannot think of 1t without experiencing a
kind of dizziness. One cannot open an Itahan review without
saymng to oneself: “Another book, another article that I ought
to have read before expressing my opmion on this question!”
It seems to me that I have covered vast tracts of this sea of com~
mentarics, but I know that what I have gleaned from them 1s a
mere drop 1n the ocean. That is all the more reason why I should
at this point thank the Itahan masters without whose aid I should
have been unable to begmn this work, let alone complete it. 1f
I were not afraid that the responsibility for my shortcomings
might be laid at their door I should like to record the full degt
which my Dante studics owe to the learned scholars whose
works have served to guide me: Signor Ferdmando Neri, whose
Letture dantesche m days gone by revealed to me what it means
to an Italian to understand Dante, and then Signori Lwg: Pietro-
bono, Francesco Ercole and Bruno Nardi, whose books have
never been long absent from my desk while I have been writing,

But I ought above all to refer to one master, who 15 a master
even among masters. I mean Signor Michele Barbs, whose vast
learning, shrewdness of mind and integrity of judgment have so
often enhightened me where I was ignorant, put me on my guard
against mstakes which I was on the point of making or corrected
those which 1 had already made. His name will be found at the foot
of some of the following pages, but far less often than it was
entitled to appear, and I am anxious to say that, even where I part
company with hum, it 15 thanks to him that I have dared to do
so. No arcumstance that I know of or can fear could release me
from this debt of gratitude or from the duty of making it public.
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I

Dante’s Clerical Vocation and Metamor-~
phoses of Beatrice

It sHoULD be possible to write a book on Dante and philosophy
without speaking of the Vita Nuova. At all events what ma
fittingly be said of 1t would amount to very httle: a few word}s'
on two or three chapters of this work, m which Dante says he
has consoled himself with philosophy for the loss of Beatrice,
This facility 15, however, denied us, since on the threshold of
Dante’s work a new fera mounts guard. I mean Dante the
Theologian.* If Father Mandonnet 1s right, no one hitherto has
ever understood the character of Beatrice, or, in consequence,
the Vita Nuova, which this exquisite figure hghts up throughout
with 1ts radiance. This would be grave enough, but not the
gravest thing, for it 1s impossible to subscribe to Father Man~
donnet’s conclusions without at the same time admitting that
the Vita Nuova 1s from beginning to end the book of a theologian.
If that were true, all that one may have to say besides on Dante’s
philosophy would necessanily be affected; and not only on lus
phulosophy, but on his personal history, on his hfe, on himself.
In short, one can no longer go into the poet’s work without first
demanding an explanation ?rom the theologian who claims the
1Father Mandonnet ecarly interested lumself in Dante’s work, notonlythraﬂ
taste, but also because the seudy of the Divine Comedy forced self on hm
rescarches on Siger of Brabant Besides what he says of it 1n the memorable book

whmhhchndedmwdtodmphdomﬁil—cbookmw}uchmlhﬂoﬁcnhvew
return—Father Mandonnet has the following works on Dante himself.
Dante théologien 1 Revue des Jeunes, May 2§, 1921 (t1th year, No 10), pp. 369-95;
Theologus Dantes, n the Bulletin du Comuté Srangais pour la Célébration du Vie
centenaire de la mort de Dante Alighlers (1321~1921), No. 5, January, 1932, dgp 395-$37.
Thus last work forms the body of the volume later under the ttle of Dante le
Théologien Introduction & Vintelligence de la vie, des oeuvres et de I'art de Dante Alighieri,
Paru, Desclée de Brouwer, 1935,

Throughout each of these works Father Mandonnet’s position 18 established as constant.
Save 1n cases where 1t may be of interest to that Father Mandonnet has constantl
mamtaned a certain point of view, we shall ly refer the reader to the volume whi
finally reproduces hus thought. Dante le Théologien, For hu work on Siger of Brabant,
sce below, Chap IV.

b



DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

ivilege of introducing us to it. One may accept or reject this
l;;:i:::ly new Beatrice: one cannot disregard her.

1. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO THEOLOGY

There are, says Father Mandonnet, three Ladies in the work
of Dante. All three are introduced m the Vita Nuova: Beatrice,
Poctry and Philosophy. Two are introduced in the Banguet:
Beatrice and Philosophy. One only remains in the Divine Comedy,
which she lluminates throughout with her smale: Beatrice. Now
none of them represents a real personage, but all are mere
symbols, as Father Mandonnet proceeds to demonstrate.* The
first proof 1s that of these three Ladies two are anonymous and
must be so by the very reason of the name borne by the third—
a revealng name, furthermore, and one that suffices to show
what she 1s: “Beatrice, beatitude, no other name must appear
beside that one.”?

This argument mtroduces us straight away to Father Man-
donnet’s method. A Thomistic theologian, he argues frankly as
a Thomust, as if 1t were understood 1n advance that Dante himself
could not have reasoned otherwise. Now 1t 1s quite true that
for St. Thomas Aqunas there 15 only one beatitude, but it un-
fortunately happens that for Dante there were two. Dante has
said so 1n Latin, m the Monarchy: Man’s aim is twofold, hominis
duplex finis existit, because he has two beatitudines, to the first of
which we attan through philosophy, while the Christian revela-
tion leads us to the second;? he EAI already said so n Itahan, in
the Banguet: Onde, con cid sia cosa che quella che & qui P'umana

1We shall'not discuss 1n this work the problem of the reality of Beatrice, except in terms
of the new arguments advanced agamnst 1t by Father Mandonnet. For a comprehennve
study of the prinaipal interpretations of Beatrice, see Eow Moozs's m&z work,
sauJa in Dante, Second Series, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1899° II, Beatrice, pp 70-I51.
The interpretations will there be found classified under three princapal heads. symbolist

defends, with all the necessary nuances and hmitations, by means of excellent arguments,
pp_129-149 Let us note, as & matter of cunosity, that Beatrice has represented, success-
ively or at once: Wisdom (Bisciom), the Emperor (G. Rossetts), the ideal Church
(Gietmann); Dante’s Thougbt-word, hus sectansan faith, hus soul and spint persomfied
(Aroux), the active mtellect (Perez); the 1deal woman (Bartoli, Remer), etc., etc. Father
Mandonnet has therefore done nothing, as will be seen shortly, but enrich this already
nch collection by one stem, stself polyvalent and the ongm of several others.

2 P. MANDONNET, Darte & Théologien, p. 37.

8 De Monarchia, III, 16, We ate thy work according to R Auuar's edition,
Dante Alighieri, De Monarchia, C. Signorelli, Milan, 1926.
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natura non pur una beatitudine abbia, ma due.* Whatever one may
pretend to explain in the name of the principle that there 12 only
a single beatitude, it is not an explanation that can claim the
authority of Dante.

Even supposing Dante had admitted that there is only one
beatitude, 1t 13 not very clear what that would prove so far as
regards Beatrice. The fact that this name signifies * beatitude”
does not permit us to conclude that 2 woman bearing this name
and loved by Dante did not exist. One may love a woman named
Beatrice; one may even love her, among other reasons, because
her name 1s Beatrice; finally, one may love 2 woman, and name
her Beatrice because one finds one’s happiness in loving her and
because this name means “ she who gives happiness”, but nothing
of all this can have the effect of eliminating her. The echoes
that 2 woman’s name awakes are not extraneous to the love that
she inspires. It 1s conceivable that a woman called Beatrice
should be not only the well beloved, but the well named, for a
soul thursting for happiness as was Dante’s; 1t 1s hkewise con-
ceivable that Petrarch, passionately ambitious for the poetic
laurel, was 1 love with 2 womdn called Laura, but if one con-
cludes from her name that Beatrice was only beatitude, 1t wall
likewise be necessary to conclude that the Laura of Petrarch was
only a laurel.

And even 1f, finally, all that has just been denied were conceded,
what would be the result: If there is only one beatitude and if
1t 1s desired to symbolize this beatitude by a ficutious personage,
1t 15 conceivable that this symbol should be named Beatrice, and
that no other personage figuring in the same work should also
bear thus name, but it is not clear why the other personages that
appear in the same work should not themselves be entitled to
bear other names. Yet this is what we are asked to admit i
the name of logic: Beatrice means beatitude; now there is only
one beatitude; therefore no one else is entitled to bear a name.
This curious paralogism would be mexplicable 1f 1t were not an
entirely spontaneous defensive reaction agamst the secret pro-
testations of a good sense which refuses to let 1tself be stifled.
Here is a book in which appear three Ladies, one bearing a name,
the other two bearing none; if a supposition of any kind is made

1 Convivio, II, 4. 'We shali cite this work according to P. Para’s edition, Dante Alightert,
Convivio, C. Signorelli, Milan,

b/] 1936,
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on this subject, it will undoubtedly be thought that the one
who bears a name 1s a real woman, whereas the other two are
mere symbols. As soon as one thinks about it, good sense is
immediately remforced by a positive argument of great weight:
if Beatrice were but a mere symbol, she would be a unique case
in Dante’s work, for there is no other certain example in it of 2
mere symbol designated by a proper name. This fact assuredly
does not prove that Beatrice really existed, but it shggests it; in
any case, 1t cannot be asserted that 1t suggests the contrary thesis,
the very one that 1t is desired to make 1t prove.

What is concealed behind Father Mandonnet’s argument is
his fixed, unshakable conviction that Beatrice 1s a mere symbol
of that which confers on man beatitude, namely the “Christian
Revelation or, more exactly, the supernatural Christian order
in all its concrete reality: historical facts, cultural doctrines and
practices”.* A sufficiently broad symbohsm, as is clear, and one
that will permit us later to identify Beatrice with the most
varied things; but also—and 1t 15 ths that concerns us at present
~—a symbolsm that suggests an explanation of the strange
reasoning that we have seen. If Beatrice is the Christian hfe 1n

1P Manvonnet, Dante le Théologlen, p 37 Sec another exaltation of Beatrice,
but without eimmation, n L. PrereosoNo, Il poema sacro  Sagguw duna terpretazione
generale della Divina Commedia, 2 vols, Bologna, N. Zanichelli, 191§ Basung himself
on the symbolism of Vita Nuova, XXX, to which we shall return, L Pictrobono judges
that “Dante would connder Beatrice as another God incarnate” (p 79, underhned 1n the
text) Cf. below* “1l poeta ..ha che Beatrice & un altro Dio mncarnato” (p.
81). All thus because Dante has sard of Beatrice that she 1s a muracle whose root 15
admurable Trity If at causes astomshment, that 15 undoubtedly because the theology
of grace has been forgotten Grace has the effect of making man “desform”, that 1s of
* " him to God. St Bonaventure counts twelve “‘novenaries” i the soul
subject to the huerarchy of grace (In Hexaemeron, Vino IV, collatio IV, n II, ed F Del-
orme, Quaracchy, 1934, Pp 264~265), which then becomes *“the abode where God
dwells, the daughter of God, His bride and His friend, a member of the head of Christ,
His uster and co-heiress” (Itinerarium mentis 1 Deum, cap. V, 8, in Tria opuscuia, Quar-
acchy, 1917, p. 330) As to L Pietrobono’s question* “Do you picture 2 God Who
marvekat;iummwulmdfeekdemeforni" (op. cit, p 81), the answer must be
given to hum that 1n admunng and a soul 1 a state of grace, God admures and
loves always Himsclf alone. Yes, God us, and 1t was, indeed, He Who loved
us first, as St John (x_John, 1v, 19) and St Bernard (De dil. Deo vm, 22) say. “Tu te
1psum amas m nobis”, says Guullaume de Samt-Thierry to God (De contemplando Deo,
va, I, Pat Lat., vol. 184, col. 3758). In short, grace has as sts ultimate effect the “detfica-
tion” of man through God (cf. E. Guson, La théologle mystigue de saint Bernard, Pars,
J. Vo, 1934, pp. 114-146, 1S5, 229, 232, 237), and this 18 not without cause, for 1t 15
for this end that God has created him. And not only created, but re-created to make of
hun s hesven i which He may live. “pugnavit ut acquareret, occubuit ut redumeret
...Btbaucudmm.Vemcbmma.;t“fmhuﬂwmmm(Ps 131)” (ST
BueNARD, In Cant Cent., xxV1, 9) The of the just man would not be the spousa
Del if God did not covet 1t
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its beattfic function, and if the two other Ladies, Poctry and
Philosophy, are claimants to the exercise of this same function,
they are not entitled to bear its name, since they are not entitled
to exercise it; and since they figure in the Vits Nuova and the
Bangquet only as usurpers of the function designated by this name,
not only are they not enutled to bear the name of her who exer-
cises it, but they are not entitled to bear any name. Thus under-
stood, the arg&nmt would assuredly cease to be a paralogism,
but only becausc 1t presupposes the very thesis which it is trying
to prove.

™ Assoon as he enters upon such a road, and whatever, moreover,
the thesis which he mamtains, a historian runs great risks. Unless
a happy mtuition has led him directly to the truth, and unless
all dge facts and passages then come of themselves to hus thesis
like doves to the dovecote, hus 1mtial error 15 gomg to bring
him mto fatal conflict with a capital fact or a capital passage
from which he will disengage himself only at the cost of a second
hypothesss, no less vamn than the first, and once this second
hypothesis 15 m conflict with other facts or other passages, 1t
will be necessary to mvent 2 third, and so on indefintely. The
treth 1s that historical reality has a fibrous structure: 1t may only
be followed along the thread, whoever takes 1t slantwase is bound
to tear it.

Himself convinced of the clearness of his thesss, Father Man-
donnet naturally judged that “Dante, i short, has not made
research very difficult for us”,* and that with a httle attention
any reader of average perspicacity will quickly understand this
fact, which the poet 15 working to e himself understand:
Beatrice never existed. Thus, in the Banquer, Dante shows himself
“very explicit m this respect”, since he says he has written thus
work m order to purge himsclf of the “infamy” infhicted on him
by those who tooE lum for a mere singer of the human passions.?
Certamly, but, n the first place, the passage m the Banquet in
which Dante makes this remark does not refer to Beatrice; it
expressly refers to glmte a different personage, with whom we
shall have to make closer acquaintance, and bearing the name of
the Donna gentile. Now this Donna gentile is really but a mere
symbol, and we may this tune be certain of 1t because it 15 Dante
himself who tells us so. The Donna gentile 1s nerther more nor

1P, MANDONNET, op cit, P 37. 3 P. MANDONNET, op of, pp. 37-38.
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less than Phiosophy.! What, then is the “infamy” of which
Dante wishes to purge himselft That which would justly attach
to his name if it could be believed that this  second love” were
a carnal passion. Because he is a poet, Dante Tikes to imagi
Philosophy m the guise of a Lad Ezll of chatiii and beauty, but
he 5 not at all willing to Jet us beheve that What he Ioves affer
Beatrice 15 2 woman.? Here again, what 1s the simplest hypo-~
thesiss ‘Undoubtedly 1t 15 that Dante has meant te tell us: I am
not betraying the dead Beatrice in loving the Donna gentile, for
the latter is not 2 woman. Philosophy 1s not the sort of successor
a woman fears. What made this very natural inference un-
acceptable to Father Mandonnet was that 1t imphes the real
existence of that Beatrice of whom it 1s desired to make a mere
symbol. Here indeed 1s the passage that cannot be reconciled
with the thesss, and only a new hypothesis will enable us to
surmount 1t, ‘

It will be supposed, then, that Dantc has meant to tell us:
Having loved Beatrice, that 1s to say the Christian hfe m 1ts
supernatural and beatific reality, I should bring disgrace on myself
if T let it be beheved that I am betraymng it for a carnal passion.
Now the argument here propoundcd to us 1s as unnatural as the
first was natural. To love another woman after loving Beatrice
as the Dante of the Vita Nuova says he loved her would have
been, especally for a chivalrous poet, to bring disgrace on
oneself, but 1t was not a betrayal to seck i philosophy the means
to allay an undying grief. If, on the contrary, it 1s supposed
that the ardent love o% the poet of the Vita Nuova was addressed
to the supcrnatural beauty of grace, it 1s very clear that, when
he spearfies that he 1s not betraying 1t for 2 woman, he mitigates
lus disgrace, but 1t 1s not clear that he purges himself of 1t. To
forsake the Christian hife of grace for philosophy 1s still to betray
it. To console oneself with philosophy for gavmg deserted the
Chaistian hife 1s to betray it just the same. If, then, it 1s admutted
that Beatrice was a real woman, Dante truly excuses himself by
his precise statement that his “second love” 1s only addressed to
ol oscﬁl?é; if, on the contrary, it 1s admitted that Beatrice
symbo, the Chnsuan hfe, Dante does not justify himself

n"DAm, C;'o;mm. o, 12.  On the symbolum of the Donna Gentile, sec below, Chap,
p I3F-L
'p Daxrs, Convivio, 3, 2. The expression “‘second love” occurs, op. cft., m, 1.
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when he says that he consoles himself for her loss with philosophy.
Very far from cxcusing himself in gratuitously giving us this
information, he accuses himself. One does not purge oneself of
an infamy by publicly accusing oneself of it.
thing 1s so clear that good sense has had to seck again
to make itself understood, but, again, we shall only discern its
protestation through the arguments which stifle it. Since it is
clear that, 1if Dante’s first love had not been a real woman, he
would not justify himself at all by saying that his “second love”
, was not one, it must be proved at all costs that the fact that
Dante’s “sccond love” is not 2 woman implies that the first was
not one etther. “If, in accordance with Dante’s affirmation, the
+ truth contained under the symbol of his second love, or of his
! second lady, 1s Philosophy, his first love, or his first lady, can
vonly be a reality of the same order; but a reality superior to
« Philosophy: Theology.” Non sequitur. From the fact that the
second lady mtroduced by Dante is a fiction that he himself
roclaims as such, 1t n no way follows that hs first lady, whom
ﬁc names Beatrice and of whom he has never said that she was
a ficuon, was one for all that. And that too 1s so clear that Father
Mandonnet could not fail to notice 1t; whence he has been led
to invent an additional pseudo-fact to give substance to his
argumentation: Beatrice cannot have been a woman because
*“1f love of Philosophy killed the love 1n Dante’s soul for Beatrice,
she cannot be a young Florentine girl or indeed another woman,
but another science placed higher than Philosophy; otherwise
*we move into the realm of absurdity”.®
I do not know if 1t 1s absurd to think that love of philosophy
may have killed the love 1 a man’s heart for a2 woman: it would
be necessary to consult the wives of philosophers on that point.
But we may spare ourselves this inquiry, fgr Dante has never
said, either 1n the Vita Nuova or elsewhere, that his love of
Philosophy has “killed” the love in his heart for Beatrice. Quute
the reverse, 1t was because he still loved Beatrice passionately
even after her death that he turned first towards philosophy in
order to console himself. Philosophy was very far from £aving
killed 1n him a love of which the mere thought still carned
him off into an ecstasy; ® so much so that Dante addressed himself

1P, MANDONNET, 0p ¢it,p 39 8 P MANDONNET, ibid,
o P Dants, Convivio, T, 7.



8 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

to the philosophers, and 1 to the authors of philosophic
Consoi:nons, as the of the only effective remedy for
such afflictions. That is what the poet himself says: I sought to
console myself, cercava di consolarme; I desired a remedy for my
tears, a le mie lagrime un remedio.r Beyond doubt, and precisel
;ﬂam 1}: was weﬂhcdldc:scn, the };emcd was effective in the en tl;

osophy, or, as fines 1t himself, amorous association wi
ywsdonz 1}1'1 the end suppressed thewr cause. Let us add fmally
that even 1f 1t were true—and 1t 1s false: Purg., XXX, 48—that
Dante ever ceased to love Beatrice, it would not be true that
Dante put forward his love of philosophy as having caused the
death of hus love for Beatrice. 'What he says, on the contrary, is
that the persistence of hus love for Beatrice has led lum to the
readings and studies from which his love for philosophy sprang.
Thus are created the pseudo-facts charged wath masking the
joints which false hypotheses make necessary. We have, alas,
not yet scen the last.

These deductions, which proceed implacably straight ahead,
creating at every step the tea.Ety they pretend to discover, would
m the end compel recognition merely by wirtue of their internal
coherence 1f, from time to time, they did not run mnto obstacles
of such a sort that any unprejudiced mund must percewve them.
Such 1s the casc here. What the arguments of Father Mandonnet
set out to prove 1s a very simple conclusion touching the hudden
meaning of the Vita Nuova. He alleges that, under a veul of trans-

ent symbols and poetic fictions which could only be taken
iterally by a somewhat obtuse mind, Dante’s first book does not
tell us the story of his love for a young Florentine gurl, but of his
desertion of theology, which was his first love, for human wis-
dom: “Dante 1s, then, a deserter from Theology who has gone
over to Philosophy: Yes, and that 1s the smarrimento, as Dante
says, addressing his soul, nel quale se’ caduta vilmente per questa
donna che é apparita” (Conv., 11, 10).%

Father Mandonnet’s thesis not only has the instinct of self-
preservation; 1t has all its creative fecundity. Here the ient
consists I not translating the word smarrimento, as if un-
mysterious term were heavy with implications, then in com-
menting upon it with a passage 1n which the adverb vilmente
is encountered. The impression 1s thereby created that this

1 Dants, Convivio, 11, 13 2 P, MAWDONNET, op ¢it., p. 49.
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smarvimento into which the coming of Dame Philosophy has igno~
miniously plunged Dante 1s something like a love that is disgraceful
and shameful in itself. Now in his commentary Dante himself
has translated this word for us; the agitation or confusion that he
designates is really fear: la femenza. And what fear: That
experienced by hus first love when it saw itself all at once threat-

d by the birth of the second. The Canzone upon which the
Second Treatise of the Banquet comments described in this
passage the dialogue of a divided soul torn by two passions. A
‘spirit of love”, that 1s, according to Dante himself, the mterior
voice of his nascent love for philosophy, harangues his soul in
these terms: “This fair lady, to whom thou hearkenest, has
transformed thy life to such a degree that thou art affrighted and
dost become fearful . . . But if thou deceivest not thyself, thou
shalt sec her adorned with so many marvels, that thou wilt say:
Love, true lord, behold thy handmaid; do what pleaseth thee.”
Thus, far from reproaching himself for his “second love” as if
1t were a base thing, Dante has reproached himself for hus first
hesitation 1 welcoming 1t as for an act of cowardice. Less
brave than Mary, Dante’s soul could not say to the herald of
this new birth: “Behold the handmaid of the Lord; be it unto
me according to thy word.”

Not only 1s 1t a complete perversion of this ‘passage thus to
make Dante’s sccond love bear the shame that he feels at having
welcomed 1t so timudly, but 1t 15 a formal contradiction of the
poet’s tesimony, and that in this same Banguet. Dante, we are
told, isa deserter from theology who has gone over to philosophy;
that 1s the whole story which the Vitsa Nuova and the Banquet
tell us. It 1s impossible to musrepresent the poet’s words more
brazenly: “And as 1t happens often enough that a man sets out
in quest of silver and, not having thought thereon, finds gold
that is offered lum by some hidden cause, and not per
without divine ordinance, hikewise also I who sought to conso
myself found not only a remedy for my tears but words of
authors, sciences and books: whereon reflecting, I venly judged
that philosophy, which was the lady of these authors, sciences
and books, was a supreme thing. And I 1magmned 1t made like
a noble Lady . . . And because I imagined it thus (da questo
imaginare), 1 began to go where 1t was demonstrated truly,
namely 1 the schools of tgixe friars and 1 the disputations of those
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» who practise philosophy; in such wise that after a short time, about
+ thirty months, I began to feel so much of its sweetness, that its
love drove away and destroyed every other thought. That is
why, fecling mysclf carried away from the thought of the first
love by the virtue of this one, it was with wonder that I opened
« my mouth to utter the words of the canzone in question . . .”?
This is the only passage in Dante which authorizes us to speak
of the history ofy his studies otherwise than by inventing it our-
selves. By a happy chance, this passage is perfectly clear. Dante
has just said that he has lost Beatrice and that, i order to console
himself, he has addressed humself to the philosophers. At this
period he could not yet enter into the meaning of these authors
except in so far as his understanding and his knowledge of the
art of grammar allowed hum: quanto l'arte di grammatica ch’io
avea e un poco di mio ingegno potea 1{;z]re.' Thus, ﬁkc all hus con-
temporaries, Dante did not go to philosophy from theology, but
rather from grammar. Furthermore, this crystal-clear passage
assures us, what one would moreover have surmused, that Dante
dud not studfy theology before phiosophy any more than he
studied 1t before grammar. In fact, if one looks closely at the
passage, Dante does not even say that he studied theology at
all at that time, but only that he went to the monastic schools to
study philosophy. The sole issuc here is therefore courses of
philosophy organized 1n monastic studia. Of course, no one wishes
to contest that Dante was from childhood instructed in his
religion, or that as early as that period he assimilated some
theology, whether through having learnt it by himself, or
through having mixed with the theologians. To hear a sermon
18 to learn theology. It is evidently not of this that the writer
intends to speak when he describes Dante as a deserter from
theology who has gone over to philosophy; now, according to
this umque passage which has just been quoted, Dante began
to frequent monastic schools only at the very ime when he began
to stugy philosophy and 1n order to find philosophy there. How,
then, could he gave betrayed for philosophy a theology which
he had never studied? More, since Dante only entered the schools
of the theologians to seek philosophy, it was his love for Dame
Philosophy that led him in their direction; he cannot therefore
be made to say that he betrayed them for her.

1 DaANTE, Convivio, 1, 12 LI 8 DANTR, {bid.
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Tt may be because he refuses to say so in this way that the
writer attempts to make him say so cz.fferen tly. It is imagined,
then, that at the beginning of the Banguet Dante has excused
himself for having dcsertef that of the theolo, and offering
his readers only a philosophers’ repast: *“Besides, as carly as the
first page of the Convivio . . . Dante compares two feasts,
another and hyg own . . . What he is about to serve up is his
philosophic Banquet. The other, 1t is hardly necessary to say, 18
that of Theology.”* Poor Dante! What has he not been made
to say ? Because he s here of a table at which * the bread of
the angels” 1s served, certain people conclude that 1t can only
be that of the theologians, while others say that since 1t 1s evidently
a question of philosophy throughout this passage Dante here
rases the science of the philosophers to the rank of an ultimate
beatific science and treacherously substitutes it for theology.
In fact, I behieve that 1t 1s really a question here of philosophy, a
science that 1s ndced beatific in Dante’s eyes—as will be seen
later on—but not at the expense of theology. It matters hide,
moreover, for the quecstion we have to settle 1s not that. We
are told that Dante here opposes two banquets, his own and
another, but whence comes the 1dea that there are two?

In Chapter I of the Convivio Dante first rccalls that, as Aristotle
says, all men naturally desire knowledge, “because learning 1s

1 j our soul, m which our ultimate Felic
resides”. Then he adds that, although all desire it, many are cut
off from this perfection, whether through evil disposition of the
soul, or becausc their affairs or their absence from any school
prevent them from working. Also “very few remam those who
can succeed 1n possessing that which all?csire, and almost count-
less are those who, thus prevented, ive mn a perpetual hunger
for this food”. Such 15 the contrast rendered by the image that
immedately follows: “How happy they are, the small number
who sit at this table where the Zread of the angels 15 eaten!
And how unhappy those who only share the food of the herd!”
Now, concludes Dante, “I who do not sit at the blessed table,
but, having escaped from the pastures of the vulgar, gather up,
at the feet of those who sit there, part of that whxci they let
fall’—I wish to remember my former companions in misery
and to set before them that which I have put aside for them. As
ip Manvonner, op. dit., p. 40,
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may be seen, Dante is speaking here neither of Theology nor of
Philosophy, whether to unite them or to contrast them. He in
no way suggests that what he 1s about to serve up 1s of a different
kind gom this bread of the angels on which scholars feed; on
the contrary, he says explicitly that his own banquet will consist
of the remams from this same table at which the bread of the
angels is eaten. In a less generous and less pure form it is therefore
the same food that he 1s about to serve up to the disinherited of
knowledge. If, therefore, taking onc’s stand on Par. II, 11, one
were to claim that even 1 the Convivio the “bread of the angels”
designates Theology, 1t would be necessary to conclude that,
since the remains of this bread of the angels are served up there,
the fcast served up by Dante 1s also a theological feast. From
this would follow two equally unacceptable consequences: one,
that the Convivio was a work of theology, whereas Dante there
constantly invokes Dame Philosophy and celebrates her cult;
the other, that Dante had betrayed Theology in writing a book
to itiate 1n that science those who have not had the time or
the means to study 1t.

Thus, hke a knight 1n the scrvice of the Beatrice whom he
has created, and with whom he 1s literally 1 love, Father Man-
donnet for her sake challenges passage after passage to single
combat. Always defeated, but never discouraged, when a
passage bends beneath him be bestrides another, and so on
indefimtely. After all, he 15 imsclf well aware what enormous
objections await hus exegesis. If one mamtains, as he does, that
* Beatnice 15 mdeed, 1 her immediate signification, Theology”
and that “this first lady has been succeeded by a second, philo-
sAthy", it 15 necessary by that very fact to mamtain “that

ighier1 had dedicated humself to Theology before Philosophy
and that he forsook one for the other.” Whereupon the objection
comes forward of itself: Why does Dante nowhere say m the
Banguet that hus first lady was Theology, when he says “exphcily
and many and many a time that his second lady . . . 1s Phio-
sophy”:* It is a very amusing question If we did not protest,
we should end by wondering, with Father Mandonnet, why,
since an anonymous lady whom we know to be a mere symbol
of philosophy is presented to us as philosophy, anether lady,
who bears a proper name and 1s nowhere reduced to the state

1 P. MANDONNET, op. ¢it , p. 43. .
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of a symbol, is not presented to us as being theology. Perhaps
it is simply that she is not theology, but Beatrice.

Not a bit of it, nevertheless objects Father Mandonnet; Beatrice
is really only theology, but Dante does not want to say so, be-
cause be is none too proud of what he is relating: “Dante is not
anxious to cry from the house~tops that he has been a cleric and
that he hascz:mdoned the pursuit of his vocation.”* Why did
he not keep silent if he did not wash 1t to be known: But what,
then, had he after all to be so ashamed oft We are in the Middle
Ages, that is to say at a time when the study of pulosophy was
essentially the work of a cleric. St. Albert the Great and St.
Thomas Aqumas, illusttious theologians, did not hesitate to
interrupt their theological work to write long commentaries on
the philosophical works of Anstotle. These men never thought
that they had betrayed their clerical vocation in so doing. Dante
had not so much theology to lose; but above all, let us remember
that 1t was through love of philosophy that he penetrated for the
first time into the monastic schools. To imagme that he judged
as dishonourable a step that was natural m itself and 1 such
conformity with the customs of the time is to write lus lustory
topsy-turvy, n a topsy-turvy mediaeval world in whach 1t seems
to be supposed that Dante lived.

When it is so sure of itsclf, an exegesis is never without re~
sources. Father Mandonnet’s ingenuity 1s apparent not only in
the easc with which he finds solutions to the problems he creates,
but also i the art with which be arranges his arguments and
graduates hus effects. After passing through a series of probabilitues,
each of which leaves room for doubt, one 1s brought abruptl
face to face with the massive, tangible, irrefutable proof wﬁxcz
cannot fail to comglerlnasscnt. Remembering, then, the doubts
which had assaled him, the ingenuous reader reproaches humself
for them as though they were unjustified prejudices; all pro-
babilities become for lum demonstrations. This indeed 15 the
blow that Father Mandonnet was keeping 1n reserve. You are
unwillng to beheve the foregoing demonstrations: Very well,
but then how do you explain that Dante humself has said, of
the Ladies who people his work: “These are not women”:
Ax:id,' indeed, that defmitely settles the question, provided he has
said it.

" @ MANDONNET, op it , p 42
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According to Father Mandonnet, not only has Dante said that
his ladies are not women, but he has said so twice. What first
strikes our lustorian 15 “the systematic omission of the name
of woman which could have been attributed to the Dantesque
ladies” and which even should have been attributed to them if
they had been either “ventable women” or even “real women
used after the event as symbols”. They are therefore “exclusively
mere symbols, created out of nothinge}/or therr allegorical office”.*
That, he adds, is “a material and exphort proo% of this fact”.
Yet, in order to remove all hesitation, Dante has uttered this
name of femmina but twice only and, mn both cases, “it was just
to affirm that these ladies are not women. Speaking of Beatrice,
the protagonist of the Vita Nuova, Dante has written explicitly:
“That 1s not a woman’—quella non & femmina (Chap. XXVI).
And the others2 The others also are not women: non sono pure
Sfemmine (Chap. XIX). Thus women are mentioned mn the Vita
Nuova only twice, and then in order to say that the ladies . . .
are not women, as much as to say that they are but mere symbols”.

Let us refer to these two passages and, since Father Mandonnet
says that he uses the text and translation of H. Cochin, let us
consult them in this ediion. So far as regards Beatrice, we there
read, Chap. XXVI, p. 119: “Many used to say, after she had
passed: This 1s not a woman, but she 1s onc of the most fair angels
of hcaven.” Ofthe women who hear themselves called * angels”,
very few expect to be treated as “symbols”. But let us pass on.
And the others, as Father Mandonnet says: This 1s what the poet
tells us of the others, in Chap. XIX of the Vita Nuova, in a passage
where he 1s simply concerned to say why the canzone upon
which he 15, commenting begins with the word Donne. His
reply 1s that, to speak of such a noble subject as Beatrice, he
must address his canzone “not to all ladies, but solely to those
who are noble, and are not merely women”.# Thus Father
Mandonnet begins by not even following the text or the trans-
lation which he cites; furthermore, he extends to all the other
ladses in the Vita Nuova what Dante says only of the lades to
whom he addresses this canzone; y, having to transhate
a coloro che sono gentili e che non sono pur femmine, mstead

2 P, MANDONNET, op dit., pp $4-$§

$ DaNtE Atrcuet, Vita Nuova, follow:f the criticl text prepared for the Socletd
Dantesca taliana by Michele Barbs, translated with an Introduction and notes by Heary
Cochm, Pars, Champron, 2nd edit,, 1914, p. 69. <
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of translating: “to those who are noble [in the sense of “Noble

lady”, as m “Nobleman”] and who are not merely women”,
he ‘extracts from these words, by an incomprehensible feat of
conjuring: “these are not women”. A lady does not cease to
exist because she 15 separated from common women any more
than a real woman dissolves mto a symbol by the fact that she
is called an axEd Moreover, Father Mandonnet must have
been indeed infatuated with his hypothesis not to have seen in
this same sentence an answer to the question he was propounding.
Why does Dante never use femmina, but donna, when he speaks of
these ladies: Becausc they are not simply women, but ladies;
their very rank forces him to use this word.

After that, what are we to say of the confirmations with which
Father Mandonnet seeks afterwards to remforce his thesiss He
asserts that, having twice densed that lus ladses are real women,
the poet has mtentionally declared twice that the Virgin Mary
herself was in reality a woman, by which Dante means (he alleges)
to say to hus reader. “Do not imagine that 1f T have not sai§ of
my ladies m the Vita Nuova that they are women it is due to
forgetfulness or chance. The proof of the contrary 1s that in
speakmg of the mother of Christ I affirm, apparently without
reason, that she was 1n reality 2 woman; and [ say it twice, for
symmetry, because m the Vita Nuova I have also said twice that
my ladies are not women. Wall you finally understand the
difference that exists between my ladies and real women:™*

Ah, no! I still do not understand 1t. First, what symme
can there be between two facts which exst and two facts whi
have been seen not to exist: Moreover, where are these two
facts which existz In an early passage in the Banguet, IV, s, in
which he is speaking of the time of the Incarnation, Dante says
sumply that God had foreseen the birth of 2 woman superior
to jl others: una femmina ottima di tutte Ialtre. He therefore does
not say that Mary was “really a woman”, as this so-called sym-
metry would have 1t, but he simply comments upon the word
of St. Paul, Galat., IV, 4: At ubi venit plenitudo temporis, misit
Deus filium suum, factum ex muliere (“But when the fulness of
time was come, God sent forth His Son, made of a woman”).
Since St. Paul has said it, why should Dante not say it? There
remains the other passage, that in Convivio, II, 5, in which it is

1P MANDONNET, op. clt , p. 57
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said that the Emperor of the universe is Christ: “son of the
sovereign God, and son of the Virgin Mary (in reality a woman
and daughter of Joachim and Adam), a real man, whoisdead . . .”
Whereupon Father Mandonnet asks us: “Why emphasize, twice,
that the Virgin Mary 1s in reality a woman: In the history of
the Church and of theology no one has ever doubted it, and
Dante'’s insistence appears at first sight devoid ,of reason.”
Perhaps, but there is no need to explam either why Dante has
said it twice, since he has said 1t only once, or why he insists
on it, since mn fact he does not nsist. Most certamly, he has
indeed said once that the Virgin Mary was really a woman, but
the very structure of his sentence explams why. In adding to:
Sigliuolo di Maria Vergine, femmina veramente e _ﬁi;lia di Toacchina e
&’ Adam, the two words: uomo vero, Dante gives us to understand
that if Christ was a real man, it was because His mother was
really a woman. As St Cymnl had said, and as St. Thomas repeats
after him: “The Word of God 1s born of the substance of God
the Father; but since He has put on the flesh, 1t must necessanly
be rccogmzed that, according to the flesh, He is bomn of a
woman.”* I do not see that Dante himself meant to say anything
else. Moreover, whatever may have been his intention, this
passage alone leaves us very far from the four passages of Father
Mandonnet and therr symmetry. It is difficult to imagine mn
what way the statement that the Virgm Mary was a real woman
can signify that Beatrice was not one.

II. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO A INUMBER

Beatrice, then, for Father Mandonnet, 1s the symbol of theology,
but, since she represents the Christian life in 1ts entirety, ﬁs
cannot Erevent her from symbolizing something else besides.
Now 1t happens that Dante humself attached a defimite syfmbolism
to the character of Beatrice and that he has explained it to us.
This time, then, we are on sure ground. In the first place, 1t 15
certain that the Vita Nuova conceals an allegorical meanmng under
the cloak of the literal meaning; the fact would be easily per-
ceived, even if Dante had not said as much. It is hkewnse certamn,

1P MANDONNET, op cit,p $6
* ST. TioMAS AQUINAS, Summa theologica, Pars IIL, qu_3$, art. 4, ad 2m.
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since Dante himself has taken care to notify us of it, that as
early as the Vita Nuova Beatrice takes on a religious symbolism,
that of the number nine, of which the root 1s three, that is to
say, “‘the admurable Trmity”.* What Dante does not say—though
Father Mandonnet wishes at all costs to make him say 1t—is that
Beatrice 1s nothing more than her name symbolizes. One can
make him say it simply by stressing one half of a sentence of his
m order to obliterate the other ia.lf from the reader’s mind

"Thinking thereon . in_accordance with the
infallibl this number was her very self; 1 s uratively,
d my m i .. . etc.® But the stress might be
aiterea: “Thinkmng thereon more discerningly, and 1n accordance
with the nfallible truth, this number was her very self; I speak

figuratively, and my meaning 1s this . . .” etc. We may even
do as Dante did, stressing nothing at all and read his sentence
as he wrote 1t. In that case its sense 1s as follows: The number
three was not only the lucky number of Beatrice: 1t was Beatrice
herself—by analogy, I mean, etc. Whence 1t follows naturally
that Beatrice was not a number m reality, but that she was one
symbolically, which 1s rather different.

In another passage in the Vita Nuova, Dante says that he had
written a letter m the form of a serventese, quotng 1n it the names
of the sixty most beautiful ladies i the town 1n which Beatnice
hived, and that the name of Beatrice refused to occupy any place
mn this hst but the nmth.? It seems to me beyond dispute that
Dante 1s here nvoking the sacred symbolism of Beatrice. Wex
must say so, then, and undoubtedly 1t is wise to leave it at that.
Thus 15 not what Father Mandonnet does; he scents mysteries of
qute a different order underneath. “A downcast spirit,” he
observes, “would find that sixty beautiful ladies constitute an
exaggerated figure, even for a town like Florence, in which every-
thing—people and things—s famous for its beauty, but which
was not very large at the ttme of Dante.” In reahty, he adds,
this number sixty happens to be the symbol of the natural and
scientific order, as may be mnferred from St. Thomas, Quodlib.,
VI, 1. On the other hand, in the Banguet, II, 14, Dante hkens
the sciences to the sixty queens mentioned by King Solomon,
above whom Theology sits enthroned. Consequently it is

3 Vita Nuova, XXIX 3P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien,
$ Vita Nyova, VL P48
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impossible to doubt that the sixty ladies are the sixty of
phjli:sophy and that Beatrice, who sits enthroned above 5::;, is
Theology.! Numerical symbolism and theological symbolism
here conspire to assure us of it. yaw, Jmoh
How are we to unravel the skein of this symbolist arithmetice
We think we are pulling out a thread, and that thread 1s in 1tself
a skein. To understand the reasoning that precedes, we must
not only aduut that numbers may have a symboli¢ value, which
no one disputes, but also (r) that the multiples of a2 number have
the same symbolism as that number; (2) that 1 symbolizes in-
differently God or the natural order,* which fact vastly extends
its field of apphcation; (3) that, since philosophy belongs to the
natural order, any number which symbolizes that order also
symbolizes philosophy. Starting from this pomt, 1t 15 easy to
find any number and to make 1t signify what one wishes. Here,
the number we have to find 1s 60; let us say, then, that 1 (God) x
10 = divine perfection, and since St. Thomas teaches that 6
mbolizes the completion of the Creaton, we may reckon
us: 10 (divine perfection) x 6 (Creation) == 60. But sixty what?
Father Mandonnet knows: by multiplying the perfection of God
by the number of days occupied by the Creation, one obtamns
indifferently the number of the prettiest women in Florence at
the time of Dante, the number of King Solomon’s Queens and
the number of the parts of philosophy. And I am quite willing
to admut that all this only makes one, but these arguments
strongly resemble the famous problem: Given the tonnage of a
boat and the number of knots 1t makes, find the age of its captam.
Let us again read Father Mandonnet: “The number s 1
composed of ten, the perfection of umty and the symboll:;?the
unty of God, together with the figure six, the symbol of the
Creation as being completed in six days. That is why there are
sixty ladies, that is to say sixty subdivisions of the scientific order.”s
Now, not only is all this gratuitously laid to Dante’s account, but,
even if we were to concede the premises, the desired conclusion
1p, bﬁ;t:nom, Dante le gtlo}i:gi;n. PP 49-50. Father Mandonnet's statistics seem
i et e, Bl g sy ey Vi
of Dante, 1 Speculum, July, 1936, Vol XI, No 3, p 318), but how can one know the
number of whabitants Florence must have in order to contamn sixty pretty women?
1P, MaNpoNNET, Dante le Théologien, p 188, note 1.

3 P, MANDONNET, op cit, p 43, note 1. On this passage from the Banguet, sce below,
Chap I, p. 116
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would not always emerge from them, For it is a question not
only of obtaining sixty, but of proving that, if the sixty
queens are sixty sciences, and if the queens are ladies, the sixty
ladies are sixty sciences. This cannot be demonstrated, for two
reasons. The first is that, Beatrice being reckoned among the
sixty most beautiful women in her town, they are in fact only
sixty in number, whereas, since King Solomon’s “dove” hovers
above the sixty queens, their total amounts to sixty-one. They
cannot therefore be compared. The second reason is that, if
we were to be entitled to compare the two passages, the Beatrice
of the Vita Nuova would have to be to the sixty ladies as the
Theology of the Banguet is to the sixty queens, standing for the
sciences. Now, m the Vita Nuova Beatrice refuses to occupy
any tank among the ladies but the ninth: she 1, therefore, certainly
one of them; 1n the Banguet, on the contrary, Theology hovers
like a pure dove above the sixty queens, standing for the sciences:
it 1s therefore not one of them. Since the ratio ** Beatrice: sixty
ladies - : Theology: sixty sciences” does not hold good, 1t 1s 1m-~
possible to deduce from 1t erther that the sixty ladies are the
sixty saences, or that Beatrice 1s Theology.

Once he has succumbed to the bemusing influence of numbers,
our historian will never be able to stop. Indeed, Father Man-
donnet very appropriately remembers that m a sonnet to his
friend Guido Cavalcanti Dante 1dentified another lady by a
number. Nay more, he “called his Lady ‘No, 30’ ”.t Perhaps
the reader hastens to conclude: “I know this Lady! The number
10 is Creation 1n 1ts perfection; the number three 1s the Trinity;
to x 3 = the miracle of Creation—Beatrice.” But how stupid

1 The allusion 15 to the sonnet to Guido Cavalcanti Gudo £ vorrei 1t wall be found
1n any edition of Dante’s Canzoniere. In the one that I have before me—Tuite le opere di
Dante Alighieri, Florence, G Barbtra, 1979—1t 18 classified among the Rime Amorose,
XV, p. 153 1 permut myself the observation that the present note 1 the thirty-first m
this chapter, 31 = 3 (divine Trimity) + 1 (divine umity), that the sonnet to Guido 18
the fifteenth m this edition® 15 = x 4 5§ = 6, ber of the creation, b tisa
creation of Dante's, 1§ 18 half 30, which 1s the number of the science of ethics  Fnally.
and thus fact seems to me of derabl fi the ed 1 am atng 1s dated
1919, a number self formed of two others, 1 twice uedandgmccreﬁuwd.m
ind y a duplicated symbol, the umty of Dante’s work and its wholly sacred
character. Ontheotherhand.fmnkewpnauclymhofthcletwogro‘:lpsofnmben.
that 13 to say 19, we obtam twice I - 9 == 10, that 15 to say the duplicated affirmation of
the creature symbolized by the number one, but taken 1 its perfection, which 1 10,
because, being a hkeness created by God the Creator, Dante's art 15, in the order of

artustic creation, & perfect counterpart of the divine art I prefer to forestall my cnitics,
mueevgeyobjecuonthatﬁendstomdoubuupontheuobvwmfacuwﬂﬁndme
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we are! Mrs. No. 30 cannot be Beatrice, since Beatrice is already
Mrs. No. 9! We know, moreover, that there are sixty ladies,
so the newcomer must be the thirtieth of the sciences. Which
onet As Dante has never given the names of the sixty queens,
the sixty sciences or the sixty ladies, the problem 1s difficult to
solve. It is so, at all events, for us, but not for Father Mandonnet.
Thirty, he says, 1s half sixty, therefore science Ne. 30 is the middle
science, that 1s to say Ethics.! To which 1t will first be objected
that, in the hicrarchical classification of the sciences which Dante
himself has left to us, and to which we shall return at our leisure,?
he did not assign to Ethics the number 3q, but the number 1.
Moreover, it 1s not even true that i the sonnet 1n question Dante
“called lus Lady ‘No. 30°”. He says simply that she 1s “quella
ch’e sul numero del trenta”, or even, as the edition of G. Barbéra
has 1t, “con quella ch’ m sul numer delle trenta”.? Who was
thislady? Gudo Cavalcanti knew, without a doubt. But, to any-
one who has read Cavalcanti, what a pleasure 1t must be to
imagme him reading for the first ttme this Dantesque sonnet as
revised by Father Mandonnet! Dante there hopes for a pleasant
meeting, at which the friends will speak endlessly of love with
Monna Vanna, Monna Lagia and—Ethics. Let us conclude
with Dante: “And each one of them would be content, as I verily
behieve that we also would be.,” Indeed, with two Florentine
women and Ethics, Dante and Gudo could not fail to amuse
themselves! Cavalcanti at least, as he is portrayed to us, would
willingly have dispensed wath Ethucs.

There 1s no concervable reason why these numerical exegeses
should ever come to a stop. Their possibiliies are hike those
of number itself—unlimited. If 1t 1s pomnted out to Father
Mandonnet by way of objection that Dante never enumerated
the sixty famous subdivisions of philosophy, our historian rephes:
That is true, but he named a score of them i the four books of ;
the Banguet that he wrote; now this work was to number fourteen
books; Dante would certamly have found means to name the
other forty sciences mn the ten books which he did not write. 4
How can we deny itz Stll, Dante did not need fourteen books
to name these sixty sciences; sixty words were enough for him,

1P MANDONNET, 3 N
,Suww.%_ﬂﬁl;gmobxh PP 52-§3

® Tutte le opere ., p 153
P MANDONNET, Dante le Thé-logien, p. so.
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and the moment at which it 1s maintained that he counted sixty
of them was really the moment when he should have named
them. Thmda ten books that D}nht:s did not wnite mbly
accommodate the suppositions of his interpreters. E ing in
them 15 symbolic, even the fact that then;'rP do not exist. Do not
think that I am making this up—it is Father Mandonnet who
says 1t: “Tt dogs not appear certain, moreover, that Dante had
the intmftxon of fimshing the Conviui’;).hialﬁehzg that he treated
a part of 1t m order to signify symbo t philosophy 1s
anpimperfect thing, never complete.”* If t{ere ISI; syml?ol?sm
even of nothingness, it is really not clear why Beatrice should
not be reduced to the symbolism of a number. Is theology itself,
then, a perfect thing, always complete? If it is not so esther,
why did Dante finish the Divine Comedy? But let us pass on.
We shall be left wath the certamnty of this—that, 1f he had wished,
Dante could have named the forty sciences that are missing, m
ten books which he perhaps never mtended to wrte. And,
indeed, the ratio 40 . 02° may symbolize anything.

III. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO BAPTISM

When, eventually, he makes his own approach to the account
which Dante gives of his ife m the Vita Nuova, Father Man~
donnet begins by sctthing several pomts which seem to me
beyond dispute and which, I feel, few of hus interpreters would
dream of contesting. The first relates to the dufference in kind
between the division of the ages of life in the Banguet and in the
Vita Nuova. In the Banguet Dante follows, or adapts to his
own ends, a recognized classification of the ages of man, m the
Vita Nuova all the events occur and all the stages of hfe are
marked off mn periods of mine years. If we remember that nine
is the “lucky number” of Beatrice, and that the root of that
number 1s the Trnity, we cannot doubt for an nstant that the
computation of the Vita Nuova 1s symbolical and that 1t should
mn consequence be treated as such. As Father Mandonnet very well
says: “The chronology of either work refers to a wholly different
order of things”;* and since the times in the Vite Nuova are
divided throughout into periods of nine years—o-18 and 18-27—

1P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p so, note 2 $0p. cit, p. 60
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we must conclude with Henry Cochin that Dante intended “tor
express the ages of his life in terms of the number nine, which is
the perfect number and the basis of his whole narrative and of
his whole argument on the subject of Beatrice”.* All this is
excellent. .

This, of course, 1s still not enough for Father Mandonnet,
who adds forthwith that “it 1s certain that here again Vita Nuova
means ninth life—life begmning at nme, of which nine is the
symbol, the hght, the key”.? How nova cdh mean “ninth” in
Italan is a nddle to which the creauve power of Father Man-
donnet holds the clue. Everyone knows that “ninth life” could
be rendered in Itahan only by “vita nona”, nona being as distinct
from nova m Itahan as the word newvitme is from the word
nouvelle 1n French.® What 1s more curious 1s that the desire to
bnk these two words 1s probably the only reason for which
Father Mandonnet has been led to prefer the form nova to nuova.
It 1s true that Henry Cochin had adopted 1t before him, but he
did so simply “for the convenience of the French reader”.¢ In
any case this detail 1s of hittle importance. Even the exact meaning
of the title—Youth, New Life—s of lttle importance; Dantolo-
gists do not agree on this subject, and we are not qualified to
decide between them. The only point that interests us 15 what
Father Mandonnet will deduce from the premuses that we have
seen hum put forward.

First of all—and we mught have expected it—the sense of thus
title holds no ambiguity for um. Vits Nuova means first and
foremost “new lfe”, and “what constitutes the novelty m
Dante’s hife 1s that at the age of nine he saw and loved Beatrice
for the first ime”.® “The realists take the statement at its face

1 H. CocHIN, Vita Nova, p. 182 Nevertheless there is, a3 1t seems to me, an exception
to thos rule, and it occurs m the Vits Nuova, It 1s the date asgned by Dante to the death
of Beatnice—Junc 8th, 1290. As a matter of fact, this date lends nself so reluctantly to
the symbolum of the number nine that, to find such a symbohsm 1 1t, Dante has been
obliged to have recourse to three different calendars the Arabic calendar for the day,
the Syran calendar for the month, the Iralian calendar for the year. It 13 hard to beheve
that, if a real date were not mvolved, Dante would not have been caf of inventiag
one more favourable to hus symbolam. As has been pointed out, that 18 3 very strong
argument i favour of the genwneness of this date and of the of Beatrice See
on these various points Epw. MooRe, Studies in Dante. Second Senes, Clarendon
Pregs, 1899 II, Beatrice, p 114 and pp. 123-124.

3P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p. 67, note 1.

® Nova, nouvelle == new, nona, == math (Translator’s note).

¢ H. Cocam, ViuNova.i.xas.

P Manponner, Dante le Théologien, p. 75, Let us recall, as a remunder, that vita
auove certaunly ugnifics “youth"mhwx..%(x. 115,
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value. The child Dante was beguiled by the beauty and the per-
fections of a young Florentine woman of his own age.” To
avoid such fooli let us search the supematural and Christian
order for “the symbolism of Beatrice at the age of nine”.?

Following i this the opinion of some Dantologists, Father
Mandonnet chooses first to apply to Beatrice the words of Dante
in a canzone whjch, however, he did not include in the Vita Nuova:
“On the day when she came mto the world, according to what
is contained m the book of the mind, which 1s prone to error,
my small person suffered a new passion.”® Swmce Dante was
only six months older than Beatrice, 1t would be absurd to
suppose “‘that he, a child of some six months, fainted because a
little Florentine garl, 1f Florentine she was, came into the world”. 3
The only plausible explanation of these lines 1s that “the day
on which the Lady came mto this world was none other than
the day on which Dante recerved baptism, or the sanctifying
grace, which made him a Chnistian . . . Consequently, nothing
could be clearer than the sequence of the words and ideas m
the canzone”, ¢

This rejotcing 1s premature, for, after all, if the Vita Nuova 1s
such 2 ngudly composed work as we are told, Dante must have
had Ius reasons for not including this canzone m it. By what
right do we ordam that the Lady in question should be Beatrice?
Many Dantologasts uphold this theory, some dispute it, but none
knows for certamm. Dante does not tell us the Lady’s name, so
we do not know who she was. If she 1s someone other than
Beatrice, there 1s no longer any reason to suppose that Dante
was six months old on the day she was born. If she 1s indeed
Beatrice, the possibility arses that her birth comaded with
Dante’s baptism, that Dante, then, was nbt bapuzed until he
was five or six months old and even, as we are told, that the
date of the baptism was postponed because baptism was effected
by immersion. Thus is, indeed, possible, but since the date of
Dante’s baptism 1s not known, we cannot tell if that 1s what

ha%%clsned. ‘

, moreover, 1s not the real question. Why seek theological
explanations so far afield? One is amazed to think that Dante
may have fallen in a faint on the day a httle gl was born,

1P MANDONNET, 0p af,p 74 ® P, MANDONNET, 0p. dt., p. 77
1P MANDONNET, op. dit, p 76 4 P. MANDONNET, op. cit, p. 78
4
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because it is improbable that a child five or six months old would
faint for such a cause. Thus is, indeed, improbable; but at what

would it first become probables That a chivalrous poet hke
g author of the Vita Nuova should indulge in these poetic
fictions 1s not surprising, but one can suggest no other explanation
without entermg the realm of improbability and, of all the
surprising explanations, the one which makes the byrth of Beatrice
comncide with the baptism of Dante 1s not the least difficult to
accept. The first thing that the poet tells ‘us of the emotion
which he felt then 1s that 1t filled him wath fear: Una passion
nuova, Tal chio rimasi di paura pieno. So the httle Ahighiers,
when five or six months old, was filled with fear by the hiberating
grace of baptism, and with such fear that he was still to remember
it when grown up: Nay more: this new passion paralysed
Dante’s faculties with such suddenness that he fell to the ground:
St chio caddi in terra? Must we beheve that the child was
dropped by his nurse2 But it was he, not hus nurse, who was
being baptized. Or else are we to suppose that Dante walked
by himself at the age of five or six months: That would be an
interesting bxograp%:cal discovery. Or, finally, are we to say
that the small person of whom Dante 1s speaking i thus canzone
was not the body but the “soul” of this childs* Although the
theology of this scems to me doubtful—for 1t 1s not souls that
are baptized, but men—I am quite willing to feign agreement.
Shall we have to admut, then, that Dante’s soul fell to the ground:?
In whatever way this excgesis 1s defended, I confess that I do not
understand.

Let us, however, rest assured that Father Mandonnet has not
understood either. Having cut short the text of the canzone at
the convement place, he considers himself nd of the difficulties
ratsed by the rest. Any text suits hum up to the pomnt where 1t
ceases to accord with his thesis, Thus early it 1s clear that the
Lady of the canzone must be Beatrice, and this Lady must also
be the grace of baptism, because, if that 1s regarded as Proved, it
will have been proved at the same time that “Dante’s Lady 15
merely a ficion™;* now “Dante’s Lady” 1s a fiction, therefore
all this 1s proved. Father Mandonnet is so sure of 1t that he even

1 DanTs, Tutte le o « + ; Rime Amorose, Canz., XXIII; p. 155, 1 $7 et seq.
'P.Mmoomn.s:':ukﬁbbgkn,p.so' * e n’
8 P. MANDONNET, op. cit., p 83.
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knows why, although the “baptismal canzone” (sic) refers to
Beatrice, Dante did not include 1t in the Vita Nuova.l The reason,
he says, is that “Bebtrice, the personification of the grace received
at baptism, belongs to all Christians alike and on that account
cannot signify a modality pecubar to the life of Dante”. That
1s why, leaving this canzone aside, the poet will only begin the
story of his life m the Vita Nuova at about the age of nine, But
since we do not know if this canzone applies to Beatrice, and it
is not clear how the effects of the passion that it mentions could
have been thosc of baptism, the fact that is to be explained scems
to be a product of tﬁe very mind that explams it. However,
let us continue on our way. All this will perhaps become clear
when we are acquainted with “the modality pecular to the hfe
of Dante” with which the poet chose to begin his narrative.

IV. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO THE TONSURE

With the first encounter of Dante and Beatrice we in fact
enter mto the actual narrative of the Vita Nuova. After making
good-natured fun of the “realists” who do not find love so
improbable in a child of nine, “especially 1f he 15 precocious”,s
Father Mandonnet offers his own explanation of this famous
passage (Vita Nuova, M): The encounter with Beatrice marks
the moment when “Dante turns his gaze towards the ecclesiastical
life and begins to prepare for it by the study of grammar, pro-
bably followed by a grounding in theology™.?

I am quite ready to acknowledge that the age of nine can
bardly be accepted as authentic, for the simple reason that it
clearly forms part of a symbohical computation, of which Dante
himself has handed us the key. I modestly confess that I am
credulous enough not to deem impossible the birth of a violent
passionate fecling m a child of nine, especially if his name is
Dante. But the question 15 here of no mterest. Once 1t 15 ad-
mitted that the computation of the ¥ita Nuova 1s symbolical in
its very essence, all chronological details of that work must
be regarded, if not as historicall %.w, at all events as historically
suspect. Yet the question wl{cthcr the facts themselves are

1 P, MANDONNET, op. ¢t , pp. 83-84 P MANDONNET, op of., p. 72.
_? PyMANDONNET, 0p. cit., p B4.
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symbols because they are allotted symbolical dates stands
svul;ctc 1t was. Father Mandonmet’s observations on this point
remain somewhat obscure. After all, it is tHe text of the Vita
Nuova, Chapter 11, that is the subject of this discussion. Dante
there says that he met her whom he will call Beatrice at 2 tme
when she was almost at the beginning of her ninth year, and he
almost at the end of hus. This encounter lasted enly as long as
an encounter does last, and it was in quel punfo, at that pomt,
that a terrible thnll passed through his veins and affected Ius
vital spirits. 'When someone says that this date marks the moment,
or the approximate moment, at which Dante turned his gaze
towards tﬁe ecclesiastical hfe and apphed himself to the study of
grammar, and that he began ere long to study theology, un-
doubtedly he does not think that he did all this at the moment
of an encounter. But, in that case, what does he think: Since
he tells us nothing clse, we are driven to conclude that that is
what he does think; or rather, sice that would be absurd, that
he does not even ask himself what he would have to think 1n
order to be able to say what he does say.

What justifies sucK a fear 1s that from this pomt onwards
Father Mandonnet’s imterpretation becomes so arbitrary that
one can hardly discuss 1t politely. Passing at once to the second
encounter with Beatrice, our mterpreter notes that this Lady
ap}}‘)carcd to Dante nine years later “between two noble ladies
who were of more advanced age”, that is to say, mamfestly,
“Poetry and Philosophy, which are older than the Chrstian
Revelation”. And upon my word, that is quite possible It 1s
next recalled that this admirable Lady grected%um. Her greeting,
we are assured, 1s “‘Dante’s admission mto the clerical proésslon”.1
Once agamn, 1t mught be so! After recerving this greeting, Dante
withdrew from the world and shut himself i hus room in order
to think of this Lady. In fact, 1t 1s explamned, he obeyed the
word of the Gospel: Non estis de mundo (“‘Be not of the world”).
Nothing in all this 1s impossible; since the hypothesis does not
contradict the text, it is gratuitous, but not impossible. Ac-
cordingly, we find Dante in his room. There he has a vision which
Father Mandonnet interprets as “the epitome of the vicissitudes
of hus clenical career, which will be abandoned”. It is here that
things go wrong, and we shall be wise to interrogate the poet

1P, MaNDONNET, op cit, P. 84. *P MANDONNET, 0p at, p 85
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himself about this vision, of which Father Mandonnet relates
only so much as he pleases.

Dante first of all sees a cloud the colour of fire; from within
this cloud, a Lord, who 1s terrible to behold but 1s himself full
of joy, utters some obscurc words of which Dante understands
onfl a few, notably these: Ego dominus tuus—"l am thy master”,
In the arms of this Lord sleeps Beatrice; she is naked, and wrapped
only in a pale red cloth. In one hand she holds a flaming heart.
Next, this Lord wakens Beatrice and wishes to make her ecat the
burning heart. She only does so after some hesitation. Soon
afterwards, the joy of rzss Lord turns to tears, and, gatherin;
up the Lady in lus arms, he scems to depart heavenwards mtl%
ber. Thereupon Dante wakes up and writes a sonnet—for he
is already a wniter—to the “famous trouvéres” of the time, The
sonnet mterprets his dream thus: This Lord is Love, who holds
Dante’s heart in his hand, makes the terrified Beatrice devour 1t
and finally departs in tears. This sonnet, concludes Dante, evoked
many different answers, among which he mentions 1 parucular
the Vedesti al mio parere onne valore of Gmdo Cavalcant. This
marked the begmning of the friendship between the two

1

If 1t was obscure at the ume, the meaning of this sonnet was
to become clear to the simplest when Dante’s love for Beatrice
became known. To us, at all events, it is so, since Dante himself
has taken the trouble to mnterpret it to us. To this interpretation
Father Mandonnet pays no heed. What mterests lum 1s his own,
which 1s as follows: Through the medium of the ternble Lord
with his obscure words, “Dante mdicates that he did not entirely
realize the significance of the obligations that the clerical vocation
entails”.? Yet he understands Ego dominus tuus, and, m fact,
“it is the 1dea expressed, and almost the formula uttered, by the
cletic when he receives the tonsure: Dominus pars hereditatis
meae . . .” (“The Lord 1s part of mine inheritance™). After which,
says Father Mandonnet, the rest of the viston is easy to under-
stand. After some time (a year or more) “the Lord, who carries
the sleeping Beatrice in his arms, makes her eat Dante’s heart.
She cats 1t at first hesitatingly (dubitosamente); this 1s Dante’s
uncertain frame of mind at the time when he took Minor

1 Vita Nova, 1T, ed. H. Cochin, 915
3 P. MANDQNNET, Dante le p. 85.
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Orders. A short time afterwards her joy turns to tears of
great bitterness. She nestles i the Lord’s arms, and both seem
to depart heavenwards”. The worst has happened. Beatrice,
that is to say Dante’s clerical vocation, 1s dead; Dante will not
go beyond Minor Orders, he will never assume the subdiaconate.*
This ingenious commentary has only one fault: it does not
lain the text, Who 1s this Lord whose words Dante does not
wholly understand: He 1s, I 1magmne, God. And who 15 this
woman who sleeps m his arms We are told that she 1s Dante’s
clerical vocation. Very well. Why 1s she naked: And why
wrapped 1n a pale red cloth: We are not told. This Lord holds
in his hand Dante’s burning heart. For what purpose does ths
heart burn: If 1t 1s for the Lord, or for hus vocation, one ceases
to understand how his vocation 1s uncertam. True, 1t 1s Beatrice
herself who seems to hesitate, but smce the heart which 1s offered
to her is aflame with love, why does this vocation hesitate: There
is nothing in Father Mandonnet’s very un-Freudian Traumdeutung
to explamn this strange phenomenon of a vocation which 1s
oﬂ'crexg a burning heart, accepts 1t and then becomes discouraged.
It really looks here as if Dante’s vocation 15 a person lacking
any connection with him, having feelings that take no account
of his. Father Mandonnet assures us, moreover, that, as soon
as she has devoured Dante’s heart, this lady’s joy “turns to tears
of great bitterness. She nestles in the Lord’s arms, and both
seem to depart heavenwards”.* It 1s unnecessary to discuss ths
mterpretation, because here Father Mandonnet gets wvisibly
muddled 1 his story. It 1s the Lord, not Beatrice, who sees his
joy turned to tears; 1t 1s the Lord who gathers up Beatrice in his
arms to take her away, and not Beatrice who nestles aganst um
in order that he may take her away. And I am well aware that
Father Mandonnet would explain this version as easily as the
other, but his explanations resemble the text of Dante as much
as Ecce Dominus tuus (“Behold thy Lord”) resembles Dominus
pars hereditatis meae (“The Lord 1s part of mine inhentance™).
To be satisfied by such concordances one must be truly easy to
please. For their part, the requirements of these preconcerved
theses are, on the contrary, insatiable. Nothing would be gamed
by admitting Father Mandonnet’s theory that in meeting Beatrice
Dante really met the tonsure of the dlencate. The symbolist
3 P MANDONNET, op <it,p 86, ip Mw::om.ap ot,p 86
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exegesis demands much more of us, as we shall be able to establish
m a2 moment.

V. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO MINOBR ORDERS

L4

The reader has doubtless noted the bold affirmation that Dante
not only assumed the tonsure but took Mmnor Orders, and
stopped only on the threshold of the subdiaconate. What con-
vinced Father Mandonnct of this was a sentence m the Vit
Nuova, XIV: “I have set my feet at that point of hife beyond
which none may advance with the will to return.” Indeed, he
observes, the obhgation of the subdiaconate 1s 1rrevocable and,
besides, in the ordmnation of the subdeacon, the ordinand ex-
presses hus decision by taking a step.

To a mund already persuaded that the meaning of the Vits
Nuova 1s entirely theological, Dante’s words are certamly an
wrresistible temptation, but to anyone who merely wonders what
they mean therr sense appears different. It 15 true that the aspirant
to the subdiaconate takes a step forward to signify his decision
and that the last step thus taken 1s irrevocable; but Dante men-
tions nothing of the sort. Since he tells us that he “set hus feet”
at a point beyond which another step would have been irre-
vocable, 1t follows that the step he took was still revocable, in
direct contrast to the one that the subdeacon has to take, What
emerges, then, 1s simply this, that Dante tells us, not mdeed that
he took a step, but that he “restraned hus feet” (io tenni i piedi),
that 1s to say that he found himself at the extreme hmit of that
point 1 lfe whence return is possible, and that, when being
ordained a subdeacon, the ordinand takes a step forward to set
his feet at that point whence there is no return. These two facts
are unrelated. Yet, Father Mandonnet would say, since Dante
speaks of a pont beyond which another step would be irrevocable,
he is thinkng of the mmor clenic 1n face of the subdiaconate.
The objection would hold good if this were the only point 1
life beyond which none may pass with any hope of returning;
but there 1s at lcast one other, and we shall see that thus is the one
of which Dante 1s speaking. Moreover, Father Mandonnet’s

1P MANQONNET, 0p cit, pp 86-87.



30 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER
interpretation is incomprehensible, and 1its very origin is inex~

l::glc, unless ascribed to 2 curious error. His nunn%mﬁ:ll of his
ﬁypothes:s, he thinks only of the subdeacon’s step; thus, he tells *
himself, since Dante did not take this step, 1t follows that he had
already taken another one, after which he could have taken this
one; he had therefore taken Minor Orders. Unfortunately, he
who takes Mimor Orders takes no step. To ergue as Father
Mznjonnet does, therefore, o(rll:im must mterpl:'le:h Dante’s tei:r:
i piedi as signifymg or ordmation, in which no ste ]
topbc takcnl;gnggy;luse??; major ordmation, which Dantg did
not undergo, a step has to be taken which Dante did not
take.

In any case, why should we let ourselves be trapped m this
labyrinth: We need only return to Chapter XIV of the Vita
Nuova to see that some other question 1s mvolved and that
Father Mandonnet’s interpretation does not hold good. Dante
there represents himself as beng “thunderstruck™ at the sight of
Beatrice, whence he experiences a violent crisis m which he
thinks that he 1s dying and from which he emerges “transfigured”.
Ths, Father Mandonnet assures us, 15 “the takmg of Minor
Orders, which Dante calls hus new transfiguration”.! Thus, on
the one hand, we are told of “Dante’s uncertain frame of mind
at the time when he took Mmor Orders”,* and, on the other
hand, we arc told that this taking of Minor Orders was for him
a “new transfiguration”. In the first case his vocation is Jacking
m urgency because Beatrice, who symbolizes i, hesitates to
devour his burming heart; 1n the second case the mere sight of
Beatrice, that 1s to say of s vocation, plunges him into an
emotional crisis so violent that 1t 1s almost fatal and transfigures
him-—as though' Dante’s text says at every juncture what the
commentator wishes to make it say mn order to jusufy the
hypothesis that he washes to establish. -

‘What Dante actually does say remains, however, clear enough.
The poet recovers his senses agcr the ternble emotion caused by
the sight of Beatrice. “ Then, somewhat calmed, my dead spinits
being revived and those which were driven out of their domam
having returned, I spake unto that friend of mine these words:
I have set my feet at that pomnt of hfe beyond which none
may go with the mtention of returning.” Whereupon Father

1P. MANDONNET, op ¢it,p 87. 'P.Mm?omzr,ap at, pp 85-86.
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Mandonnet concludes: “I do not know what explanation Danto-
logists provide of the words quoted above, but I find it hard to
beﬁc thatany table one may be offered except from within
the set of ideas which we have in mind.”* Iam not a Dantologist,
but I shall venture to take up the challenge. The * words of
Dante quoted above” do not mean: “I took the step which has
not to be taken in order to assume Mor Orders”; thcg signify
preasely this: “A httle further, and I should have died.’

V1. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO A CORD

After exploiting the contiguous fields of the Vita Nuova and
the Convivio, Father Mandonnet was bound to carry his hypo-
thesis into the domain of the Divine Comedy. I shall leave aside
the general discussions that we find i his arguments, confining
myself to the positive proofs which he himself declares to be
alone capable of setthng the question: “Has Dante provided us
with any posttive indication 1n the pages of the Comedy as to the
reahity of hus clerical vocation:” Such 1s the 1ssue from now on.
Father Mandonnet will, moreover, limit himself to two pomts,
the most decistve of all and consequently the ones that we must
examine with him.

Here is the first. In the Divine Comedy, St. Lucy, “the symbol
of Providence”, speaking to Beatrice about Dante, refers to lum
m the following terms: “He who loved thee so much, that for
thy sake he left the vulgar throng” (Inf., II, 105). Whereupon
Father Mandonnet begins by asserting that schiera means “milit1a”;
then that militia 1s used of laymen and clerics; fmally that this
line means: “He who for thtzasakc left the lay militia.” Whence
it follows quite naturally that, leaving the lay muliia, Dante
entered the clerical militia.?

The first Italan dictionary consulted has given me as the
meaning of schiera: hine, group, band, row. There 1s no mention
of “militia”. Furthermore, Dante himself has made use of this
word elsewhere, notably m Inf., IV, 101, 1n a passage in which
1t assumes a capital importance for our problem. Virgil is con-
ducting Dante through Limbo; four great shades come towards

1P MANDONNET, 0p dt..g. 8% * P. MANDONNET, 0p. ¢it, p 94.
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them: Homer, Horace, Ovid and Lucan; these shades render
homage to Virgil as the alfissimo poeta and form the group of
“Jords of that sublime flight of song which soars above all o

like the eagle”; after conversing together for a little while these
four pocts turn to Dante, proffer hum a friendly greeting at
which even Virgil rejoices and, ﬁnalltg', do Dante the honour of
admitting him to their group, with the result that he finds
himself the sixth member of this immense Wisdom:

Che si m fecer della loro schiera,
st ch'10 fu sesto fra cotanto senno
(Inf, IV, 101~102.)

Here, then, 1s a schiera of which, to our certamn knowledge,
Dante regarded himself as a member. Virgil, Homer, Horace,
Ovid, Lucan, Dante himself. Is this a “milina”s It 1s not clear
mn what sense such a group would be one. Isita “vulgar throng™:
At all events Dante did not think of 1t as such. Ths schiera 1s
“the throng of masters of that sublime flight of song which soars
above all others like the eagle”’, 1 short, 1t 1s that of the great
poets. And for whom, through whom, has Dante become one
of them? For and through Beatrice. We have noted that,
according to the Vita Nuova, III, Dante entered the world of the
famous trouvéres of lis ime and formed a friendship with Gudo
Cavalcanti when he published the sonnet, A ciascun’alma presa,
on the dream which he had after his second encounter with
Beatrice. It was therefore certamnly for and through Beatrice
that Dante left la volgare schiera, that 1s to say the common
throng, to enter that of the poets. This interpretation 1s so
natural that Father Mandonnet has felt the need to ehmipate 1t.
Here, then, 1s his objection: “Was 1t because Dante became a
poet ¢ But Dante loved Beatrice at the age of nine and did not
write verses until the age of eightcen. And so:”* And so,
su;l)posmg that the chronology of the Vita Nuova has any historical
value whatever, Dante left the vulgar throng when, through
and for Beatrice, he took his place among the most famous
trouvéres of lus tme. He was then not nine, but eighteen.

The second indication of Dante’s clerical vocation furnished
by the Divine Comedy is given, according to Father Mandonnet,

1 P. MANDONNET, op. ¢if, P. 96.
\
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m this passage from Inf., XVI, 106-111: “I had a cord girt about
[my body], and with it I thought, once, to catch the panther
with the spotted coat. After I had removed it from me, as my
guide had bidden me, I handed it to him gathered mto a ball.”
What 1s the symbolism of the panther: Sgnsual pleasure. With
what can sensual pleasure be captured: With chasgty. The cord
of which Dante,speaks 1s therefore chastity. "More precsely, 1t
1s and can be only “the symbol of ecclesiastical celibacy, to which
he had pledged himself provisionally by his adoption of the
clerical profession”.* Since Beatrice is Dante’s clerical vocation,
ths 1s she, metamorphosed mto a cord.

Not, however, mnto any cord, for Father Mandonnet has his
own idca on that pomt, and he who shows humsclf so easy to
satisfy when 1t is a question of proving his theses becomes, on
the contrary, extremely exacting in face of any fact which
mught embarrass nm. Among the candidatures for the title of
the Dantesque cord, Father Mandonnet first of all objects to
that of the Penutent Friars, for the reason that they wore not a
cord but a strap. He objects likewise—and how spiritedly ! —to the
Franciscan cord. In fact, the Franaiscan cord symbohzes poverty;
now what we necd 1s a symbol of chastity; this, then, 1s not the
nght cord. If it could be thought that Dante was attached to any
religious order, his cord would tend rather to identify him with the
Domunicans, among whom the custom of wearmg the lumbare
had been mntroduced. In short, if this were a monastic cord,
it would without 2 shadow of doubt be a Dominican one, but
there 1s no reason to assert that Dante was bound to a monastic
order. How, then, can we evade the difficulty: Very simply:
*“On the other hand, Dante was a cleric, and the cord—the symbol
of continence—is pre-eminently the sign of ecclesiastical celi-
bacy.” This 1s proved by the éct that the priest, after putting
on the alb to celebrate mass, puts a girdle about his loms.*

Let us greet sympathcm:afly the appearance on the stage of
this new character, the girdle, which Father Mandonnet has just
adrontly substituted for the cord, the only thing that Dante has
mentioned. Corda no more means cordiglio in Itahan than corde
means cordon® 1n French. If our exegete does not hesitate to
transform a cord into an ecclesiastical girdle, the reason 1s that,

1P MANDONNET, op cit,p 102 3 P, MaNDONNET, 0p af, p. 102.
# Corde = cord, cordon = gedle. (Translator’s note.)
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wholly under the spell of lus favourite thesis, his delight m the
contemplation of 1t far exceeds hus zeal for the task ofiroving
it. What he was concerned with establishing was that the cord
under discussion in Inf., XVI, 106 proves that Dante was a cleric.
And that 18 what Father Mandonnet would mn fact have estab~
lished, if he had first proved that this cord was in reality a girdle,
the symbol of continence, mnstead of proving, as he has just
done, that this cord 15 2 gurdle, the symbol of continence, because
Dante was a cleric. Add to this, moreover, that, even 1f 1ts form
were adjusted, the argument would still prove nothing. It 1s
not desired that the cord should be that of a Penitent Priar, or of
a Franciscan, or of a Dominican, because Dante was not a monk.
Why, then, should the girdle be that of a priest, seeing that he
was not one: This argument 15 excellent as a proof that Dante
was a priest, which 1s universally demed, but 1t 1s valueless as a
proof that he was a cleric. The symbol of clerical continence 1s
neither a girdle nor a cord, but the tonsure.* Certamly, 1t is
not easy to trap a panther with a tonsure; yet that 1s the only
symbol of continence which Dante, as a cleric, would have had
at hus disposal for the purpose of attempting such an exploxt.
Once assured that Dante was not a mere layman, Father
Mandonnet no longer fears any dufficulty n the interpretation
of Dante’s symbolism, for this symbolism “could not be more
coherent and more simple, once 1t is unlocked wath the key of
the clericature”.® The difficulties which some mught still find
in his explanations are due solely to their own obstinacy 1n not
admitting that Dante was a shavelng and even a Mmorite.
Admit it, on the contrary, and everything 1s explamed wath the
utmost ease. Yes, everything—even, if t%nre 1s still any doubt,
the famous girdle. For after all—~Dante himself affirms it—
Beatrice rescued hum from the common miltia. Since she
rescued him from it, 1t is true that he was 1n it. But how can one
tell a mbitaman: By hs belt: “The special emblem of the
mulitia is the cingulum militie, the military belt.” The passage i
which Dante says that Beatrice extricated hum from the common

1" Tonsurse sutem ecclemssticae usus 3 Nazareis exortus videtur, qui, prius crine
servato, demique ob vitac continentiam caput radebant . . ” Pgrer LoMBARD, Sent.,
b‘mﬂm:«up 4’;°i.".1'.mul:m~d mpo:ﬁul:}.hqmpeumn:nﬂw
wi commentary on P. s u 3 be
found of the statement that the tonsure 13 the symbol of clerscal continence.

#P. MaNDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p 103. .
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militia therefore finds its complete explanation in this other
passage m which we see him undo the cord with which he is
girt. Indeed, to leave the lay mulitia, Dante had to gird on
another belt: “The one that he donned on leaving the militia
saecularis (lay mihitia) was the cingulum continentiae et castitatis”
(the belt of continence and chastity). In saying that he parted
with the cord wjth which his loins were girt, Dante simply means
that he lud aside “the cord of the clerical profession”—mn
short, that having lost his vocation, he “re-entered the schiera
volgare from which Beatrice had extricated him 1 the first
lace”.2
P To tell the truth, all this seems to me the most extraordnary
story of belts that has cver been told. Just as certain warriors
spontaneously divide men into two classes, civilians and solduers,
Father Mandonnet divides them naturally mto two other classes,
laymen and clerics. On the other hand, all, whether clerics or
laymen, are 1n lus eyes soldters, serving m two distinct militias
and recogmzable by the belt that they wear. Thus, whether
layman or cleric, Dante must wear a belt. Whereupon the
reader will ask sumply this. When, m Inf., XVI, 106, Dante takcs
off s belt, how may onc be sure that the belt m question 1s
really a clerical belt, and not one of those ordinary military belts
which have never passed for symbols of continence: True,
Father Mandonnet assures us that by this tme Dante has changed
his belt. He says so, but what does he know about i1t2 That 1s
Just the pomt m queston. Now Dante himself suggests nothing
of the kmd. The only thing that we learn from him 15 that his
body was girt with a cord, with which he had once tried to catch
the panther, and that, at Virgil’s bidding, he parted with this
cord and offered 1t to hum rolled into a ball. That 15 all. Dante
does not say that the cord 1s a girdle, that the girdle is a belt,
that the belt 15 the emblem of a mulitta, that the milina 15 the
clerical milttia. On the contrary, he says: It was at my gude’s
mjunction that I handed him this cord: Si come il duca m’avea
comandato. Now Virgil 1s here only Dante’s guide on the road
to paradise. 15 it m order to lead him more surely to heaven that
he makes him abjure hus clerical vocation: Moreover, Virgil 1s
here only Beatrice’s ambassador to Dante. If, therefore, we
were to pursue Father Mandonnet’s exegesis, we should arrive at

1P. MANDONNRT, op. ¢it., p. 104
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this surprising conclusion, that after Beatrice had caused Dante
to leave the vulgar throng, she herself caused him to re-enter it.

VII. BeATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO A BisHOP
~—DEATH OF BEATRICE

[ 3

In the eyes of a historian who does not discern the presence
of these obstacles, the thesis that Dante was a cleric may be
regarded as being so firmly established that one 1s entitled to
wonder when and how he carried on hus studies. Father Man-
donnet begins, then, by submitting as a certamty that Dante
entered the clerical profession at the age of eighteen, that 1s to
say m 1283. On the other hand, the date of Beatrice’s death,
“that 1s to say his renunciation of the clerical profession”, 1s 1290.
Whence 1t follows that Dante was a cleric for about seven years.
The problem therefore finally amounts to this: “What form did
his studies take between the ages of eighteen and twenty-
five?”

We may feel astomshed to encounter such a deduction in a
book which assumes that the whole of Dante’s work 1s purely
symbolical, for, as a matter of fact, it happens that, in this precise
respect, 1t 1. If we admut, as we should, that all the anthmenc
of the Vita Nuova is based on the symbolism of the number
three, we forfeit the right to treat its chronology as a series of
dates with any historical value. After transformung mto a mere
symbol a character whom Dante represented as real, 1t would
be somewhat paradoxical to regard a series of numbers, with a
symbolism that has been explained to us by Dante himself, as
sigmfymng actual dates. Let us say, then, that we do not know
at what age Dante entered the clerical profession, assuming,
madentally, that he ever did enter 1it.! We are therefore likewise
ignorant as to how long his studies lasted, and 1t 1s rather futde
to try to find out what he may have learned between the ages of
eighteen and twenty-five. At all events it is futde to try to

1The hypothesis 15 formally contradicted by the evadence of Grovanni Vimiani,
Cromica, bb IX, 136 “Questo fue grance letterato quan 1n ognt scienzia, tutto fosse
lasco ” Thus passage will be found in G L Passmanr's com Le vite di Dante,
Fln::.oe,G C. Sansony, 1917 (p 3) Father Mandonnet ehminates this obstacle, op it ,
P x
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find it out by this method or for these reasons, and 1t was, more-
over, purely for reasons of his own that Father Mandonnet
adopted this method.

We shall, in fact, discover here, with no possibility of mistake,
one of the secret laws by which the Dantesque exegests of Father
Mandonnet, O.P., 1s most strictly governed: Of two historically
equivalent hypogheses on the subject of Dante, the one that tends rather
to identify him with the Dominicans should be taken as correct. The
confirmations of this law are in actual fact innumerable. Un-
doubtedly Father Mandonnet does not claim that Dante was
attached to the Domunican Order. He does not even wish to
insinuate it, since, to be entitled to do so, he would need a positive
documentation which, at present, does not exist.* And what
need have we of documentation on this point, since “Dante, by
virtue of his entire intellectual evolution and his philosophical
and theological convictions, 1s 2 Thomust, that 1s to say a Domini-
can”, Thus, every Thomust 1s 2 Dominican by right. Convinced
that Dante was both, Father Mandonnet sees proof of it every-
where. Furst, that daughter of the poet whom her father had
named Beatrice dons the rehigious habit at the Dominican
convent of Ravenna. Why: Because her father “had un-
doubtedly directed her on to this road, mn order to give to the
Church, 1 the person of one of his children, that which he had
himself taken away by his clerical defection”.? In fact, Dante
was not a monk, but, if he had been, he would have been a
Domimcan. That 1s why, if the cord of Inf., XVI, 106 were a
monastic girdle, 1t would not be a Franciscan girdle, but a Domini-
can luml;gare." It 15 the same here: to make up for the defection
of a father who not only should bave remamed a clenic but
should have become a Dominican, a Dominican nun was needed.
That, finally, 1s why, i the analysis that he gwves us for the
famous dream described by Dante (Vita Nuova, XII), when he
arrives at the passage where a young man appears, clad in “pure
white garments”, Father Mandonnet does not hesitate: firse,
this young man is 2 monk, then he 1s a Preaching Friar, finally

1 P, MANDONNET, op. ¢it, p 101

9 P. MANDONNET, op ¢it., p 101

® Of course, 1t may with equal ease be proved that the reference 1 to the Franciscan
girdle. It 18 1n connection this cord that Francesco da Buti has wntten: “Fu frate
mnore, ma non 1 fece professione, nel tempo dells fancllexza”, Commento, Vol. 1,
P. 438, Pusa, Nistry, 1848, and Vol II, p 735, quoted blLL PIETROBONO, Il poema sacro,
Vol I, p. 13, note. CﬁPmn-(_humDmle.Pmn. Laurens, 1908 (pp 69-70)
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this Preaching Friar who comes and sits with such familiari
beside Dante “can only be hus spinitual father”. Needless to
Dante himself does not say a word of all this. We do not learn
from hum if this young man 1s a monk, or 1f his white garments
are those of 2 Dominican or a Cistercian, still less 1f this Domimecan
is a visiting director. The whole of this mterpretation 1s merely
a reverie about a dream, and we are stll far from having pursued
1t to the end.

In order to elucidate Dante’s dream, Father Mandonnet begins
at the famous episode mn the Vita Nuova, X, where Beatrice
refuses her greeung to Dante. This starting-pomt is well chosen,
since Dante’s emotion after Beatrice had refused to greet um
was 1 fact the occasion of the dream whose interpretation 1s 1n
question. Let us carefully note that Dante himself has been at

s to tell us, m Chapter XI, that Beatrice’s greeting was for

an “mtolerable bliss” whose nature and effects he describes
in detail. Dasregarding thus authentic explanation, Father Man-
donnet interprets Beatrice’s “greeting” as bemng “the seven
orders, of ngch the last 1s the priesthood”. Thus, in refusing
to greet Dante, Beatrice was unreservedly refusing hum the seven
orders, both minor and major, from that of gate-keeper to the
priesthood. This Beatrice is truly the most capricious of religious
vocations, for 1if 1t 15 understandable that a man should have a
vocation, and that he should refuse to adopt 1t, 1t 1s less easy to
understand what sort of a vocation 1t can be that persistently
refuses to be adopted. The only way out of the difficulty 1s to
effect a new dispensation of the symbolism of Beatrice by
choosing, within the “Christian hife”, which she represents, the
person who has the authonty to refuse ordinanon. This 1s clearly
the Bishop of the locality. So here we have Beatrice transformed
mto the Bishop of Florence. Since to refuse to greet Dante is
tantamount to refusing hum ordmation, and since only the
Bishop of Florence could refuse him this, he 1s necessanly Beatrice.
Dante’s religious vocation 1s therefore not only a historical fact

1P MaNDONNET, Dante le Théologten, p 118 In the opmion of L. Pmrrosono (I
poema sacro, Vol. 1, p. ss) this personage 13 1dentical with Love, which is possible, although
Dante doelno: sayso Moreover, x‘:t:_s (he avep{:ehdtg“m‘t;ugm evdu‘: znd:ﬁ:owopy",
2@. ot., pp“sa-sg). And that too 15 quite p:mbl:. What 1 not? sezzm Da‘::m
Guy de Maup there 13, however, this difference, that of the two only the sccond

died msane. Whendnenaq&ﬁonofaedmagwmmﬂ:amompwhaﬂuun—
atons, the pomt 13 not without interest.
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of whose existtnce, broadly speaking, we are aware, but we also
know this precisc detail about it—that there was a time when
his Bishop refused him the Minor Orders for which he was a
candidate.?

Furthermore, we may ascertan the exact cause of this refusal
simply by translating ihto plin language the dialogue between
Dante and hs “spiritual father”, a symbohcal conversation to
which Dante’s clerical vocation gives us the key. After contem-
plating Dante for some time, ie young man with the white
garments seems to say to him: “My son, 1t 1s time to renounce
our 1mages.” He says “my son”, so Dante really is his “spiritual
son. As to the images which it 1s ime to put aside, they represent
the studies that are not of first importance for his vocation,
Philosophy 1s 2 mere 1mage in companison with theology”.
The reason for this visit 1s then understandable. At heart, this
“spiritual father” 15 very annoyed. Dante’s negligence puts him
in a false position, between a candidate for Orders who neglects
his theology and a Bishop of Florence who complams of the
fact. This, moreover, 1s what he explains to Dante when he says
to hum: “ I am situated at an equal distance between you and the
ccclestastical authority, 1n whose eyes I am responsible for you.
You cannot judge your case from the same point of view as L.”
This, at all events, is how Father Mandonnet understands 1,
happier 1 this respect than Dante who, for hus part, confesses
simply that he does not understand at all and asks the young
man the reason for this obscurity. “Ask no more about 1t than
is to your advantage,” the vision answers um. Without losing
heart, Dante asks his spiritual father “why Beatrice has refused
hum her greeting, that 1s to say why he has not been admitted to
ordination. That, comes the answer, would have been a source
of vexation.”? A slightly surprising answer and one which the
“spinitual father” mught easily have made clearer by saymg:
It 15 your Bishop who refuses, because you neglect theology.
However, cvcryrimg 1s about to come right, for we very soon
learn some new historical details about this stormy experence
of clerical life: “The mtervention of Dante’s director seems to
have reassurcd the ecclesiastical authority, and the young man

1P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, pp. 117-118.
1P, MANDONNET, 0p cit, pp 118-119.
8 P. MANDONNET, op cit, p 119.
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was admitted to Mimnor Orders.”* We even know that, having
refused to take the subdeacon’s step, Dante never went any
further. We knew it, but we have just learned the cause. Dante
tells us, indeed, that his spiritual father 15 dead,* which fact
Father Mandonnet, who doubtless finds him a little young
to die, regards as sigxﬁfyn:gs“ haps only his absence from
Florence”. At all events, “ rture, whatever the circum-
stances, was to exert 2 notable influence on Alighieri’s vocation.
It 15, indeed, in the following chapter that Dante relates simul-
taneously his moral death and that of Beatrice, which are, as 1t
were, merely one and the same event”.3

The calm assurance of Father Mandonnet as he writes these
words 1s hterally hallocimative. Such certanty 1s all the more
contagious as, after bemg subjected to his influence for more
than a hundred pages, the reader has completely lost sight of
Dante’s Vita Nuova and 1s now thinking only of Father Man-
donnet’s. Add to this that the very magnitude of the fallacies on
which this mterpretation 1s based makes 1t in practice impossible
to suspect their existence. They are there none the less and 1t
is they that save us from the spell of a convicuon that 1s supremely
skilful m the art of persuasion. Here, for example, we mught
concede all that we are told about this young man with the
white garments: that he was Dante’s sii;itual father, a Domunican,
an mtermediary between Dante and his Bishop, a sponsor of his
clerical vocation and the cause of his Mmmor Ordination. There
is nothing 1 all this that offers enough hustorical substance to

rovide grounds even for a densal. On the other hand, 1t may
gc affirmed with absolute certamty that if the young man m
Chapter XII of the Vita Nuova 1s really all thss, it is not he who
dies in Chapter XXII of the same work. It is enough, moreover,
to refer to the text to be convinced of it: “After a few days had
elapsed, as it pleased the glorious Lord Who did not to
die Himself, he who had been the father of the mighty marvel
that this most noble Beatrice was scen to be, departed this Iife,
and passed 1n very truth to eternal glory.” ¢ Dante then describes
the great grief of Beatrice, the excellent daughter of this good

1P. MANDONNET, op ¢if , P, 120

8 Father Mandonnet, m 2 note (p. 131, 1), refers the reader to Vita Nova, cap. XXII,
ed H. Cochm, p 85

3P MANDONNET, op cit., p 131.
$ DANTZ, Vita Nova, ed. H Coclun, p. 85
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man. There is clearly no connection between these two “fathers”,
Moreovet, if Dante had claimed that they were onc and the
same, we should ask ourselves in amazement how, in the cousse
of the seven years which, according to Father Mandonnet, separate
Dante’s clericature from the final loss of his vocation, the young
man in Chapter XII could have become the father of a young
girl of more than twenty. It is useless to try to find out, since
there 1s nothing of all ths in the text of Dante; but 1t 15 worth
while trying to find out how it all became fixed 1 the mind of
Father Mandonnet.

We may at all events make a guess, provided only that we
participate m the game by which lus imagmation 1s captured.
According to the rules of this game, what 1s Beatrice: In this

assage she is Dante’s clerical vocation. And what 1s Beatrice's

ther: He 1s the father of Dante’s clerical vocation. But what,
finally, 1s the young man with the white garmentss He is
Dante’s spn'itua{ father, that 1s to say the father of hus clerical
vocation. It only remains to formulate the equations. If Beatrice
1s Dante’s clerical vocation, the father of Dante’s clerical vocation
18 also the father of Beatrice; now the young man in Chapter XII
1s the father of Dante’s clerical vocation, therefore he 1s the
father of Beatrice, and since, finally, the father of Beatrice dies
Chapter XXIJ, 1t 1s of necessity the young man with the white
garments who dies i this chapter. All this is so obvious mn
Father Mandonnet’s eyes that he does not make the slightest
effort to explan it to us. In fact, he does not even dream of doin,
so, but those who are not, like him, obsessed by his system, an
consctaucntly find themselves abruptly confronted with the many-
headed monsters begotten of his exegesis, may perhaps be excused
a feeling of astonishment.

Let us hasten to the end of this lugubrious story. The “yo
man-father of Beatrice” being dead, for “Beatrice-vocation
herself it only remains to die. This she does not fail to do in
Chapter XXVIII, which begins with these words: Quomodo
sedet sola civitas plena populo! ~Facta est quasi vidua domina gentium
(“How desolate is the aty that was full of people! The mistress
of the nations 1s well-nigh deserted”). Dante has finally lost his
clerical vocation; he will never be a subdeacon: there is nothing
astonishing in the fact that the whole town 1s in mourning!

Surprising as it is, this thesis is none the less one of those to which
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Father Mandonnet clings most tenaciously, for the simple reason
that it alone enables one to imagine why Dante might thus have
comoealed his personal hustory under the veil of allegory. After
all, to what would the obscure narrative of the Vita Nuova then
amount? ‘This personal history of Dante would be the history
of a fall from grace, since 1t would recount the loss of his vocation,
That, we are told, is why the Vita Nuova does not say that
Beatrice is merely a symbol of theology: “Dante is not anxious
to proclarm from the house-tops that he has been a cleric and
that he has abandoned the pursuit of his vocation.” Such would
be, once more, the real meaning of this work and its symbolism:
ighier1 has forsaken Theology for Philosophy, or, if one
1t, “love of Philosophy has putan end to love of Beatrice” .t

I wish I knew a polite way of saying of a textual mterpretation
that 1t flatly contradicts almost every page of the text on which
1t comments. If such a way exists, I make my excuses for not
having found 1t, but this 1s indeed a just estimate of Father Man-
donnet’s exegesis. If its conclusions were justified, 1t would mn
the first place be mcomprehensible that Dante should have written
the Vita Nuova, A fallen cleric, and one who feels so little pride
at hus fall, has no reason to recount it. It 1s pomted out to us that
he does not, as a matter of fact, recount it, “but he wishes us
to mfer 1t”. If he 1s ashamed of 1t, why should he desire this?
Since Dante knows that “the attentive and alert reader wnil
certainly find the clue to the riddle i the end”,* the way in
which he sets about recountng this ecclesiastical tittle-tattle
makes no difference to the question. Add to this, moreover,
that even 1f we were to concede this pomt, two far more re~
doubtable obstacles would still stand m the way of Father
Mandonnet’s thesis.

Here 1s the first. It is insisted that the death of Beatrice was
merely the death of Dante’s clerical vocation, an event which
he did not care to make public. Now in Chapter XXVIII of the
Vita Nuova, the very onc 1n which he relates the death of Beatrice,
Dante says that he will not treat of her death, for three reasons.
The first is that, if reference 1s made to the preamble of the
Vita Nuova, it will be seen that this event does not form part
of the subject of his book. The second 1s that, even if it did

1 P. MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, pp. 43—43-
3P MANDONNET, 0p cit, p.43.
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form part of his subject, Dante would not be capable of treating
of 1t gartthe requisite way. “The third is that, even if both of
these conditions were fulfilled, 1t is not scemly for me to treat
of it, for this reason, that, in treating of 1t, I should have to give

rase to myself, which thing 1s above all else blameworthy in
Ei.m who does it.”t Commentators have made many a con-
jecture as to the reason which Dante might have had for praising
himself 1 this connection. I hold no opmion on the subject.
Yet I say that, whatever the reason may have been, and even if
we admut that Dante is here merely using a literary arufice, 1t
is difficult to maintain simultaneously that by the death of Beatrice
Dante was symbolhzing lus fall from the estate of a cleric, and
that he refused to comment on the death of Beatrice because he
could not have done so without praising himself. This 1s all the
harder to mamtam as there 1s presented to us a Dante whose

ride in having abjured his clerical vocation was so small that
Ee did not speak of 1t save in veiled terms.

This first obstacle to Father Mandonnet’s thesis 15 a small
thing compared with the second. It 1s impossible that Dante
symbolized the loss of his clerical vocation by the image of a
woman whom, from the day on which he saw her first until
the day of her death, and even beyond death, he never ceased to
love. If Beatrice 1s Dante’s clerical vocation, Dante passionately
cherished that vocation. If Beatrice 1s the symbol of the “seven
orders of which the last 1s the priesthood”, never was the priest-
hood more tenderly loved. Short of refraining completely from
discussion of these things—and that would perhaps be the wisest
course—we should at all events have to agree as to the mmnimum
probabulity required of a textual mterpretation for 1t to be tenable.
Here, for example, it seems reasonable to think that, 1f Beatrice
reﬁresentcd Dante'’s clerical vocation, and if the Vita Nuova
related how, after many hesitations, he finally came to abjure
it, some trace of his hesitations and of his abjuration shoulj be
apparent m s feelings for Beatrice when alive. It 1s enough,
however, %o re-read any part of the Vita Nuova to establish tgat
nothing of the sort is to be found there. Certainly, Beatrice
dies in the end, but in no passage does Dante consider humself
responsible for her death. He dg;u not leave her: she departs.
Beatrice died the object of Dante’s adoration. At the moment

1 Dants, ita Nova, ed, H. Cochin, p. 127.
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when this terrible news reached him he had just written two of
his most beautiful sonnets for her and, reproaching himself for

having there depicted the object of his love without describing
iuv;%cm. he had just begun the canzone of Chapter XXVII:

So long have I been held m thrall by Love
And inured to hus sovereignty,
That, as formerly he wielded lus power over e,
So now I feel hus gentle presence sull m my heart
Therefore, when he robs me of my courage,
So that my spinits seem to fly from me,
Then 1s my frail soul pervaded by a feeling
So tender that my face tuns pale . . .

If 1t was to lus clerical vocation, disgused under the name
of Beatrice, that Dante addressed these words, 1t is hard to under-
stand how she died as a result of seemng that she was forsaken.
Yet this was the exact moment at which she died, as Dante him-
self tells us: “I was still planning this canzone, and had completed
the stanza written above, when the Lord of Justice summoned
this most noble Lady to dwell in glory (a gloriare) beneath the
standard of that holy queen, the Virgin Mary, whose name was
deeply revered m the mouth of this blessed Beatrice.””® Thus, if
Father Mandonnet 1s to be beleved, that which, by an m-
exphcable theological cataclysm, suddenly expires before our
eyes, 1s not only the most devotedly pursued of vocations: 1t
1s a vocation entrusted to the Blessed Virgin Mary.

That, however, 1s not the last surprise thatallls mcompre-
hensible tale has 1n store for us, for a vocation which died when
most fervently chershed, but which (according to the story)
Dante is supposed to have abjured, has hus love no less in death
than it did in fe. What cries of love does he not send after it
even into the world beyond!

Poscia prangendo, sol nel mio lamento
cluamo Beatrice, e dico* “Or s¢’ tu mortat”
e mentre ch’io0 la chiamo, me conforta
(Vita Nuova, XXXI.)

A year later, on the anniversary of the death of Beatrice,
Dante wrtes a poem for her in which his love declares itself to

3 Dante, Vita Nuova, XXVL They are the sonncts Tinto gendle ¢ tanto onesta pare,
and Vede perfeitamente onne salute.
2 Dants, Vita Nova, tr. H. Cochmn, p 125 (shghtly, modificd 1 this last passage)

. <
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be as intense as ever.! It is only later that he 1s tempted 1 his
heart to betray Beatrice for philosophy and another betrayal is
perﬁ'm:ed. Neither the Vita Nuova nor the Banquet is very
explicit about it, but light will be shed upon it by other passa

to which we shall have occasion later to refer. Whatever
facts, since it occurred after the death of Beatrice this betrayal
can in no senserbe identified with it nor can it have been the
cause of 1t. After a period of mdiscretions, whose gravity will
later become apparent, Dante nevertheless regains possession of
himself in the end, his tribulazione 1s allayed* and the Vit
Nuova ends with an oath of fidelity. To identify Beatrice
with Dante’s clerical vocation, one would have to admit
that a vocation can die without having been betrayed and that
it can be betrayed even after its death,

VIII. BEATRICE METAMORPHOSED INTO THRE
Licer or Grory

Having ceased to exist as a vocation, this Protean Beatrice
returns to hfe immediately in 2 new form which, happily for us,
will be the last of her metamorphoses. On her return to heaven,
she there becomes, 1t appears, the Lumen gloriae (light of glory)
of the beatific vision, which 1s concerved exactly as 1t hanf been
by St. Thomas. Let us accept the thesis provisionally, and see
how the writer claims to prove it.

I think I have said clsewhere that the gravest danger awatting
the historian of ideas—and there is not one of us who has not
succumbed to it—is the commentary on the musinterpretation.
Here 1t is dufferent. One would say rather that the misinterpre-
tations sprout from the commentary as from their common
stock, Father Mandonnet cites as a strictly theologcal definition
of the “hght of glory” the line from Purg., VI, 45: Che lume
fia tra’l vero e lo 'ntelletto. Even if the hight of glory ought
to be thus defined, there is nothing in the text of Dante which
says that that is what he intends to define. The subject is indeed
Beatrice, but here she need only symbolize faith for Dante to
describe her as a light between the truth and the mtellect. Further-

1 DaNTS, op, cit, XXXIV 2 DANTS, op. cit , XXXIX and XL,
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more, if Beatrice is thus designated qua the light of glory, why
doesthlsdcsignauonoacutxmmedg:tcly after, ing her
return to contemplation, she has caused her tplaoe at Dante’s side
to be taken by another guide, St. Bernard of Clairvaux: Finally,
the writer assures us unreservedly that this verse defines, m a
strictly theological way, the hght of glory. Not bemng myself
a theologian, I can only acquiesce, not, howevery without asking
the experts for some explanations. How can we identify a hight
that is interposed (fra) between the truth and the intellect with
the hight of glory, seeing that St. Thomas defines the lumen
gloriae (bght of glory) as bemng not between the Truth and the
mntellect, but in the mtellect: For that, ndeed, 1s how 1 have
understood him: to see God 1n essence means that no light is in-
terposed between God and the imtellect, even for the purpose of
revealmg Him, 1n this vision in which ipsa essentia Dei j& Jorma
intelligibilis intellectus* (“God’s very essence becomes the m-
telligible form of the mtellect”). “The eyes of Beatrice,” we are
told, “shed the vision of the Divinity into the eyes of Dante.”*
This 1s quite possible, but 1t proves conclusively that Beatrice is
not thc‘iight of glory. Since 1t must be said of this light guod
non est medium in quo videatur,® it 18 no Beatrice who sheds
it, but God Himself. If Beatrice symbolizes a hght of glory
between God and the intellect, it seems to me that she symbolizes
something which does not exust.

The only justification that Father Mandonnet offers of Ius
truly sin uﬁr doctrine deserves particularly to hold our attention,
The trut%‘ 15, he says, that “Dante, shrewd man that he is, makes
his symbolism conform to the Thomistic doctrine which locates
the formal, or specific, element of beatitude 1n the vision of the
mtelligence and not mn the act of love which follows it, as
the Augustinian school demanded”.t That is true, but it is only
half the truth, and 1t 1s only too clear what ludes the other half
from the eyes of Father Mandonnet. In this crucial point of his
thesis, he himself, i lus own person, confirms in the sight of all
the cause of his mistake, for 1t is equally true to say that we only
love what we know and only know what we love. The only
weakness to which, here and elsewhere, that great historian,

2 St, THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars. I, qu. 12, art 5, Resp

2 P, MANDONRNET, Dante le Théologien, p 217.

' St THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars. I, qu. 12, art. §, ad 2m,
. s . 318,

4 P. ManooNner, Dante le Théologien, p. 318
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Father Mandonnet, was a , was that he always loved St.
Thomas at once for hunsclfr;l}:l in despite of someone else. If
he had loved him only for himself he would have loved him
better; he would also have understood him better and the fatal
error that we here see him commit would not have been made.
Thus error is as follows: The better to make Beatrice dissolve
mto the hght o glory he has had to interpret the whole of the
end of the Divine Comedy, from the departure of Beatrice on-
wards, as 2 descniption of the fruition of love resulting from the
sight of God; whereas in reahty it describes the asceticism of love
required for this vision. The whole secret of his negative attitude
towards St. Bernard hes in this. To anyone who here identifies
Beatrice with the light of glory, her departure cannot signify
that something else 1s begmning but that this moment marks the
term of Dante’s celestial pilgrimage. What follows is that which
Beatrice-hight of glory causes another who comes affer her to do:
to love the God Whom she makes known and Who is loved
only because she reveals Him. In short, St. Bernard is here only
an executor of the works of Beatrice: the love which follows
the vision. .

This, however, 1s not the way in which matters present them-
selves, exther i the Divine Comedy or m the Summa theologica.
It 1s a good thing to be 2 Thomust because one is 2 Domunican,
but 1t 1s better to be a2 Dominican because one is a Thomust.
A Domunican of this type soon perceives that, like St. Thomas
himself, he is at the same time a Cistercian. It 1, indeed, an
authentically Thomustic doctrine that, precisely because the light
of glory 1s not mterposed between God and the mntellect, but 1s
the hight of the divine essence itself, the differences in degree of

rfection that may exst between beatific visions cannot proceed
g:)m the hight of glory taken by itself. They therefore proceed
from the fact that the mtellects of the blessed have a greater or
lesser share in this hight, those who have a larger share in it secing
God more perfectly. And who, then, has a larger share in it?
“Plus autem participabit de lumine gloriae, qui plus Eabet de caritate,
quia ub1 est major caritas, 1bi est majus desiderium, et desiderium
quodammodo facit desiderantem aptum et paratum ad sus-
ceptionem desiderati. Unde qui plus habebit de caritate, per-
fecaus Deum widebit, et beatior ent”* (** Moreover, the greater

1 Sr. TaoMas AQUINAS, Sum theol,, ], 13, 6, Resp.
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a man's charity, the greater will be his share in the light o ,
because whettz theregxfgreatcr charity, there too is giater (ﬂ.’n’{;
and desire in some way makes him who desires fit and prepared
to recewve that which he desires. Hence, the greater a man’s
charity, the more perfectly will he see God, and the more blessed
will he be”). A St. Bernard of Clarrvaux can easily be fitted
into this formula, which fact proves once more that one never
loses another saint through loving St. Thomas—not that his
saintliness comprses all their samtly qualities taken together,
which would be an absurd thing to say, but because the office
and the special form of his samthness consist n making us under-
stand every other form of saintliness i its essence and in the
special function that devolves upon 1t.

In the mind of anyone who understands this, the réle of St.
Bernard in the Divine Comedy assumes an mtelhgible aspect and
at the same time that of Beatrice appears i 1ts true light. The
outcome of the sacred poem 1s nothing else than the union of
the soul with God, the image of the beatific vision. If Beatrice
were the hight of glory, the Divine Comedy would conclude with
a look from her cyes and a smile from ber hips. But Beatrice
retires and appoints 1 her place this man whom love has trans-
figured into the image of Christ, Bernard of Clawrvaux. From
this moment onwards there is no lack of indications on the part
of the poet to the reader. There 1s la vivace carité of im who,
m this world, through contemplation, enjoyed the peace of the
world beyond (Par , XIII, 110-111); there are the names of the
three who sit on the summit of the Empyrean, just below the
forerunner, St. John the Baptist: Francis, Benedict and Augustine
(Par., XXXII, 35); there 1s Bernard’s prayer to the Virgm,
which inflames Dante’s soul with l’ari;r del desiderio (Par.,
XXXIM, 48), because, as St. Thomas was telling us just now,
ubi est major caritas, ibi est majus desiderium (““where there 1s greater
chanity, there too 1s greater desire”). Then, but only then, there
agpcars in the sacred i:em something that resembles the hight of
glory; but 1t 1s not the hght which proceeds from the eyes of
Beatrice: 1t is the direct, immediate ray of the divine light itself:
lo raggio dellalba luce che da se & vera (Par., XXXII, 53-54).
Thus, born of Cistercian charity, the supreme, brief vision 1
prolonged in this same charity, absorbed 1n “the love that moves
the sun and the other stars”. Nothing could be more Cistercian
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—nor, for that matter, could anything be more Thomistic:
Qui plus habet de caritate, perfectius Deum videbit et beatior erit
(“The greater a man’s chanty, the more perfectly will he see
God, and the more blessed will he be”).

It 1s evident here 1 what waf\[ the fetish of system, if applied
to a point affecting the balance of the whole of the Divine Comedy,
may destroy thesmeaning of the poem. It 1s very true that, re-
garding essential points, Dante has referred to St. Thomas as to
the surest doctrinal rule. This 1s, indeed, especially true where the
nature of beatitude 1s involved. Father Mandonnet has seen
and demonstrated in an irrefutable manner? that, following St,
Thomas, Dante formally locates beatitude “mn the act of the under-
standing, which apprehends God, and not 1 the act of the wall,
which only follows the understanding”. As regards this precise
pomnt Dante has taken the part of the Thomistic doctrine agamst
the others, but neither he nor St. Thomas has ever said that
beatitude would be possible without the charity which prepares
the way for 1t, and accompanies and follows 1t. If we add to this
that the concluding part of the Divine Comedy does not describe
the beatific vision oF one of the elect, but the unitive ecstasy of
the Chnstian mystic, we shall have no difficulty 1n understanding
that Dante has contrived to make notions of Cistercian, Victorine
or Franaiscan ongm hold good m a Thomistic seting. St.
Thomas’s gemus, comprehensive as 1t was, had already accepted
them, smce, inflexible on the subject of the cogmtive nature of
mystical rapture or ecstasy, he had expressly taught that 1ts cause
at all events may be affective, and that it had been so 1n the case
of St. Paul: Unde et Apostolus dixit se raptum non ad tertium
coelum, quod pertinet ad contemplationem intellectus, sed ctiam in
paradisum, quod pertinet ad affectum® (“Hence the Apostle like-
wise said that he had been transported not to the third heaven,
which pertains to intellectual contemplation, but to paradise
ttself, which pertains to the will”). That, mdeed, 1s why the
rapture of St. Paul took place in a momentary hght of glory:
the light of paradise itself. The more one desires to make Dante
simply a Thomist, the more necessary it is to think of Thomism
m its widest sense. Beatrice at all events did not misunderstand

1t. When the hour of the dénouement approaches, far from taking

1P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, pp. 273-374.
$ ST, THOMAS AQUINAS, §um theol , Pars. INf, qu. 175, azt. 2, Resp,
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herself for the beatific vision of another, she turns back for good
and all to the eternal source of her own:

Po1 s1 tornd all'eterna fontana.
(Par , XXXI, 93.)

Yet Beatrice does not leave Dante bereft. She it is who sends
to him this Bernard, fired with divine love, and he, Bernard,
well knows the name of her by whose holy love he is sent:
A che priego ed amor santo mandommi (Par., XXXI, 96). In
face of the hiving unity of mystical knowledge and love, 1t 15
possible, without forgetng or rejecting salutary niceties, to
welcome this chanty and tils light, each with the other, each
within the other. It 1s possible, and beyond a doubt 1t 1s even
necessary, if only to understand Dante. For after all, we can
never repeat too often, with Signor Michele Barbi: “The
supremely important thing 15 to understand the poetry of Dante.”?

t is mdeed the question! “That, then,” concludes Father
Mandonnet calmly, “is why the understanding 1s named thirty
times in the Comedy and the will only ten times, as we have seen
above.”s Even if this were true it would undoubtedly not sigmify
very much, but, as we shall see later, it 1s not even true.

IX. BEATRICE'S MIssiON

In aspiring to outhine the charactersstics of a Beatrice more
closely resembling the real one we should be guilty of pre-
sumption if we did not at the outset specfy what must be
understood by the real Beatrice. It seems to me that she is the
Beatrice whom for centuries countless readers of Dante have
immediately recognized and comprehended, because they were
the very public for whom Dante had written. The real Beatrice
is the Beatrice of the Vita Nuova, the Banguet and the Divine
Comedy. She is the creation of an artist. We know nothing
and can know nothing of her apart from what we derive from

1M Baxst, Nuovi problemi della critica dantesca, n Studi Danteschs, Vol. XXI1II, 1938
XVH, p 5§ Pp s-7 wall repay study; the sage opinions which they contain shoulti
always be borne an mund, especually by the histoman of ideas who 15 concerned wath
those of Dante

* P, MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p, 275
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that artist, and it 13 impossible to perceive her real nattre unless
we perceive her real nature as a work of art. The cultured reader
who, having sufficently elevated literary tastes, but no special
erudiion and no particular historical proficiency, surrenders
himself to the genrus of the poet and accepts Beatrice as Dante
reveals her to him, 1s in hittle danger of being deceived as to the
meaning of this cadiant figure. We cannot fail to be decerved,
on the contrary, once we seck the explanation of the work of
art clsewhere than 1n itself and try to elucidate it by the hight of a
system which 1s not 1ts own. The saiences that are handmaids of
ch lustory of letters and of the arts become detrimental rather
than useful once they abandon their proper réle, which is to be
the handmaids of delectation. To paint Beatrice from nature 1s
therefore to pamt her as Dante wishes her to appear to us, for
she has no other nature than that. This 1s what we would attempt
to do, remembering that, since she 1s the creation of a poet, the
key to the understanding of Beatrice can only be found mn the
poetic sigmfication which 1s her raison d’étre.

It 15 therefore advisable first of all to elimunate carefully what
mght be termed the infra-Beatrices. They abound i the works
of scholars, but they are also encountered m the commentaries of
artists, some of whom pride themsclves on their utter contempt
for these scholars even though, hke everyone else, they do not
reframn from making use of them. So, for example, 1t 15 with
Giovanni Papini, who, in a book which 1s otherwise full of the
most just mtuitions, takes credit to himself for questioning
Beatrice about her feelngs towards Dante and for obtammng
answers from her. Did she pity Dante: Did she understand
him: “I am referring,” says Papmi, “to the living, real Beatrice,
to the Beatrice of flesh and blood, clothed n whate or red, lawful
daughter of Folco Portinari and Cilia Caponsacchy, to the second
wife of Simone der Bardi.” In short, we are concerned here
not with Beatrice transfigured into a symbol, but with the
Florentine Beatrice, “daughter and wife, who was bom in 1266
and died n 1290 in the month of June”, with a *physical, earthly
and wvisible” Beatrice “who would have existed even 1if Dante
had not loved her, even if Dante had not sung of her”, even if
he had not made her play the part of a sort of vicar of the Virgin
Mary.? .

1G. PariNy, Dante vivo, tr ] Bet’mnd. Pans, Gramet, 1934, Chap. IX, pp s1-5a.
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That there existed 2 woman loved by Dante under the name
of Beatrice and that this woiman was Bice Portinari is, with all
due deference to the adherents of Father Mandonnet, possible
and even probable.

Unless he has laid down in advance, for abstract reasons and
n pursuance of a fixed exegetic system, that Beatrice can have
been merely a symbol, no hustorian will reject as totally devoid
of value the testimony of Boccaccio in his Vita di Dante. It 1s
only the belated testimony of a man too young to have known
Dante, and of an artist wﬂosc narrative has the same charm and
the same documcnmzc:alue as an allegory of Botticelh; yet the
names, dates, and places mentioned by Boccaccio tally with
the text of Dante and, if we object to rLs witness as being too
far removed from the facts to which he refers—and he was a
Florentine of the fourteenth century—what, then, shall we say
of ourselves? Let us rest assured that if Boccaccio had denied
the existence and the reality of Beatrice, the defenders of this
thesis would crush us beneath the weight of his tesumony.
Whatever may be said on this subject, the text of Boccaccio
constitutes favourable presumptve evidence of a very serious
kind, not in favour of the details of an anecdote which was un-
doubtedly reconstructed by his imagination, but 1n favour of the
identification of Beatrice with Bice Portinar1.!

It 1s not here that the difficulty hes. Rather, the problem is
whether, even to an imterpreter of Dante who regards ths
identification as beyond question, Bice Portinari is the true
Beatrice. I think the answer must be “No” and that this “No”
should be mamtamed with the utmost energy agamnst all op-
ponents, past, present or future. What 1s involved 1s the very
aim of literary studies which, as 1n every domain of the history
of the arts, is and should remain identic:{ with the aim envisaged
by the public to which the artist addresses his work. Now of
all the inown ways of replacing it with another, the most
dangerous consists in causing the artist’s characters to be doubled
by real persons, as if the world of art were not governed by laws
of its own, so essentially different from those of nature that the
two sets of laws cannot be considered as applying to a single set

1The text of Boccacco 1 translated n Prepes-Gaurmee, Dante, essal sur sa vie d'aprds
P'oeuvre et les documents, Pars, H Laurens, 1908, pp 23-25 For the oniginal text see
Boccaccro, Della origine, vita, costumi ¢ studsy di Dante Alighieri di Firenze e delle opere
composite da Iui, cap. 5 (in G L. Passmmanr’s compulation, Le vite di Dante, pp. 18-20).
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of facts. Bice Portinari, or any other real woman whom one
may like to substitute for her, may well have been the woman
loved by Dante; it remains none the less true that Beatrice was
born of the genmus of Dante, not of the marnage of Folco
Portwnari and Cilia Caponsacchi. The assertion of the right to
argue from one to the other as if 1t were a question of one and
the same person results from a confusion that 1s fatal to our
studies. Bice Portinari 1s a historical personage whose shadow
discreetly accompanies the eternally living Beatrice whom
Dante alone has created. Of this shadow history knows practic-
ally nothing, and 1t s of it only because Dante has en-
riched the nature of that emmnent reah?' which 1s Beatrice, the
work of art created by him; but even if history were capable of
telling us everythmg about Bice Portinari, the birth of Beatrice
would be 1n no way explamned thereby. Now the historians are
here disarmed. There is no tomb to be violated, there are no
drawers to be forced that the dead may be robbed of ther
secrets, no mnumate Joys or woes to be prostituted to the public
for money. Bice Portinan has, thank God, no history, but if
she had one 1t would only be the history of the young Florentine
girl who was encountered by Dante, became the second wife of
Simone de1 Bards, and died i the month of June, 1290. If Bice
Portimar: had left us any letters, memous or some intimate
diary, we could wrte her history. If Dante had written a
Secretum, as Petrarch was to do, we could divine, beneath the
surface of the Vita Nuova, something of the reality which it treats
poetically. In fact, we have nothng of all this. We do not
even know 1f Dante had a Secretum to write, and there 1s nothing
that authorizes us to suppose that lus relations with Beatnice
were more involved than he says. It1s true that someone or other
called Bice Portinan1 would have éxisted even 1f Dante had not
sung of her, but that s preasely the reason why, even if we
had the material with which to write 1t, her history would not
be that of Beatrice. The interpreter of Dante need not therefore
concern himself wath it.

In contrast to the infra-Beatrices, the ultra-Beatrices obstmn-
ately solicit our attention. Instead of reducing an artistic creation
to tze dimensions of 2 historical personage, these latter transfigure
it into mere symbols, as if the artistic value of Beatrice did not
essentially 1mply that she is presented as a reality. All that we

[
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know of this story we dertve from Dante, and the story he tells
us 1s a lovestory. One apologizes for harking back to such
b obvious facts, but it 1s really necessary, since so many
people forget them. If the x speq.XCd as Beatrice 15 a clerical
vocation, an active mtellect, an emperor or Joachimite spirttualism,
it 1s hard to understand how an artist can have found the accents
of Dante to sing of the passion with which such objects could
inspire him. W%atcvcr may be the truth on this pont, the fact
remains that Dante tells us that he loved 2 woman and found in
his love for that woman the source of hus song. The fact that what
the poet says 1s 1 harmony with the most elementary good
sense 18 not an adequate reason for rejecting 1t. The only Beatrice
known to the nterpreter of Dante 1s the one that he can find 1n
Dante’s works, and 1t 1s there that we must look for her.

To know Beatrice as she 1s we must therefore believe of her
what Dante has intended to make us believe of her and think of
her as he has intended to make us think of her. Now he has
certamnly intended that we should think of her as a real person,
a woman whom he has met, whom he has loved, whom he has
lost 1n the flesh and found agamn m spirit. When Dante mntends
to speak of grace, he writes grazia; to sigmify faith, he says fede,
and if by chance he ntends to treat some abstraction poetically,
as he has done m the case of the Donna Gentile, Dante warns us
that what 1s there involved 1s an imaginary character: he describes
1t, but he does not name it. On the contrary, Dante names all
the others, and not only the three ladies to whom some have
chosen to reduce the femunne company of the sacred drama,
but many others who appear in 1, altl?xough they do not mention
them to us: Mary, Anne, Lucy, Francesca da Rumim, all the
women of hustory and legend who people Dante’s work have
retaned their names m 1t. The only two exceptions to this rule
would be the Matelda of the Earr.hl};r Paradise, if it were proved
that there was no real person corresponding to this character,
and Beatrice, 1f 1t were proved that she was only a symbol. In
nammg her alone between two other unnamed ladies, one of
whom at least he describes as a mere symbol, Dante has treated
Beatrice exactly like all the femmine characters m his work
whose historical reality 1s beyond doubt. To regard Beatrice as a
real woman 1s certamly to understand her as Dante bas intended
that she should be understood and to defer to his mtention.
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There are other mdications besides. Many symbolical meanings
can be made to serve a single image, but not all can. It 1s rather
a simple artifice thus to sct Beatrice between two anonymous
ladies 1n order to dissolve her in their unreality. Beatrice has
never paraded between these symbols: they only appear after
her death. When she advances towards Dante with Monna
Vanna, 1t 1s Guido Cavalcantr’s Giovanna with whom she comes

forward:
Io vidi monna Vanna ¢ monna Bice
venre mver lo loco 12 ov'0 era,
I'una appresso de P'altra maravigha.
(Vita Nuova, XXIV.)

This Giovanna, surnamed Primavera—was she too, then, a
symbol? She seems, however, to be the very one who reappears
n the Sonnet to Gudo, this time 1n the company of their friend
Lapo, Monna Lagia—this same Florentine versifier’s lady—and
the famous “Lady No. 30” whom commentators are unwilling
at any price to accept as Beatrice.* The real ladies do not begmn
with the Divine Comedy; as early as the Vita Nuova Beatrice 1s m
their mudst and appears as one of them. But above all, even after
the Vita Nuova, the transfigured Beatrice will always remember
that she was a woman. The blessed soul of the Paradiso has not
forgotten 1ts body, and this 1s excellent theology; she even
remembers that she was beautiful, which 1s excellent psychology;
and she says so quite stmply, because it 1s true, as Dante says
quite smlpry that he 1s m his place beside Homer, because 1t 1s
true: “Never did nature or art offer you pleasure so great as
did the fair limbs 1n which I was encascg and which are it present
scattered about the earth” (Purg., XXXI, 49-s1). It 1s rather
strange that after seeking hidden meanings 1n the smallest words
of Dante’s text commentators should purely and simply elimnate
such declarations. If Beatrice 1s only a symbol, she 1s a symbol
whose body, after its death, was {rought to earth, where it
resides, at the time when Dante is writing these lines, in ex-
pectancy of 1ts future glorification. We are assuredly yzelding to
the most urgent suggestions of Dante himself 1f we sec 1n Beatrice
a human being, composed like us of a soul and a body, her soul
being 1n heaven and her body on earth; a being who, since she
is actually dead, has actually lived.

1 Sonnet* Guido, i* vorres che tu e Lapo ed fo . . .3 ed cit., Rime emorose, XV, p. 153.
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It does not, however, follow from this that, being an actual
woman, Beatrice represents nothing and symbolizes nothing
besides herself in the work of Dante. Here agam, we have no
other means of avoiding error except to follow the indications
of the poet. If we resign ourselves to 1t, one fact seems to
domunate the whole of this inquiry; it 1s that among the works of
Dante, taken in the completed form in which the pout has bequeathed
them to us, there is not a single one i which Beatrice is not charged
with a religious symbolism. The remark 1s of importance only as
regards the Vita Nuova, but as regards this wor£ 1ts 1mportance
is capital. The problem of this work’s composition belongs
essentially to literary history. It has been the subject of much
discussion and I am not qualified to intervene in these arguments.
The one fact that we must remember 15, however, mcontestable,
since 1t emerges clearly from a bare inspection of the text. The
sequence of prose picces and poems of which the Vita Nuova
consists 15 made up of two series of passages which do not date
from the same period. As H. Cochin has very well said, Dante
“only composed the narrative in prose mn order subsequently
to set within 1t some poems which already exusted”.! To carry
out this plan, Dante had to choose from is Canzonsere those of
his poems which he had written for Beatrice or saw how to
relate to her or to reconcle with her history. It 1s not even
impossible that he may have wrtten some of the poems at the
time, even though he represents them in his commentary as
daning from a former period. The most beautiful of all, Donne
ek avete intelletto &’ amore,* which Dante relates to the ume pre-
ceding the death of Beatrice, so clearly anticipates her death,
the transfiguration which followed 1t and the beloved woman’s
nussion of redemption, that one cannot help wondenng if, like
the commentary that accompanies 1t, this poem was not com-~
posed after the event. Unhappily, we do not know, and the
most learned hiterary dissertations on this pomnt wall never be
anything but learned reflections on our uncertanty. In the
Vita Nuova as we know 1t, all other reflections being, after all,
purely hypothetical, Beatrice 1s already dead and Dante already
speaks of a mirabile visione which mduces hum to celebrate her m
a manner worthy of her, as if he had even then concerved some

1H Cocem, Dante Alighieri, Vita Nova, Introduction, p v1.
8 Vita Nova, XIX, ed H. Cochun, pp. 68-73.
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vast project. In short, as soon as we are introduced to her,
Beatrice appears to us as a miracle of nature and grace, she who
1s loved by the number nine and whose life seems to bend hke
herself to the law of that sacred symbol. Already beatified in the
Vita Nuova, Beatrice remaimns so n the Banguet and 1t 1s m the
Divine Comedy that her glory will reach 1ts height. If we except
the pieces m the Canzoniere not utilized by Dante but capable of
refernng to Beatrice, or the poems in the Vita Nuova which were
certainly written before the commentary—and our conjectures
on these points seldom border on certanty—we have absolutely
no grounds for speaking of any other Beatrice than this one.

None at all, save only this, that, according to Dante himself,
Beatrice really existed. It 1s a small thing, but this single fact
justifies conclusions of extreme importance, and first of all this
one, that before she was to Dante one of the blessed n heaven,
Beatrice was to hum a woman on earth. If he loved this earthly
Beatrice, he loved her as a woman. More exactly, Dante loved
Beatrice primarily as a chivalrous poet of his time loved a Lady
of lus ttme. Some interpreters of Dante have difficulty in ad-
muttng the fact. They cannot conceive that a man mn s night
mnd can have spoken of a human bemg as Dante has spoken of
Beatrice. The truth undoubtedly 1s that they have difficulty in
concerving what chuvalrous love was and what part was played
m the Middle Ages by this sentimental emotion, so different
from those that we experience. It existed none the less. We know
that 1ts creators and mterpreters were the Provengal troubadours,
soon followed by the trouvéres from the North, and everyone
knows that even Dante, who makes the troubadour Arnaut
Damniel speak in Provengal in Purg, XXVI, 140-147, at first
ranged himself, i the Vita Nuova, Ill, among the trovatori of
his ttme. Much has been wntten on chivalrous love, and those
who speak of 1t know hardly anything about the subject. Some,
moreover, do not even understand what others say of 1t, perhaps
because the verz thing of which they speak 1s too flud to admut
of definition, but perhaps also because they do not always
speak of the same thing.

Happily for us, the responsibility of interpreting chivalrous
love as a whole does not devolve upon us. We are mterested
only i the form that it has assumed 1n Dante, and we have to
attempt here the analys:§ of this form alone, without aspiring
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in additton to uish those of its essential characteristics
which might be to it from those which it possesses in
common with the other forms of this sentiment. The few com-
ns that we may make in the course of analysis will there-
ore aim at nothing but the eluadation of some characteristic
of chivalrous love as it 1s presented in Dante, and not at all at
the definition, even by way of comparison, of any form but
this one.

The most general and, I think, most striking of these char-
acteristics is what might be called the autonomy of this sentiment
m Dante’s Iife. In a certan sense the poet’s whole work was
affected by it. There his love for Beatrice has more or less
coloured all his other sentuments, save, perhaps, one—the only
other onc that may be compared with it for depth, intensity and
duration: his pohtical passion. It 1s therefore not a case of saying
that Dante’s hife remamed 1solated from his love for Beatrice,
which would be palpably absurd, but rather that lus love for
Beatrice forms m Dante’s life a sort of emotional order complete
in 1tself, self~sufficient and contamning withun it all the elements
required not only for its existence, but for its justification.

People have often remarked, sometimes for the humour of 1,
how little the material huistory of this love amounts to. In order
to kindle this devounng fire in Dante’s heart Beatrice did nothing
more than cross his path when he was nine years old. The only
things we know about the sequel of this encounter are that from
that moment onwards Dante sought many a tume to see her
agamn; that he met her nine years later, flanked by two other
ladies, and that, turming her eyes towards where he was standing
molto pauroso, she greeted him courteously; that Beatrice, who
scems to have continued to greet him, one day refused hum her

reeting, “for fear of bemng a cause of annoyance”: temendo ne

osse noiosa; that Dante saw her one day at a gathering at which
many other ladies were present, which was enough to cause his
“new transfiguration”; finally, that after losng her father,
Beatrice hersclf dsed.! That 1s what the part she played i Dante’s
hfe in the course of her earthly existence amounts to so far as
we are concerned, and can 1t be said that she really played even
this part? Never did she speak to hum, and the only sentence
she is reported to have uttered on the subject of Dante is the
1 Dants, op. cit., I, I, X, XII, XIV, XX VL
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classic reply of the woman whose patience is exhausted by the
petnfied sutor whom she meets at every street-corner: she
wants to remam courteous, but courtesy ceases at the point at
which, being mistaken for something else, it 1s in danger of
causing complications. In speaking of the loves of Dante and
Beatrice people seem to forget that m this story Dante acted the
cavalier seul. *

Perhaps, moreover, 1t ought to be said that he did not even
act the cavalier at all. Not only did Dante obtamn nothing from
Beatrice, save the casual greetings which she proffered um, but
he did not ask anything from her, he does not even seem to have
desired or hoped for anything else. One wonders, moreover,
how he would have endured more—he who one day fanted
merely at her presence. But Dante himself has intended that
we should not be able to make any mistake about 1t and, in order
to definc m a mgorous way the exact nature of this sentiment,
he has made 2 woman friend of Beatrice ask him what was the
meaning of his attitude. “With what object dost thou love this
lady of thine, smce thou canst not bear her presence? Tell us,
for certamnly the object of such a love must be very unusual.”
Whereupon, the ladies—who had, ncidentally, been making
fun of Dante—having all fixed their eyes on him m expectation
of his reply, he tolf them simply that the object ofp hus love
had hitherto been the greeting of Beatrice, but that, since that
greeting had been refused him, there remamed to hum another
object, the former one bemg ruled out: pramse of Beatrice.!
So that was the single and “quite unusual” object which Dante’s
love had before at, even during the hifetime og Beatrice. I admit
that this seems strange. Nevertheless, as soon as they heard his
reply, Dante’s women friends stopped laughing, and we shall
see ﬁm that they did right.

From now on our attention 1s arrested by a fact which enables
us to understand the autonomy of this love 1 Dante’s bfe. It
is assuredly the love of a man for a woman: neither Dante nor
Beatrice is 2 dissmbodied soul; 1t 1s even a profoundly carnal
love, since 1t 18 accompanied by physical emotions of extreme
violence, but it 1s a carnal love ofP which the object is not itself
carnal and which is directed far less towards the beloved woman
than towards the work which she inspires; in short, it 1s the

* Daws, op. cito XVIII tr. H. Cockin, pp. 64-67.
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oct’s Jove for the woman whose presence liberates his genius
fnd max h;.s x:g bl:rI:t 1f'orl:h. f\_X/c will nt<1>1t enter thlfrc mto the
labyri o ology of gemus: those without genius
}mr):l:otlﬁng to sal;s}:)f 1t argx?l, those who have it generally have
other things to do than to speak of 1t.* Yet we are not rising
above the level of the most elementary observation in saying
that there are artists whose mspiration requires micentives ofyltlﬁns
kind and that lyrical poets are generally among them. Of these
poets, some do not hesitate, 1f they can, to sacrifice the lugher
mterests of the artist m them to the pleasures of the man: by
following a carnal emotion where 1ts natural bent leads them,
they deprive 1t soon enough of all vartue as an mcentive. Others,
who are often among the greatest, exist only for their work.
They sacrifice everything to it, even the pleasures of the man,
of which they have better use to make tjpun to dissipate thewr
virtue by succumbing to them. We see them, then, studiously
capitalizing their most intense emotions, stemming them m
order to increase simultancously their power and their depth,
usmg admurable skill to prolong their duration with a view to
mcreasing their cfficacy. Who shall ever say to what pomnt the
creative mstinct to which some artists are literally a prey can
push its demands: That, if Richard Wagner and Mathilde
Wesendonk had sated their passion, we should only have one
more item m the life of Wagner, and no Tristan"in his work, 1s
scarcely a hypothesis. What 1s a hypothesss, but by no means an
impossible one, is that 1 the case of Richard Wagner the artist
raised between the man and his desire the obstacle that was
necessary for the birth of Tristan. That Beatrice, a real woman,
was to the poet that was Dante this nexhaustible source of pro-
found and sumulating emotion; that she enjoyed this singular
privilege—which often astonishes the very women who possess
it and sometimes embarrasses them—of lhiberating i hum the
flood of lyrical mspiration, 18 what Dante himself says in every
chapter and almost on every page of the Vita Nuova. That the
object of Ius love for Beatrice was to smg of her is what he has
said at least once, but this once 1s enough. “Where, then, 1s thy
beatitude:” the women friends of Beatrice ask him. And Dante
gives them this reply: In quelle parole che lodano la donna mia.

1Some great artists have nevertheless done 30, especially 1n modern times  For some
details on this pont se¢ Eclarcissement I, OjPoma‘:d Their Muses, pp 282~-288.
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This is the object of his love, che non mi pote venir meno. The
thing which cannot fail him 1s the actual poetic enthusiasm wath
which the mere sight of Beatrice fills hm. To give to Dante
what he expected from her Beatrice had only to exist.

It is easy to understand from this how two lives so distinct
from each other were nevertheless so mtimately united. They
were so at any *rate mn the person of Dante the artist, that 1s to
say 1 that creatve life whose duration does not coinaide with
that of the man either m meaning or in rhythm. This 1s why
Dante’s family life unfolded 1n accordance with a plan completely
separate from that of hus artistic hfe. Of the two women who
appear i his hfe, Dante owes to one the nspiration from which
his finest works sprang: this 1s Beatrice, through and for whom
Dante became a poct; he owes to the other the fact that he knew
for 2 time the life of the domestic hearth in the love of man for
woman and of a father for his chuldren. These two plans never
converge; the image of Beatrice 1s as completely aﬁscnt from
Dante’s hearth as 1s that of Dante’s wife from the Divine Comedy.
Gemma Donati, whom Dante probably married 1n 1295, five
years after the death of Beatrice, had spent a long time waiting
for him, if, at least, 1t 1s true that Dante and Gemma were
betrothed by their famihes as eatly as the year 1276. But we
shall shortly see that Dante then had other urgent reasons for

marrymg,

The chivalrous love of Dante for Beatrice 1s not only that
of the poet for the fount of his mspiration, but also the love
of the man for a woman whose nobility of soul he exalts to such
heights that he who loves her cannot abase himself without
betraying her and rendering himself unworthy to love her. The
theme, classic m chivalrous literature, of the Lady who is the
source of “valore” and of virtue, 1s here mntroduced into the
analysis of Dante’s feelings—not at all like the announcement of
an oft-repeated literary theme that 1s taken up once more to be
embroidered agan in words, but as the expression of a living
reality in the ia;lrt of Dante himself. Dante’s most original
contribution to the hustory of chivalrous love 1s perhaps the fact
that he lived it so intensely.

There are, indeed, a number of signs which tempt us to think
that the death of Beatrice in 1290 was the cause of 2 grave moral
crisis i Dante’s hfe from which he recovered only with great
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difficulty. Of this crisis the Vitsa Nuova itself retains barely a
trace; and 1f we had only this document to go by, there would
be nothing to lead us to suspect the gravity of the cnisis.! Dante,
mdeed, there says simply that a little more than a year after the
death of Beatrice he began to be attracted by another lady and
soon came to delight in seemg her. However, after courageously
jommng battle with this temptation, 1t appears‘that Dante was
aided by a triumphant return of the memory of Beatrice and
reverted, full of remorse and shame, to the cult of his love.s
It was, we gather, some time afterwards that the mirabile visione
whach seems to be the germ of the Divine Comedy finally appeared,
and that 1s the stoppmg-pomt of this story, in which one cannot
help feehng that Dante reproaches himself very harshly for
having thought for some while of replacing Beatrice by another
Lady of his thoughts.

When we turn to his other works, there are many things
which, on the contrary, lead us to think that the Vita Nuova did
not mention everythng No doubt the time had not come for
Dante to confcss his sins, but when we read the series of six
sonnets exchanged between Dante and Forese Donati, any con-
fession becomes superfluous. The accusations levelled by Forese
agamst Dante are of little importance: they are mnsults which
must be taken as such, especially as they are offered n a country
where the msult itself 15 an art the rules of which prescribe a
sort of lavish magnificence What 1s far more disconcerting to

1] do not even see anything 1n the Vita Nuova which could, wath any degree of cer~
tanty, be interpreted as an allusion to moral disorders resulting from the death of
Beatrice The episode of the donna gentile was to be exphatly related by Dante himself,
mn the Banquet, to philosophy (see , Chap II, p 141) Tknow that logh anthorities
dispute rhm:lsfpom:, at all events we cannot regard the contrary as certan  Nor do I con~
sider myself bound to mterpret Gudo Cavalcanti'’s famous sonnet to his fend—1I” vegno
il giorno a te 'nfimte volte (DANTE, Il Canzoniere, .n Tutte le opere, ed cit, p 175)—as being
directed against any moral degradation  Not only do I not thmk, wa:G ArerL, Das
Sonett Gusdo Cavalcantis (in Mélanges Wahlund, Magon, Protat Prires, 1896), that
1n this sonnet Guudo 15 speaking throughout mn the name of Beatnice, but I do not see
haggom ratber has ot cproachung Dente o neglctng o el eing ot
suf rather 15 reproacl ante for ne ttng

us sleep and consorting with undesirable people, for whom he would formerly
wve had only contempt Taking one hypothesis with another, I could quite readily
prcture Cavalcanti expresang disgust with 2 Dante who, mstead of continwing to write,
consorts with those untouchables, the clerics and the philosophers—a dugust something
like that of the lettered nobleman for pedants However that may be, the expresson
amma yihta does not here necessarily designate moral degradation any more than 1t
ordnarily designates 1t m the wntings of Dante himself, cf, for Vita Nuova,
XXXV, and F. Tosraca, La “vile vita” di Dante, 1n Nuovi studi danteschs nel VI centenario
della morte di w, P Federico ¢ G Axdua, 1921, pp. 40-48.
2 Vita Nuova,
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us in this exchange of sonnets 1s the part played by Dante himself
—not what 1s said to him, nor even what he says, but the fact
that 1t is he who says it. It 1s idle to point out that Dante was a
man like any other and a Florentine with as sharp 2 tongue as
any other Florentine—the fact remains that the public msults
offered by Dante to Forese’s mother? go a very long way beyond
the limat of what is justified 1n the name of rhetorical satire and
Florentine vivacity. The sonnets of Dante and Forese Donati
are an exchange of filthy abuse for which Dante, who began 1t, 1s
prumarily responsible, and the tone of which 1s very Il:v;‘ccxscly
that used by two tavern brawlers. How can we doubt, after
this, that 1t 1s here a question of one of those verbal affrays that
are only too frequent between companions in debauchery?
That the men were such the Divine Comedy 1tself attests. In Ze
passage n Purg., XXII, 115-117 1n which Dante reples to Forese,
who died before huim and whom he 1s prudent enough to put
only in Purgatory, he begins with these words: “If thou recallest
to thy mind what thou wast to me and what I was to thee, the
recollection will even now be pamnful to thee.” What, then,
had they been to each other: The Franciscan Serravalle explains
to us m Latin which 1t 1s better not to translate: Nam spsi
fuerunt socii in rebus aliquibus lascivis, quas fecerunt invicem
et inssmul? How can we tell 1f the good Minor Friar 1s guilty
of betrayal or calumny: The passage in the Divine Comedy 1s
complete 1n 1tself; even if we do not interpret 1t i the extreme
sense—which we cannot deny, moreover, that1t suggests—Dante’s
sentence cannot mean that the relations between the two friends
were honourable. Certain of his histortans refuse to believe 1t,
others, virile commentators and full-blooded he-men, dub the
former simpletons and are delighted at 1t for the sake of Dante,
his work and ourselves. All betray Dante. For it 1s true that the

L DANTE, Il Canzomere, in Corrispondenze in versi, ed cit, pp 173-174 The cxplana-
tion of these passages bristles with , even for speaahsts, cf F Tommaca, La
tenzone di Dante con Forese, 1n Nuovi studi danteschi nel VI centenario della morte &i Dante,
Naples, P Federico e G Ardia, 1921, pp 1~40 It 15 not necessary, however, to under-
stand them i detal in order to perceive thar tone, Dante’s third sonnet to Forese
especially is only too clear in this
* For a moderate mwgymnuon. Dn::n, kl: ?Mm Commedia, sm'ud.:lm,;im
Vandelli, U Hoeph, 1920, od. loc. (Pusg., XXHI, 116). * i meco
etc.* the life thou ledst with me, and I with thee ‘That the allusion does not turn so much
on the relations between Dante and Forese and therr objectionable attitude towards
cach other as on a life of an led by both in common 1 proved by line 118: DI guella vita,
etc. AnddlemuonbetweenDalmandFomeuwudlypmofofvmhvmg"

i



64 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

poet acted thus, but no less true that he 15 ashamed of it: let
us believe, then, that he so acted, and suffer with him.

The remainder of this passage is, moreover, of capital im-
portance for the interpretation of Dante. We must therefore
read it without adding anything to 1t or taking an from
it: “This was the life from which I was diverted by this man
who is walking before me, the other day, when tthe sister of him

onder (and he pointed to the sun) appeared round. This man
Kzs led me through the deep night of those verily dead, with
the very body, which accompanies him. From thence I have
been extricated through his aid, chmbing and ever and anon
circling the mountamn which sets you up again—you whom the
world has distorted. He has told me that he will bear me com-
pany untl I reach the place where Beatrice 1s: at that place 1t 1s
fitting that I remamn without him. Virgil is he who spake to me
thus” (Purg , XXIII, 118~130). So this ife of debauchery with
Forese (di quella vita) 13 nothing more nor less than the starting-
point of the Divine Comedy. Read agamn the first threc lines of
the sacred poem: “In the mid-way of our life, I found myself
m a dark forest, for the night way was lost.” Many things have
been sought 1n the symbol of ths forest: ignorance, philosophy,
the political anarchy of Florence, Dante’s exile, and heaven knows
what else.! Why should we not listen to Dante lumself, seemg
that he has told us what 1t was? Dante, full of sleep as he was at
the time, no longer remembers how he entered thus forest, scene
of the destruction that wasteth at noonday. “Lord,” says another
great poet, “save us from the first sin that we commut when
we are taken by surprise.” The fact remamns that Dante 1s
horrified by the recollection of this place, which is so batter
that death 1s hardly more so. It is there, after a mght of angush,
and when the sun 15 already lighting the slopes of a hagh hill,
that Dante, who 1s making his way towards it n order to scale
1t, sees rising before hum the three beasts: the panther (or lynx,
lonza), the lion and the she-wolf. In this criss Virgil appears,
sent specially to Dante’s aid by Beatrice, who wishes to save her
{-'n‘cm}:.'e L’amico mio, she says; and she is expliat: It is I, Beatrice,
‘1 e represents n ongmal -
pn:nm wxldlwhfvelv:t a(;.c.w;mbonot.sl..o\tlnﬂllf).olgut tl :m ofostz‘n mnﬂyn;l:m :':s
mqmummmdnlightohhnpange Other grguments, tending 1n the same

on, are propounded by M Baret, Nuavl problemi della crifica dantesca, m Studi
Denteschi, Vol. XXHI, 1938-XVII, pp 26-28
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who send thee to him: Io son Beatrice che ti faccio andare
(Inf., 1, 70).

To understand what has happencd it only remams to combine
these two passages as Dante humself bids us do. Smce the dark
forest of vice 1s nothing more nor less than his life of debauchery
with Forese, we know, because we have 1t from Dante’s hips, that
Beatrice has exericated hum from 1t, and that she has extricated
hum from 1t through Virgil. In saymng this we are adding not a
single 1dea to those which the passages m actual fact contamn.
On the other hand, if we wonder besides how Beatrice has saved
Dante through Virgil, 1t 1s impossible to answer without adding
to the passages something which they do not expressly say. In
such a case we not only ought to represent as a conjecture what
1s nothing more—we ougfxt mn addition to seek the simplest
concetvable mterpretation and, 1 short, reduce the conjectural
element to the bare mummum.

To satusfy this requirement the hypothesis to be chosen should
be the simplest that takes account of all the following facts:
Beatnice has freed Dante from a dissolute hife;"1in order to free
him from 1t she has had recourse to the parola omata of Virgil
(Inf., 11, 67), Dante 1s not surprised, Virgil 1s his master, the
poet par excellence grgf, I, 85), whose work he has long studied
and loved; thus 1s therefore the moment for him to be recom-
pensed (Inf., I, 83 vaghami . . .); Vgl fulfils his mussion 1
undertaking agam, for Dante’s sake, the “descent mto Hell”
which he has alrcady made 1n the past for the sake of Aeneas.
These, 1t seems, are the essential data of the problem. Now we
know, on the other hand, since Dante has said 1t himself 1n the
Vita Nuova, that he has had a wonderful vision, which induced
him to speak no more of Beatrice before he was 1 a position to
speak of her worthily, “to say of her what was never said of any
woman”. It has been said that these words from the last chapter
of the Vita Nuova are a subsequent addiion by Dante to his
work. That may be, but 1t 1n no way alters the fact that Dante
wrote them. Furthermore, we know from the Banquet, I, 7,
something of the tenor of this vision and of the effects whach 1t
had on lum: “That is to say that I contemplated in thought the
kingdom of the blessed. And I state at once the last reason for
which I climbed aloft 1n thought, when I say: Ove una donna
gloriar vedia; m order to let 1t be understood that 1t was because
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1 was certain, and am certamn, through her gracious revelation,
that she was m heaven. Hence 1t 1s that thinking thereon oft-
times, as I was able, I used to go as 1t were mto an ecstasy: me
n’andava quasi rapito.” Here, then, 18 2 Chrstian poet, beset by
a moral crisis, whom the 1mage of Beatrice, though obliterated
from his mind by all lus transgressions, impels none the less to
think of heaven and to contemplate her blessedness. What
Christian can think of heaven, if us state is Dante’s, without
thmking also of its tragic alternatives And what 15, m actual
fact, the sole concrete image of Hell that arises i the mind of a
man of the Middle Ages, and an avowed disciple of Virgal,® if
not Book VI of the Aenerd: Virgil Dante’s guide through Hell,
Beatrice Dante’s gude through Paradise—that is very nearly
the Divine Comedy 1tself. Without pretending to reconstitute
the psychological genesss of the work, we may say that its author
lumse?;' mvites us to seek 1ts origm 1n this direction.

It has been said—and how nghtly!—that remorse 15 one of
the most certain sources of the sacred poem’s mspiration. Perhaps
we must go further and say that, as 3 work and as an act, the
Divine Comedy 1s a work of pemitence—the mcomparable amende
honorable of a poet of genius to his Muse whom he has betrayed,
and to the God Whom he has wounded m betraying her. Like
every true act of penstence, Dante’s was also the remedy which
saved him; not only his expiation, but his redemption. To make
expation, he had to awaken i the fallen man the poet whom
hus friend Cavalcanti strove to recall to Iife, but 1n vain, for onl
Beatrice could do so. To make himself worthy to grapple thK
such a task, he deaded to keep silent as long as the necessary
preparation lasted—throughout the years of imnation mto
philosophy and theology mentioned i the Banguer. Fnally,
to wnte such a work, which smashes 1ts way through the low
celing of courtly poetry like an arrow shot at the sky, Dante
had to re-adjust his moral hife by marrying the patient Gemma
Donati: then, mn spite of the thousand and one set-backs caused
by civil war, domestic separations and exile, he had to grow to

‘ThcrehubeenamsmonofMoslemwutmmthrcgudwrhupm (Sefior
Aun Palaios) It goes wit! saying that I do not imntend here to express opmon
on a thens which thus 15 not the place to examune 1endes to confine myself to what
18 certam. Now it 18 certain that Dante was long and, whatever
we may think of the thenis of Seflor Asin Palacios, we o & comparable
degree of certamty -
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the stature of this marvellous work, into which he poured his
loves and hates, hus feelmgs of tenderness and of wrath, his re-
morse and his highest Christian hopes, and m which his voice
rang out i tones the world had never heard before.

In so far as 1t 15 an act and a work m Dante’s life, the Divine
Comedy is certamly bound up with the history of his own rehigious
Life. It figuresan 1t in the réle of an event. It1s the tragedy Lived
by a Christian between damnation and salvation, the tragically
outstretched arm of the drowning man, the hand that feverishly
clutches the hand of salvation. This hand Beatrice alone could
proffer. She did so, but we need only recall her first meeting
with Dante m Purgatory to realize that she will not save lum
without an effort on his part. She does not welcome him with
words of love; she casts in Ius face the recollection of his un-
worthiness: “Regard me Well, ’tis indeed I, "ts indeed I, Beatrice.
How wast thou able to approach the mountamn: Knowest thou
not that here 15 man blessed:” (Purg., XXX, 73—75). Dante
does not miss the point; he bows his head and, seemng his reflection
m a hmpid pool, averts his eyes and looks at the grass that he
may no longer sce himself, so great is the shame that oppresses
lus brow tanta vergogna mi gravd la fronte! What, then, 1s this
Psalm XXXI, the In te Domine speravi, which the angels mtone
immediately after the last words of Beatrice, if not one of the
Psalms of Pemitence: And the issue mvolved here 1s not the
notion of pemtence as required of Christians 1 general, but
the actual pemitence due from Dante for the personal sm of Dante
with which Beatrice charges lnm personally. The brand with
which she marks lum has nothing 1n common with those homilies
on sin 1 general to which we listen without worrymg because
we apply them to the sins of others. Dante knows perfectly
well that the moment has come to explam his conduct, that he
can no longer avoid domg so, and he knows what errors he 1s
required to explam. As soon as the angels have finished their
chant, through the efficacy of the psalm tears of repentance well
from lus eyes, but the pitiless Beatrice denounces the offender n
front of the angels: “For some while I sustaned him with the
sight of my face: by leting lum see my youthful eyes, I led him
with me on the night road. As soon as I 'was on the threshold of
my second age ang passed to the other hfe, this man took humself
from me and set hus heart elsewhere. When I ascended from
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flesh to spirit, and grew 1n beauty and n virtue, I was less dear
to hum and less welcome; and he turned his steps towards a road
that is not the true one, followmg false images of good which
never wholly fulfil therr promise. I gamed nought b! praymg
for divine intercession, through w] m dreams and m other
ways, I called hum back; so little did he reck of it! He fell so
low that all remedies aimed at his salvation were meffectual, save
to let him see the folk that are lost” (Purg., XXX, 121-138).
That is why, concludes Beatrice, I visited the realm of the dead
and sent Virgil to hum with my prayers; but the divine law would
be violated if, before crossing the punifying waters of the river
Lethe, he did not first shed tﬁe tears of repentance.

It is rather curtous that the classic commentaries on the Divine
Comedy, Scartazzint’s for example, even mn Vandell’'s amended
version, calmly say by way of a note to line 127. He turned
altrui, towards another lady, the domna gentile of the Vita
Nuova, 36-39 Let us say, if we like, that he turned towards the
less worthy things that such an image can symbolize. And as
for the notion that this storm of abuse from Beatrice, this dreadful
shame felt by Dante, can refer to nothing but philosophical
excesses commutted by a cleric, that 1s really hardly possible.
The words that he uses when addressing Forese forbid us to accept
it. It 1s true that, farther on, Beatrice reproaches Dante for other
errors, and that the words she uses irresisubly suggest the 1dea
that 1t 1s there a question of doctrmal crrors, but Dante may have
commutted both misdemeanours,! and for the moment we are
concerned with the one of which he actually accuses himself.
In fact, Dante has just told us more here than he has yet said
about the story of lus misdemeanours: he has been not only a
sinner, but a hardened smner. It 1s not a vision, or a dream, or
divine intercession that has rescued him from the path of ewil:
Beatrice has had to msist 1n order to make herself understood
and, what 1s more, the only decisive argument capable of breaking
down his resistance has been furmished not by the heaven of
Beatrice but by the hell of Virgil. That 1s what this passage says,

1 There 13, indeed, reason to believe that he did commit both As we shall see, the
Convivio strongly suggests that after the death of Beatrice Dante passed through an
intellectual cnws. The only way m which we may concesve this crisis, having regard to
the relevant passages, 13 to picture 1t as a pertod of profound forgetfulness of rehgious
truth and auns. In short, Dante was supposedly affected for a time by o more or Jess
acute spell of “philosophism”, the nature of which we shall, moreover, have ample
cause to
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and if we do not believe what Dante himself there relates of hus
own history, even though 1t accords with all that we know of
it from other sources and the very structure of the Divine Comedy
confirms 1t, 1t 1s quite vain for us to imagine another truth more
agreeable than that revealed by hum. After all, what advantage
could 1t be to him to mvent such a story? There was nothing in
1t to boast abous.

What has just happened here before our eyes is nothing less
than the transfiguration by Dante’s gemus of the chivalrous theme
of the lady who is the mspiration of *‘valore”. Because he never
lives among abstractions, but among things and people, Dante has
never thought esther that he could save his genius without saving
himself, or that the source of his personal salvation could be
different from the source of s genius. Had he been swallowed
up for ever in the mire of vice, Dante would not have drowned
himself alone 1n 1t: he would have drowned this Divine Comedy
which he had to create in order to escape from it. The choice
between Forese Donat1 and Beatrice had to be made. Dante
chose Beatrice. Thus, just as she was mvested with a religious sym-
bolism as early as the Vita Nuova, Beatrice is still, in the Divine
Comedy, the woman whom he has loved and the inspiration of his
song. The whole of Dante’s work suggests that Beatrice remamed
the hberating force of hus lyrical powers, because she had formerly
presented to hus gaze that excruciating beauty possessed by some
bodies which promise more than a body can hold and something
other than a body can give. When such emotions degenerate
mnto desire 1t 15 an adrmssion that their object 1s not worth while,
for they themselves are not desireemotions, but contemplation-
emotions.

La lus respect on her beanty like a vell,
yml-%e loved her without desl?e

That which the beloved woman thus presented to Dante’s
gaze in the hght of her face, the smule i her eyes and the charm
of her greeting, was—attuned to lus sensiblity through a myster-
ious affinity—the beauty of the flesh as signifying beauties of a
more exalted kind. I beleve that m the whole of Dante’s work
not a single case could be found 1 which the salutary mtercession
of Beatrice does not owe something of its efficacy to the sight
or the memory of her bodily beauty. She herself has just remn,
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him of it in the passage from the Divine Comedy which we have
quoted: As long as I was visible to thee, I kept thee on the right
road; no sooner didst thou lose sight of me than thou didst bccglE
to stray. It 18 Dante himself who addresses to his gemus thi
exhortation on the part of Beatrice to ascend hke her from
flesh to spinit, and the Divine Comedy stands as 1ts answer to the
appeal. .
Pgde:lreovcr, the sacred poem has many features which tempt
one to think that the blest woman who saves the poet 1s still tge
woman whom he formerly loved. In the passage m Purg.,
XXXI 1n which Beatrice publicly confesses a penitent Dante,
what she reproaches him for 1s hus failure to understand, after the
death of the woman he loved, the vamty of earthly things, and
the fact that, instead of following her m her transfiguration, he
exposed to further blows an alrcady wounded spint; but 1t 1s
recisely there that she recalls to him the dazzhng beauty of the
Eody that the poet formerly loved, those “fair hmbs” the sight
of which, m lus eyes, nothing 1n nature or 1 art could replace.
Is 1t not, moreover, this same unbearable emotion that causes
the poet’s frame to tremble—for 1t 15 certainly 2 man, not a soul,
that goes on this journey beyond the grave—when there appears
to hum for the first time, 1n Canto XXX of the Purgatorio, thus
triumphant Beatrice whom he has never yet seen: To him she
is always the same—the woman without whom his genws 1s
powerless, but whose grescnce he cannot endure. Exactly as in
the Vita Nuova, his body trembles, consciousness deserts him, his
eyes grow dim. there can be no mustake about it—this 1s not
merely a symptom of love, 1t 1s love itself: D’antico amor sentl la
ran potenza; and when Dante turns to his gmde 1n order to tell
ixm that he recogmzes the signs of the old-time flame that still
burns i his veins, 1t 1s a hne of Vargil that he chooses to quote
to Virgl: Adgnosco veteris vestigia fﬁzmmae1 (“I recognize the
1Vmen, Aened, IV, 23 Cf Purg, XXX, 48 “Conosco 1 segm: dell'antica fiamma®
The objection that Dante's imagination enabled him to make even a mere symbol hive
seems to me here beude the point 1 do not know if Dante could havk gaven Iife to a
mere symbol 1 do not wish, therefore, to deny it On the other hand, I state as a fact
that, leavaing aside the case of Beatrice, none of the characters i the Divine Comedy 15 a
mere symbol, that the coefficient of reality which accompamies thewr names does much
to make them live for us and that i effect they speak, move, feel and act 1n Dante’s
work like hving people. To add that if, to Dante, Beatrice does not to any
real , she 18 an exception 1 the Divine Comedy, 15 nmply to state a To say,

with Father Mandonnet, that Dante made Mahomet and Vargil live, although he had
never scea them (Dante le Théologien, p 62), is not even to touch on the quesnon. The
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signs of the ancient flame”). Dante probably knows of what
love he 13 thinking when he makes it speak the language of Dido.

The problem of whether such emotions are pure 1s one that
does not fall within the province of history, but philosophy solved
it long ago. Yes, they are pure, provided that they do not betray
their essence and m the precise degree in which they are faithful
to it. It 15 then! musfortune that, since they are human emotions,
this degree very seldom remams constant. For the common
run of men, prudence consists 1n helping them to subside; for the
philosopher, Plato mn his Banguet has made some rather strong
remarks as to the means of bringing them to ther state of purity
and maintaming them 1n 1t; but there are two classes of men
whose redemption 1s effected as if of 1ts own accord: the samt,
who perceives all beauty as a reflex of divine beauty, and the
artist, who, mcarnating these emotions 1n his works, creates for
them a body made to measure 1 order that they may express
themselves in 1t and survive 1t.

Dante was not a samnt, but he was a Christian artist of pro-
digious power. It was as a Christian and as an artist, together
and undividedly, m a unique act of creation and salvation, that,
having seen every human substitute for Beatrice leading hum to
debauchery, Dante saved his work and his soul at one stroke.
For lum there never was, there never would be, another Beatrice;
since she was dead, he must, aftcr singing of her as she once was,
prasse her m the glory that was now hers. To Dante, was not
to prase her or to love her the same thing: But one cannot love
and praise 2 woman who 1s among the blessed without at the
same time loving and praising the source of her beaptude. And
how can one love it without wishing to share in it oneself?
To tear himself away from the kind of places where the sonnets
to Forese Donat1 would be written, Dante had no course open
to lum but to return to Beatrice. His Muse was one of the
blessed, and so he bad to sing of one of the blessed, the woman

problem 18 not whether Dante saw them, but whether, to hum and to lus readers, their
names answered the question quis or the question gsid  Mahomet exasts, Heresy does not
exust, Viegyl exists, Poetry does not exist  Mzhomet and Virgal arc concrete beings,
objectsofhveothaﬁe,evay!hnlg{lumqﬁ'd:y'ﬂumoeweteoneuwell That 1 all
we can sy, and I do not see that literary analyss can lead us any further, but we have
already taken a2 big step, and we must not, in spite of 1t, arguc as if such analyns mvited
us to infer the contrary  An imagnary Beatrice 15 less probable i a world of real bemngs
than she would be, for example, m 2 Roman de la Rose—a work crammed with avowed
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beloved of the poet was one of the blessed, and he had to love
her henceforth as one of the blessed. This is very precsely what
Dante did, and the very existence of the Divine Comedy 15 gtoof
of it. What prevents so many interpreters from acknowledging
this obvious fact 1s their mabihty to conceive such a trans-
figuration of a real bemng as possible even m the 1magmation of a

Since they refuse to take even Dante’s word for 1it, there
18 litle hope of making them understand 1t, but we may none
the less try.

X. TRANSFIGURATION OF BEATRICE

The first pomt that we must remember, as we approach the
problem, 1s that with Dante imagmation had no part to play
the matter. As a Christian, he behieved that the soul of Beatrice,
like that of each and every human being, was an mmmortal
substance whose final abode after the death of the body could
only be heaven or hell. As a man, he knew from personal and
unquestionable revelation that Beatrice was mn heaven. These
are the fundamentals of s problem as Dante himself con-
cerved them; to understand how he solved it in this way we must
attribute to them the same reahty as he himself attributed to
them. Some of his terpreters willingly accept the blest woman,
but they refuse to remember that, to make a blest woman, the
first essential 15 a woman, others do indeed beheve m the real
existence of this woman, but, less Christian than Dante, cannot
take seriously the love of a poet for a blest woman. To these
doubts no answer can be given, except that they render the
Divine Comedy mcmrehcnslblc and dry up the source of the
very beauty which makes us read 1t. If the sacred poem sull lives,
1t 1s because 1ts creator has peopled it only with living bengs.
Himself m the first place, by a umque decision which no poet
had ever dared to take or lZas ever taken since. Then all the
others, for not only have all the characters that move 1n 1t hved
mn hustory or legend, but they live m the poem more mtensely
than ever, 1n their individual essence as finally mansfested by the
inflexable law of divine justice. There 15 not a single dead man
n the whole of the Divine Comedy. That 1s why the text of
Dante has nothing 1n common with any Pélerinage de Vie Humaine,
Roman de la Rose, or other allegorical rubbish wath its poverty
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of human stuff. When people tell us that “the Roman de la Rose
ought to be studied here as Dante Alighier: is studied mn the
mstitutes of Rome and Tuscany”, they are simply and solely
confusing art with philology. When Jean de Meun chances to
tell us of Charlemagne, Abelard and Heloise, we fall greedily
upon these drops of water in his desert of allegories, but Slander,
Giving-Too-Much and Mad Bounty soon reassert their rights,
and Jean's few profoundly human lnes on Guillaume de Loms
and on himself are quickly buried beneath the chatter of Fear,
Shame, Danger and Hypocrisy. The adventures of these proper
names leave us cold and we no longer read what they say
because 1t 1s completely and utterly msipid, but we shall always
read Dante because the Divine Comedy 1s the story of a living
being in the mudst of other living bemngs and, among these living
beings, there 1s none more real than Beatrice.

Let us note carefully that she 1s incomparably more so 1n the
Divine Comedy than in the Vita Nuova. All social conventions
being done away with, every equivocality of the flesh being re-
moved, Dante and Beatrice no longer have to avoid each other
m a square 1n Florence or content themselves with greetings
exchanged from opposite sides of the street. As soon as tﬁcy meet
in Purgatory, they at last speak for the first time, and they do
so 1n order to confess to each other all that has been weighing
on their hearts for so long. Beatrice knows that Dante has loved
her for her womanly beauty: she tells him so at last. What reason
could there now be for not speaking of these things: Dante had
debased himself because of losing Ecr, whereas loss should
have ennobled him: she tells um so, and he listens with down-
cast eyes, for his blush of shame 1s truly due to hus being 1n this
state in her presence. If 1t were only a question of personal re-
morse, Dante could have recourse to the art, so prevalent among
men, of self~punification through forgetfulness, but so long as
Beatrice knows and Dante knows that she knows, nothing can

revent his shame from persising—nothing short of a request

r pardon and the obtaining of it. That 1s why, m this “other
hfe”, which 1s still 1n a true sense “hfe”, with no severance, no
break, but, on the contrary, with a perfect continuity of essence
under diversified conditions, the Beatrice whom Dante meets n
Purgatory 1s not a duplicate of Beatrice any more than he himself
is a duphcate of Dante; 1t 15 truly they themselves who meet
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there and it is truly their own story that is continued.
A number of Dante’s mterpreters are astomxed or even shocked
that he could say what he did say of Beatrice the blessed if it
is true that to lum she was first 2 woman. Assuredly Dante
exalted hf:rs Muse to the pmnacle of human grandeur, but did he

0 too far?

8 In order to approach the discussion of this problem through
its most superficial aspect, we may fittingly note first that of
all styles of language none was more famihar to Dante than
that of the Scriptures. To him, as, for that matter, to his con-
temporarics, the Bible was not a book reserved exclusively for
the use of priests when they conduct services in their churches.
If the Blblfc:.l formulas have for him a special meaning, they
owe 1t to the sacred origin of the book n which they are found;
but every truly great event 1 human life, be 1t happy or tragic,
has a sacred meanung of 1ts own; to mark 1ts true greatness we
may therefore express 1t m a sacred style of language. Ths 1
what Dante often did and, with the lack of false modesty for
which he 1s well known, he applied the process to himself first.
If, we are told, Beatrice was really only a woman, Dante
could not, “without blasphemy”, have written of her as he did.
To which the answer should be that we must resign ourselves
to the facts: if they are such, Dante was a blasphemer. For 1t
can hardly be doubted that he at all events was a real man;
now it was he himself, and he himself as a pilgnm from the
carthly aity, not the blessed bemng that he might one day become,
whom Dante fearlessly caused Virgil to greet i these terms:
“Proud soul, blessed 1s she who concerved thee!” (Inf., VII,
44-45). In this Beata colei che in te s'incinse! who could fal to
recognize the passage from the Gospel: Beatus venter qui te por-
tavit (“Blessed 1s the womb that bare thee”) (St. Luke, XI, 27):
Here, then, 1s Dante’s mother, whom he hardly knew and never
mentioned, hikened to the Virgin Mary, and Dante humself domng
as much honour to huis mother as if he had been Jesus Christ!
Undoubtedly it will be conceded that the poet never had this
truly blasphemous intention. At the distance at which we are
in ume from his work, we cannot form an exact opmion of the
impression produced on a contemporary of Dante by formulas
of this kind. Were they m g use and did people speak the
language of the Bible as those who are brought up on the sacred
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text are fond of doings Was the expression a little too strong
for the fastidious: Or was 1t frankly an error of taster It 1s hard
to tell. But these words have never been cast m Dante’s teeth
as a blasphemy. However high an opinion he may have had of
himself, ﬁe never took hi for God.

The words that he uses in connection with Beatrice, or even
i connection dwith other characters of less importance, should
not be otherwise interpreted. Moreover, Dante did on one
occasion reveal his secret to us. In order to sumulate the behef
that he felt great sorrow at the departure of a lady whom he
pretended to love, Dante had dccnfed to speak of her alquanto
dolorosamente; otherwise, he said, no one would believe 1n his
sham. What better way to succeed than to write a lamentanza, in
other words a lamentation: So we see hum 1n the process of com-
posing a lamentation of Jeremuah; and what words has he not
chosen! The most sacred, because they directly apply to the
passton of Christ.

O ye that pass along the road of love,
Pause and see
If there be any gnef as heavy as mune . .,
(Vita Nuova, VII')

Ths “road of love” mtroduced mnto the text of Lamentations,
I, 12, solely 1 order to deceive the reader, suggests that Dante
was not precisely scrupulous 1 these matters. We shall not be
surprised, after this, that the poet has agamn assumed the voice
of Lamentations (I, 1) to announce the death of Beatrice,! but
we shall be still less surprised that he has spoken to us of Beatrice
the blessed as 1n fact he has done.

The surest way to settle this problem would perhaps be to
begin by agreemng as to what may and what may not be said
of a soul that 1s blessed To this question I offer the following
answer: We may praise it i terms as lofty as we please, pro-
vided only that we do not identify 1t with God. I was almost
about to add “and even . . .!”—for one could easnly quote
passages which, if such an 1dea was not m therr authors’ munds,
seem nevertheless to express 1t. But we need not go so far in
order to understand Dante’s words concerning Beatrice; they
can usually be explamed sumply by reference to the power

1 DaNTS, Vita Nuova, XX VIH,
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of grace, whose nature and effects no Christian can fail to
know.,

Yet, to give ourselves the nght to adopt this principle of
explanation, we must not begin by laying down g priori what
Dante must have thought of Beatrice. If we were to decide,
for example, that Beatrice was Revelation, there would be some
reason for saymng that “in Dante’s mind it would Be a profanation
to make a real woman the symbol of Chnstian Revelation™;!
but there would only be reason for saying so if to Dante Beatrice
really had been the symbol of Revelation. The fact that she
could not be a woman if she symbolized that which perhaps she
does not symbolize does not imply that she 1s not a woman.
This is not all. To draw a conclusion of any kind from what are
called “all the concrete notions which form the outline of Beatrice
gqua woman”, we must begin by enumerating them all.? That 1s
not what 1s done, and 1t 1s a pity. If one has failed to do 1t, one
can reach no conclusion from arguments like the following,
which has a hollow sound i spite of its massive appearance:
“The quabfying terms bestowed by Dante on Beatrice are neither
cquwﬂcnt nor mterchangeable. What Dante says, or appears
to say, of Beatrice qua lady may always be applied to Beatrice qua
doctrine, but not vice versa”® In fact, assertion 1s false,
and, 1if we confine ourselves to the first part of i, it 1s even
palpably so. If what Dante says of Beatrice gua woman always
apphes to theology, 1t must be said that theology was born m
Dante’s lifetime, that 1t had well-shaped limbs, that the father
of theology 1s dead, that theology itself followed this excellent
father to the grave, that 1ts death was bewailed by the whole
town, that its body has been mterred, but that its soul 1s 1 the
heaven of the blessed. The truth 1s that, to resort to the famihar
language of the author of this thesis, Beatrice qua woman must
indeed have an “outline”, because she exists, whereas Beatrice
qua Revelation has none, because she does not exist. If Revela-
tion had one n the Divine Comedy, it would only be that of
Beatrice qua woman, whose body, grace and smile Revelation
borrows; whence we arrive, moreover, at the real problem: Is
it true that, vice versa, what Dante says of Beatrice qua doctrine
may not always apply to Beatrice qua womanz

1P MaNDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p 6o P MANDONNET, 0p cif, p. 63.
3P MANDONNET, op. ¢it , pp 63-64-
\
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If this is true, it rests with those who maintamn it to prove it.
I would gladly help them to do so, but I do not remember a
single passage m Dante concerning Beatrice which has seemed
to me to raise such a theological problem. That 1s probably
because I am simple enough to believe that a woman who enjoys
the sight of God face to face is decidedly an excellent person.
Not only that,’ but I believe also that a young Florentme gurl
who has received the grace of baptism 1s already, even before
she has reached a state of beatitude, a being of supernatural
dignity whose spintual beauty passes imagmation. The fact
that I believe this is important only to myself; but Dante also
believed 1t, and that 1s extremely mmportant to the mterpreter
of hus work. That 1s why I cannot admit that one “plumbs the
depths of absurdity” if one thinks that Dante wrote of a Christian
woman that she was “a miracle of the Trinity, surpassing all that
nature and art can produce”. This thesis 1s altogether strange,
especially coming from a theologian, and a theologian 1 whose
mind Dante’s thought and that of St. Thomas are confused.
It is true that Dante 1s afterwards made to say: “So that between
the first day and the last mght of the world, God made nothing
like her,” a thing which, indeed, “cannot be said of any woman,
since 1t 1mphes superiority even to the angels.”* But here our
theologian’s conclusion is a hittle too hasty, for there 1s at least
one woman whom God created superior to the angels: the Virgin
2 And of Beatrice Dante never wrote this. In fact, he
first of all said, m the Vita Nuova, XXIX, that this Lady Beatrice
was, per similitudine, a number 9, that 1s to say a miracle, whose
root, that 1s to say the root of the miracle (cioé del miracolo),
exists only m the Holy Trimty. Now St. Thomas teaches, like
every theologian, that man 1s an 1mage of God. He does not
even make any difficulty about admitting that mn certam respects
“the 1mage of God exists more m man than mn the angels”.?
If, as St. Thomas afterwards proves, that 1s true of every man,
but especially of him who 1s imago per conformitatem gratiae,*
and if this image of God exusts in man “not only wth respect to the
divine nature, but also with respect to the Trinity of the Persons”, s
3P MANDONNET, 0p cit., p 64
$ST THOMAS AQuiNas, Swm Theol, Pars T, qu. 27, art s, Resp
3 St THOMAS AQUINAS, op. ait., L, 09, 3, Resp

4 ST THOMAS AQUINAS, op cf, I, 99, 4, Resp.
5 ST THOMAS AQUINAS, op. cit, 1, 99, S, Resp,
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it is not only Beatrice, but each one of us who, compared with
the forces of nature and of art, excedit omnem aliam naturam.?
So what, finally, is the root of all these marvels which
transcend nature, 1f 1t 1s not the Trmty that creates and deifies?
Dante was thercfore entirely right to glorify Beatrice—and,
moreover, 1 another passage—by praising her as one of the
marvels of the Creator. Questa & una maravigha; che benedetto
sia lo Segnore, che si mirabilmente sae adoperare! (Vita Nuova,
XXVI). It 1s not of this passage, however, that Father Man-
donnet 1s here thinking, but rather of the one which he elsewhere
apphes to Beatrice: “Between the last night and the first day
(of the world) no work so great and so magnificent ever . . .
existed or will exist.””? A decisive passage indeed, 1f 1t did apply
to Beatrice; unfortunately, these words are uttered by Beatrice
hersclf, and she 1s speaking of the mystery of the Incarnation and
the Redemption. Thus, through allowing himself to be domin-
ated by the fetish of system, Father Mandonnet bas gone so far
as to mvent false passages and even of ceasing to understand the
obvious meaning of the true ones. He has lost 1 the process
not only hus Italian, but also his theology.
Above all, he has lost, what those who enter upon similar
ths will lose with hum, the deepest joy—one that s truly
tific of 1ts kind—that communmion with a genws through
the medium of his work offers to the simplest reader. If one
were deluding oneself in persisting 1n the assertion that a woman
who 15 blessed 1s still 2 woman, and that she may remain so for
the man who loves her, one would be guilty of a misinterpretation
of Dante’s work more mspired than that work 1tself, Such a
thimg has been known; but one cannot take the credit for adding
to Dante what he himself never ceases to suggest. One s aston-
ished to see a real woman undergo such a transfiguration; but
unless she were real, how could Beatrice be transfigured: One is
astonished again that a woman transfigured by glory should
think, speak and love as 2 woman and that 1t should be as a
woman that she 1s still loved; but 1f she were no longer a woman,

:S-r TuHOMAS AQUINAS, op r‘:l ,Il,a Ihld‘:' 112, I,

Par , 112-114, quoted by NDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p 213 On the
same iage.h:he:Mmﬂonnﬁdembcsnmapphubhtoahhtwommdwfoﬂo
remark “God alone can ap her thoroughly because He alone has a thorov::;g
knowledge of her ” ‘What else, then, could Dante have saud, short of asserting that any
creature may know another creature as thoroughly as\m Creator knows 1t?
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how conld she be a transfigured woman? What Dante here asks
us to understand and to admit is precisely that, on the strength
of the love that he bore her, Beatrice is exclusively marked out
to be his mtercessor with God. If God can win him back, it
will be through her, and it is surely because Dante loves her still
that God sends her to hum. This man Dante will undoubtedly
follow her, thofigh he would follow no one else! And, 1n fact,
he does follow her, in the character that she has now assumed-—
that of the mediator between hus soul and God.

Such, indeed, combined with her glorfication in heaven, is
the transfiguration that Beatrice has undergone m the poet’s
soul. He himself says so ime and time agam, and it is because
they have not taken hum at his word that people have finally lost
the meaning of lus work. What kind of a person, then (they
ask), 1s this Beatrice who, after coldly abandoning the young
Alighier1 to wed Simone de1 Bardi, makes herself ridiculous by
addgrcssmg “scathing reproaches to Dante, who 1s lawfully married
and the respectable faticr of a farmly”! And the most uncon-~
scionable thing 1s that after obtaming from Beatrice, from start
to finish, two greetings 1 mne years, Dante “should still be
infatuated with Beatrice, and more so than ever. What psy-
chology”!*t Alas' Yes, what psychology! But whose: And
what kind of psychology can 1t be which does not appreciate
that Beatrice the blessed 1s still a hving woman—quella viva
Beatrice beata®—but one transfigured mto glory, and, when she
meets Dante m purgatory, busied m her mind with something
else besides mvolving him m a domestic scene at the cost of
good sense and morality: She reproaches im with something
qute different; through a failure to appreciate the fact, a mis~
understanding has been mewitable as to the meaning of the
entire work.

In order to understand Dante’s attitude towards Beatrice, as,
for that matter, that of Beatrice towards Dante, one need only
remember that not all the samnts are in the calendar, Like so
many other Christians, Dante thinks that, 1f he has a personal
chance of salvation, it consists not in the intercession of the

1P Manponngr, Dante le Théclogien, pp 92-93 The argument had already been
employed by B V' Zarpia, Studi sulla *“Vita Nuova” & Dante, Rome, E Loescher, 1904,
5“,3‘:4 2Zappa’s book 13 discussed by M Baxsi, La guestione di Beatrice, 1n Problemi ds

dantesca, Pnma serie (1893~1918), Florence, Sausoms, 1934-XII, pp. 113-139
3 DaNts, Convvio, 1, 8
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great samts, men and women, of the whole Church, but in that
of his own saint. Now let us not forget that Dante knows that
Beatrice will live henceforth as a saint among the saints. Why,
then, should she not be to him what to so many Christians
those beloved bemngs are, to whom they know that they can
pray, and to whom they do pray: As a means to the discovery
of Love, how should they not first think of those whom they
love still, and by whom they are loved: In thus man’s past, the
mother whom he lost when so young—at about the age of six—
is too mndistinct a figure for um to of turning to her. For
him there 1s really no woman elect of God to whose personal
intercession his love entitles hum but thus Beatrice beata whom,
with that mstinct which makes so many Christians pray to their
mothers, Dante has made lus mediator. If he undertakes a
journey to the lands beyond the grave, what blessed soul does
Dante hope to meet first to recetve him on the threshold of heaven
and lead m* None but Beatrice. And she 15, 1n fact, there.
But Dante 1s not unaware of what he would first have to confess
and expiate at this meeting. To find out, he had only to ask
hnnst:lfP how, each time he felt that he was beneath her gaze, the
associate of Forese Donat1 faced the soul of Beatrice:

As those hittle ones, who, filled with shame and speechless,
remain with their eyes fixed on the ground, listening,
conscious of their guilt and contrite,

so was I, and she smd “Since
1t 13 panful to thec to hear me, raise thy eyes
thy distress will only be the greater as thou beholdest me ™
(Purg , XXXI, 64-69 )

But Dante well knows 1n whom he trusts, for when m the
eighth heaven the sudden clamour of the trrumphant spints
makes him sick with terror, hke a frghtened d that m-
stinctively runs straight to her on whom 1t relies more than on
anything m the world, Dante turns at once to Beatrice. But here
nothing can take the place of hus text:

Oppresso d1 stupore, alla mia guda
m volsi, come parvol che ricorre
sempre cold dove pitt 1 confida;

%
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¢ quella, come madre che soccorre
subtto al figho palido & anelo
con la sua voce che il suol ben disporre

m disse* “Non sa1 tu che tu s¢’ m aelo:”
(Par , XXM, 17 )

And what dobs she say to the pale, breathless little one—thus
succouring mother “whose voice 1s ever a solace to lum”:
Sumply these divinely maternal words: “Thou knowest not,
then, that thou art ;n heaven:” We are, 1 fear, rather far from
the learned deductions from which it transpires that Beatrice
never existed, save as a symbol of baptism, the clerical vocation,
Mmor Orders, contimence or the light of glory. But we are
very close to Dante.

If Beatrice was not a real woman, loved by the poet as long
as she dwelt on earth, still hiving 1 hss heart azcr she had quitted
this world, lost for a time during which s moral outlook
was 1 the grp of a crisis which even threatened his genius,
then rediscovered as a heavenly protectress whose imtercession
saved at once the man and the wor£ bequeathed to us by the poet
~if, I say, Beatrice was not this to Dante, 1t may be said that
the Dwine Comedy has systematically deceived us, and that 1t has
unworthily deceived us by using the magic of the most splendid
genius 1n order to make us believe m imagmary confessions, m
which false loves converse with feigned remorse and pretended
gnefs with a hope that has no object. Once agam, this 1s not
mmpossible, but to be credible it would have to be proved. The
fact that every attempt to prove 1t leads to flagrant contradictions
of the works as they stand, then to distortion of the passages to
which 1t 1s desired to give the form that they ought to have,
finally to mnumerable musinterpretaions and justificatory
sophisms, which abound as if of their own accord as soon as one
enters upon this road, 1s perhaps enough to turn us from 1t.

There are two works in which Dante has not made a publc
confession: the Vita Nuova and the Banguet. If we only had these,
we should have to take hum for a chivalrous poet whom grief at
the loss of his lady has led to philosophy. But we have others:
the pieces of evidence constituted by the sonnets to Forese, and
the public accusation of Dante by Beatrice n the Diwine Comedy.
All these works were certainly written by the same man, but not
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at the same period of his hife. Whatever estimate one forms of
the sonnets, they fit n more easiy with the fault of which the
author of the Divine Comedy accuses himsclf than wath the feeling
that leads him to accuse himself of 1t. Such a personal work,
in which the author 1s the chuef actor, and in which we find
him in the mudst of a reality that may be venfied in all its aspects,
surrounded by friends and enemies whom he nanes and wﬁcm,
moreover, we know, full of poltical passions and desires for
vengeance, but also of forgiveness, remorse and hopes the objects
of which we may identify—if that 1s not the whole truth regarding
Dante ISl;c himself did not know the whole of 1t and no man
ever tells all that he knows of the truth about himself), 1t 1s at
least, 1n the primary intention of its author, something of the
truth about things which he humself regards as realines. If such
is the case, the Vita Nuova certainly does not tell us of the downfall
of a cleric or a theologian, but of the life of 2 young poet and
his Jove for s Muse, whom he celebrates, loses and finds
agamn transfigured. So there 15 here no question of theology.
Even if, as I thimk—though st 1s debatable—the Donna gentile
already symbolizes phlosophy mn this work, the matter m no
way tens us as to the function which Dante attributes to
t, apart from that of consolng lum. To find out what Dante
really thought of the philosophers and their wisdom, we must
address ourselves to the work in which he himself says exphatly
what he thinks of them—the Banquer.



i
Philosophy in the Banguet

THE PRESENT controversy about the meaning of the Convivio
1s perhaps destined never to end, first of all because scholars
only rarely interpret this work for its own sake. They have
their general idea about Dante’s thought; they know who
Beatrice 1s and what she 1s not, they have made up their minds
about the Donna gentile who appears m thus work, and about
her relations with all the other equally gentile ladies who may
figure elsewhere; they are certan that Dante has lied and that,
to cover hrs he, he 1};35 refashioned other works, the original
text of which has thus disappeared; but they know what ths
ongmal text contained, with the result that they mterpret the
text that we have in the light of one that we lack. Ths little

ame serves i a high degree to provide matenal for teaching
Eom university chairs, but 1t has no reason to end, for 1t 1s only
too truc that the works of Dante are not always easily reconciled
in our minds. Indeed, we shall be able one day to reacK agreement
as to the probable way m which they were reconciled in his
only on the express condition that we do not alter these works
in order to reconcile them the more easily in our own. Yet this
1s what 1s done. Whence 1t follows that the discussions of the
Dantologists no lox‘lfer turn on one single Banguet, that of
Dante, but on multifanous hypothetical Banguets, cveryone
defending his own agamnst others, with which he cannot even
compare 1t.

There 15 a second cause of difficulty which is peculiar to the
authentic work itself. The Banquet of Dante 1s mcomplete. As
Dante had conceved 1t, the work was to comprise a general
mtroductory treatise, followed by fourteen treatises, every one
of which would have been composed of a poem with a coprous
commentary 1n prose. Dante only wrote the Introduction, the
first three poems with their commentaries and several poems
intended to furnish the material of the other treatises which he

83
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did not write. Scholars do not always agree in their choice of
poems from Dante’s Canzoniere which should be considered as
intended for the Banguet as it would have been when once
completed.! We possess, all told, only four out of the total of
fiftcen treatises contemplated by Dante. Now if we had only
the second of the treatises written, without the fourth, we could
demonstrate the truth of interpretations which,*in the light of
the fourth, are mamifestly complete misconstructions of the
poet’s thought. What would the positon be if Dante had
written the following eleven: For this reason alone, 1t will always
be difficult to reach any absolutely ngid conclusions as to the
ulamate meaning of the theses contamned in the Banguet.

There 13 a third source of difficulty which results from the
very character of this compositton. It is a work full of philo-
sophical and even theological 1deas, and 1t 1s written by an author
who 15, technically speaking, neither 2 philosopher nor a theo-
logian. When he writes this work, hus erudition m these matters
1s of somewhat recent date.* That 1s perceptible from the way
in which he mserts, just as they stand, chunks of doctrine of
varying orign, without always smoothing or adapting them as
he ought. For that matter, Dante had nothing more to do,
given the actual character of this composition. He conceved 1t
as a work of learning for the masses. The Banguet has as 1ts aim
the ymtiaion m philosophy of those worthy folk who are

1With regard to the cenzoni which Dante wrote for the Convivio, grving only the
text, without the commientanes, see N ZincArmiwy, La vita, s tempi e le opere ds Dante,
F Vallarch, Mulan, 1931, Cluﬁ XV, Vol 1, pp 337-368 For a gencral mntroduction to
the Convivio and to the problems bound up wath 1t, see op cit, Chap XXI, Vol I, pp
527-564. The date of the work’s composition 1s located between March, 1300 and May,
1308, but 1t varics greatly with different authors  With regard to the text of the treatise,
scc Ebow Moore, Studies in Dante, Fourth Series, Oxford, 1917 Textual Crisicism of
the Convivio, pp 1-133 and pp 288205 For a critical edition of the text see Dante,
Il Conviwio |, comm. da G. Busneli ¢ G Vandells, con Introduzione da M. Bathy, B
le Monmer, Florence, two Vols, 1934 and 1937 For reasons of practical arrangement
I have made use of the following editon DANTE Aviguterr, Il Convivio, con Prefanione
di Pasquale Papa, C Signorelly, Milan, 1926 This 1 the standard edition of the text.
I made use of 1t to begin with for a large number of years, and I have finally remamed
faithful to 1t, because 1ts faults, of 1t contains any, at least have the ment o¥bemsthe
result of acadents which may balance one } stead of all tending i the

same direction, as do those of certain editions in which the cnticasm 3s sometimes inspared
by previous interpretations

]t 15, moreover, necessary to remember that, according to Boccaccios remark,
Dante never enjoyed the lesure of a speculator In addition to hus “fierssuma et 1m-
pombxlcpamned’amoxe"[orBumce.hehadamKemd&mﬂy,q!x‘edapohned
rdle and, sbove all, lived for 2 long tume a Iife of exle and povert elementary
facts are too often neglected. C£Boccnccxo.D¢ll¢ov(gln¢....“}2mG L. Passzmint,
Le Vite di Dante, Florence, Sansom, 1917, pp 17-18.
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usually prevented by their public duties, their family responsi~
bilities or simply material circumstances from mstructing them-
selves mn these matters and extracting from them the benefits
to which they are entitled. If what we shall say below of philo-
sophy as conceived by Dante seems true, 1t will be understood
how the actual idea of such a treatise is orgamcally bound up
with his 1dea of ‘philosophy. ’

Ths science 15 1 his eyes a laymen’s saence, without which
they cannot attain the temporal aims which are their Ererogatwe.
It 1s mndispensable to them m order that they may live happily
after their way; 1t 1s therefore necessary that some at least among
them should be acquainted with it, and since these laymen
cannot conveniently go and learn 1t from the clerics who teach
1t, 1t 18 necessary that onc of them should wnte for the others
this “philosophic imtiation” for worldly folk which 1s precisely
what the Banguet 1s. Undoubtedly Dante has availed himself of
the opportunity to express personal ideas, principally the one
which I have just mentioned and which 1s by a very long way
the most important, but for that very reason we must be careful
always to wterpret the chunks of doctrine which Dante unlizes,
not according to what they contain or what they imply m the
philosophies from which he borrows them, but according to the
Justification. which they prowide for the personal thesis which
Dante wishes to uphold. In other words, if we wish to under-
stand Dante n the Convivio, we must not mstall ourselves suc-
cessively 1n each of the positions through which he passes, nor
probe each of them to 1ts depths or diverge from each of them
m all the directions which, taken by 1tscl£§ it suggests; we must
pass through them m his company, with the same motion as
that with which he passes through them, as if they were halting-
places at which we may linger 2 moment to enjoy the scenery,
none of them, however, being the goal.t

To avord these various dangers, the wasest course will be to

1 With regard to Danre’s general attitude in the Banguet, thete 13 everything to be
gamed from reading the three wise remarks made by M. Barbi 1 hus Introduction to the
critical edition of G Busnelh and G Vandell. It wail also be profitable to consult the
numerous phlosophical and theological works cited 1n notes by these two editors; but
such works may be utilized without danger only on condition that one discerns clearly,
beneath thewr analogies or ther verbal coincidences with the text of Dante, the profound
dufferences of thought due to the clearly defined use which Dante makes of them, Dante
did not envisage, or we are not sure that he envisaged, anything save what he says
Ius text, certamly not anything of what the other authors cited by way of comment say
Thus has sometimes been forgotten.

D
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oceed unceasingly by way of analysis, at the very least as
fctgards those thoZthdevclopmcnts in the Convivio which
manifestly form a group. To detach a sentence from them in
order to justify a comprehensive interpretation of the work, or
even of the thought—dgvelopment to which 1t belongs, would
always be a risky procedure. Now 1n that part of hus work which
Dante has bequeathed to us we find, essentially, 2 justification of
the symbol by which he represents philosophy, a study of the
aim and of the chief parts of philosophy, a c;;scnptxon of the
effects of wisdom on the philosopher’s soul, a defimtion of the
relationship between philosophy and one of the other two
authorities that govern human ll.f}(; . the Emprre. These questions
here intermmgle, as they mtermingle i reality; a score of times
they seem to be submerged m some digression, but they remamn
the constant gmding rules which regulate the progression of
the work. Therefore, given the clearly defined object of our
own nquiry, they should also regulate our study of this treatise.

1. Tue DonNa GENTILE

Phiosophy 1s represented m the Banguet by the symbol of
the donna gentile. How did this lady find her way nto Dante’s
hfe: The beginming of this story, as he relates 1t 1 the Banguet,
dates from the deatﬁ of Beatrice and 1s hinked wath lus conviction
of her heavenly beatification. Thus 1s the starting-pomnt to which
he always comes back: Appresso lo trapassamento di quella Beatrice
beata (II, 2)—after the passing of that blest Beatrice. In order,
therefore, to link up the Banguet with the Vita Nuova, it 1s natural
to admt that at the moment when this new fragment of Ius story
begins Dante has already had the wision with which, m the
forty-second chapter, the Vita Nuova ends. True, some posit
as an obvious fact that the last part of this work, from Chapter
XXIX to the end, mclusive, forms a distinct entity which the
author has added to the rest. * Everyone can see 1t,” we are
assured, “everyone knows 1t, everyone agrees about 1t.”? As I
do not see 1t, or know 1t, or agree about 1t, I find myself greatly
embarrassed. Being unable either to bow to a fact the obviousness
of which escapes me, or to contest what 1s a fact by general

3 L. PmTROBONO, Il Poema sacro, Vol. 1, pp. 101~103.
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consent, I will simply say that, whether or not it has been added
to the original text, the end of the Vita Nuova remains what it
is and says what it says. Addition does not sigmfy fabrication,
still less falsehood, trickery or falsification. Dante has, then,
assured us m the Vita Nuova, whatever the period of his life at
which he may have said 1t, that he had a vision relating to the
dead Beatrice, that this vision mspired him with the desire to
celebrate her in a unique way, but that he would need a few years
to realize this project. On the other hand, Dante asserts m the
Bangquet (1, 7) that he knew, through a gracious act of revelation
on the part of Beatrice herself, that she was in heaven; that wihile
thinking of heaven as he was able he used to go as it were into a
rapture; that this thought, by its sweetness, mspired him with
the desire to die so that he might go and join her there, but that
another thought, opposed to the first, suggested to hum that he
should love another lady, and promised him her notice and her
greeting. This lady Dante names a little further on: she 1s the
wisdom of the philosophers. Bemng a chivalrous poet, Dante
personifies her m the 1mage of a Lady, the donna gentile, but ths
time 1t 13 no longer a question of anything but a poetic fiction,
as he lhumself exphaitly states when he intentionally repeats that
she was born ofp his imagmation: E imagmava lei fatta come una
donna gentile, e non la poteva 1maginare in atto alcuno, se non
musericordioso (II, 12). Fmally, Dante declares that we have
already met this imagmary donna gentile in the Vita Nuova, where
she had appeared to him with the same aspect and the same
character- she 15 that merciful lady who, a httle more than a year
after the death of Beatrice, offered to console him. To assure
ourselves that the gentile donna, who looks at hum so piteously—
sl pictosamente—in Vita Nuova, XXXV, 15 indeed already
phulosophy, we need only refer to the Banguet, 11, 2: “I say, then,
to begin wath, that the star of Venus had completed two revolu-
tions 1 that circle which would make 1t appear in the morning
and 1 the evening, according to the different seasons, after the
passing of that blest Beatrice who lives 1 heaven with the angels
and on earth with my soul, when that gentle lady, of whom I
made mention at the end of the Vita Nuova, appeared for the
first time before my eyes, accompanied by love, and took a
certain place (prese luogo aleuno) in my mund.” What fascinated
bim about her, then, was the consolation which she offered to



] DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

his widowerhood. This new love, adds Dante, had some difficulty
in taking root within me, because “the love of this glorious
Beatrice still held the aitadel of my mind”. Yet it finally prevailed,
ak Jeast for a time, until the vision narrated in Vita Nuova, XXXIX,
had freed Dante from 1t by restoring hum to Beatnice.

Such are the facts. When he hunself refers us from the Banquet
to the Vita Nuova, Dante does not merely authonze us to base
our conclusions on both works, he compels us to do so. The
donna gentile of the Banguet 1s only a symbol; now the donna
gentile of the Vita Nuova 1s the same woman; therefore she also
1s only a symbol Yet, like everything that Dante humself may
have said about his work, this capital pomt 1s debated. It 1s even
discussed by ham who, by unammous consent, knows as none
other does the work of Dante, not having set aside a line of 1t
without examunng 1t from every angle, speaking about 1t with
almost miraculous good sense and discussing 1t with 'an urbamity
that no attack can ruffle. I mean, of course, Signor Michele
Barbi. According to this master i Dantesque criticism, 1t cannot
be true that the donna gentile of the Banguet 1s the same as the one
of the Vita Nuova, because, in the Banguet, Dante loads her with
praises, whereas m the Vita Nuova he loads her wath his scorn. It
1s therefore not possible that Dante was referring to the same
thing 1n the two works. “Can we really beheve that this love
for the donna gentile which, in the Vita Nuova, is styled the
adversary of reason and most base 15 that same love for Plosophy
which 1s declared to be so noble n the Banquet? . . ."” The con-
tradiction between the two works lies not so much mn the
appraisal of the two ladies as m the love that the poet feels for

em: m the Vita Nuova too the lady 1s gentile, but the thought
that causes the heart to give ber its assent is very base (Vita
Nuova, XXXVIII), whereas she 1s noble in the Banguet. No one
has said of the donna gentile of the Vita Nuova that she 1s repre-
sented as the adversary of reason. What 1s  the adversary of
reason” 1n that early work 1s the love for this merciful lady; and
1t 15 so termed not because the desire would be—speaking m a
general and an abstract sense—the adversary of reason, but
because such a love 1s opposed to the * constancy” which here
reason 1tself should exhbit (op. cit., XXXIX). The contradicion
between the Vita Nuova and the Banguet consists 1n the fact that
n the former 1t does not appear reasonable to abandon Beatrice
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for the donna gentile, but such an idea is represented as evil desire
and vain temptation (XXXIX), whereas in the Banguet the new
lady is said to be of such great virtuc that “all firmness of sparit
may be considered fickle in comparison with it” (III, 1). Since
the opposition is there established between the lady who is
Beatrice and another lady, merciful and gentle, but not superior
to her, it 1s the poet’s duty to remain constant in hus first love;
here, on the contrary, 1t 1s a question of turning to wisdom, and
it would scarcely be a sign of nobulity to persist m the love of
the senses, however virtuous 1t may be: where the love for
philosophy shmes forth (it 1s fitting to repeat here the exact
words of Dante), “‘all other loves are obscured and extinguished,
because its eternal aim puts to fhght and transcends other auns
out of all proportion” (Conv., I, 14).*

It may, m truth, well be said that Dante has no luck. If he
asserts that Beatrice 1s 2 woman, Father Mandonnet and E.
Aroux say that she 13 only a symbol;?* if he asserts that the donna
gentile 15 only a symbol, Signor M. Barb: mamtains that she is a
reality. In short, only Dante himsclf never knows to what he 1s
referrmg. Happily for ham, and above all for us, to contest a
conclusion reacﬁed by Signor M. Barb1 1s 1n no way comparable
to refuting those of Father Mandonnet. Here the analyss 1s at
once so precise and so finely shaded that, if error there be, the
very premises of Signor M. Barbi’s argument should suffice to
show where it lies. Indeed, as this excellent historsan has seen,
1t 1s not at all a question of what the donna gentile symbolizes, but
of the feelings which Dante himself says he experienced towards
her. This 1s precisely the reason why the fact that these feelings
are not the same 1n the two works mn no way imples that the
donna gentile is not the same 1 each of them. We must here
remund this master of a fundamental principle which he has
himself instilled 1nto us: Although the works of Dante are related
hike the daughters of a common father, each of them exists

M Bassr, La guestione di Beatrice, 1n Problemi di critica dantesca Prima sene (1893~
1918), Florence, G C Sansony, 1934-XII, pp 118-119 Cf the same author's Razionalismo
e misticismo in Dante, 1n Studi danteschi, Vol XVIIL, p 14 and pp 17-18.

2 The symbolism of Beatrice 15, moreover, entirely contradictory 1n the two cases
‘We have scen that to Father Mandonnet she symbohizes “‘the Christian hfe”, according
to B Aroux, whose work was dedicated to Pope Pius IX 1n 1853, Beatnice symbohzes
“the hypostatized heretical thought” of Dante, or agun “heresy incarnate” and, to be
gmeenct,ﬂxelmuyoftheﬂbxgenm. See the very recent reprint of this book.

Anoux, Dante hérétique, révolutionnaire et soclaliste. Révélations d'un catholique sur le
moyen Age, Parss, &ditons Niclaus, 1939.
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independently and demands to be treated as a separate individual,
One need only conform to this wise precept to sce that the
alleged con ion may not, after all, exist.

Let us first place the facts before our eyes. In the Vita Nuova,
Dante has just lost Beatrice; without waiting for 2 vision to
assure hum of the fact, he already knows that she is in heaven
among the elect. Begnning, then, from this nfoment, to love
Beatrice 15 to love her in heaven and as she 1s m heaven. Atall
events that is what it means to love her as he ought. Meanwhile
another love 1s offered to him—that of a noble and meraiful lady
who promises to console hum. Dante 1s sorely tempted to give
way. In fact, if 1t 15 wrong to do so, he consents to the wrong:
his eyes begmn “to delight overmuch in seeing her” (Vita Nuova,
XXXVII). He actually reproaches himself for this weakness:
he regards himself as despicable—assai vile—and the word vile
certainly has here its full moral sense; Dante battles against this
feeling, which 1s so strong that his condiion seems to Jum
hornible: questa orribile condizione. Thus the poet is on the pomnt
of forgetting Beatrice, the lady whom death alone should make
him forget, and 1t 1s at the moment when this “adversary of
reason” 1s perhaps on the pomnt of triumphing for ever that the
first appearance of Beatrice drives away in time this evil desire:
cotale malvagio desiderio (op. cit., XXXIX). All Dante’s thoughts
then return to Beatrice, hus tears well up anew, he 1s saved.

Such are the facts. Let us suppose that thus donna gennle 1s,
as Dante affirms, only the symbol of philosophy; how does this
affect our problem: Simply in this way, that after loving the
carthly Beatrice, then remaming farthful for more than a year
to the heavenly Beatrice, Dante consented for some time to con-
sole himself with philosophy and to seek 1 this new love forget-
fulness of the first. But the first has returned, 1t has found its
ongmal strength and henceforth nothing can endanger 1t. What,
then, is this evil desire, contrary to reason, of which Dante
accuses humselfe It 15 the desire to substitute the love of an earthly
thing, even though it were as beautiful, as noble, as beatific as
philosophic wisdom, for the love of 2 heavenly thing like Beatrice
and her beatitude. For that is certainly L{Le question here—
whether or not Dante 1s gomg to pursue the supreme beatitude
where the heavenly Beatrice invites him to seek it, or forget 1t
and seck only earthly beatitude in the footsteps of Aristotle.
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Dimenticare docs not merely signify in Italian that passive thing
which we term forgetfulness: it connotes, at least in its root,
the act of dismissing a certain memory from one’s thoughts.
‘What philosophy sets out to do mn the Vita Nuova is to lead Dante
to forget that he 1s bereft of Beatrice: Ed ora pare che vogliate
dimenticarlo per questa donna (Vita Nuova, XXXVII). Noigb.ing
could be clearer*in this connection than the sonnet 1n Chapter
XXXVII: “ The soul says to the heart: “Who is this who cometh
to console our thoughts, and 1s his power so mighty that he
letteth no other thought remain with us?’” The dilemma
that the whole context creates is here clearly defined: Either
philosophy, or Beatrice. At the end of this crisis we know that
the donna gentile has not displaced Beatrice. What has been
cast out is rather, indeed, the evil desire—opposed to the con-
stancy of reason—to displace Beatrice. Dante will never forget
this from now on.?

The Vita Nuova does not say and does not ask that we should
admit anything more. Under what conditions would other
works by Dante contradict its tesumony? It 1s not enough that
when they are compared difficulties of chronology arise. As a
poetic autobtography, the Vita Nuova may permut itself fore-
shortenings or extensions of perspective according to the poet’s
taste. 'We have no need to feel disturbed because what 1s there
termed “a few days” may elsewhere be termed thirty months
or more, The indications of duration in a work wheremn the
reckoning 1s mamfestly symbolic cannot enter mto the same
system of calculation as the seemingly historical indications of
duration in the Banquet. 'What matters here is the nature of the
facts and their sequence. If another work by Dante is to con-
tradict the Vita Nuova on this pomt it must either deny the reality
of the so called philosophical crisis, or deny the ultimate triumph
of Beatrice, or, finally, deny the sequence of these events as 1t
emerges from the Vita Nuova: death of Beatrice, love of the
heavenly Beatrice, temptation to substitute for her the love of
philosophy, final return of Beatrice. The eulogies of philosophy
which may be found elsewhere, exaggerated as they are, do not
create any difficulty. As Signor M. Barbi very justly says, the
question 1s not one of philosophy. Like the one in the Banguet,

"I‘lﬂ;ﬁo‘:thubemmllmdyexpounded by F Eacots, Il pensiero politico di Dante,
Alpes, 1928; Vol II, pp 301-302
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the lady in the Vita Nuova is gentile, she is bella molto, she is
pietosa, her love is nobilissimo, and not only does Dante wonder
whether this comforter is not sent to him by Beatrice herself,
but she resembles her as one form of beatitude resembles another:
Onde molte fiate mi ricordava de la mia nobilissima donna (Vita Nuova,
XXXVI). The question 1s one of Dante’s feelings towards her;
now philosophy has presented itself as a substitute for Beatrice
—here is an eval desire and one contrary to reason 1if ever there
was one—but Beatrice has never presented herself as a substitute
for philosophy m Dante’s soul; there is therefore no contradiction
between Dante’s condemnation of his 1dle desire to renounce
Beatrice 1n favour of philosophy and his subsequent exaltation
of a philosophy that 1s mindful of the rghts of Beatrice. To
be able to love both simultaneously, Dante only needed to find
a phz:ie for cach of them and to keep them there. Is that what
he dide

Let us first recall that at the time when Dante was wrting the
end of the Vita Nuova, as at the time when he was writing the
Bangquet, the whole of this story was complete. In other words,
in tznesc works as we know :llyem Dante has already described
the circle Beatrice-philosophy-Beatrice. In the second place, 1f,
as we think, there was i Dante’s life a period of moral trans-
gression, neither the Vita Nuova nor the Banguet makes any
allusion to 1t: the only crists of which the poet there seems to
speak is the one which led hum from the love of Beatrice to that
of philosophy. Thirdly, Dante’s position mn the Banguet is that
of a man who, knowing already tfrough a gracious act of revelation
on the part of Beatrice that she 15 1n heaven, 1s nevertheless going to
confine himself 1n this work to the field of philosophy, not, to
be sure, exclusively, but principally. If we are to observe all
these basic ideas simultaneously, what must we do? We must
admut that they are all correct, if that may be done without
creating an impossible situation. Now it may be done. It may
be that after the death of Beatrice, apart from less wholesome
distractions to which he does not here intend to confess, Dante
sought oblivion 1n a new passion for philosophy and that, for
a time, he found 1t; 1n consequence of which, at the instance of
that Beatrice “who dwells ever with lus heart”, the memory
of the beloved woman, now transfigured by beatitude, rased
him from the love of philosophic trutiutro that of rehigious truth,
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from which she is henceforth inscparable. Now to rise from
philosophy to religion does not necessarily mean that one
repudiates phﬂosop]%, but only that one transcends it. If, there-
fore, we were to tzeto define Dante’s possible position m the
Banguet, so far as these basic 1deas enable us to gauge it, we
should arrive at the followmng conclusions: So far as may be
judged from tht only parts of the work that he wrote, Dante
speaks there as a man who has already been won back by the
heavenly Beatrice, 2 man who therefore cannot doubt the pre-
eminence of religion over philosophy, but who, convinced that
philosophy remains none the less legitimate m 1ts own sphere
and for 1ts special purpose, undertakes to become 1ts mterpreter.
In other words, we should be dealing with a Dante who has
already emerged from a crisis of pure philosophism—which,
moreover, he unequivocally admuts that he experienced—but
who 15 convinced that a leginmate place remains f%r philosophy,
and 1s bent on defining it.

It secems that this 1s indeed the attitude which Dante has
adopted m the Banguet. After the death of Beatrice he had the
idea of turming to r?he speciahists 1 consolation m order to seek
a remedy for his ailment. “I began,” he says, “to read that book,
not known to many, by Boethius, n which, while a captive
and in disgrace, he had found consolatron. And learming, more-
over, that Cicero had written another book, 1n which, treating
of friendship, he had said something of the consolation of Laelius,
a man of the lughest ment, upon the death of his friend Sapio,
Iread it.”t Such, then, was the starung-poimnt of Dante’s mterest
n ghllosophy. He already had many philosophic 1deas before
studymng these works, but they were ideas that he had found in
his own mind, without study, and which he “saw, so to speak,
only as n a dream, as may be seen in the Vita Nuova”. This
lack of technical knowledge made it difficult for Dante at the
start to enter into the thought of Boethius and Cicero. He
therefore understood only that part of 1t which he could under-
stand with the implements at hus disposal: the grammatical and

1 Dante thercfore read BorTarus, De consolatione philosophiae, and Cicsro, Laelius sive
de Amsctta On the hustory and mnfluence of these works see H. R Patcut, The Tradstion
of Boethius A Study of His I in Medieval Culture, New York, Oxford University
Press, 1935, pp. 9192, Ci Pavez, La Consolation latine chrétienne, Pans, | Vrn, 1937,
and P Courcrrre, Etude critigue sur les commentasres de la Consolation de Boéce (IXe-XVe
sidcles), m Arch d’hist doctrinale et littéraire du moyen dge, 14¢ année (1939), pp. $~139.
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literary make-up of the grammarian and the natural resources
of his mind.! What happened, however, was this, that, seeking
consolation for his griet, Dante found something quite different.
The study of these works revealed to hum the existence of a
language that was new to him—the language of these authors,
of these sciences and of these books. The Wisdom promused
by the philosophers at once fascinated him and 1twas ths that he
imagined in t%e semblance of a donna gentile, of whom it 1s
merely the poetic symbol (I, 12).

Hence the special function and the specific nature of philosoph
in the Banguet. It is essentially a giver of human happmess and,
as such, 1t tends there to be centred upon ethics. Everything con-
spires, moreover, to onentate the work m this direction—the
public to whom 1t 1s addressed, since it 1s 2 question of mcul-
cating a love of philosophy mnto a public of noblemen, politicians
and men of action whose lives 1t 1s to guide; the primary aim
Elursucd by Dante himself, smce he asks 1t above all to console

im and to save hum. At the precise moment at which 1t enters
his life Dante 1s begmning to love 1t for the promuses of con-
solation which he reads 1n 1ts face* Lo mio secondo amore prese
cominciamento de la misericordiosa sembianza d'una donna (I, 1).
In short, what this lady represents above all m s mund 1s philo-
sophy in 1ts function as a comforter.

Nothing could fulfil this function better than philosophy.
One love drives out the other, and 1t happens, 1n fact, that the
very defimtion of philosophy requires that this science should
be a love: the love of wisdom.* In wrntng the Banquet Dante
insists with sansfaction on the punty of such a love, and let

1Sce, on this pomnt, M BaumcasTNER, Dantes Stellung zur Philosophue, pp 49-st,
and Rocco Murast, Dante e Boezio Contributo allo studio delle fonti dantesche, Bologna,
Zanichells, 1905 (especially Chaps IV and IX)

The expression “Tarte di grammatica™ should be understood here m the sense attr-
buted to 1t m the Middle Ages, following QUINTILAN, Oratoriae Institutsonis, hb I, cap 4
“‘Haec igutur professio, quum brevisstme 1 duas partes dividatur, recte loquend: sctentiam
et poetarum enarrationem, plus habet n recessu quam fronte promuttit * In fact, it was-
Dante’s literary taste that was first won over to philosophy, understood in the humamstic
sense, by the music of Cicero  Morcover, Dante began the Canzone 1n Convivio 11, with
the well-known hne Vol che 'ntendendo il terzo clel movete, in which, as we shall see, the
thurd heaven symbolizes Rhetoric, and the word voi the movers of that heaven,
especially Boethius and Cicero “Boeno ¢ Tulho, It quali con la dolcexza di Joro sermone
inviarono me, come detto & sopra, ne lo amore, ci0d ne lo studio, di questa donna
gentilissima, Filosofia™ (Convivio, 11, 13).

3 Danrs, Convivio, 11, 1s Cf NI, 11, and especially III, 14+ “Filosofia per subsetto

matetiale qus ha la sa e per forma ha amare, de 'uno ¢ de l'altro,
— q .f’ull; per € per composto e
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us note carefully that, although he does not say everything, he
1s not lymg 1n what he does say. If, as we have reason to fear,
something else has happened, it 1s not to that that he 15 referrng
m this passage. Dante 1s therefore justfied mn sayng that his
Iife 1 sparstual union with this gentle lady—T"unimento de la mia
anima con questa gentil donna—that 1s to say the love of philosophy,
which had just dired him and consoled him, contamned nothing
that was not noble (III, 1 and 2). Now it was this new love, as
we have seen, that led Dante to attend the schools of the theo-
logians and the discussions of the philosophers. Where did
Dante carry on his studiess We do not know. Those who
positively insist that he betook himself to Pars have every
opportumity of seeking here for confirmation of their thesss.!
But for us this 1s not the important pomnt: much rather 1s it the
permeation of Dante’s spint by p}ui)osophy mn consequence of
those studies on which 1t 1s fitting for us to reflect.

Dante, mndeed, expresses himself 1n a truly remarkable way
when he describes the impression produced on him by this belated
mitiation 1 philosophy. At the end of about two and a half
years of study this new love drove every other thought from his
heart and by its power expelled the memory of his former love.
It was then that he wrote the famous canzone, Voi che 'ntendendo
il terzo ciel movete, his hymn to Philosophy. In this poetic eulogy
what titles does Dante bestow on 1t2 He calls it the daughter
of God (figla di Dio) and the queen of the universe (regina di tutto)
(I, 12) These arc rather strong expressions. Add to this that
what the new love expels from Dante’s thoughts 1s not only
the memory of Beatrice thc woman, the poet’s human Muse,
but actually that of Beatrice the blessed. Let us re-read the second

1 See, on this pomnt, P1o RAJNA, Per P'andata di Dante a Panigl, ,n Studi Danteschi, Vol.
11 (1920), pp 75-87 That Dante stayed 1 Patis 1s, let us remember, asserted by G
ViAng, Cronica, hb IX, 136 “Et andossene allo Studio di Bologna, ¢ po1 a Pangy, et
mn pr parts del mondo™, in G L Passerrny, Le Vite & Dante, Flotence, Sansom, p 3;
next by Boccaccio, Della origine .. , IX, ed cit., p 28, and the very precuse text of the
Trattatello, I1, ed at, p 85, then by Fiu ViLrant, De vita et moribus Dantls poetae comici
insignis, V, ed cit, p 185 The traditton 1s therefore ancient, but we do not know 1f
these authors do more than gloss the text of the Banquet For the arguments tending m
the opponte direction see H. HAUVETTS, Etudes sur la Divine Comédie, Paris, H, Champion,
1922, pp 206-214 Of these arguments none seems to me deasive  To say that Dante
may have collected in Italy all the mformanon about France that hs work contans 1
tantamount to saymng that the content of hus work does not enable 1t to be proved that
he went to France, not that he did not go there Ultimately, therefore, the problem
whether or not we place rehance on the testimony of G Villany, it 13 o matter of free
m.theprobkmthelefmremmmopmbyﬂwvuymtmofdmbmmm

it
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stanza of the poem, and we shall see that it cannot be mterpreted
otherwise

So there was indeed in Dante’s life—and the Bangwet too bears
witness to it—a period of enthusiasm and passionate desire for
questa donna gentilissima Filosofia. Enthusiasm for the pure m~
tellectual beauty of a science which, by the love that 1t inspires,
frees the soul from grief; desire for a beatific f5rm of learnin
which lrterally snatches man from the cares of material life
and confers on him at one and the same tume lhight and peace.
Let us note the fact carefully—Dante does not here speak of
phuosophy as 1f it were capable of assuring the eternal salvation
of man, nor even as if 1t conferred on man a temporal beatitude
which would relieve hum from the need for the other kind. What
has taken place in his mind, therefore, 1s something quate different:
in the dtove -di phulosophy, and 1 the enthusiasm with which
that dis vcryryﬁll him, Dante forgot all else. That, moreover,
18 why this new Iqve could console him for everything, even
for the loss of the'object of hus former love. Dante does not
mean anythiig else in the passage which I am about to quote
m full. Itisabeele long, but I remember once hearing 1t said by
an Itahan cantatrice that when an Italian carter sings he never
breaks off his phrase in the middle: he sings 1t right to the end.
How can we deal any less tesgcctfully with the thread of the
followmng ghttering period: “And where the Canzone says:
Let him who wishes to see salvation fix his eyes on the eyes of this lady,
the eyes of thus lady are her proofs, wi:ich, being fixed on gge
eyes of the understanding, capture the heart, which 1s freed
from its conflicts. O _most sweet and meffable 1mages, sudden
ravishers of the human mind that appear in the teachings of the ™
eyes of philosophy when she reasons with her lovers! Venly
il you Ties that salvation through which he who beholds you
ﬁgi bliss and 15 saved from the death of ignorance and corruption.
Where I say: But he doth not fear the anguish of sighing, the meanin.
is. If he fear not the toil of study and the conflict of doubts wha
arise m plenty as soon as this lady figes her gaze, but afterwards,
as her radiance persists, vansh like the light mists of thé hiornin,
before the sun, and the familiar understanding is left free an
full of conviction like the air when 1t 1s purified and lfammated
by the rays of noon-tide” (II, 15). We feel behind this en-
thusiasm the presence of a very recent personal experience which,
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pethaps, endures even yet: Dante glorifies ph:]osotphy as a source
of bliss because he has just discovered the joy of understanding
rational truth and the happiness of having 1t at his command.*

The fact that, in the joy of this discovery, Dante for 2 ume
forgot all else, 1s not very extraordmary mn itsclf. We know
what forms the ardour o?’the neophyte may take. On a far
humbler, but ndt dissimilar plane, who among us does not know
what 1t 15 to discover a writer, to become enthusiastic about him,
to read none other but him for a time exactly as 1f there no longer
existed any other, until, saturaon-pont once reached, we put
him respectfully 1n a corner of our ﬁrary in the limbo where
those we have loved slumber: As M. Barrds used to say. Another
squeezed lemon'! Intellectual crises are more profound than
cnises of hterary taste; they also last longer; but they are not
essentially different. Beatrice has formally accused her penitent
one of having m the past followed a false doctrme. When
Dante asks her why her words go so far beyond the range of his
understanding, Beatrice rephes: “So that thou mayest know
that school which thou hast followed [conoschi . . . guella scuola
c’har seguitata,] and see how 1ts doctrine may follow my word,
and see that your way 1s as remote from the divine way as 1s
that heaven which hastens on its course in the highest from
the earth” (Purg., XXXIII, 85-90). Since 1t 1s here a question
of a school and a doctrine, Beatrice cannot have been speaking of
moral transgressions 1n this passage. Furthermore, m order to
explam why Dante’s reason cannot comprehend her words,
Beatrice rephies that he should know, because he has followed a
school whose way—vostra via—is as mferior to that of the divine
word as 1s the earth to heaven: unless it has the object of re-
munding him that he has in the past counted too much on the

2 It 15 precisely to this period of philosophic ecstasy, which comcided wath his discovery
of human wisdom, that reference s nn& 1n the passage i the Convivio, II, 15, where
Dante says “che non dee I'uomo, per maggiore amuco, dimenticare h servagi ncevutt
dal minore” There was, then, 2 time when Beatrice was to Dante a “lesser friend” and
philosophy a “greater friend" 1 am unable to share the astontshment to which this
passage gives 1ise 1n the mnd of L. PmraosoNo (I poema sacro, Vol 1, P 96) The
illustrious Dantologist scems to assume as an obvious fact that “Dante’s return to
Beatrice”, 1f 1t had taken place, would necessanly have excluded from the 's heart
the love of philosophy. Never wall Dante assume that one Jove musst exclude the other
—not even in the Divine Comedy, where we know the place he allots to Siger of Brabant

There was, at a certan stage, a reversal of the hierarchy of these two loves m Dante's
heart, and even a temporary oblivion of Beatnice, but the return of Beatrice never entasled
hus exclusion of the donna gentile, which—as, moreover, we shall sce later (Chap 1)
—would have entailed the exclunion of the Dantesque 1deal of the Bmpire
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power of reason, it really 18 not clear what this could actually
signify.? According to his threefold testimony, therefore, Dante

expenienced this cnms. It remains to be scen whether,
in the Banquet, Beatrice has really triumphed. There are con-
ceivably three different solutions to this problem: Dante s still
in the throes of the cnsis when he wntes this work; Dante has
already emerged from the crsis, which has* ended without
leaving any trace; Dante has already emerged from the crsis, but
has thought bears the mark of it. Between these three hypotheses
we are not entitled to make an a priori choice, but we may consult
the actual text of the Banguet and expect 1t to decide for us.

1 For a long tume now Signor Michele Barba has matntained that the transgressions of
which Beatrice accuses Dante 1n Purg , XXX, 1241435, are essentially the same as those
of which she accuses him 1n Purg , XXXIIL, 85-90 In hus eyes Dante has umply declared
hamself to be guilty of secking worldly goods and thewr vamty His favourite argument
18 that *if the stranfarss of Dante (Purg, XXXIII, 92) as that which he has already lost
from memory 1n Lethe, how can 1t be different from that with which he 1s reproached
i Canto XXX and which he has so bitterly lamented? Why should Beatrice have
waited until now to reproach lim with a second transgression? And how could Dante
have drunk the waters of oblivion without finst paying the scot of repentance? "' (M Barsi,
Problemi di ¢eritica dantesca, Puma scue, pp 134~139) The matter 13 open to argu—
ment Furst of all, the fact that Beatrics refers to these transgressions separately 1s more
eauly cxplaned if they are not the same than if they are; and as to the forgiving of a
transgression of which there has been no repentance, I behieve 1t 1s really gomng too far to
read the passage 1 Purg, XXX, as 1f 1t were actually 2 question of a general confesnon
Dante does not there confess his stns Beatnice accuses him, and she afterwards purges
him 1n Lethe of the transgressions which he has commutted, not merely of those of which
she has accused lum  Furthermore, Signor M Barbr’s interpretation 1s at vanance with
the actual text, and 1t 15 the text which must finally decide In Purg, XXX, Beatrice
reproaches Dante with having fallen to that estate 1 which we find him, together with
the three beasts, at the begimnng of the Divine Come: estate o low that only the
fear of hell could now reform um In Purg , XXXV, she reproaches hum with adherence
to a “‘school” whose *‘doctrine”, a3 Dante now sees clearly, capnot follow her *word”,
and whose way (vostra via) 18 as remote from that of God as 1s the earth from heaven
Whereupon Signor M Barbi rauses the objection that Dante have been g
humseif of sn unduly exclusive Jove for plilosophy, that 18 tq say “of an mntellectual
aberration which 15 never apparent 1n hus works” (Raztonalismo e misticismo m Dante,
Studs Danteschi, Vol. XXI (1937), p 42). That s not the , for, 1f Dante were accusing
humself of 1t, we should be relieved from the necessity of m“f‘ndouthowh:cmﬂd
have been gulty of 1t; but, most 1mportant, ngns of this aberranion are often
T who, B 10 the cad of s b, b separdes morsl phsosph. an s 2

, Up to of us TE] y as
autmomousanSlepmue orders to the pomnt of exempting them from the junsdiction
of theology and the Church may perfectly well have passed through a cnms of pure

hulosopluism of whach this remnant of separatism 15 the aign The:eualmall&:lnof
Emnwhchhummﬂybmmwdmthemoﬂmh Beatrice dud not
notice 1t, becanse Dante hamself never noticed it He believed that he was risng above
us pl husm by re-establishimg Revelation and the Chrnsnan hfe above hus etincs
and his hy, but

to the other, he was prepared to fit them mto 2 hierarchy (see below, pp 129
seg). With regard to the various solutions to thns problem which bave been offered,

consult Eow. Moous, Stwdies s Dante, Third Setses, Oxford, 1903: The Reproaches of
Beatrice, pp 221-253.
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II. Tar Pramacy oF ErtHICS

The place occupied by Beatrice in the Banguet is most curious
and one is not surprised that 1t has been the subject of com-
mentaries of the most varied kinds. Here, however, the com-
mentators find ‘themselves on some of the surest ground that is
to be met with 1 this work of Dante. Everywhere else we may
wonder: Yes, that 1s what he says, but what would he have added
in the treatises which were not written: Here, on the contrary,
we have all that Dante would have said about Beatrice even if
the eleven missing treatises had been wntten. Beatrice dis~
appears from the work in the First Treatise, and, mn Dante’s
ntention, she was never to appear 1 it again® “But since we
are speaking here of the immortality of the soul, I will make a
digression 1n order to discuss 1t; because, m discussing 1t, 1t will
be an excellent thing to finish speaking of that hiving and blest
Beatrice of whom 1t 15 my firm resolve to speak no more mn this
book” (I, 8). Whereupon some interpreters unhesitatingly
conclude that Beatrice has lost the struggle, smce Dante seizes
the first opportunity he finds to get nnd of her.

Tlus 15 a very hasty way of setthng the problem, In declaring
that he will never speak of her again per proponimento, Dante
suggests that he 1s chmmating from his work one whom he
cannot ehmmate from his thoughts. That 1s what the French
call “to refram from speaking of something”, and we only
refram from speaking ofe that of which we are thinking and of
which we should even like to speak. Furthermore, Beatrice 1s
here explicitly termed viva, and this hving woman 1s at once m
heaven and 1n Dante’s heart, as he himself has told us. If he who
speaks of the quasi-ecstastes nto which he went through contempla-
tion of the heavenly abode of Beatrice decides to keep silent about
her, assuredly 1t 18 not because he has nothing fusther to say of her,
but because he has definite reasons for not speaking of her any more.

So true 1s this that the real problem 15 not why Beatrice quats
the Banguet, but why she came to 1t. If Dante invited her, were
it only to make a fleeting appearance, he probably did so with a
defimite intention.? One cannot 1magne the Vita Nuova or the

1 For the same Iine of thought sec F Encote, Il pensiero politico di Dante, Alpes, Milan,
1928; Vol. I, pp. 301-302.
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Divine Comedy without Beatrice: she is the soul of those two
works; but a Banguet without Beatrice was no more mcon-
cetvable than is the Monarchy without her. Dante is gong to speak
of the donna gentile, that 1s to say Philosophy; philosophy has not
a great deal to say about the next world, and since Beatrice 1s
dead, philosophy will have done for her almost all that it could
do mn proving that she is stll aive m a world beyond about
which, qua phiosophy, 1t lacks precise information. The supreme
homage paid by the donna gentile to Beatrice consisted 1n proving
that she was immortal. She rendered 1t to her, after which she
ceased to speak of her. But she only rendered it to her because
Dante was expressly bent on rendering 1t to her. The whole
narrative of the Second Treatise which we have analysed has the
immediate object of placing the entire work under the patronage
of Beatrice and, as 1t were, invoking her protection for 1t.
Perhaps the truth s that m effect, m a treatise on philosophy as
Dante understands 1t, the place due to theology lLies above that
science, entirely above it even, but just as clearly outside 1t.
Let us see, then, 1f this 1s not also the reason why Beatrice, havin
recetved from the donna gentile the prelimmary homage to whxclgx
she 1s entitled, defers to the counsels to which her emment dignity
gives her access and, leaving Philosophy mustress m its own
house, goes her way.

The donna gentile 1s not long, moreover, 1n taking cogmzance
of her departure. Proceeding like the philosopher she 1s, she
first busies herself with putting her house m order, assigning
to each of the saiences the definite place that is its due. An
exccllen:];)ﬁf»ortumty to specify that nglch is due also to theology,
and we shortly see that Dante very well knew in what way
he mtended to obtain from it the privileges but for which philo-
sophy could not have rendered lum the definite services that he
expected of it.

Dante has, ex professo, treated the problem of the dlassification
of the saiences by way of commentary on the lie in the poem
on whach 1s constructed the whole of the Secoind Treatise of the
Banguet: Voi che "ntendendo il terzo ciel movete. In order to explamn
what the third heaven 15, we must first explam the meaning of
the word “heaven’ 1n the poem m which Dante has just employed
1it. Heaven there signifies science; the varous heavens, then, are
the various sciences. Just as, m fact, each heaven revolves around
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its centre, each science revolves around its subject, as around a
motionless centre. Furthermore, just as each heaven illuminates
visible things, each saence illuminates intelligible things. Finally,
Just as, 1n tjslse opmion of all the phﬂosoihcts, the stars influence
material things when the latter are smitably disposed, conferring
upon them Lge degrees of perfection which they are capable of
recerving, so also Lﬁe sciences confer upon us the various degrees
of perfection which enable us to contemplate truth, that 1s
to say our ulumate perfection, as Aristotle says in the passage
w the Ethics, VI, where he says that truth 1s the good of the
mtellect.

No problem 1s raised by this general comparison, but two arise
as soon as we try to idenufy each particular science with a
particular heaven. By adding together the sciences of the
trvium and those of the quadrivium, we obtain seven sciences;
by adding to these physics and metaphysics, ethics and theology,
we arnve at a total of cleven. On the other hand, by addmg
together the heavens of the seven planets, the two moving
heavens that surround them and the motionless heaven that
envelops the whole, we obtam the number ten. There is therefore
one science too many, and we shall of necessity have to assign
two distinct sciences to a single heaven. Furthermore, the
problem arises as to what 1s the ascending order in which the
sciences will be classified. Since the highest heavens are those
whose influence 1s most universal, they are at the same time the
noblest; to classify the sciences by relating them to the varous
heavens 1s therefore tantamount to grading them according to a
hierarchy. Not only has Dante not avotded these difficulties, but
he has provoked them—a sure sign that he had something

L1 Dante, Convivio, I, 13 I have not found this passage m Awgisroris, Bthic Nic, VL
On the other hand, St Thomas Aquinas, 1n us In X lbros Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nico-
machum expositio (ed. A. M Prrotta, Turm, Marietts, 1934), says “Et hujus rationem
astignat [Anstoteles], quia omnia consonant vero Et hujus ratio est, quia, ut dicetur
m sexto huyjus, verum ¢st bonum ntellectus” (ed cit, b I, lect 12, No 139) In fact,
we read m ib VI, lect 3-4, No. 1743 *“Quamvis emim per 1sta duo quandogue verum
ducatur tamen contingit quod cis ?u;ndoque dicitur falsum, quod est malum intellectus,
sicut verum cst bonum intellectus ” As this formula, which occurs twice in St Thomas's
commentary, 13 not in. the text of Aristotle, 1t seems that Dante 18 here quoting Anstotle
according to that commentary xtnugocvmbeoonjecmted:hathurd'ermce‘isbmwed
from the former of the two pastages from the commentary that we have just reproduced:
in sexto hums  Dante has understood huyus Iibri, hence the formula that he uses “la
ventade  che & Pulttma perferione nostra, sl come dice lo Filosofo nel sesto de I'Bica,
quando dice che '] vero & lo bene de lo wmtclletto” (loc. ¢it ). Dante thought St. Thomas
said that Anstotle had sad it, he therefore confidently asserted that Anistotle had sad it
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definite to say and that he was seekmg an opportunty to explain
his views on this subject.

The correspondence between the first seven sciences and the
seven planets 1s established 1n the easiest possible way, provided
at least that we accept without question some rather unexpected

s, whose acceptance, however, the umversally recogmzed
order of the seven hiberal arts compelled. 'We obtain m that case
the following hierarchy:

Grammar = Moon
Trivium< Dialecucs = Mercury
Rhetoric == Venus

Anthmetic = Sun
Music == Mars
Quadrivium Geometry = Jupater

Astronomy= Saturn

There is no need for us to analyse the reasons that justfy,
if one may use the term, these albances. As we know beyond
any possible doubt that 1t was the hst that dictated the reasons
and not vice versa, we may, without wrongmng Dante, regard
them as arbitrary. It 1s not the same wath the last four sciences
and the last three heavens. The problem then arses of dis-
tributing four sciences (physics, ethics, metaphysics and theology)
amongst threc heavens (the Firmament, the Crystalhine and the
Empyrean). How are we to cffect this distribution?

For the moment at least we may elummate the Empyrean
because 1t does not normally fall within the natural classification
of the heavens.* The Empyrean 1s 2 heaven unknown to philo~
sophers and scholars; 1t 1s the theologians who affirm 1ts exastence,
and that for purely theological reasons In fact, the natural
umverse, beyond which the supernatural world begins, stops
short at the Crystallme. That is what Dante clearly suggests
when, after enumeratng the heavens of the seven planets, the
Firmament and the Crystallime, he #dds: “Outside all these, the
Catholics situate the Empyrean heaven” (11, 3). Qute obviously,
this heaven does not cxist so far as scholars, qua scholars, are

t Regarding the Empyrean, consult Bruno Nawpi, La dotivina deil' Empireo nella sua
g‘;o.ﬁv‘mlc;cmalpmdmkm.m Saggy di filosofia dantesca, Malan, Pecrella, 1930-
pp 1837-238.
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concerned. For the same reason we may for the time being
climinate theology, for 1t e%ually is not the kmd of science of
which knowledge 1s secured by natural means. Let us, then, place
this science and this heaven m a temporary position where we
may anticipate that they will not fail to meet, and tum to the
two heavens and the three sciences that remain: how are we to
divide physics, ethics and metaphysics between the Firmament
and the Crystalline:

I smcerely behieve that I am not twisting the relevant passages
to swit any thesis when I say that, if the question 1s put to any

hilosopher who is famihiar with scholasticism, his answer wall
e as follows: Since metaphysics 1s the loftiest of the sciences,
1t must be matched with the highest heaven, 1n other words the
Crystalline, which would lead one to assign physics, as also
cthics, to the Firmament. In fact, Dante’s procedure 1s quite
different. The Firmament, he says, offers to our eyes two mamn
spectacles: first a great number of stars, then the Milky Way,
t whate circle which the people call St, James’s Road. Further-
more, 1t displays to us one of the poles, whereas 1t keeps the other
one hidden. Fmally, 1t carries out one movement from east
to west, then another, from west to cast, which 1t 1s hardly
possible for us to discern.

Let us first consider the multitude of stars which appears n
the Firmament. Egyptian scholars say that there are 22,000.
This number 1s composed of three others. two, twenty and a
thousand. Two means local movement, which necessarily
supposes a pomt of departure and a pomt of arrival. Twenty
significs movement of alteration, that 1s to say change; in cffect,
the number ten can change by augmentation only through the
addition of the other nine, or of itself, and the most beautiful of
thesc changes 1s that which 1t undergoces when 1t 1s added to itself,
twenty, wiuch represents the perfect change of ten, therefore
admurably symbolzes physics, which 1s concerned with change.
Thus, just as two symbolized local movement, twenty symbolizes
movement of “alteration”; now a thousand happens to symbolize
a third kind of movement, that of “augmentation”, because a
thousand marks a hmit beyond which we cannot go save by
multiplying it. The number 22,000 15 thercfore made up of
three num%crs which, combined, symbolize the three lumfs of
movement which form the subject of Physics, as Aristotle
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teaches in Chapter V of Book I of the treatise that bears thax
title.! On the other hand, in so far as 1t displays the Milky Way
to the eyes of man, the Firmament closely resembles meta-
physics. Indeed, after recording several different explanations
of this fact, Dante adheres to one of those which the ancient
translation of Aristotle attributes to that philasopher: the Milky
Way 1s merely a conglomeration of fixed stars, so small that
we cannot distingwish them, but productive of that ghmmer
which we call the Milky Way: “That is why, as the Milky Way
is an effect of those stars which we cannot sec and which we
know only by their effects, and smce metaphysics treats of the
primary substances, which likewise we can comprehend only by
their effects, 1t 15 mamfest that the Firmament bears a close
resemblance to metaphysics ”

After this excellent proof, 1t 15 a simple matter for Dante to
show that the visible pole of the Firmament signifies visible
things, to which physics alludes, whereas the 1nv1s11§1r::1 pole sign1-
fies invisible substances, which are the subject of metaphysics;
finally, that the diurnal revolution of the heavens, which begins
and is completed 1n a day, sigmfies the natural and corruptble
things with which physics deal, and that the almost imperceptible
movement of a degrec in a hundred years which the heavens
make from west to east signifies the mncorruptible things which
were created by God in the beginning and which will have no
end: those things to which metaphysics alludes (II, 14).

Dante dwells at lessure on the symbolical justfication of hus
thesis. Consequently, there can be no question here of a mustake,
and 1t 15 with full knowledge of the case that after according
second place ex aequo to physics and metaphysics he rases ethics
to the flxprst rank. It 1s the last named, mnfced, that corresponds
to the Crystalline heaven. The analogy between them 1s obvious,
for the Crystallme 1s what 1s also called the Primum Mobile. Now
this heaven has a very evadent connection with moral philosophy,

3 Dante, Convivio, II, 14 1 can find nothing on this subject in ArrsroTis, Phys, I, 5, but
Dante lumself, or a copyast, must nmlﬂ have transposed the two numbers, for a passage
which corresponds pe: y to the hzreexpruudbLDmteocc\mmPhys.V,:,
235 b -9 The passage i the Convivio, 11, 14, which we have just quoted should there-
fore read *E quesu tre moviment: soh mostra la Finca, st come nel pnmo del quinto
suo libro & provato * It 15 rather curtous that, m therr commentary on this passage,
G Bumelli and G Vandell (ed ar, Vol 1, p 216, note 8), undoubtedly because they
found nothing mn Phys, I, s, have concluded that, by Fisica, physics 1 general must
here be understood  But, 1n physics i general, there is no “quinto del pnmo®, in other
words no Chap V of Book L
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for the latter, as St Thomas says 1n lus commentary on the
Second Book of the Ethics, moves and guides us towards the
other sciences.! Nay more, Aristotle himself says, in Book V
of the Ethics, that “legal justice ordains the study of the sciences,
and that, lest the latter be abandoned, 1t commands that they
be learned and taught”.* Sinularly, the Crystallne heaven, or
Primum Mobile, brdans by 1ts motion the daily revolution of all
the other heavens, a revolution that enables them to receive and
transmut to the earth each day the efficacy of all their parts,
If the revolution of the Primum Mobile ceased to make the other
heavens go round, we should sec but a famnt part of them on
earth and we should feel their influence but shghtly. There
would no longer be m the world any reproduction of living
aumals and plants, or any distinction of day or mght; there
would be no wecks, or months, or years, but th whole universe
would be 1n disorder and the motion of the other heavens would
be m vam: “And likewsse, if moral philosophy ceased to be, the
other sciences would for a while be eclipsed, there would be no
survival of felicity, nor would hife hold any happness, and these
sciences would have been formulated and discovered of old 1n
vain, Whence 1t 1s very clear that this heaven 1s connected
with moral philosophy” (II, 14).

The thesis which Dante here mamntains is quite extraordinary
for the Middle Ages. Taken literally, 1t amounts to the mam-
tenance of the primacy of ethics over metaphysics, a doctrine
which at any rate could not claim the authonty of Aristotle and
perhaps still less that of St. Thomas Aquinas. It is impossible to

1St Taomas AQUINAS, In IP» lib Bthic, lect |1, ed Puotta, No 245 “Et ratio ordinus
est, quia virtutes morales sunt mags notae, et per cas disporumur ad ntellectuales.” I
confess that I do not see the necessity here for the hypothesis propounded with reference
to this passage by A Gusexr, Dante’s Conception of Justice, Durham, North Carolina,
1925, p 183, and adopted agamn by G BusNeuit and G VANDELLI, ed af, p 223, note §

1 have been unable to find this passage 1n Ethic, V' But we find the same idea sum~
manly indicaced 1 Ethic, 1, 1, 1093 2 37-1093 b 2, and commented upon by St. Thomas
with a distinction to safeguard the pnmacy of the speculative sciences, m In X libros
Ethic, hb 1, lect 3, ed Pirotta, Nos 26-28 Thus passage 1s reproduced mn full by
G Busneuir and G VANDELL, ed af., p 224, note I. Dante’s formula may also be
compared to the followmng passage 1n Averroes “Videtur autem esse potisuma artium,
et maxime prinaipantis et hujusmod: quidem est ars gubernand: civitates, Etemim haec
ars principatur omnibus artibus, cum determinet quas artes et scientias oportet esse i
avitanbus, 1n quas artes et scientias oportet exercere quosdam hominum, et usque ad
quem finem oportet discipulos m duscendo artes, Cum igitur hacc ars taler
se habeat ad reliquas artum, est rrmc:palm earum” (Avemeoss, In Moral Nicom.,
Lib. I, cap 3, 1 Anstotelis Stagiritae hbri moralem totam philosophiam complectentes, Venetus,
apud Juntas, 1550, vol. I, fol. 1, v. 2).
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doubt that to these two philosophers the supreme, chief and
architectonic science is metaphysics, a theoretical, purely specula-
tive science, which knows only the ultimate cause of everything,
that 1s to say what 1s best in the whole of nature, the cause of
causes: God.* St. Thomas is as steadfast on this point as is Dante
in the inverse sense: “All the sciences and all the arts aim at one
thing alone, the perfection of man, which 1s his beatitude. It 1s
therefore necessary that one of them should govern all the
others—that one which with good reason arrogates to itself
the name of wisdom”, for, smce 1t deals with the most umversal
principles, 1t is also the most intellectual of all and, as a final
consequence, 1t 1s their governor- est aliarum regulatrix.s

It 1s difficult to beheve that Dante can have been unaware, if
not of these passages, at any rate of the absolutely fundamental
thesis to which they pomt. It may even be because he knew them
mn an admurable degree that he found 1n them the means to adapt
them to the personal aims which he was pursuing. Such, indeed,
1s the cxaltaton of metaphysics m Anstotle that one ulumately
finds 1t 2 hittle disturbing. Properly speaking, metaphysical wis~
dom 1s a contemplation of the pure mtelhgibles, positing a Iife
entirely free from the needs of the body and the constramnts of
social Iife. It 1s not the life of a man, but rather that of a god.
Anstotle concludes that man has no right to be master of such a
science and, without agreeing with the poet Simomides that
God alone seems worthy of such an honour, he at all events thinks
that 1t 1s the noblest of all the sciences, because, bemng the most
divine, 1t 1s also the one that deserves most respect. More divine
than any of the others, metaphysics 1s so for two reasons: 1t 1s
the science of which God is master, and it deals with divine
things. It 1s therefore the goddess of the sciences—dea scientiarum
—which is tantamount to saying quod non sit humana (that 1t 1s
not human), because knowledge of it 1s not, strictly speaking,
humana possessio (withmn the r(t:aolflpetencc of man).?

In Dante’s view, that is certainly the root of the question. In
order to understand hus attitude on this point we must remember

ST THOMAS AQUINAS, In Metaphysicam Aristotelis Commentans, ed M -R.. Cathala,
Turin, P Marietts, 1015, hb L lect 3, Nos s0-s1.

2Qp ct, Prooemmnm

¥ Awistones, Metaph, I, 3, 982983 St Twomas AQumias, op cit, hb. I, lect 2,
No;ldoandd.‘. ‘That the supreme science must be speculative, not active, 18 demonstrated
m No 53
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the starting-point of his treatise. The Banguet 1s, in fact, based
entirely on the principle, or, if one prefers, on the hope, that
man is able, thanks to philosophy, to find consolation for s
miseries m the beatitude of the sage. The question whether, in
itself, metaphysics 1s or 15 not a superior science to theology
seems from this point of view almost purely acadermc. ‘What does
the perfection of this science matter to us? If it 1s the science
of God, one imagines that 1t may constitute His beatitude, but,
for that very reason, it cannot constitute ours on earth. Why,
then, mstead of classifying the sciences according to the order
of their absolute perfection, should we not classify them according
to their mcreasing capacity for beatifymng us: To do so means
commutting ourselves to place at the summut of the hierarch
not the most divine of all sciences, but the most human of aﬁ
sciences. not metaphysics, but ethics.

There are numerous indications—and they are extremely
precise—which urge us to think that Dante has followed this hine
of reasoning. The Banguct derives the matenials of which 1t is
composed from manifold and even somcwhat heterogencous
origins, but if there 15 one source from which 1t has drawn more
than from any other, and whose nfluence, by 1ts continwty and
abundance, has 1mposed upon 1t a rcal umty, it 1s assuredly
Anistotle’s Ethica ad Nicomachum. It 1s true that Dante read this
work, not only i the Latin text which was then in use, but
conjunction with the commentary furnished by St. Thomas
Aquinas. The fact 1s not ummportant, for St. Thomas’s com-
mentary, objective as 1t 1s 1n general, 1 not mmnocent of modifying
the compass, balance and relative values of the text that it explams,
with the object of facilitating the msertion of Anstotelianism m
the doctrmal synthesis which its author endeavours to elaboratc.
In the case under review, Anstotle can place above ethics and
physics only a rude natural theology, reduced exclusively to 1ts
own resources and cruelly inadequate to its purpose. The Greek
metaphysictan of the Arstotelian brand has lost his Platonic
illusions. he knows that all lus knowledge 1s of sensible orgin
and that, even 1if there were a world of Igcas, access to it would
be dented lum; but he has not yet conceived the Christian hope;
no divine Revelation is present, exther to bolster up hus tottering
metaphysic, or to supplement it with a fath which, wathout
mergmg with 1t, infinitely increases its compass. That is why,
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in 2 hierarchy of the sciences like that of St. Thomas, in which
natural theology is subordmated to a theology of Revelation, but
profits by this very subordination, the speculative value and the

ical efficacy of metaphysics as a science that beatifies man in
this life are far superior to those of Anstotle’s metaphysic. This
truth, which St. Thomas says 1s the good of the mtellect, 1s sull
of the same kind as Anstotle’s, but it 1s rife m Thdmism, m which
it mulaplies itself i the doctrine of the divine ideas, divine
providence, the divine will, divine love, the justice of God and
the power of God, the equivalent of which would be looked for
in vain in the metaphysic of Arstotle. In spite of its inherent
deficiency in the science of intelhgible things, the Thomistic
metaphysic 1s quite different in scope from the Aristotehan mera-
physic; 1t 1s therefore much mote fitted to beatsfy the metaphysi-
cian mn ths life,

Let us, on the contrary, take a man who has been restored by
a preponderance of reading and contemplation of the Ethica ad
Nicomachum to Anstotle’s pomnt of view. What atttude will be
forced upon him by the influence of this work: Like Anstotle
himself, he will inflexably mamtain the absolute supeniority of
the goddess of the sciences, which 1s also the science appertaining to
God, but, being unable to depend for his beanfication m this
hfe on a science which i thus hife 15 not lus to comprehend, he
will transfer his rehiance from what he lacks to what he has,
from what he cannot properly do to what he can do well. In
short, he will seck beatitude 1n this hfe in the order of activities
which best surts man as he 1s n thus hfe, no longer, therefore,
mn metaphysics—the diffused ghmmer of that Milky Way whose
stars no man can see, the mvisible pole of a world of which
physics is the visible pole, the sidereal revolution that is almost
imperceptible 1n comparison with the diwrnal revolution which
can be seen by all—but rather m ethics, and even, smce man s a
social animal, in a political philosophy moulded by ethics.

The reasons for thus descending once more from the Thomistic
plane to the Anistotehian plane are as numerous in Dante’s thought
as they are strong. He 15 3 man who suffers and seeks m phalo-
sophy the means to console humself; he 1s an author who adIrcsses
humself to men of action in order to teach them to mould through
philosophy lives that are essentually practical and hardly mn any
way speculative; he is a citizen of FE)rence, m one of the most
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disturbed periods in the history of a town that has knowh so
much disturbance 1n the past, and no one will make Dante beheve
that man can be happy contemplating intelhgible things at a
time when the plunder of us possessions 1s impending, when
his hfe 1n society 15 bemng moulged by hatred and violence, and
when he has awaiting him the exile that will drive him from his
native Jand, far’from the domestic hearth, beside which hus wafe
and children will live without him 1n musery. To such a man,
what an nspiration 1t must have been to discover those Ethica
ad Nicomachum whose author had known so well the museries
of avil discord that he had died in exile at Chalas, whither he
had fled from Athens so as not to let the Athenians “sin twice
agamnst philosophy”! Every book and almost every chapter of
the Ethics 1s a eulogy of “political” virtue, an appeal to the civic
virtue par excellence—that creator of order and human happness
which 1s Justice. For justice 15 not simply an mndividual virtue
among the rest; properly speaking, 1t 1s virtue in 1its entirety.
If he %ud not read Anstotle, Dante’s political passions would
have been nerther less compelling nor less violent, but they
would have lacked what they needed in order to found themselves
i reason, to define themselves mm doctrine and above all to
discover the remedy for the evils which had been their cause.
Dante knew thss, and that 1s why the Banguet places at the summat
of the heaven of the sciences that appertamn to man qua man the
saving science of men as they are in this life, that science whach,
like the Crystalline, 1s the Primum Mobile whose supreme influence
moulds, orders and renders fruitful the workings of all the other
sciences: Ethics. The author of the Divine Comedy was not the
man to neglect his chance of finding God, and we shall see that
even the author of the Banguet avowedly cherished 1t, but, 1n the
meantime, Dante talks hke a2 man who 1s conversing about
human Iife with men: here on earth, 1t is better to be a perfect
man than an inadequate god.

As soon as he opencd the Bthica ad Nicomachum, suggestions
with this bias came crowdmg mnto Dante’s mind in profusion. In
Ius book, as its very subject requires, Aristotle reasons always
from the pomt of view of the conditions of the moral life. When
he defines the ultimate purpose of man, what he means is the
purpose of moral activities, and when he grades the sciences
according to a hierarchy, 1t is from this pomt of view that he
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classifies them. Now from this clearly defined pomt of view
the supreme and architectonic science is that which he calls
moluvuser, and which the Latin translation and the commentary
of St. Thomas call scientia politica or scientia civilis. Not only does
1t govern human life, but 1t even governs the use of the sciences,
since it prescribes what sciences must be learned, in what towns
they must be taught, who should learn them and up to what pomt
one should pursue the study of them.? Now the purpose
after which this virtue strives in thus ordering all the sciences
and all the arts—mualitary, economuc, rhetorical and others—is the
s¢ which contamns the individual purposes of all those arts

and all those sciences. the good of man, ©6 &vBpdmvor dyabdy,
the humanum bonum of the Latin translation, upon which St
Thomas comments with great precision when he says that “the
purpose of politics 1s human good, that 1s to say the best purpose
in human qffirs".' In short, the particular subject of the Ethica
ad Nicomachum 1s, to be precise, the nature of that supreme virtue
which 1s called modevixij.3

Such, too, 1s the ﬁamcular subject of the Banguet, 1n so far,
at least, as this work speaks of the virtues and classifies them.
Unless he specifically indicates the contrary, Dante’s attitude
here 1s that of the philosopher speaking of human good and of
the human virtues as such. Now these human virtues are essen-
tially the moral virtues, because the latter call for the ssmultaneous
exercise of the two parts of the human synthesis, the soul and
the body. The metaphysic of a philosopher 1s the better in pro-
portion to the degree mn which he transcends his body, and 1s

t Amsrors, Ethic. Nic, 1, 1, 1004 2 271004 b 2

% ApisTOTLE, Bthic, Nic., 1, 1, 1004 b 7 Cf. St TroMas Aqumvas, In X kb Ethic, ib,
I, lect 3, ed Pirotta, No. 28 I would not wish to appear to twast the relevant passages
to st my interpretation, for I am truly anxious not to do so I shall not be domg so,
however, if I make thus statement By way of commentary upon the three lines in which
Anstotle asserts that, i the moral order of human good, the sup and arch
science is ethucs, St Thomas has wriiten two paragraphs with the object of speafyng
clearly, first that ethics 15 only entitled to govern the use of the sciences, not their sub-
stance (ed cit, No 27), then that Anstotle calls “politics the supreme saience, not abso-
hutely, but in the genre of active scaences, which deal with human affairs, of which pohiics
conceives the ultimate purpose. For if 1t 13 a question of the ulimate purpose of the
whole universe, it 18 the divine scaence that concerves it, the science that 13 supreme i
comparson with all the others. If Aristotle says that 1t is the concern of politics to con~
mvechedummpurpueofhummhkuz:daﬁnnnmthubook.thtubeame
the doctrne of the book contans the primary elements of pohitical science” ;ed dt.,
No 3r) The commentator’s insistence on specifying & disanction which g m
hummnqmw Anstotle was not versed in theology and had
no beanfic vinon to

8 Amistomis, Ethic Nic., 1, 3, 1094 b 1.




PHILOSOPHY IN THE BANQUET 1

thereby more of a god and less of a man; but the ethics and the
politics of a moralist are the better in proportion as they are more
m harmony with the special nature of the human being as such.
Dante is so profoundly convinced of this that he has not scrupled
to put Aristotle into verse 1 order to make him say 1t:

I say that every virtue, taken at s source,
comes from 2 single root*
that virtue, I mean, which makes man happy
n his actvity
And 1t 15, as the Ethics has 1t,
a d:iiosmon firm m election,
which keeps solely to the golden mean,
and those are 1ts words 1

Now, commenting on the passage, in the dual capacity of
Aunstotle and Thomas Aquinas, Dante defines its meaning thus:
This passage sigmfies two things, first that every vartue proceeds
from a single source, then that gy every virtue must be understood
the moral virtues that are here in question, as is mdicated, more-
over, by the reference to the Ethics: “In which connection it
should be known that the fruits which are emmently ours are
the moral virtues, because m all respects they are 1 our power.”
This formula—perd che da ogni canto sono mn nostra potestade—
should be to us a ray of light which illuminates the fundamental
nature of Dante’s thought as disinguished from the thought of
Amnstotle and that of St. Thomas Aqunas.® For his personal
atutude 1s that of neither; 1t 1s that of 2 man situated between
the two, mchned by wvirtue of his pohtical preoccupations to
treat the good of the city as an ultimate purpose, just as Aristotle
would desire, but mclined by virtue of his Chnistiamity to safe-
guard what pertains to a transcendent and truly supreme purpose,
Just as St. Thomas Aquinas desires. To satisfy these two all-
powerful inclinations, Dante has sought his muddle way n a
disunction between the two orders that is much more emphauc
than 1t could be i Aristotle, m whom the religious plane is
rather faintly marked, or than 1t was i St. Thomas, 1n whom
distinction between these orders implies the subordmnation of
one to the other and bases the jurisdiction of the superior

1 Dante, Convivio, IV, Canzone. Cf Amistoris, Ethic, Nic., 1, 6, 1106 & 15-29,
8 Dants, Convivio, IV, 17
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on the inferior. Dante, on the contrary, has tried to dstin-

the two orders m such a way that their mutual
independence should be as complete as possible. That 1s why we
find him here describing as emmently human the virtues w]
precisely because they are only human, are in no sense outside the
range of man’s nature, govern the special function of man gua
man, and assure him ofg the human happiness that is humanum
bonum w the proper sense through the exercise of the human
function par exceﬁ:nce' the correct voluntary choice of an mn-
telhigent being. Such 1s the meanng of this extraordmary
classification of the sciences and of the primacy which it reserves
for ethics. Undoubtedly—and Dante is well aware of it—there
are nobler sciences than ethics, but these nobler sciences are also
less our preserve than that science which 1s concerned with what
man can do, by purely human means, for the happiness of man.
In a human classification of the sciences, the most perfect of
human mtellectual attainments should occupy first place. And
theology? 1t will be asked. To this question the answer 1s ssmple-
The science that appertains to God certamly comes first 1 a
divine classification of the sciences, but, as we shall now see, it
cannot count in the general rating of our human sciences because,
being supernatural 1n its origm, 1t hovers above them but does
not mungle with them.

HI. TRANSCENDENCY OF THBOLOGY

There remamn to us now only one heaven and one science: the
Empyrean and theology; we cannot, then, do other than pair
them off. It may be said, moreover, that their very nature
predestined them to be assocated in Dante’s thought. In using
the word “heaven”, we may mntend to sigmfy two things that
arc essentially distinct: either a heaven understood according
to the concept of the astronomers and philosophers, or else a
heaven understood according to the concept of the theologuans.

The astronomers recognize nine heavens: the seven heavens
corresponding to each of the seven planets that we can see, the
Firmament or heaven of the fixed stars that we can also see, and
finally the Crystalline, which we cannot see, but which we
postulate as the only conceivable cause of visible effects. The
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theolograns recognize another, which is, in pomt of fact, the
Empyrean. Not only do the astronomers not recognize 1t, but
1t cannot even be said that all theologians recognize it, since,
according to St. Thomas, only Basil, Strabo and Bede have
affirmed 1ts existence.t As for St. Thomas himself, he does not
think the reasons adduced to prove that this heaven exists are
very convincing), but he proposes to take its existence for granted,
if only on grounds of theological expediency. The Empyrean
would then be conceived as somm created m the very
beginning 1n a state of glory, first-fruit of the future glorification
of the body, just as, since the commencement of the world, the
Angels have been m a state of glory, first-frusts of the future
glorification of the soul. The name of this heaven 1s borrowed
from that of fire, not that it has 1ts heat, but because 1t has its
light. Thus conceived, this heaven lacks any close connection
with the others. As Basil says, 1t 13 extra mundum (“outside the
world”), it 1s essentally a place of peace and repose: guietis
domicilium It 1s therefore ungcrstandable that some theologians,
speaking of the Empyrean as the destination of those bodies which
are 1n a state of glory, have mamntained that 1t exerts no influence
on the inferior bodies, which belong to another order, that of
the natural course of things. However, St. Thomas himself 1s
of a different opmion. It appears to hum more likely that,
although without motion, the Empyrean exerts an mfluence on
those bodies which move. It must ie added that this cannot be a
positive action, whether exerted by direct motion, or resulting
mdirectly from some movement. As we have said, if this heaven
exists 1t 15 without motion. But we mught attnbute to 1t
a fixed, stable action, for instance a contammng or causal
gfoperty, or something of the same kind with an imphication of
igmity.?

Such was the constant attitude of St. Thomas on the question.
Dante appears to have been a little more knowledgeable than
he 1 this connection. Above the Crystalline heaven, he asserts,
Catholics postulate the exstence of the Empyrean heaven, that
is, a heaven of fire, or else of light, and they postulate 1t as wathout
motion, because 1t possesses 1n cach of 1ts parts what 1ts substance

1Cf. Bruno Nawot, La dottring dell'Empireo . . . , m Saggi & filosofia dantesca, pp.
a04-227

2 Sr, THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars 1, qu. “,m;,ktf and ad 2m, Cf St.
BoNAVENTURS, In II Sent, 14, 3, 1, 3, Concl, ed. Quaracchs, Vol. II, p. 356.
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requires. 'This heaven, Dante assures us, is the cause of the vefy
rapid movement executed by the Primum Mobile (or Crystalline):
indeed, each part of the Crystalline, the heaven immediately
below the Empyrean, has such an extreme, burning desire to
be united to each of the parts of this most divine heaven of
repose that, under the stress of this desire, 1t moves with a
speed that almost passes understanding: “This place of calm and

is that of the supreme Deity Which alone has a complete
vision of Itself. It 1s the place of the blessed spirits, as the Hol
Church has 1t, which cannot lie; and Aristotle seems to tb.ml
the same, to whoso understands him clearly, 1n Book I of the
De caelo et mundo. This heaven 1s the summit of the edifice of
the world; within 1t the whole world 1s contained, and outside
it there is nothing; and it has, uself, no location, but was formed
solely m the first Thought, which the Greeks call Protonoe.
Thus 1s the splendour to which the Psalmust refers when he says
to God: Thy splendour 1s exalted above the heavens.”

We need not ask how Dante was able to find i the De caelo
et mundo the creation of the Empyrean, the heaven of God.*
The essential thing 1s that he did find 1t there and that, because
of the peace and calm that reign in 1t, thus divine heaven is related
m his mind to theology.? For theology too 1s a place of calm and
gmetude: “The Empyrean heaven, 1n its peace, resembles the

tvine science, whjcﬁ 1s full of all peace and suffers no confhict
of opmions or of sophistical arguments, because of the most
excellent sureness of its motsf, which 15 God. And speaking of
it He says to His disciples: Peace I leave with you, my peace I give
unto you (St. John, XIV, 27), when He gives and leaves to them
His doctrine, which is that science of which I speak. Solomon
has said of it: “There are threescore queens, and fourscore con-
cubmes, and virgins without number. My dove, my undefiled,
is but one’ (Song of Songs, VI, 8-9).”¢ A passage rich in pomters
and one whose full sense we shall have giaf;iculty In extracting,

d’:Dum. cc:vlvlo.n.ii..lgf tll:emended:l"a:mmtlccordedtoﬂlcﬂmpymm
Letter to Grande, wite le opere . . . ed. ot , » XVIL, 24-27, pp. 440-441
Onmm&.mG.Bumxdededt,?;‘:s,nows. PP

# On the passage 1n ST THOMAS AQUINAS, In de Cuclo et Mundo, b 1, lect a1, whach
seems to have to Dante the 1dea that Anstotle, too, assumed the exustence of
an abode of the bl seced at, p 116, note 1. The whole of this syncretistic cosmo-
graphy 1s that of a poct rather than a philosopher,

ﬂ.‘ ") ¢ al cielo quieto nisponde la scienza divina, che & Teologa appellata” (Convivia,
13

¢ Danta, Convivio, 1, 14; ed dit., p. 60.
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for 1t abounds in implications of the most subtle kind and we
should neither allow them to be lost nor force theirr meaning.

Let us note first—for we shall see its importance later on—
the identification of theology with the teaching of Chrust:
dando e lasciando a loro la sua dottrina, che & questa scienza di o’ io
parlo. Without wishing to credit Dante with 1deas which perhags
he did not have, we may say almost with certainty that he intends
here to recall that, 1 1ts ongn, and consequently 1n 1ts essence,
theology is ly the word of God which has been handed
down to us through the Holy Scriptures. In insisting on the
peacé that is brought to him by his unshakable certamty of
Revelation, Dante recalls besides that 1t ought not to suffer
from the conflicts of opimons which disturb the other sciences.
Unless we suppose lum to have been totally ignorant of the
theologscal tcacﬁmg of hus time, when what he calls lite d’oppinioni
o di sofistici argomenti most certamnly was not lacking, we cannot
beheve that he intended these words as a definition of the state
of theology as it was. What Dante defines mn these terms 15 1ts
state as 1t should be. It 1s therefore permussible to think that the
theology whose peace he likens to that of the Empyrean 1s an
1deal theology, strictly based on Christian faith i the doctrme
of Christ.

Thas 1s not all. To the quotation which he borrows from the
Gospel of St. John Dante immediately adds a quotation from
the Song of Somgs, applymg its meaning to 31eology. The
majonity of the commentaries on the Banguet see no defficulty
n this; some even admure the perfect compatibility between this
gassage and the doctrme of St. Thomas Aquinas. We need,

owever, only compare these two conceptions of theology to
concetve doubts as to their compatibility.

In the article 1n the Summa theologica i which he explams his
views on this point, St. Thomas too adduces, as the basis
of his own thesis, a passage from the Scmptures, but it is
not the same one: Misit ancillas suas vocare ad arcem (*‘She
hath sent her maids to mvite to the tower”) (Prov., IX,
3). Beyond any doubt, however, St. Thomas knew the
passage from Solomon, but he does not quote it. Conversely,
Dante probably knew this doctrine of St. Thomas and the
passage from Proverbs, but he prefers to quote another: Sexaginta
sunt teginae, et octoginta concubinae, et adulescentularum non est
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numerus: wna est columba mea, perfecta mea (“There are threcscore
queens, and fourscore concubines, and virgins without number,
My dave, my undefiled, is but one” (Song of Songs, VI, 8-9).
Since he is made out to be so faithful and well informed 2 Thomust
—and he was at any rate well nformed—Dante undoubtedly
did not prefer one Solomon to another without reason. The
fact of the matter is that the symbolism of the pissage chosen b
St. Thomas makes the other sciences out to be so many hand}:
maids of whom theology 15 queen, whereas the passage chosen
by Dante makes theology out to be a pure dove, but not a queen,
and the other sciences queens, and not handmaids. This passage
from the Song of Songs therefore illustrates admurably Dante’s
1dea on the pomt.

This 1dea 1s not, as some would like to make us beheve, that
“the sacred science, Theology, is above all the other sciences,
which are 1ts attendants and handmaids”.* If Dante had washed
to mamntain, as St. Thomas does, that the other sciences are the
handmaids of theology—quod aliae scientiae dicuntur ancillae hujus
—he would not have faled to quote the same passage as St.
Thomas had utihized. The onc that he quotes says, i actual
fact, something else, to wat, that theology 1s a dove, because 1t
enables us to see perfectly the truth in which our souls find their
rest. As for the other sciences, they are all queens, favourites

“and handmaids tutte scienze chiama regine e drude e ancille, e
guésta chiama colomba . . . e perfetta (I, 14). If we reckon theology
—questa—among the other sciences, we shall have to say that
1t 15 one of the queens, and the purest at that, but not their queen.
If we reckon 1t separately from the other sciences, the “divine
science” will be disunguished from them as a dove s distingushed
from queens. In whatever way we interpret this passage, not
only shall we not find there the Thomistic doctrine of the sub-
ordination of the sciences to theology, but we shall find rather
the mtention of avoiding 1t. Whether we say, accordmg to our
preferred mterpretation of the passage, that there are sixty
queens, of which one 1s theology, or that there are sixty queens

! The passage mn which St Thomas quotes the text of Prov, IX, 3, occurs i Sum
theol, Pars I, qu. 1, art §, Sed confra On the alleged accord between Dante and St,
Thomas on this matter scc P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p so. G. Busnmu
and G Vanpaw, ed. cit, Vol I, p 30, note 8, apropos of the word andlle, refer the
reader to St THOMAS AQUINAS, loc ¢it., without any comment, as if Dante were here
only reproducng the doctrne of St Thomas.
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in addiron to a dove which is theology, m either case we deny
the theological monarchy of the teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas.
Between St. Thomas’s phrase—aliae scientiae dicuntur ancillae hujus
—and Dante’s—tutte scienze chiama regine, drude e ancille—it
seems that a choice is imperative. If there is only one queen,
there are not sixty; to maintain that Dante is here in accord
with St. Thomas Aquinas, we must be satisfied with an accord
based on a contradiction.

Yet tlus is still only a first mndication, certainly valuable as
a means of putting us on the right road 1 the interpretation
of Dante’s tﬁought, but msufficient to enable us to x’Xcﬁm: 1t
Happily, and although he does not neglect to be prudent m the
expression of his personal thought, Dante seldom forgoes the
pleasure of expressing 1t in full. When he 1s speaking of questions
that are near hus heart, he even gives proof of a remarkable
continuity of purpose. Now the decision which we have seen
him take placed hum m a difficult position, from which he had
to escape at all costs. On the one hand, Dante evidently desired a
theology which, like the peace of Christ, should not be of this
world: that 1s why he 15 so very anxious that 1t should not mingle
with the sciences, even for the purpose of ruling them. On
the other hand, he was not ignorant of the doctrine of St. Thomas,
which makes the sciences the ancillae (handmaids) of theology.
That Dante profoundly admired and loved St. Thomas cannot
be doubted, not only on account of the glorious part that he 1s
to make him play 1n the Divine Comedy, but because, even in the
Banguet, where he will have for lum one of those terms of
famihanity and affection which have the ring of sincenty,
Dante’s work 1s based as muclion the cominentary of $t. Tlomas
as on this passage from Anstotle. How, then, are we to fit in
the desire not to make the sciences, in other words philosophy,
handmaids of theology, without denying that philosophy can
render_theology fhe services which tter expects of jtt
Dante set himself this thorny problem, and the most remarkable
thing 1s that he found what fxe needed to settle 1t m the very
root from which, so far as he was concemed, the question
sprang.

With a ngostc no less bnlliant than his scriptural parry to
the passage from Solomon, Dante simply rephied that, to aid
1 See below, p. 158.

B
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theology, philosophy has nothing else to.do but exist. Thus,
the l:csg){t %‘rl;ocspthj; complete exerase of 1its nights, the truer
will 1t be to 1tself, the more too, madentally, will theology
be the gainer. Dante meant this not merely m the sense that
philosophy must first exist as phlosophy to be able subsequently
to serve theology, which would ge the genume Thomustic
solution to the problem, but in the more radital sensc that ts
exastence as philosophy 1s essential 1f that science 1s to give theology
adcquate help i the work of human salvation.?

What, mfced, 1s the basis of theology, if not faith in the
Revelation of Jesus Chnst: And what 1s it that proves that we
should have faith m this Revelation: The maracles accomphished
by Christ. But agam, what 1s 1t that proves that we ought to
believe Christ wrought muracles: For, after all, many people
have the greatest aversion to beheving what they do not see, and
they did not see these maracles. Let such, then, tum their eyes
towards philosophy! This donna gentile arrives at this point m

1%R perd ulamamente dico che da eterno, cioe ettermamente, fis ordmata (sc. questa
donna geatile) ne la mente di Dio 1n tesimonio de Ia fede a coloro che m questo tempo
vivono” (Convivio, I, 7} Dante 18 here alluding to Prov , VIII, 23 *Ab aeterno ordinata
sum et ex antiquis antequam terra fieret”, but 1n thus applymg to philosophuc wisdom
that whach all the theolograns of hus time apphcd to the eternal Wisdom, which 13 the
‘Word, Dante was certunly adoptmg an entirely personal atttude to the question. In
this comnection G Busnelli and G. Vandelli quote mn their commentary (op at, p 343,
note 6) a long passage from Sr TuoMAs AQUINAS, Cont Gent, I, 98, m order to
establish that even muracles are subiect to God's provadence  Undoubtedly and no one
‘was unaware of it, but what 1t would have been interesting to find would have been a
passage 1 St, Thomas saying (1) that philosophy 1s something muraculous, (2) that it 1s
that wisdom of which it 15 sad in Proverbs, VIII, 23 Ab aeterno ordinata sum, (3) that st
was thus predestined by God to render the nuracles of the Gospel more credible to
sceptics  Of course, nothing of the kind occurs 1n hus works By accumulating passages
from St Thomas at the foot of pages which contain nothing Thomustic, one presents
Dante’s thought tn a false setting, at the risk of leading the reader into error as to the
authentic meaming of the doctnne thus annotated. I wish to make 1t clear that thus
remark does not apply to the passages in the Convivio where Dante does draw hus inspira-
tion from St. Thomas, and where, tn comsequence, the commentary of G Busnell and
G Vandelli s often very useful. It becomes dangerous where it leads the indulgent
reader to “agrec” what Dante says with what St. Thomas says Thus, mn dealing with
Cony , I, 8, where Dante says that the revaval of nature through the beauty of philosophy
13 muracolosa cosa, these commentators explan that such a revaval 12 one of those things
which St Thomas calls praefer naturam, like those that are brought about through miracles,
not guantum ad substantsam, or ad subjectm, but quantum ad modum (op cit, Vol. I, p. 363,
note 7). Now the passage from St Thomas quoted 1 support of this distinction (Sua.
theol , Pars I, qu 103, art 8, Resp ) gives, as an example of the lowest form of mzracles
which are only lous ¢ ad modum, the sudden cure of a fever b 2
sudden fall of ran that can be attnbuted to no natural cause, and huusmod: 'ILmonl
correction of a man by philosophy 15 2 wonderful, but natural, effect produced by a
natural cause, for St. Thomas at all events 1t is not 2 humsmodi  Hence, to suggest to the
reader that an accord exusts where one knows very well that i does not exast 13 to set
lum on a false trail.
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time to aid fasth, in other words to give the support of her
tesumony to that science which is above all others conducive
to the salvation of the human race—theology, which saves man
from eternal death and endows him with eternal Iife. And how
can she here aid Revelation: By the fact that, because she is
herself “spmething _wvisibly miraculous, of which. men’s eyes
may daily have ekperience, and because she makes other miracles
credible to us, it 15 manifest that this lady auds our futh by her
wonderful aspect” (II, 7). Indeed, philosophy was cternally
destined, 1 the mind of God, to testify m favour of faith before
the men of to-day. Apd philosophy thus hears witness to faith
not only through the hght with which 1t illumnates the mtellect,
but also through the moral beauty with which it ennobles the
soul. By this means God gives us to understand that the splendour
of wisdom “has the power to revive the nature of those who
contemplate 1t, which 1s a muraculous thing. And this confirms
what was said above 1n the previous chapter, in the passage where
I say that 1t 15 an aid to our faith” (II, 8).

There 1s not the barest allusion 1 all ths to any sort of col-
laboration on the part of philosophy in the evolution of a
theological science as St. Thomas Aqumas understood 1t. Nor
do we find there a smgle word about the subordmnation of
philosophy to theology of which the basis, mn the Summa
theologica, was furnished by the text of Prov., IX, 3: Misit
ancillas suas vocare ad arcem (“‘She hath sent her maids to
mvite to the tower”). Phidosophy appears m Dante as a
collaborator far prouder and far more m dent. It is through
its splendour and magmficence, as a daugﬁ::r of God, by virtue
of the miracle of its own existence and of the effects which it produces
on man through its special quality, that philosophy, a miracle to
be seen every day, helps us to deem posmb]g the muracles of
Christ which we did not see. No one will deny that this aid can
mndeed benefit Chnstian faith with its , but 1t will un-
doubtedly be recognized that it does not conform to the canon
of Thomistic apologetics. To suggest that the muracles of Christ
m the Gospel become possibili when one sees how divmely
muraculous are the splendgur of philosophical knowledge and the
efficacy of the philosophical ethic, 15 to make the credibility of
the miracle dependent on the beauty of the natural order, itself
conceived as a muracle. Whatever the doctrine from which
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Dante may here be drawing his inspiration, it is certainly not that
of St. Thomas Aquinas.!

In fact, and if we try to defme Dante’s position with regard
to the nature and function of theology, we find ourselves faced
with the following facts: It is a supernatural science situated
above, but outside, the order of the natural sciences, as the
Empyrean is a supernatural heaven, situated above, but outside,
the order of the natural heavens; just as the Empyrean does not
exert on the world of nature any positive action, but moves
the Primum Mobile through the love with which it mspires 1t, we
may think that, a]thougﬁ he does not say it,* Dante admits that

* theology, without exerting any direct action on philosophy,
may be a sort of call summoning 1t to the heights; finally, Dante
has nowhere said or suggested t.gat the philosophical sciences are
in any way subordmate to this supposed queen, theology, but
he has said, on the contrary, that there are at least sixty queenly
sciences, not counting favountes and handmaids. Everything,
then, tempts one to think that Dante regards theology as being
exalted beyond the himits of the worlg by virtue of 1ts very
sfrfcctlon and separated from nature through its supernatural

guuty.

1In their commentary on these passages G Buselli and G Vandells have naturally
had no difficulty 1n passages mn St Thomas calculated to confirm that muracles
~supernatural acts—are the principal grounds of our belief 1n 2 Revelation that 15 1tself
U] (op cit, Vol I, p 342, note 7), that God has chosen to create our reason
anfentor to His power (loc e, note o), and that the saints perform thewr miracles m the
name of Chnist {loc cit , note 10), but, according to their note on the words e guesta donna
sla una cosa vistbilmente miraculosa (op cit, p 343, note 3), they have and with
;oodrwmtoﬁndany;:mgetoquotemwiuchb‘t Thomas has said that phulosophy
1 something “miraculous” to the extent that 1t faccia a nol possibsh I altrl Tﬁepasu
mn St Thonsas which the two commentators quote to cluadate this passage sy first
that the p of vible muracles s to confirm our fath, then that 1t is of the essence
of the that 1t should exaite our wonder, because 1t scems to us, when a miracle
occurs, that what happens 1 the contrary of what ought to happen Now St. Thomas
greatly admired phulosophy, but he cestainly did not regard the ntellectual and moral
cffects of this natural knowledge as contrary to the habitual order of nature When 1t
produces such effects on man, what happens 1 exactly what naturally should happen.

¥ pernut myself to ask the reader to be good enough to check this point by
to Cony, II, 14 “Ancora lo Cielo . 7 1think, however, that Dante wor
not deny that theology has a wfiuence on&hﬂonph.w:th:heprovuothat
it 13 not a posuve nfluence, but one like that wh hcum{mmtotheﬂmyymn:
cauang motion by the mere fact of bemg loved. The identificaion of theology wath
thas heaven as 1t 18 desenibed by Dante at any rate tempts one to imagine 5o
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IV. Limits OF MBTAPHYSICS

As it emerges from the preceding analyses, the head of the
table of the sciences accorcﬂng to the Dantesque clasafication
assumes the following aspect:

Theology
Ethucs

Physics — Metaphysics

Theology here seems to hover i a sort of splendid 1solation,
to which we shall find, however, that there are limits; with
ethics, which corresponds to the Primum Mobile, begins, on the
contrary, the order of motive influences and direct positive
acnions which pervade the entire order of natural scaences, down
to the modest but indispensable science of grammar. All taken'
together form Wisdom, and because ethics summons and
prescribes them, and directs them towards their goal, 1t 1s ethics
that endows them with harmony and beauty: La moralitade @
bellezza de la sapienza (III, 15).

If we reflect on this doctrime, we see clearly enough why
Dante came to prefer 1t, but we do not see how he was able to
make up hus mind to uphold it. All external mfluences con-
spired to deter hum: Arstotle on the one hand, who never
hesitated to keep metaphysics at the summit of the hierarchy
of the sciences; St. Thomas on the other, who msisted on this
even more strongly than Arstotle had done, because he had to
vindicate the claims of another and even hugher speculative theo-
logy, that of Revelation. We cannot, then, imagine how Dante
was able thus to relegate metaphysics from the first place, which
belonged to 1t traditionally, to the second place, which he assigns
to 1t, without modifying the conception of it 1n order to make it
conform to the new part whuch it is desired to make 1t play.
Not only did Dante nfo this, but in the process he ex a
wealth of mgenuity, and an ingenuity of the highest quality,
because 1t 15 m the service of an 1dea that is very precise but hard
to express.
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At the risk of shghtly stretching Dante’s thought, but with
the object of bringing Zut what seems to me the 1dea which a
great number of passages suggest, I am going to say, in definitely
stating that the formula is not hus, that metaphysics as conceived
by Dante remains in itself the loftiest and most perfect of the
sciences, but that 1t is not so s far as we are congerned. Hence the
two groups of passages, all authentic, which confront cach other
and jom battle m book after book and in commentary after
commentary, each one of those which take up their position being

rfectly sure of the justce of its cause, and with reason, but
P:tgetful that its adversaries are hkewise so, and with no less
reason. There was nothing contradictory in mamtaimng that,
by its very superiority, metaphysics passes our understanding,
so that though it is i itself the noblest of the sciences natura]%y
accessible to man our mastery of 1t is too mcomplete for 1t to
be the noblest of our sciences, that 1s to say of those whose subjects
we dominate instead of feeling dominated by them. The noblest
of our sciences 1s that of man’s happiness gua man ethcs; as for
metaphysics, we should certamly fpl:u:e it firse 1f our mastery
of 1t were equal to our mastery of ethics. Its only fault 1s that
it 18 2 Iittle too much for us.

This conviction appears to me to make itself felt in the majonty
of the passages in which Dante compares the respective teachings
of philosophy and theology on a single problem. The result
of these comparisons 1s that i the long run the conclusions of
metaphysics always agree with those of theology, but that,
concerning each of the points treated by human wisdom, divine
wisdom knows much more and knows 1t much better. Dante’s
exaltation of theology thercfore seems to have had the primary
effect of giving him a keener sense of the inherent shortcomngs
of our metaphysic, as if the latter could only strive more or less
successfully towards what 1s, 1n fact, the special goal of theology
and, straining towards a goal that lies beyond its reach, were often
condemned to remain a sort of inadequate theology.!

‘Dmm'lamdemthuet‘;l;mumtommﬂmmblﬂ!htwhmhhukulybeen

F. VAN STERNBERGHEN, i Les oeuvres et Ia doctrine de
Siger de Brabont, Brumcls, Palas des Académies, 1938, See especually the excellent
pages 174-175 Formulas ke *—"“Non tamen videtur quod possit ad plenum
satusfieri mtelloctuj humano” and 'Homdecpnﬂnmﬁmreﬂdeodemut”
(op. cit., p. 175)~~have an entirely Dantesque ning. On the other hand I do not know

mngle equivalent m Dante of the numerous passages 1 which Siger propounds 2 j
dumnphﬂonphuﬂywmﬁnbh.dthwgh:hemmrynuumwgsehmofﬁx

B
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In certain cases however, even when thrown back upon its
own resources, metaphysics emerges with great credit. That is
what happens in connection with the immortality of the soul, a
problem which was forced on Dante’s thought by the ever ki
memory of Beatrice. It is true that philosophy 1s here satixg
at small cost: “. alitad eie id, the
basest and the most permcious 15 the belief that there 15 no oth
life after death; in pomt of fact, if we refer to all hooks, those
of the R_Mm as well as those of the-other sages.who-have
written on the subject, all agree on this point, that there 15 some
part of us which 1s immortal.” In support of which assertion
Dante cites Anstotle, De anima; all the Stoics; Cicero, De
Senectute; all the pagan poets; all the religious laws, those of
the Jews, the Saracens, the Tartars and that which 1s common to
all men 1n whatever part of the world they live. If all had
deluded themselves the result would be an impossible situation
of which the mere mention provokes a shudder. This impossible
situation would consist m the fact that, although man. 1s the
most_perfect of bengs here below, he would die like all the
other animals, m spite of the hope of another Iife with which
he 15 buoyed up, now if he were deluded 1n this natural hope,
man, that 1s to say the most perfect of creatures, would be at
the same time the most imperfect, which 1s the more impossible
as 1n that case 1t would be reason, the lughest perfection. of man,
that was the cause of us imperfection (I, 8).2

For these reasons, and for others too, Dante is therefore quute
certain of the immortality of the soul. None the less he adds
this one: “Moreover, the mfallible doctrine of Christ assures
us of 1t, that doctrine which 1s the way, the truth and the hghe

“Et 1stac rationes sunt Commentatorss, quast indusolubiles, tamen opposttum verum
est per fidem™ (op cit, p 174) To Dantr, reason may often be out of 1s depth
ﬂ:wphy.butmmwycmdummwmhoppwwofthemchmgof

Even on a pomnt such as the inability of the most vartuous heathen to be saved
without faith, Dante does not say that 1t 13 unjust from the viewpomt of reason, but
Just from that of fath, that 2 man who has never heard of Chnist should be
for not having believed 1n Him, but that, aided by faith, reason may see that that 1 just:
“Quacdam emm judicea Dex sunt, ad quae etn humana ratio ex s pertmgere
nequit, elevatur tamen ad illa cum adjutonio fides eorum quac m S Litter1s nobas
cicta sunt, mecut ad hoc, quod nemo, quantumcumque moralibus et intellectualibus
nmbm&mdumhhuumammgumopmomper&cm.:bqueﬁdeulnﬂ
potest, dato quod numquam ahiqud de Chnsto audivent. Nam hoc ratio humang per
leg'uuummtummpomt.ﬁdeumenadjuupou" (De Monarcha, B, 7).

these arguments, consult BRUNO Nauort, Note critiche di filosofia dantescha,

Florence, L. S Olschld, 1938-XVI, pp 28-42
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[St. John, XV, 6]: the way, because by it we pass without let
1 to the happiness of this immortality; the truth, because it is not
*hable to err; the light, because 1t llumines us in the darkness of
‘the ignorance of this world. This doctrine, I say, makes us

certain of 1t more than all other reasons, because He Who gave
Jit to us 15 He Who sees our immortahty and_scts its bounds.
'"We cannot, indeed, see 1t perfectly so long as the immortal in

s 15 mi with the mortal. But we see 1t perfectly through
s faith, and, through reason, we see 1t 1 a shadow of darkness

due to the nmungling of the mortal and the immortal. And this

should be 4 most potent proof that both are m us, and I, for my

, thus beheve, thus affirm, and am thus certain of passing
after this hfe to another and better one, to the abode of that
bglorious lady [sz. Beatrice] of whom my soul was en-

amoured . . .” (II, 8).

This passage contains a small difficulty of construction. After
wrtting, with reference to immortahty, that “we cannot see 1t
[feminine] perfectly so long as the immortal m us is mmflzd'
with the mortal”, Dante continues: “But we see 1t [masculine]
perfectly through falth . .”, etc. If we follow the thread of
the sense our mterpretation will be: “But we see through faith
that_ man 1s immortal.” If we follow the grammar, we shall
have to relate the lo of vedemolo to the immortal, and our mter-
pretation will be “But we sce 1t [sc, the immortal 1 us] per-
fectly through faith.” In both cases the sense remams the same,
for the question propounded by Dante 1s 1n fact whether, n this
Iife, we see per;::ctly through reason la nostra immortalitade.*

3In their commentary on this passage G Busnelh and G Vandelh make vedemolo
refer to il nostro immortale (op at, VoL I, p 164, note 4), which 1s correct  But, carried
away by the desire to refute a remark of Bruno Nard: (tn Grornale storico della letteratura
itallana, XCV, 83), according to whom Dante considers that “the arguments advanced
by Thomas 1n favour of the immortality of the soul would not suffice to make us abso~
Jutely certain of 1t™, the two commentators want this sentence to ngnify besides “We
do not sce perfectly through reason the essence of what m us 1s immortal ¥ As 1t is the
soul that 15 immortal, and as St Thomas denies that we have 1n fact any knowledge of
our souls per essentiam, Dante finds himnself thus brought back within the barriers of
‘Thomustic orthodoxy, outside which he 1s forbudden to go ‘Thus interpretauon 13 doubly
unwarranted. It 13 50 1n the first place in view of the letter of the text, for Dante wrote
“La quale [immortahtad?] no: non potemo perfettamente vedere mentre che °l
smmortale col mortale & muschuto, ma vedemolo per fede perfettamente . *, even
of we transiate: “But we sce 3t [sc the immortal i us] through fuith, perfectly . .”,
1t 3 clear that the assertion 18 an answer to what precedes *‘But we cannot y sec
our immortality . " It 1s therefore not a question here of the posability of seeing the
essence of our unmortal souls, but of the posmbility of seeing perfectly the immortal
m ocursclves as such Thus interpretation 13, my 1 the hight of the
wery thens which it upholds. For 1t 1s true that St. Thomas that we have a direct
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His answer to this question is embodied in the following points:
(1) The immortality of the soul 15 a rational certanty unmiversally
accepted; (2) we cannot deny i, moreover, without acknow-
ledging a monstrous inconsistency i nature mn general and mn the
nature of man 1n particular; (3) yet we do not see our immortality
perfectly through reason alone; (4) we do, however, see 1t
perfectly through faith. There 1s no trace, however shght, of
incoherence 1n ths series of proposiions. A umversal feching of
certainty 15 a powerful mdication of truth, yet 1t 1s not con-
clusive, for men feel their immortality, but they do not see it.
Sumilarly, the argument based on the natural desire for im-
mortality may well make the contrary thesis incredible to us,
but such a demonstration 1s not based on the actual nature of the
soul, and so 1t does not enable us to see 1ts immortahty. As St.
Thomas says, 1t 1s 2 sign that we are immortal,* not a proof. Thus,
Dante formally. teaches that we have no perfect rational know-
ledge of the smmortality of the soul, but that faith makes us
pséqgﬂ.y.smﬂn. T
How are we to classify this doctrine? To be sure, St. Thomas
lad it down as a rule that, if we judge certamnties from the
pomt of view of their causes, certainty based on faith 1s the
supreme certainty. Indeed, the cause of certamty based on
wisdom, science and even mtellection 15 of 2 human order,
whereas the cause of certamnty based on faith 1s the authonity of
God. He added, however, that if we classify certamnties according
to what the informed individual can understand of them, those
based on faith are less absolute than those based on the intellect,

knowledge of the essence of the soul, but he adds that 1t may be proved that it 1s an
immatenial substance and that, when this has been proved, its immortality becomes
obvious merely by virtue of the principle of contradiction® “Imposubile est autem quod
forma separetur a scipsa, unde 1mposnbile est, quod forma subsistens desinat esse” (Sum
theol , Pars 1, qu. 75, att 6, Resp) In short, the philosopher, 12 St Thomas’s view,
sees the immortality of the soul as one of those communes anumi conceptiones the contrary
of whch 1s philosophically unthinkable * .. communis amim: conceptio dicitur illa
cujus oppoutum contradictionem includit, stcut, Omne totum est majus sua parte,
quia non essc majus sua parte est contra rationem totis  Sic autem animam rationalem
hon e8¢, NON est communis anumi conceptio, ut ex dicts patet, sed naturam ammae
non ess¢ corruptibilem, haec est commums zmmi ti0” (De Potentia,
quaest disput V, art 4, ad 7m) Thus, to St. Thomas the of the soul 15 2
ranomll&bvmm fact, when, therefore, Dante says that 1t 1s only imperfectly seen m
this hife through reason, he shows either that he 18 ignorant of St Thomas’s thess, or that
he knows 1t, but rejects it In exther case Signor Bruno Nard: 15 fundamentally nght
Dante here 13 not mn agreement with St. Thomas,
1St TuoMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars. I, qu 75, art. 6, Resp. ‘‘Potest etiam huyjus
rei acopi ngnum ex hoc
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recisely because are outside the range of the intellect, but
fhat this "ﬁo‘tt‘b;%cvcnt knowledge founded on faith from
remaining, strictly speaking, the surest knowledge.! Dante
undoubtedly admutted all this, but he adds here something else,
for he maintans not only that faith makes ns.more. certamof
the immortality of the soul than reason does, but that 1t enables
us to see 1t perfectly, whereas reason only enables.us to see it
somewhst dimly. Now to St. Thomas the immortality of the
soul 15 not essentially a truth revealed by farth; 1t 15 essentially
a philosophic truth, and 1t 15 even an obvious philosophic fact
mscparabf: from the defimtion of the soul as a spiritual sub-
stance. How can we ascribe to St. Thomas the thesis that faith
enables us to see obvious philosophic facts more perfectly than
thux arc revealed to us by natural reason: In authentic Thomism
such a proposiion is meamngless. “The Soul of man,” says St.
Thomas, *is naturally incorruptible ”* We therefore need onl
define the nature of the soul correctly m order to see, wi
perfect rational certamnty, its immortality.

Is this Averroism: There 1s the objection that Averroes does
not admit the mmmortahity of human souls endowed with a
personal mtellect, whereas Dante admits at one and the same
time the exustence of such personal intellects and their immortality.
It is therefore not the Averroism of Averroes himself. Nor 1s it
the Averroism of the Latin Averrosts, who consider that philo~
sophy naturally decides against personal immortality, and accept
this thesis only as an article ofP:'alth. Dante, on the contrary,
admuts that there are very strong philosophic reasons in favour of
the personal immortality of the soul, on this pomt, therefore,
he 1s not reduced to the light of faith alone.?

} St THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol, Pars Uiz Mlae, qu. 4, art. 8, Resp.

2 St TroMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars I, qu. 98, art I, Resp

3 Compare the following three passages (1) ST. TROMAS AQUINAS, Sum, fheol , Pars
1, qu. 98, art. 1, Resp . “Est ergo considerandum, quod homo secundum suam naturam
est constitutus quass medwm quoddam inter creaturas corruptibiles et incorruptibales:
nam amma ejus est naturaliter mm, corpus vero naturaliter corruptibile’’;
(a) DANTE, De Monarchia, 11, 16 'S, quod homo solus 1n entibus tenet medium
corrupnbilium et mcorrupubilum . Nam homo, n consideretur secundum utramque
partem essentalem, salicet ammam et corpus corruptibibis est, 1 connderetur tantum
secundum unam, sciheet corpus, 11 vero secundum alteram, scthoet ammam, mcorrupti-
bilis est”, (3) the attitude of Laun Averronsm, which 1s the attrude of Siger of Brabant,
“Sed nunquam wnvemtur Phulosophus determmare de his quae sunt animae separatae
et statu ejus  Quare non vadetur eam uc ese totaliter a "
(Quaest de amma intellectiva, qu. V1, 1n P, MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant et Paverrotsme
latin au XIIle sidcle 2nd ed., Louvam, Institut supérieur de phalosophie de I'Univernté,



PHILOSOPHY IN THE BANQUET 127

His attitude has been compared, with a greater semblance of
truth, to those of Duns Scotus and Ockham, who consider the
mmmortality of the soul more probable on rational grounds than
the contrary thesis, but fully certam only on grounds of farth.
Yet here agan 1t 15 advisable to use discretion, for Dante’s
attitude in no way imphes his adherence to what 1s implied by the
corresponding attitudes of Duns Scotus or Ockham in the
doctrines, otherwise so different, of those two thinkers. Even
if he says something similar, his words have not the significance
of the same formula m Duns Scotus any more than that formula
signifies 1n Duns Scotus what 1t does n Ockham. It 1s more vital
to understand Dante than to classify lum. Now what he says
here 15 simple enough, if, at least, we confine ourselves to what
we are certain he did say: the universal reason of men, including
the philosophers, 1s unshakably convinced of the immortality
of the soul, but 1t does not see 1t with perfect clearness, whereas
we see it perfectly through faith.

This, moreover, 1s not the only case of the kind that 1s to be
met with m the Banguet. It 1s not very unusual for Dante to
stress the nadequacy of the resources at the disposal of meta-~

hysics for the attamment of 1ts loftiest objectives. Why should
ﬁe have reframed from domg so? Docs not Anstotle himself
say that_our intellect can know nothing beyond what we can
perccive through the senses and picture by means of the imagma-
tion: Now, asa matter of fact it happens that none of the supreme
objectives of metaphysics—the pure Intelligences, the pure
Intelligibles, and God—can be either perceived through our
senses or conceived by our imagmation. Whereupon 1t wll
undoubtedly be asked why God walls that these objectives should
escape the grasp of our mtellect and why He 1s pleased to impose
such a ngorous limitation on our knowledge. If we knew, the
question would no longer have any raison d’étre, for such a
limitation would itself not exsst. It is therefore this limitation
that gives nise to the question and prohibuts us from seeking
the answer to 1t: “T say that owmg to the madequacy of the
faculty from which it derives its images—an organic faculty,
S e ) D e et i e B
de PAmuma . ." (Convivio, 1, 8). 'To ham, then, what is involved is a thens that 1s

sophically certam (in this he differs from the Averrouts), but not perfectly i
(in thus he daffers from St ‘Thomas Aqumas).
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namely the imagination—there are some things to which our
intelh?:'t cannot rise (because the imagination cannot aid it, not
having the means to do so), such as substances that are inde-
pendent of matter; for although we may have some knowle

of them, we cannot understand or comprehend them y
And for that man 1s not to be blamed, for thys reason, I say.
that he is not the cause of the defect; the responsibihity for that
lies with the universal nature, in other words God, Who has
chosen to deprive us of that hight i this hfe. As to the question
why God has done ths, it would be presumptuous to discuss it”
(I, 4). A very interesting passage, and one that sheds hght on
the precedmg problem.

What, m fact, did Dante say of the darkness that clouds our
vision of the immortality of the soul: That its cause lies in the
union, and, as 1t were, the mingling, of our soul and body mn ths
life. Now this 1s ‘ﬁremsely the reason which he has just assigned’
Tere to our mability to understand perfectly the naturc of m-
dependent substances. But to concerve of the soul as immortal
1s exactly the same as to concerve of 1t as an independent sub-
stance; and so there 1s nothing surprising m the fact that we are
ncapable of it. Dante’s attitude seems 1n consequence to amount
to this: Knowing, on the authonty of Arnstotle himself, that
metaphysics has too hmited a range to apprehend fully 1ts loftiest
objectives, he establishes 1n addition that on these same objectives
theology sheds a light complementary to that shed by metaphysics.
He therefore finds hm:sclg almost 1n the posttion of an Amstotle
who, acquamted with the Christian Revelation, establishes the
extent to which he has been justified n notng the mherent
limtation 1mposed on our metaphysics by the sensible ongm of
our knowledge.

Hence the extreme reserve of which Dante gives proof each
ame he finds humself faced with one of these objectives whose
nature so radically transcends our own: mdependent substances,
primary matter, God.* It 1s these very things that constitute

‘the bread of the angels”, for “angel” here means nothing else
than “independent Intelhgence”, and the mtellect of the meta-
physician 15 that of a man compounded of body and soul who

1“Ondé ¢ da sapere che di tutte quelle cose che lo "ntelletto nostro vincono, & che

oDl e e e s & 4o B e e & D Ao o Sode
io, ¢ arate, € conl 3

i (Conflsla P 5 prima potemo avere
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chaims to understand the nature of independent intelligible
objectives, created for independent intelligences. In fact, when we
try to attamn such objectives, our aim is too high for our shafts.
’Ir'ﬁc philosophers seek, for example, to discover the cause of the
Firmament’s revolution from east to west. They wonder whether
this movement should be attributed to a motve Intelhgence or
to the love felt by this sphere for the Prime Mover. An excellent

uestion, to be sure, but only God knows the answer to it: Dio
2) sa, che a me pare presuntuoso a giudicare (II, 5). This conviction,
deeply rooted i Dante’s heart, that our philosophic wisdom has
great shortcomungs when 1t 1s pitted agamst pure mtelhigibles,
explamns how he was able to justify 1n lus own eyes the destitution
which his hierarchy of the sciences brought upon metaphysics
and the primacy which 1t attributed to ethics. We shall, however,
shortly see how dangerous 1t 15 to presume to systematize Dante’s
position merely on the basis of one of hus principles, and how much
more flexible, and also more complex, 1s the doctrinal equilibrium
which he himself sought than those which are commonly ascribed
to him by hus historians.

V PrimMAacy orF CONTEMPLATION

When, after placing ethics above metaphysics in the hierarchy
of the sciences, a thinker tackles the problem of the relation of
acuon_to_contemplation, we naturally expect lum to affirm the
primacy of the active ife over the contemplative life. Now
Dante does exactly the opposite, whence lus interpreters for the
most part conclude that, m one or the other of the two cases,
Dantc does not really believe what he says. I think this 1s 2 mis-
take, the fatal mistake that all will commut who try to mterpret
Dante’s thought by 1dentifying it ssmply with one of the doctrinal
positions taken up by other philosophers and already familiar
to us. In fact, after what we have seen 1t 1s impossible to doubt

that Dasge did 1 truth place ethugs at ﬁs_m&ma;gi;hgbx_es—
archy of the sciences; but we shall shortly see that he no less
certainly affirmed the suger_p_r:i’;y,_oﬁ the contem: IQQ\EQZFEJ_:Q
the active bife. To understand the meani@fﬁg doctrine we

must therefore find a position of which each of the
necessarily forms part, the one balancing and complementing
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the other. 'We must above all make surc that this posttion was
in fact hus. That js perhaps not easy, but it is certainly the goal
at which we must aim.

For reasons which we shall later have to cluaidate, Dante
chose to remam fathful, m this particular as m so many others,
to the teaching of the authorities competent tq speak on the
matter. Here, m pont of fact, they are all m agreement.{Theo-
logy teaches us that the only perfect beatiide to which man
should aspire is the vision of God face to face in etermity,) This
vision 18 by the nature of the term a form of contemplanon. The
ultimate triumph of the contemplative ife over the active hfe
is therefore certamn, and this alone would be enough to establish
the inferiority of action 1 comparison with contemplation. But
that which farth ordams that we should believe 1s also 1n the
teaching of philosophy. Amstotle expheitly says, m Book X
of the Ethica ad Nicomachum, that the highest fchaty to which
man may aspire 1s that which 1s sometimes experienced, even 1f
only for brief moments, 1n the practice of the contemplative life.t
Finally, Jesus Christ Himself teaches, in St. Luke’s Gospel, that
the better part has been chosen not by Martha, the symbol of
the actve hfe, but by Mary, the symbol of the contemplative
hfe. Dante therefore concludes without hesitation: “In truth,
we must know that we may obtam m this life two kinds of
fehaty, by following the two roads, one being good, the other
excellent, which lead to them: one 1s the active hife, the other
the contemplative. Now although we obtam 2 good kind of
fehaty through the active hfe, as has been said,* the contem-
plative hfe leads us to a febaty and a beatitude that are excellent,
as the Philosopher proves in the Tenth Book of the Ethics. And
thas 15 aﬁirmedp from the lips of Christ Himself, in Luke’s Gospel,
when He 15 speaking to Martha and answering her: ‘Martha,
Martha, thou art anxious and troubled about many things: of
a surety one thing 1s needful’, that 1s to say, what thou doest.
But He adds: ‘Mary hath chosen the better part, which shall not
be taken away from her.” Now Mary (as 1s written beforc these
words in the Gospel), scated at Christ’s feet, showed no interest

1 Arwsroris, Eth. Nk , X, 7, 1177 2 12~18

3Cf Dante, Comvivio, IV, 17 “E queste [vertudi] sono quelle che fanmo Puomo
beato, o vero felice, ne 1a loro operamone, st come dice lo Filosofo nel prumo de 'Enca

quando duffimsce la Fehetade, dicendo che Feliatade & operamone secondo vertude in
vita perferta.” Cf, Anwrons, Eth N, 1, 6, 1098 2 15-18,
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wmn the service of the house, but listened only to the words of the
Saviour. If we wish to explain this m the moral sense, Our Lord
mtended to show by 1t that, good though the active hfe is, the

ntemplative Iife 1s excellent. That 1s evident to any who will
ponder well the words of the Gospel.”™ Nothing, 1t 15 clear,
could be more 1n accordance with traditton than this conclusion.

It 15 true that we may wonder—and Dante himself raises the
objection—how what he mamtams here, 1 the Fourth Treatise
of the Banquet, accords with what he has said earher about the
pre-emmnence of the moral virtues. In other words, why, then,
did he begin by promising as the aim and the frut of wisdom
that fehaty which the active Iife offers: To which Dante rephes
without hesitation: “In all teaching 1t 1s necessary to take into
account the capacity of the pupil, 1n order to lead him along
the path that 1s easiest for mm. Now the moral virtues appear
to be, and mdeed are, more prevalent, better known, more
sought after than the others, and more useful from the outward
pomt of view; 1t was therefore more advantageous and more
conventent to follow this road rather than the other. All the
same, one would come more surely to know bees by their fruit
if one started from the honey than if one started from the wax,
although each comes from them” (IV, 17). Thus Dante has
thought first of the honest folk engaged 1n the active life whom
the Banquet was to wm over to philosophy. He has thercfore
suggested to them as an aim their beatitude, 1 other words the
kind of fehaty which may normally reward the kind of hfe
they lead. Dante has no need to take back what he has said, for
if Mary’s part 1s better, Martha’s 1s good; but, conversely, the
fact that such people are lawfully engaged in the active hfe and
arc entitled to expect from 1t the special happiness that crowns
1t does not authorize them to believe that their part 1s the better.
Who knows even whether they may aspire to the other: We
shall see that there arc reasons for doubting 1t.

Whatever the truth on this pomt, 1t 1s impossible to suppose
that Dante does not here cleave with the utmost smcerity to the
thesis which he propounds. Moreover, he returns to 1t later
on with a wealth OfP(‘;)etal] that leaves no room for any doubt.

L Dantg, Convivio, IV, 17 Cf St LUKs, X, 38 seq The passages from St Th
and the Fathers assembled at this pont by G Busnells and G Vandell (op s, Vol 1f,
P 219, note 3) are entirely appropriate and excellently chosen.
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Of our two intellects, he says, one, the speculative, @ pits pieno
di beatitudine che Taltro. Not only does philosophy teach this,
but the allegorical meaning of the Gosyef proves it. The three
saintly women whom St. Mark’s Gospel reveals to us arriving
first at the tomb—Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James
and Mary Salome—represent the three philosophic schools of
the active life, namely the Aristotelians, the®Stoics and the
Epicureans. They go to the tomb, that 1s to say to thus world,
the repository of corruptible things. They ask for the Saviour,
in other words beantugc, and they do not find Him, but they
find an angel clad 1n whate, 1n other words that nobihity, dertved
from God, which speaks through our reason and says to each of
these three sects, 1n other words to all who seek beatitude 1 the
active Iife: It 1s not here, go and tell those who seek 1t here that
the Saviour will go before them imnto Galilee, 1n other words
that beattude wall go beforc us into the realm of speculation.
The Angel says “W'l.lf go before”, for God, our supreme beatitude,
always goes before us along the way of contemplation. “It
thus becomes apparent that our beatitude (that felicaity whach 1s
here m qucsuonfls to be found first as 1t were in an imperfect
form 1n the active hife, that 1s to say m the functions of the moral
virtues; then as 1t were 1n a perfect form 1n the functions of the
mtellectual virtues, these two classes of function bemg the easy
and direct way to the attamment of supreme beatitude, which,
moreover, cannot be enjoyed on earth, as 1s evident from what
we have said” (IV, 22).

If we summanize these conclusions m tabular forin, we obtam
the followmng diagram of the Dantesque beatitudes.

God
Beatitudes
of
mortal e cternal bife
e e
active contemplauve

l
quasi-
imperfect quasi-perfect supreme
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Nothing could be more conventional or more intelligible than
this table, but the premises that justify it, if are equally
mtelligible, are not always as conventional. It doeﬁ)tlcss
been noticed how, n contrasting the 1deal of the active life with
that of the contemplative life, Dante has ranged on one side, as
representing the former, the Epicureans, the Stoics and Aristotle,
whereas the latter 15 represented solely by the Saviour, Who is
God. If we remember what we have said of the limits imposed by
Dante on metaphysics, we shall see everything begmning to grow
clearer. There are indeed three kinds of beatitude: two belon,
to this life and the other to the future one. Of the two kin
of beatitude that belong to this hife, however, only one is pecuhar
to 1t and capable of reaching its hesght in 1t. Thus is the beatitude
of the active hfe. As to that of the contemplative life, 1t 1s
present only as the begmning of a hne of which the end 1s m
the beyond. To put Amstotle, philosophy and the active hfe
on one side, and the Saviour ancf the contemplative life on the
other, 1s to indicate clearly enough that contemplative beautude
depends less on phﬂosoply than on theology. The fehaty of
the active hife 1s quasi-imperfect, that 1s to say it 1s perfect so far
as we are concerned, because 1t 1s the feliaaty to which man may
aspire 1n thus hife, merely through the natural resources of philo-
sophy, but 1t appears imperfect if we compare 1t to other sorts
Wll:.ldl, though less accessible to us, are superior to it n them-
selves. The felicity of the contemplative Iife 1s on earth quasi-

erfect, that 1s to say 1t 1s perfect 1 1tself, since, like supreme
Fehcn:y, 1t 15 a form of contemplation, but so far as we are con-
cerned 1t 1s only quasi-perfect, because 1t hes n the contemplation
of objects which, on earth, elude our grasp. As to the fehaty
of eternal life, 1t 1s perfect and superior, since 1t consists n
;‘he contemplation of its object finally encountered face to
ace.

Thus the mtrnsic and essential supeniority of the contem-

lative hife is 1 no way disputed by Dante. On the contrary,
ﬁc affu:mds it tio m;myb livords.f No]: can 1t be goubtod that
Dante admits the possibility of a be of s tive
beatitude 1n this hfe: quite the contratyg,mlilcmhgas spom&m,
and with enthusiasm, of the joys awaiting the reader of the
De consolatione philosophiae of Boéthwus, whose contemplative
Platonism served his purpose admurably, or agan the Liber
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de causis,* and the De Intellectu of Albertus us, a book
crammed with examples of the neo-Platonic and Arabic nfluences,
the philosophical doctrine of which 1s animated with the most m-
tense religious feeling. But such contemplation never seemed to
hum to find sts himit in 1tself. To him 1t was not the contemplation
of a man, but rather that of an angel. The man who gives umself
uptoit, hesays explicitly, s di s} alta condizione,, che'quasi non siaaltro
cfc angelo . . . E questi cotals chiama Anstotile, nel settimo de I'Etica,
divini* We may therefore rise above ethics, and we are already
domg so if we nise to metaphysics, but we only do so 1f we rise
above man. Thus, far from refuting the primacy of ethics, the
transcendency of contemplation establishes it, for we do not
regard cthics, for 1ts part, as transcendent. When Dante writes

i verty, he 15 thmking first of the moral virtues referred to i
:hg: Ethica ad Nicomachum,? because, he says m a dictam to which

1 See 1n this connection B NaRDI, Saggl df filosofia d V Le at d
del Liber de Causis, Milan, Societd anomma editrice Dante Alighiers, 1939-VIII, pp
91-119, and M BAUMGARTNER, Dantes Stellung zur Philosoplse, pp 6467, wath biblio-
graphucal indications, p 64, note 3

* DANTE, Convivio, I, 7 Cf Amsyorie, Eth Nic, VII, 1, 1145 a 23-25 Anstotle
does indeed refer 1n this passage to a virtue that 1s “above us” (1145 a 9), 2 “heroic and
divine” virtue (1145 a 20), 3o that, through excess of this very wirtue, those who possess
1t “‘change from men to gods” (1145 a 23).

3 The ethics of the Convivio are visibly mspired by the fundamental ideas of the Ethica
ad Nuwomachum In Anstotle’s eyes, the objective of the aty 15 to ensure the fehaty of
the atizens. This feheaty, or sovereign good, 18 an absolutely ultimate aim (Eth, I, 7,
1907 2 33), Dante was therefore only repeating Anstotle’s dictum when he made happi-
ness 1n this Iife an ultimum  Moreover, according to Anstotle, there are two classes of
men, capable of pursuing a sungle aim n two different ways, viz by means of moral
vartue or intellectual virtue (Eth, 1, 13, 1103 2 3-10) In the sphere of action, the perfect
moral virtue 1s Justiice (Eth, V, 1, 1129 b 31), b he who p 1t can exercue
virtue not only towards lumself, but towards hus neighbour (1129 b 32-33) In this sense
Justice 13 not a part of virtue 1t 15 actually co~extensive with wirtue (11302 9) The state
of perfection to whuch the virtuous man of action miscs 1s prudence (@péynos), that s
to say practical wisdom, or, as Anistotle often says, woherich (Bth, I, 1, 1094 2 27) In
effect, prudence and political virtue are preasely the same virtue, viewed in the hight
of whether 1t governs religiously the practical activity of the individual or that of the
ay (Eth, VI, 8, 1141 b 23-30) Above the fehaty which is conferred on man by pru-
dence and the practical wisdom resulting from 1t 13 the felictty of the contemplative hfe
‘We obtamn 1t through the exercise of the mntellect, which 1s our most divine attribute
Thi, says Anstotle, 13 where we find perfect bappmess, y rehein evdacponia (Eth,
X, 7, 1177 a 17)—an expresnon which (as we have seen) Dante, 1n order to vindicate
the clams of the beaufic vision, watered down to beatifudine quasi perfetta (see above,
p 210) The happmess of the contemplative man 1s therefore different m kund from
that of the statesman (Eth, X, 7, 1177 b 14-15) and far exceeds 1t because 1t 18 the happs-
ness of the divine clement 1n man  In fact, 1t 1s a superhuman and lterally divine form of
happiness (1177 b 24~28) The happiness of the moral hife, whach 15 essentially 2 human
form of Life, wall therefore be placed i the second rank (Eth, X, 8, 1178 2 9-14) The
E:ln:“oﬁmth:n.mvuxdmthemlenhagmdemmﬂ:etwofomof

it but as men are a prey to their passions, the Legulator must force them through
avil law to observe the moral laws (Eth, X, 9, 1180 a 5-12) It 15 evident that what1s
here presented to us 15 the enure 1deological framework of Dante’s doctnne
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we are constantly ob to return, “it should be known that
the fruits by which above all we are known are the moral
virtues, because m all respects they are within our reach”
) 17).
(IvThxs )f\mdamental int, on which Dante has displayed such
firmness, was ingvitably destined to become one of those on
which the aptitude of certain of his commentators for “agreeing”
him wath St. Thomas would be exercised wath special partiahity.
In spite of the passages which they accumulate in their notes,
these nterpreters are absolutely compelled to recognize that,
so far as St. Thomas Aquunas 1s concerned, the mtellectual virtues
are no less the prerogative of man than are the moral virtues.
Now if Dante does not agree on thus pomt with St. Thomas
Aqumnas he agrees entirely with Arstotle, and even with the
mterpretation of Arnstotle offered by St. Thomas in his com-
mentary on the Ethica ad Nicomachum. According to Agistotle,
says St. Thomas, “both moral virtue and prudence are related
to the compound: the virtucs of the
human virtucs in so far as man 1s compounded of 2 soul and.a
body. That 13 why life lived 1n accordance wath these vartues
1s human, and this 1s what 1s called the active Iife. And conse-
quently the fehaity that aonsists m this life is human fehaty. But
speculative Iife and felicity, which are the prerogative of the
mtcllect, are divine”.? -
Dante’s attitude to this question 1s therefore 1dentical with
that of Arstotle, both as he 15 and as St. Thomas interprets hum.
But preascly because 1t 1s the attitude of Anistotle, and although
he reproduces the 1dentical terms, 1t is perhaps not qute that of
St. Thomas. St. Thomas’s commentary rests i effect on the
hypothesis, which is certamly tenable and has even been mam-
tamed by many modern expositors, though 1t has not been
proved, that Arnstotle’s “active mtellect”, although mn a sense
divine, and independent of the body m 1ts actvites, 1s a part of

ofa beatitude postulated as the final am of man, distinction between the two
forms of beatitude—~active orotgolmcd. contemplative ‘or mtellectual, supenionity of the
second, natural divinization of man through imtellectual contemplation, mvocaton of
the Chuef of State 1n order to ensure, with the axd of the qvil laws, respect for moraliry.
One need only adout that Dante has taken the doctnine of the Bthica ad Nicomachum
hieerally 1n order to explan the general posttion of the Convivio with regard to philosophy

18t TrOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theo! , Pars Ia llae, qu. 58, art 3, Resp CL£ G Buswmiu
and G Vanoay, ed cit, Vol, H, p. 206, note on p 205. -

3 57 THOMAS AQUINAS, In X hbros Bthic Nic, lib X, lect. 12, ed. Pirotta, No 3115
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man’s soul.? If that 15 true, we may very well explain from this
mt of view all the passages from Aristotle in which perfect
icity is located by the phxlosccﬁher m s tve activity,s
but 1t becomes extremely difficult to explin the opposition
mtroduced by Aristotde between the essentially human char-
acter of the moral virtues of the compound apd of the fehaty
that they bring, and the essentially divine character of mtellectual
contemplanon and of the fehaty that it bnngs. If the mtellect
15 really a part of man's soul, which 1s 1tself part of the compound,
contemplation remains 2 human activity, the contcmglauvc hée
a human hfe and the feliaty that 1t brings 2 human fehaty. So
true 1s this that the authentic thought of Anistotle breaks through
St. Thomas's commentary on 1t as though of its own accord:
1“So then 1t 1s apparent that speculatve fehaty tnumphs over
< actave felieity as completely as something 1ndividual and divine

. tnumphs over what 1s composite and human.”s
To convince oneself of hus divergence on this pomt from
Arstotle 1t 15 enough to listen to St. Thomas when, freed from
the actual text of the Ethics, he expresses humself freely. We have
Just seen hum explain, following the text of Amnstotle, that the
moral virtues ofiﬁc active hife are the human virtues par excellence,
becausc they are those of the compound, but when he speaks m
his own name St. Thomas categorically reverses the attitude of
Arstotle by mamtaming that the contemplation of divine things
through the mtcllect 1s the most charactertstically human activity
that there 1s: Et quia unusquisque videtur esse id quod est optimum
 eo, ut dicitur in 9 Ethic. (cap. 4 et 8) et 10 (cap. 7 ad fin.) , ideo talis
operatio est maxime propria homini. (“And because every man 15
scen to be what 1s most excellent 1n him, as 1s stated m Ethics, IX
(Chapters 4 and 8) and X (Chapters 7 to the end), therefore ths
activity 15 above all things the property of man.”)¢ St. Thomas
may well mvoke an Ansto premuse here, but Anstotle
wpm?uu:.‘m&m ummhr:cmlp:mu’xlmulhctusm h::tm;\zddﬂa: ﬁnufmngmm
res divinas esse quac sunt sempucmae et scparatae  Alu vero mtellectum patvem ammae
posuerunt, sicut Anstoteles. Et secundum hoc intellectus non est amphiciter quoddam
divinum, sed est divinissimum nter omma quae sunt 1n nobis, propter majorem, cone
venientiam quam habet cum sub: p 3 dum quod gjus op c3t mne
organo corporen” (St THOMAS Aqumas, In X lilvos Bthic Nic, bb X, lect. 10, ed
Pwotta, No. 2084)
! For Eth. Nic., X, 8, 1178 b 7-8

3 ST TrOMAS AQUINAS, In X Iib Ethie Nic, hb X, lect. xa, ed Pirotta, No 2116.
4ST THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum. theo! , Pars Ia Ilae, qu. 3, art. 5, Resp.
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never inferred this consequence from 1t. In his eyes, to live as
2 man—1d dvfpwmsveofar—means 1n fact to practise the moral
virtues in social ife;! as to contemplative beatitude, not only is
1t inaccessible to man 1 a perfect form, but even if man partakes
of 1t “he wall live on such a plane not as man, but m so far as he
has within him spmething divine. For such a hife differs as much
from that of the compound as its functioning differs from that
of the other wirtues. If, therefore, the mtellect 15 something
divine when related to man, life ived under the sway of the
mtellect 15 a divmne form of life when related to human
hfe”.* Such s the authentic thought of Aristotle, and 1t 1s very
difficult to read into it, with St. Thomas, that pure intellectual
knowledge 15 maxime propria homini (“above all things the pro-
perty of man”).

To place Dante in his proper relationship to St. Thomas one
need only compare what he says with what the Angelic Doctor
had written, in the Summa theologica, about the classification of
the various forms of beatitude: “The ultimate and perfect [per-
fecta; Dante says somma] beatitude anticipated in the future life
consists entirely 1n contemplation as m 1its principle; as to im-
perfect beatitude [Dante says perfetta quasi], n the form m which
it may be enjoyed on earth, 1t consists, in truth, primarily and
principally 1n contemplation, but secondanly n tﬁe activity of
the practical mtellect as a regulator of actions and passions, as is
stated in Book X of the Ethics, Chapters 7 and 8.2 The stamp
of Aristotle is here impressed on the most authentically Thomustic
of creeds, just as, in the Banguet, it 1s impressed on the creed of
Dante, which 1s not exactly that of either Anstotle or St. Thomas
Aquinas.

With St. Thomas, and hke the good Chnstian that he 1,
Dante admuts a third scale in which the different forms of beatitude
are considered according to thewr absolute hierarchical order,
with the beatitude of the active Iife at the foot, that of the con-
templative life in this world above, and that of the beanfic vision
at the top. On the other hand, and this ime in opposition to
St. Thomas, Dante maintains with the authentic Aristotle, whose
text served his ends far better than did the Thomistic commentary,

1 Azsstome, Eth Nic, X, 8, 1178 b 5-7.
8 Aarsroms, Eth. Nic, X, 7, 1177 b 36-31
* Sr. TaOMAS AQUINAS, Sum. theol., Pars Ia Iac, qu 3, ast. 5, Resp
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that the only one of these three forms of beatitude that is strictly
| the prerogative of man qua man is also the lowest of all—namely
i that of the active life of the human compound, activity that
accords with virtye. The reason for this return on Dante’s part
to the real Aristotle is not, however, that he has accepted the
Averroistic interpretation which makes the sgtive mtellect a
single and independent substance. Like St. Thomas Aqunas,
Fﬂ is convinced that, according to Aristotle and m fact, every

uman being possesses his own W
isa?artofﬁissotﬂ_a_gdsimﬂarly' ;T but he also thinks
dhiat, without the help of Christian Revelation, the speculative
intellect attains its special end only very mmperfectly, whereas
our practical intellect has no need of Revelation in order to attain
its énd.” Xt may therefore be said that, m Dante as m Aristotle,
what goes beyond the plane of the moral order also goes beyond
the plane of the human order to reach that of the divine order;

but, m , the divine qrder whach transcends the moral
order | contemplation, hecause the megllect that.actually
contemplates does not belong to map qua man, and anything

that contemplates, n so far as it contcm_Eﬁta, is a god; 1n Dante,
on the contrary, the intellect of the contemplative man 1s Indeed
his intellect, but it is an intellect too feeble to attam its object
without the divine light of 2 Revelation that transcends it. That
is why, in Dante as in Anstotle, the contemplative Iife 1s less
human than divine, but for a reason quite different from that
which forms the basis of Anstotle’s thesis. What “super-
humamzes” the contemplative Iife n Dante 1s not the fact that
the intellect which gudes it 1s not our own; it 1s the fact that,
even for the very precarious success that it may hope for m this
life, our speculative ntellect requires a divine Revelation, so
that in the long run the success of this intellect, which is wholly
ours, 15 not itself wholly ours. On the other hand, intrmsicall
infertor though it is to that of metaphysical contemplation, far
and the beatific vision, or rather by very reason of its inferiority,
the practical department of the moral life enjoys complete
self-sufficiency, since it consists in pursuing, by those purely
natural and human means which are the moral virtues, that
purely natural and human end which is happiness in this life

1 Cf Twomas AQuNas, Trace de Unitate intellectus contra Averrolstes, ed. L. W. Keeler,
Rome, 1936, cap L, 15, pp 11-12, and Dawntz, Purg , XXV, 62-66.
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in a society regulated by the most human of the virtues—
justice.

‘We are now comung to what was undoubtedly the most per-
sonal of Dante’s thoughts—I would gladly say “the most secret”
of this term did not suggest that he wished to conceal the
which, on the contrary, he never ceases to tell us, but which we
do not always desire to hear because this thought makes him
unclassifiable and, as historians, we all have a desire to classify
him, Dante has, however, expressed 1t 1 a passage from the
Banguet which leaves no room for doubt, because the thesis 1s
there presented i what is at once 1ts extreme and its purest form,
based on the very principle which we have just assigned to 1t:
the natural mcompleteness of a knowledge of the intelligible'
possessed by an intellect whose human character compels 1t to feed
on sensible notions.

After postulating the existence of the Empyrean as required
and taught by faith, Dante tackles the problem of the pure In-
telhigences, which the people call the angels—le guali la volgare
gente chiamano angeli—but which Plato called Ideas, and which
the hecathen worsh.lpged under the names of Vulcan, Juno,
Pallas and Ceres, as if they were so many gods or goddesses.
Dante undertakes to prove that their number far exceeds anything
that we can 1magine. Indeed, we only know of their exsstence
by the effects which they produce. Now the only Intelligences
that produce effects perceptible by our senses are those charged
with governing the world, that 1s to say pure Intelligences en~
gaged 1n the active life; but smce even men may lead two distinct
lives and thereby attain two distinct forms of beatitude—active
and contemplative—it 15 quite certain that i addition to the
active Intelligences of whose existence we know by therr effects,
there are contemplative Intelligences whose existence escapes
our notice because they excrcise no influence here below. That 1s
an obvious fact which no one doubts, be he a philosopher,heathen,
Jew, Christan or an adherent of any religion whatever. The
number of these pure Intelhgences 1s therefore ncalculable.

Thus the whole of Dante’s proof rests on the principle that an
active pure Intelligence cannot at the same time be contemplative

1Dants, Convivio, I, 12° “E quanto ella & pad propna, tanto ancora & amabile;

onde, avvegna che ciascuna vertiy sia amabile ne 'uomo, quella & priy amabule 1 eso che

éﬁ‘ & questa ¢ la gustizia, Ia quale & solamente ne la parte razionale o vero in-
, c10 ne la volontade



140 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

—otherwise there would be no guarantee that mn addition
to those which act, and of which we may know by their effects,
there are others which contemplate and which, because they do
not act, escape our observation. This 1s mndeed what Dante
exphautly affirms when he bases his thesis on the absolute prnaiple
that one cannot enjoy two distinct forms of beatitude at once:
come quella [Intelligenza) che ha la beatitudine del governare non possa
Paltra avere; whence 1t follows that, while certan Intellhigences
govern the world, there must be others, fuori di questo ministerio,
che solamente vivano speculando (11, 4).

Everything, then, accords with the supposition that, as soon
as he came to the Empyrean, Dante enforced in the world of
the Angels a distinction between contemplation, aud action, in
other words between theology and the Empire. He who con-
templates does not govern, he who governs does not contemplate.
7' each his beatitude. Now-—let us note—the whole of this proof
is an a fortiori argument, based on the supposttion that what 1s
already true of man must be even truer of the Angels. It is
because, on carth, “humanity enjoys not merely one form of
beatitude, but two, namely that of cvil fe and that of the
contemplative hife”, that 1t would be contrary to reason to think
anything elsc of the Angels. Thus the two forms of beatitude
are not merely distinct, they are mutually exclusive. Nowhere
is the Dantesque breach of the classic relationship between the
hicrarchies of dignity and the hierarchies of authonty more
apparent than here, for Dante clearly affirms that the contem-

tive Intelligences are more divine and more beloved of God
S\an the acuve Intelhgences, but precisely because they are
higher, they do not govern. (Thus, and as'an 1mmediaf¢ conse-
quence, the active Intelhigences are not subject m their action to
Intelligences whose contemplative beatitude, like that of the un-
blemished dove Theology, is too pure to condescend to disturb
1ts repose by stooping to govern) It 1s typical of Dante to base
the autonomy of an inferior order on 1ts very mferiority m ths
way, and I would say that we shall encounter the same principle
at work again when the question anses of assuring the mdcﬁ?a-
ence of the Empire m relation to the Church, if this were not

1“Onde, con cid sa cosa chd che e qui I'umana naturs non pur una beantudine

sbbua, ma due, sl come & quella mavﬂe.equdhdehmhnpguva .." (DaNTS,
Convivio, 11, 4).
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precisely the funcuon that 1t had just discharged here before
our eyes. In contrast to that of St. Thomas Aqumas, Dante’s
umverse is of such a kind that the hierarchy of digmties never
gives nise to any jurisdictional hierarchy within it, but rather
to their mutual mdependence.

Dante has elaporated this cardinal point of lus whole doctrme
with such thoroughness that he has clearly discerned the most
formidable objection by which its balance 1s threatened. It 1,
1n fact, not enough, mn order to make man seek and find happiness
m the practice of the moral and political vartues, to say that the
characteristically human beatitmi: 1s not that of the contem-
plative life. For after all, Aristotle has indeed taught that man
finds hus beatitude on carth 1n wisdom. Now, how can wisdom
make man happy, if he 1s obliged to content himself with the
active bfe preasely because he knows that knowledge m its
loftiest form eludes his grasp: A practical fehaty of this kind
would strongly resemble a last resort—not so much beatitude as
resignation. Dante has found an answer to the objection: “One
may reply clearly to this by saymg that in everythmg natural
desire 1s proportioned to the capacity of the thing that desires;
otherwise this desire would be divided agamnst itself, which is
impossible, and Nature would have created 1t in vam, which is
equally mmpossible. It would be divided agamnst tself since,
desirmg 1ts perfection, 1t would desire 1ts 1mperfection, 1n this
respect at least, that 1t would desire to desire always without
ever satisfymng its desire. . . And Nature would have created
1t m vam, since it would not be directed towards any goal
Therefore human desire 1s proportioned 1n this life to the know-
ledge which 1t 15 possible to acquire on earth and 1t only extends
beyond that pomnt m consequence of an error which 1s foreign
to Nature’s intention. . . . That 1s why, smnce 1t 15 naturally
impossible for us to know the essential nature of God or of
other such things, we naturally do not desire to know 1t And
this 1s the answer to the objection” (II, 15. Cf. IV, 13)

As may be seen, Dante dismusses the problem, so much debated
to-day, of the “natural desire for God” 1n a manner as radical
as it 15 unexpected. But let us not ascribe to him any such am-
bitious theological designs. Dante has simply been caught 1n an
mmpassc from which 1t 1s absolutely essential for hum to escape,
and he escapes from 1t by the shortest route. The personal nfca
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to which he desires to bring us back is that very one which
ammates the whole of the Convivio: philosophic reason suffices
to give us the almost perfect beatitude to which our human
nature 1s susceptible. Dante knows that 1t 1s not the supreme
beatitude, but 1t 1s ours; 1t 15 therefore also that with which he
occuptes himself in this work. And so, following, the logical line
of hus argument, which was to celebrate Ehxlosophy in the 1mage
of the merciful donna gentile, he began by placing ethics at
haghest point of the scale of wisdom; but as soon as he remem-
bered the superionity of contemplation to action, Dante felt that
if man 1s to find complete happiness 1 the active hfe he must
be dchivered from the misfortune which the desire for a knowledge
and a contemplative beatitude situated beyond his grasp would
entail for um. He therefore simply and solely la1§ down that
man should not desire to know on earth what hess in fact incap-
able of knowing there. Once cut off from every unrealizable
contemplative ambition, man no longer desires to know an

save what he can know and, without any lurking thought,
can enjoy the beatitude of action So he 1s satisfied, and what
1s the sausfaction of every desire if not beatitude? The donna
gentile whom God Hmmself has charged with ensuring our tem-
poral happmess 1s therefore equal to her task, which 1t was re-
quired to prove.

V1. THE PHILOSOPHER AND THE EMPEROR

In the Fourth Treatise of the Banquet, Dante approaches the
supremely delicate problem of the orgm, nature and extent of
the Imperial authonty. The problem that he here engages to
discuss 1s therefore, m fact, the very one to which his Monarchy
will be devoted. However, he does not yet approach 1t for its
own sake, nor does he do so directly. The staring-pomt of his
discussion 1s m fact the problem of nobihity and of ts true
defimtion; but 1t happens that the Emperor Fredernick II of
Swabia, questioned as to the @gﬂ?ﬁty (nobilitade or
gentilezza), has not been afraid to dismiss the question with the
reply that nobihity resides i the long standing of prospenty and

ers: antica ricchezza e belli costumi (IV, 3). At first
sight this defimtion 1s wholly mnocuous; but Dante thinks
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otherwase, first of all because to the majority of men nobilty is
even less: for them wealth is enough without manners—and
Aristotle teaches that the opinion ofuic greatest number cannot
be entircly wrong; then because we here find ourselves faced
with this extraordinary phenomenon: an Emperor who arrogates
to humself the jauthority of the phiosopher. It is this second
pomt especially that 1s serious, for the Emperor 1s a very high
authonty, but is he so i the matter of philosophys That 1s tic
question.

In order to clucidate it we must delve to the root of the
Impenal authority. Man 1s an_ammal which lives_in society, |
because hus nature 15 such that, if he hived in isolation, he conld
not_mect his needs or attamn his complete development. The
am of poliacal society 1s therefore to ensure the happwess of
men. Unfortunately, the human soul 1 such that 1t does not
know howy to lumit 1ts desizas. The man who possesses a certam
amount of land 15 eager to have more—hence the spreading of
war and strife from kingdom to kingdom, the seeds of disturb-
ances in cities, then n villages, later 1. famulies and finally among
mdividuals, whose happmess 1s thereby compromised. “Accord-
mgly, 1n order that this cause of disturbance may be elimmated,
it 15 necessary that there should be a single monarch, i other
words that one prince, one authority, should rexgn over the
whole carth. Since he possesses everything, this universal monarch
can desire nothing more; he will therefore be able to keep kings
withmn the frontiers of their kingdoms, 1n other words to ensure
peace between states, concord mn towns, love in the bosom of
families and that satisfaction of his needs which confers on man
the happmness for which he has been born. In fact, wherever
there 1s a head, there 1s order; 1n a word, the command of the
Empire 1 the highest of all commands; the Emperor 1s he who
commands all those who command, prescribes their laws and,
being obeyed by all, confers on all other sovereigntics vigour and
authority (IV, 4). Let the Emperor be elected n accordance with
the counsel of God, as God Himself once elected the people of
Rome to that office, and 1t will be clear to all that God is the
ultimate root of the Imperal authority. But who possesses the
philosophic authority: And what 15 1ts root?

The word “authority”, says Dante, signifies “act of an author”,
and the word “author” itself comes from the Greek root autentin,
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which means “act of faith and obedience”;? therefore Aristotle,
whose words are so worthy of fath and obedience, 1s a
man whose words possess a very ngh, a supreme authonity. There
follows the proof, which, to be sure, adds nothing to our know-
ledge of the Middle Ages, though its tone and gradations do not
fail to provide some mterest. In the first place, the actual terms
of the thesis to be proved dgwe forth an unwonted sound: che
Aristotile sia dignissimo di fede e d'obedienza. That Aristotle was
among philosophers the worthiest of faith very few in the Middle
Ages would have disputed, but that we owe hum obedience 1s an
ar%xtrary rule far more rarely formulated. To tell the truth,
if there are other instances of 1t before Dante, I have not come
across them. Dante does not hesitate on this pomt+ All human
activities have one aim, consisting i human hfe, to which
man 15 destmed 1n so far as he 1s man; if there 15 a master and an
expert capable of knowing and demonstrating what appertams
to this aim, he 1s eminently entitled to our faith and our obedience.
Now this master 15 Anistotle—questi & Aristotile: dunque esso &
dignissimo di fede e d'obedienza. Dante’s mtention 1s therefore
clear. Anstotle 1s a master who, by virtue of lus learning, 1s a
gude: Aristotile & maestro e duca de la ragione umana, in quanto in-
tende a la sua finale operazione Most certainly, there were other
philosophers, e g Zeno, Cato, Epicurus, Socrates, Plato, Speusip~
pus; but by reason “of the superior and almost divine genius
that nature had implanted n Anstotle” 1t was he who brought
ethics to 1ts perfection: la perfezione di questa moralitade per
Anstotile terminata fue. So we see that his discaples, the Peripatetics,
to-day dommate the world of learning tiene questa gente oggi lo
reggimento del mondo in dottrina per tutte parti, e puotesi appellare
quasi cattolica oppinione. From this 1t may be seen that Anstotle
1s the guide and leader of the human race towards its human
oal.®
B From such expressions 1t 1s easy to percerve the nature of

ICE “  auctor, quando aidéyryr mgmificat, commune est * (Paiscian, In-
stitutionum Grammaticerum, ib XVIIIL b V, 20, ed M Hertz, Lespnig, Teubner, 1855,
Vol L p 154) Thuetymologyuahofuundmvmomgnrmnams,eg Prerre Héhe
(twelfth century), in the Doctrinale of Alexandre de Villedieu and m the Grecismus of
Evrard de Béthune (thirteenth century) See on thus point C TruroT, Notices et extraits
de dwers manuscrits latins pour servir a I'histoire grammaticale du moyen dge, Paris, 1868, )
103, note 2 Cf G BusNmuu and G VaNDaLLL 0p at,p s9,note 2

3 Convivo, IV, 6 Cf. “lo macstro de I'umana ragione . *, IV, 2, “lo maestro de la
nostra wita, Amstotile . . ", IV, a3
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!D%W:M‘ the moralist who holds in the phﬂosophlcal’
torder the same rank as does the Emperor in the political order.
The oge},, like the other, is alone m t:mtlf1 He 1s a monarch
obeyed by numerous princes, and reigns with no superior over a
cle:z,ly defined sccuoxl: of the hu;zean%n order. Thxspfsn the very
precise sense mn which the great shade that holds sway 1 Limbo
1s entieled to the homage of all, even of Socrates and Plato, who
are merely closer to him than the rest:

Vid1 1l maestro di coloy che sanno

seder tra filosofica fanugha
Totn Jo muran, tutt onor gh fanno.
(Inf, IV, 131-133 )

It 1s therefore not enough to say: To Dante, as to almost all
the thinkers of his tume, Anstotle 15 the nghest tEﬂhxlosophx:al
authonity: it 1s necessary, with lum, to regard that authonty
as a night to the exercise of a command. God and nature have
subjected ethics to Aristotle as they have the Empire to the
Emperor.? The authonty of this supreme phﬂosopﬁer 18 piena
ds tutto vigore, so much so that before reconcihng the authority
of the Emperor with that of the Pope, 1t 1s nccessary to reconcile
the authonty of the Emperor with that of Amstotle. Happily,
this 15 easy, for these two authontes stand i need of each other.
Without the authority of the Philosopher that of the Emperor
15 1n danger of aberration; without the authority of the Emperor
that of the Philosopher 1s almost powerless. And let us take
careful note of this “‘almost”, for Dante 1s so afraid of letting 1t be
thought that the powetlessness from which 1n fact philosophy
was at the ime suffering derogates in any way from the perfect
autonomy of Anstotle’s Empire that he immediately comments:
E’ quasi debile, non per se, ma per la disordinanza de la gente. Con-
sequently, far from opposing each other, the authority of Aristotle
and that of the Emperor should unite. Moreover, what do we

1 Dante seems convinced that i many cases it would be posable to reduce the appar-
ently diverg: it of the philosoph 0 a certam umity, but as this umty would
be ob d by making chem de with the doctrine of Anistotle, the sumplest course
1s to adopt the latter straight away Thus, as 3 means to determune the ongin of the
huerarchy of souls we have at our dusposal the vanous opimons of Pythagoras, Plato,
Algazel and Avicenna, “and If each of them were there to defend s opuon, it would
perhaps be seen that the truth 1 present m them all, but ag, at firse they scem to
diverge sbghtly from the truth, we must conform not to these opuons, but to that
of Anstotle and the Perspatetics” (Convivio, IV, ax),
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read m the Book of Wisdom? “Leve the light.of Wisdom, all ye
who hold sway over the peoples” (Wisdom, VI, 23)—m other
words, let_the phidosophical authority unite with the Imperi
Unhappy are the kings of this age, and unhappier stll their
subjects, when, for the government of their peoples, princes
do not draw their inspiration from Anstotle ether by studymfg
hus works or by following his counsel! And here 1s the mouf:
I say unto you, King Chatles and Kmg Fredenick, and unto you
other tyrants and princes, meglio sarebbe a vor come rondine volare
basso, che come mbbio altsssime rote fare sopra le cose vilissime.*

Let us now picturc what could and should bave been Dante’s
attitude towards an Amnstotle whom he humsclf had dressed mn
this supreme authority. Unless he openly contradicted himself,
Dante was dcbarred from according hunsclf the night to dispute
a single onc of Arstotle’s theses i the ficld of philosophy, any
more than to dispute a single one of the Emperor’s laws m
field of pohics. This, moreover, 15 what he himself suggests
agan and again when he protests at one and the same time, m
the same sentence, his obedience to the Phulosopher and to the
Emperor Per che io volendo, con tutta reverenza e a lo Principe e al
Filosofo portando . . .; né contra Uimperiale maiestade né contra lo
Filosofo si ragiona inreverentemente. . . . E prima mostrerd me non
presummere contra Tautorita del Filosofo; poi mostrerd me non pre-
summere contra la maiestade imperiale.? From thus we see first of
what assistance the great poets—those visionaries of reality—may
be to lustory 'We said without hesitation that the Middle Ages
are persomuficd by the Pope and the Emperor; prompted by Dante,
let us say henceforth “by the Pope, the Emperor and Arstotle”.
But that 15 not all, for this tripartite division of mediaeval reality
suggests a conclusion whose importance will soon become quite
evident—namely, that these three Monarchs represent three
principles of authority whose mdependence 1s complete m the
particular sphere 1n which each 1s supreme. To confine ourselves
to the case under discussion, 1t 1s clear that if a philosopher 15 not
entitled as such to exercise any authority i 51«: pohitical field,

1%, . 1t were better for you to fiy low like the swallows than, hke the kite, to wheel
in the sky above what 11 most vile” (Dantg, Convivio, IV, 6)

% “That 1s why I wash, 1n all reverence towards both the Prince and the Phulosopher
., mea do not talk ly about esther the majesty of the Emperor or Philo-
sophy .. And first 1 show that I do not the authonty of the Plosopher,
:l‘:,ens; shall show that I do not defy the majesty of the Emperor” (Dante, Consiveo,
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the Emperor is not entitled as such to exercise any philosophical
authority. The authority of the Emperor affects everything that
ensures the perfection of human hfe; 1t therefore extends to every
branch of our voluntary activities; 1t governs them through the
law and controls them so completely that 1t may be said of him
that he is “the rider of the human will”;* but this authonity
cannot go outside its own sphere m order to govern philosophy,
by which it should, on the contrary, govern 1ts own pohcy.
On that powmt Dante 1s as firm as may be desired: Per tanto oltre
quanto le nostre operazioni si stendono, tanto la maiestade imperiale
ha giunsdizione, e fuori di quelli termins non si sciampia.* All those
activittes which, because they depend on the human will, may
be good or bad, just or unyust, and which are defined and
prescribed by the wrtten law, are therefore subject to the
authority of the Emperor, 1t 1s he who determunes that formulated
reason which 1s the law and ensurcs respect for it, but he has
no say outside the clearly defined sphere within which his
Jjunisdiction 1s exercised: A questa ‘;fagione seritta) scrivere, mostrare
e comandare, @ questo officiale posto ds cui si parla, ci0é lo Imperadore,
al quale tanto quanto le nostre operazioni proprie . . . si stendono,
siamo subetti; e pits oltre no.®

It follows, then, from the passages that have just been analysed
(1) that the Convivio does not propound the problem of the re-
lationship between Pope and Emperor; (2) that 1t propounds, in
a general way, the problem of the justification of authority; (3)
that the forms of authority whose justification it examumes are
two mn number: Anstotle’s and the Emperor’s; (4) that the
justification of the Im‘fenal authority 1s n God, Whose boundless
wisdom has entrusted the Empire to the Roman Emperor; (s)
that the justification of Arsstotle’s authority comes from the fact,
recognized by all scholars, that he 1s the only person to have
mndicated the true goal of human hfe, which the other sages
have sought m vam; (6) that each of these two forms of authonty
1s umque and sovereign m 1ts own sphere: Amstotle’s m Philo-
sophy, the Emperor’s m the pohtical hife of the peoples; (7) that

1 Dants, Convivio, IV, 9.

3“As far as our acuvities extend, thus far extends the jurisd of the Emperor’s
majesty, and 1t does not cxtend beyond these hrmts.”

8 “It 15 with 2 view to the formulation of this written law, sts promulgation and 1ts
enactment that this dignitary of whom I speak 1 mwatalled—namely the Emperor, to
whom, as far as our wndividual activitics extend . ., we are subject, but farther than
that we are not” (DanTs, Convive, IV, 9)
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nerther of these forms of authonty 1s competent outside its own
sphere; (8) that nevertheless, far from obstructing each other,
tﬁcy need each other, Plulosophy needing the Empire 1 order
that 1t may modify manners effectively, the Empire needing
Philosophy 1 order that 1t may know how to modify manners
in accordance with truth and justice. .

If this summary 1s accurate, 1t cannot be said that the Convivio
has examined for their own sake the relations of Church and
Empire, but it should be said that 1t has determined mn advance
the doctrine which the De Monarchia was to expound on this
subject. Unless he repudiated lus own prinaples, Dante now was
no longer free to say anything but what he was gomg to say,
so much so that we may regard it as practcally certan that
the author of the Banguet already believed what the author of
the De Monarchia was to write  Indeed, 1f we arrange the clements
which constitute the thesis of the Banguet, the thesis of the De
Monarchia scems to occupy automatlca.lf}’l4 the empty place whose
outhne the dualectic of the Banguet has already traced. There are
two authoritics, Anstotle and the Emperor, radically distinct
m therr functions, radically independent but closely associated
for the purpose of leading the peoples to the natural goal of man.
Nowhere does the Convivio say or suggest that either of these
two authoritics 1s not fully independent m its own sphere On
the contrary, everythmg 1n 1t excludes such a hypothesis.( The
reason owes fidelity and obedience to Aristotle only m Philo-
sophy, but, i this sphere, m whach he 1s supreme, 1t owes them

v only to him—the sommo Filosofo. The will owes fidehty and
t obedience to the Emperor only in the poltical sphere, but, m
this sphere, the Emperor—that “nder of the human will”—s
totally independent.! Above each, mn s respective sphere,
; there 1s only God, the supreme Emperor, Whose daughter 1s
: Philosophy, directly subject to His power, as the Pope and the
Emperor are subject to 1t, sovereign though each and all are in
{ their own province *

Thus, there 1s nothing which authorizes us to suppose that the
author of the Banguet thought for a single moment of subor-
dinating the Phulosopher and the Emperor to another ruler who,

145} che quas dire &t pud de lo Imperadore, volendo lo suo officio figurare con una
1imagme, che clli s1a lo cavalcatore de la umana volontade™ (DaANTE, Convivio, IV, 9)

8 With regard to the theory of the Empire 1n Conviwno, IV, consult F Eazcors, Il
pensiero politico di Dante, Vol 11, pp 303-310.
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deriving us authority from God, would control and restrict
therr own. On the contrary, n that work Dante strongly msists
on this fact, that God, Who has imposed a hmit on His own power,
has imposed on the human will the limit which the Emperor
prescribes to 1t: S} come ciascuna arte e officio umano da lo imperiale
¢ a certi termini limitato, cosl questo da Dio a certo termine & finito.
As to this authority which God has relinquished to the Empceror’s
advantage, how can we suppose that He wishes to regam pos-
sesston of 1t through the agency of the Pope: Since God, Who
has subjected the realm of nature to laws, has chosen, by nserting
within 1t the realm of the human will, to subject that wall to the
Emperor, He has certainly not meant that it should afterwards
be taken over by someone else, even 1 His name: Dungue la
giwrisdizione de la natura universale & a certo termine finita, c per
consequente la particulare; e anche di costei & limitatore Colui che da
nullo & limitato, cioé la prima bontade, che & Dio, che solo con la
nfinita capacitade infinito comprende.t

If we ask ourselves how far the immedate jurisdiction of the
Pope extends m this composition, the positive clements are
lackng for the formulation of a confident reply. All that we know
amounts to this Quello che & di Dio sia renduto a Dio * Yet although
Dante does not cxplicitly fix the bounds of the Pontifical authority,

1%Just as every art and every human function 1s seen to be restricted within fixed
lunits by those of the Bmperor, so those of the Emperor are restricted by God wathin
a fixed limt Therefore the junisdiction of untversal nature 1s restricted within a
fixed lumut, and in consequence this particular jurisdiction 15 likewise so restricted, and
1t too 18 restricted by Him Who knows no restriction, namely the first Goodness, which
13 God, Who alone understands the mnfinute through Hus infinute comprehension™ (DANTE,
Convave, IV, 9) The Emperor therefore has no authonty over theology, the sciences
or handicrafts, for although it depends on our will whether we apply ourselves to them
or not, their actual make-up 1s independent of our wall We cannot make bodies rise
naturally in defiance of the force of gravity, nor can we make a syllogism whose prenuses
are false yield 2 true conclusion On the contrary, 1t depends on us “‘whether we help
others or harm them, whether we stand fast or shun combat, whether we are chaste
or lewd, and all these activities are subject to our wall, 1t 15 therefore they which determne
whether we are called good or culpable, because they are pecultarly and wholly ours,
since the potential range of our will constitutes the range of our activities Now, as
m all these voluntary activities there 1s 2 certain equity to be preserved and a certain
miquity to be shunned, and as that equity may be lost for two reasons, esther because
we do not know 1n what 1t consists, or because we do not wish to conform to 1t, man
has mvented the wntten Law (raglone scritta), with the object both of promulgating
1t and of compelling its observance” (DANTE, Convivio, IV, 9) No mention is
made of the posuble réle of grace, because grace comes to the ard of cthics m order
to promote supernatural felicity, and for no other reason The written law, formulated,
promulgated and enforced by the Emperor, comes to the aid of ethics in order to pro-
mote the natural fehaty of the political amimal that 15 man, and for na ather reason
x;(;'lzt what 1s God's be rendered unto God” (DanTs, Convivio, IV, 9) Cf Matt,

3
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we know that there are two domains to which it does not extend.
And we know 1t with complete certanty, because the supreme
authority in these domans has already been entrusted by God to
others than the Sovereign Pontiff. I refer to the domamn of
natural reason, which He has subjected to Anstotle, and to that
of the human will, which He has subjected to the Emperor.
Now_taken together, Philosophy and the Empue govern_the
euirety of humpan hfe in the realm of nature, and against them
there is o .appeal Withm this sphere nothing cvades their
suzeramty, since Aristotle shows men what 1s their natural aim,
-whle the Emperor subjects their walls to 1t. Once the principles
which the Banquet propounds have been admitted, there remains
no element of the natural life of man over which the Pope can claim
any authority. After writing this work, Dante could no longer
p confining the authority of the Pope within the realm of
the supernatural hife or declarning 1t mvahd. Not for a single
moment did he envisage the second reply, 1t 1s hard to see how
he can have wntten the Trattato Quarto of the Banguet without
thinking of the first one, for all that he there says makes this
reply inevitable and seems to be elicited by it as by one of those
ﬁnJ causes which operate without revealing themsclves.

It 1s commonly admutted that the Banguet was drafted between
1300 and 1308. The four Treatises to which 1t 1s limated represent
only a hittle morc than a quarter of the work which Dante had
concerved, since he mntended to speak of justice 1n the Fourteenth
Treatise, which was to be the {:st but one of lns book. We
therefore cannot know 1if he proposed to speak of the spiritual
power in one of the subsequent books, and 1t 15 even dangerous
to attempt to expound a “philosophy of Dante” on the evadence
of 2 work that 1s so far from being complete. At least 1t may be
said with certainty that 1t supposes a clearly defined 1dea of the
nature of philosophical knowledge m general. Wisdom 1s
presented throughout as a possession of natural man usmg his
natural resources, and the whole treatisc scens to turn upon the
ifollowing fundamental 1deas. The_natural aim of man 1s_the

;happmess which he can sccure on earth through the exercise of
‘the moral and poliical virtues as defined by Amstotle m the
' Ethica ad Nicomachum. Therefore, if 1t is a question of knowing
. what these wirtues are and how man must hive m order to be
happy, 1t 1s Anstotle who possesses the supreme authonty to
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‘decide, But men’s wickedness is such that they wall not lie.in
agcordance with virtue unless they are obliged to do so. Ifit is
“ﬂe‘-’“ﬁ”“ of knowing what laws must govern the peoples in
order that ethics may command their respect, and who has the
atithaFity fecessary to impose on all human wlls a respect for
justice, 1t is to the Emperor that we should turn. {As to rggta-

, although 1t may give us a foretaste of contemplative

de, 1t cannot fully achieve its end in this hife. Although
higher and ymore perfect in itself, the felicity that it gives 1s less
completc) {élnly ﬂug{g;?_can finally lead us to perfect con-
templative beatitude, hut at cannot do so m thus bfe. Thus 1
also the Teason why, holding as 1t already does undivided sway
mn the Empyrean of souls, the truth. of this scicnce. 1s not of thus
world. Only mn the next wall 1t lead us to that vision of God face
to face of wfuch 1t 15 the instrument) ’ ‘

VII. THBE SPIRIT OF THE BANQUET

The general position taken up by Dante m the Banguet 1s there-
fore composed of multiple elements, all of them traditional,
though he has modified and 1mproved them wath the object of
balancing them 1n 2 manner that 1s hus alone.

That 1s why all efforts to classify his doctrine by identsfyin.
it with any one of the attitudes already known to and descnbeg
by historians was destined mevitably to end in fallure. Scholars
have referred to the “rationalism” of Dante in the Banguet, but,
as Signor Michele Barba has justly ponted out, this 1s a label
whose exact signification can never be known.! Thus, reference
1s made to the “Chrstian rattonahsm” of St. Anselm, but it 15
equally easy to demonstrate that, 1f hus rationalism 1s Christian,
1t 1s not a form of rationabsm, or that, if it really 1s a form of
rationalism, 1t cannot be Chmstian. It has also been said that
Dante, reversing the Anselmian formula credo ut intelligam (“Iv
beheve that I may understand”), had replaced 1t with mtelligo
ut credam (“I understand that I may believe”).* We should thus
have an Anselmian Beatrice and 2 rationalist dorna gentile. This

1M Barsi, Razionahismo e mistictsmo m Dante, pp 30-21
* Vita Nuova, with a commentary by T Casni, 3rd ed, revised by L Pietrobono,

PP 149-150
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is a picturesque contrast, but 1s 1t a historical fact: Not only—
and nonc disputes the fact«has Dante never referred to a formula
intelligo wt credam, but he has definitely affirmed that, if he
believes, he does so precisely where he does not quite succeed
n understanding. It 15 not because he perceives the immortahity
of the soul perf%ctly clearly that he beﬁ:ves m 1t; he behieves i
it, on the contrary, because he does not perceive 1t perfectly
clearly. Let us, for example, refer to the famous passage 1n the
Bangquet, Trcause IV, 21, where Dante confronts himself with the
mtricate problem of the origin of the soul—a problem to which
St. Augustine, who never ceased to ponder 1t all hus lifc, finally
confessed that he did not know the solution Nec tunc scicham, nec
adhuc scro. (“1 did not know then, nor do I know even yet”)
What docs Dante think» He too thinks that he knows nothmg.
That 15 precisely the reason why we find him announcing that
he will first proceed per modo naturale, e por per modo teologico,
ct0d dwmno e spiritualc Takng the first pomt of view, that of
natural knowledge, we discover a varicty of opmions regarding
the origin of the soul, probably they are rcconalailc, but why give
onesclf the trouble of reconciling them, since we have only to
follow Arstotle: So here we have him following Anstotle, that
1s to say what he takes to be Anstotle’s doctrine, after which he
observes* “Let no man be astomshed if the manner in which I
speak seems hard to understand, for I mysclf think 1t astomshing
that one should be able to sec and to mfer the existence of a
creation of this kind through the imntellect . .”’* Whereupon,
passing a lietle farther along the theological road, Dante confines
himself strictly to considerations of a supernatural order, none
of which, whether viewed closely or from a distance, could be
Justfied by the resources of reason. Dante’s attitude m the
Bangquet 15 therefore not 2 form of rationalism which, supposing

ST AUGUSTINS, Relractationes, ib 1, cap 1, no 3, Pat lat, Vol 32, col 687

3 DaNTE, Convrio, IV, 21 There 1s 1n Dante's eyes a twofold difficulty that of speaking
of these things 1n the vulgar tongue, and that of speaking of a subtect which 1s so duffi-
cult 1n wself The only thing 1n this passage that we are beaning in mind at this pomt
1 the observation regarding the madequacy of philosophy in such a matter, a senti-
ment that 1s so well exp d by its 1 “E quast questo & tutto cd che per via
naturale dicere m1 puote ” With regard to the problem, which does not anse y
from our study, of whether Dante fathfully follows St Thomas (Cont Gent, 11, 89)
on the question of the infusion of the soul, or whether he rather draws his inspiraton
from another doctrine, the reader should refer to the commentary of Busnellh and
Vandelly, i their ediion of the Convivro, ad foc, and the objections of Bruno Nardi in
Note enitiche di plosopa dantesca, Florence, L S Olschks, 1938-XVI, pp 15-28
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that the formula has a meaning, bases farth on reason; not only
does he admit that reason has its limits, but he distingshes
them never more clearly than when dealing with the numerous
questions in the case of which they are shown to him by the
Chostian Revelation In order to find room for reason m a
ready-made clagsification we must therefore turn elsewhere.
Why should we not try to identify his position with that of
Thomismz Certamn scholars have not faded to do so, but the
pomt 1s not an easy one to make. The distinction between the
two forms of beatitude understood according to the explanation
of Dante himsclf absolutely forbids such an identification.
Nothing, I think, could be clearer than this point will be when
we come to the Monarchy, but 1t 1s already sufficiently so m the
Bangquet. If we consider only the hierarchy of dlfgmty which
Dante accepts as existing among the three forms of beattude—
agtive life, contc ) , beattfic_yision—his accord with
St Thomas 1s virtually perfect; but we have already ponted out
that, m St Thomas, a hierarchy of digmity 1s at the same time
mvartably a hierarchy of yunisdiction, whereas, except when God
1s mvolved, Dante never regards a hicrarchy of digmty as a
hierarchy of jurisdiction. Thus, to him, philosophic certainty 15
assuredly less complete than that of theology, but these are
kinds of certainty exssting mn different spheres and prescribed
for different ends. Ths 1s why Dante subjects philosophy to the
authority of Amstotle without accepting any limit to that
authority. If he makes use of St. Thomas so readily, even in
matters of philosophy, 1t 15 because he 1s absolutely convinced
that 1n matters of philosophy St. Thomas, like himself, 1s just
a perfect and always submussive disciple of Arstotle Where,
on the contrary, he catches St. Thomas n the act of contradicting
Anstotle in matters of philosophy, Dante gives him the slip and
follows Anstotle faithfully. That 15 precisely what he does as
regards the different forms of beatitude @_l’)lgntc’s_,_cy_gs* the
hyman felicity which man may obtain m this if¢ through the
exercise of the pohtical virtues is an end m self; com%ely
distinct from that higher end which is heavenly beatitude and
which 1s accessible through means completely distinct from those
which may lead to the felicity of the next world. Completely
distinct from each other, these two categories are therefore no
less completely mdependent. In short, Dante’s ethic has n view
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an end as distinct from that of the supernatural ethic, and pursues
it by means as completely alien from those of the Christian re-
ligion as are the end and the means of Amstotle’s ethic from
those of the Gospel. Morcover, this fundamental opposition
between Dante and St. Thomas paves the way for their no less
fundamental opposition with regard to the refations between
Church and Empire. Hence, according as we probe into one
or the other of these two doctrines, we enter two different worlds,
not that the clements of which they are made up are not the
same, but because, according as they go to the making of one
or the other of these two worlds, they do not obey the same
laws.?

Such, morcover, 1s the fundamental reason why it wall always
be frustless to classify Dante not merely 1n terms of some previously
defined idea, but even m terms of the authorties which he
invokes, cites and follows. Distinction between the orders 1s
indecd carmed so far ;n s work that, from the fact that he
regards an author as the authonity par excellence as regards a
certan order, we may conclude with certamty that he will not
be so as regards the remamder as well If 1t 15 a question of
classifying the heavens, the problem 1s one of astronomy, Dante
will therefore follow Ptolemy, who 1s the competent authonity
m the matter; but the authonty of Ptolemy becomes invahd
mn the Crystalline, where astronomy ends and theology begins.
Conscquently, having reached this point we shall have to describe
the supernatural heaven secondo che la Santa Chiesa vuole, che non
pud dire menzogna (I, 3), for 1f the question 1s one of the super-
natural, it is no longer science that 1s competent to discuss 1,
but Revelation.

AR Excore (Il pensiero politico di Dante, Vol II, pp 299-300), contradicting B Nards,
demes that Dante professed a rationalism bent on mnvading the domain of theology
itself I think that he 1s nght, but that he exaggerates m tlge opponte direction when
he defines the spint of the Bangwet as *“purely Thomusuc™ (op ¢, p 300, note 3) Sum-
lasly, L. Pietrobono scems to me to be night, 1f not m all his assumptions, at all events
in prmaple, when he dicts Michele Barb: (R lismo e mi in Dante, p
30), according to whom, while St Thomas entirely subordinates the present life to the
future hife, Dante wishes to endow the carthly hfe with an end of its own, although
he too regards 1t as quodammodo subord to the h ly bfe In punciple they are
less widely separated than it appean” In fact, Dante has used this guodammodo only m
Monarchia, TH, sub fin, in 3 passage to which we shall return later on (Chapter IIT)
Furthermore, even there Dante has spoken not of subord ot but of dest
(“quum mortaks 1ta fehiatas quodammodo ad immortalem fehatatem ordinetur”).
Hel:;dasehcwh:re.mehamvmwahmchyoforden:hatmudsnohndof
subordination.
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More than this, Dante does not like to contradict Arstotle i
the matter of phlosophy and I know of no mnstance in which
he has done so with g.l]Y knowlcdge of the case, but he has no
scruples at all about contradicting him 1n the matter of astronomy,
because 1f Arstotle 1s the Philosopher, the Astronomer 1s Ptolemy.
Moreover, that 1s what Aristotle humself did, for he recognized,
mn Book XII of his Metaphysics, “that he had simply followed
the opmion of another where he had had to speak of astronomy”
(IL, 3). If, on the contrary, 1t 1s a questton 6f the number of the
independent Intelligences, philosophers and theologians are not
n agreement, but it 15 certainly the theologians who are nght,
because in these matters the philosophers are no more than par-
tially competent. The Ancients erred on this pomnt, with which
natural reason declaf®s itself mcapable of dealing, per difetto
d’ammaestramento—for want of mstruction by the proper author~
ity. The Jewish people were better informed m the matter.
Because Angels were mvolved, and because on that subject
their Prophets were capable of enhghtening them at least m part,
Israel was in parte da li suoi profeti ammaestrato. As for us, as
Christians we are 1 this matter the pupils of Christ, sons of the
Emperor of the world, Who 1s God Noi semo di c10 ammaestrat
da colui che venne da quello, da colui che le fece, da calui che le con-
serva, ciod de lo Imperadore de I'Universo, che é Cristo (II, 5). He
Who created the Angels and preserves them probably knows
how many of them there are. Now 1t 1s He Who instructs us as
to therr number, conscquently, we are completely enlightened
on this subject.

This constant need of an ammaestramento recerved each time from
the most competent authonty is one of the most characteristic
traits of Dante’s thought. It is this same trait which will later
tmbue him with the desire to provide himself with guides and
will advise him 1 the rcmarka[l:ly judicious choice ofg them that
he wll make. Virgil as far as the Earthly Paradise, then Beatrice,
finally St. Bernard of Clairvaux. For each separate order, a
separate competency; for each separate competency, a separate
authority. In Limbo the philosophers spontancously group
themselves around Arnstotle even as the poets do honour to
Virgil; St. Thomas Aqumas presides over speculative theology
as St. Bonaventure does over affective theology, each in his tum
speaking as a master where he really is the master and exercising
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authority where he really has authority. And where, 1t will be
said, are those who wish to exercise it where they do not have it
They are in Hell. And it may indeed be said that they alone
have put themselves there by their violation of the holy law of
divine Justice which 1s not only the supreme creator of the
constitutive orders of nature and supernature, but also the
inexorable protector of the authormes whicli it has wisely
placed at their head. There 15 no greater crime than to betray
the divine order, and it 1s betraying 1t to refuse to follow Anstotle
in the matter of philosophy, because philosophy 1s the daughter
of God and 1t was God Himself Who desired that 1t should be
taught to us by Aristotle. But 1t 1s no less a crime for a Franciscan
tou%ctray St. Franas, for a Dommmcan to betray St. Dommc,
for a subject to betray the Emperor, for a Christian to betray the
Gospel, and the worst crime of all, the one which 1n this world
gaves rise to disorders, abuses, wars and nuserics without number,
1s to betray all forms of authorty at once through a desire to
wstall one of them, which 15 competent m 1ts sphere, m the
place of those which are equally so m theirs, for each form of
authority 1s master n its own house and even the humblest of
all 1s directly responsible to God alone.

Hence the mndignation that we have witnessed when Dante
came to define gentilezza, that 1s to say, practically, personal
nobihity. For this 1s a philosophical question, and yet here we
have Fredenck of Swabia taking 2 hand m its solution. The
Emperor wishes to legislate m matters of philosophy! An
extremely grave difficulty, and the very prototype of what may
be called the Aporia Dantesca, becausc 1t expresses a conflict
between different forms of jurisdiction and authority. Here, the
whole question turns upon this pomnt- lautoritade de la diffinizione
de lo imperadore (IV, 3). Once the question has been propounded,
Dante cannot but settle 1t completely: origin of human society,
1ts nature, 1ts aim; origin of the Empure, nature of the Empure,
aim of the Empire—until at last the conclusion leaps to the cye
The philosophical authority of the Emperor, qua Emperor, 1s
non-existent. Arnstotle 1s the Emperor in matters of phxi)osophy,
and if the masters of this world submutted as completely as they
should to his authority, their government of the Empire would
only be the better for 1t! “It 1s therefore manifest that to define
gentilezza is not a function of the art of governing the Empire;
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if that is not one of 1ts functions, we are not subject to the
Emperor when we discuss this question; if we are not subject
to him, we do not owe him any consideration m the matter.
This 15 what I mtended to prove.” Whereupon Dante declares
war on the Emperor: “That 1s why henceforth we must, with a
complete lack of mhibiion and complete mental freedom, fly
in the face of the accepted opmions, casting this one aside,
order that, thanks to my victory, the nightful opinion may prevail
mn the munds of those in whom this hight shines with some
strength” (IV, ?

If we re-read the Banguet from beginning to end, we shall
have many an opportumty to notice this attude and, so far as
I know at any rate, we shall find nothing which contradicts 1t.
Here, then, 1s the necessary starting-pomt for a correct apprecia-
tion of Dante’s position with regarcf to these questions. Is it an
Averroistic position? Not if by Averroism we mean the position
of Averrocs humself, who regards philosophical learning as the
prototype of perfect knowledge, to which faith only bears a
useful but crude resemblance. Nothing was likely to be more
repugnant to Dante’s mind than such a confusion of forms of
jurisdiction, which would make Beatrice his guide through Hell
and the Farthly Paradise, where she would be relieved by Arnstotle,
reheved m his turn by the Prophet on the summit of Paradise !
Not only did Dante never claim that theology 1s subordinate to

hilosophy, but we may say that such a thesis 1s the negation of
ﬁis whole doctrine, or that his whole doctrmne is the radical
negation of such a thesis, as we prefer.

If the author of the Banguet 1s not an Averrost after the
fashion of Averroes, 1s he one after the fashion of the Latin
disaples of Averroes—Siger of Brabant and Boethius of Dacia,
for instance> To give weight to such a theory, we should have
to be able to cite one or more cases m which Dante has mam-
taned m opposition two contradictory theses, the one pro-
pounded as being necessary for the satisfaction of reason, the
other as bemng consonant with the demands of faith. So far as
I know, the Banguet does not furnish a single case of thus kind, and
I do not believe that he who looks for one there has the shghtest

1 Regarding the place of the Prophet m the doctrme of Averroes, sce L GAUTHIER,
Accord de la religion et de la philosophie  Traité d'Ibn Rochd (Averroés) tradut et annoté
Algiers, P Fontana, 1905, PP 48-49
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chance of finding it. But he will find many an examglc of the
contrary case, in which Dante expresses his joy at establishing a
perfect accord between philosophy and theology, between
reason and farth. We have quoted the majonity of these passages.
But there remains at least one, and it 1s not the least fine. The
envoy of the Canzone Terza which precedes the Fourth Treatise
of the Banquet begins with the line Contra-li-erranti mia, tu te
' andrai, which 1t would not be wholly maccurate to translate:
“Go, my Contra Gentiles.”” As Dante Ivu.mself says 1 his com-~
mentary on this line, “this Contra-li-erranti forms but a single
word, and 1t 15 the name of this Canzone—a name suggested by
the example of the good frar Thomas Aquinas, who bestowed on
the book he wrote 1n order to confound all who deviate from our
faith the title of Contra li Gentili”. Why thss titlee Dante then
asks humself. Because, he answers, just when the good work-
man 1s on the pomt of taking leave of hus work he touches 1t up
and embellishes 1t to the best of his powers mn order that it may
leave his hands more glorious and more precious. Contra-li-
erranti, ike Contra li Gentili, is the most beautiful title that Dante
could find. The man who wrote those lmes certamly never
admitted the existence of any cleavage between his reason and
tus faith.

'We should be reduced by this to acceé)tmg the hypothesis of
a Thomustic Dante if the philosophical doctrines expounded mn
the Banguet, which are certamnly reconcilable with those of St.
Thomas Aquinas, did not so often testify to the presence of other
mfluences,! like, for example, that of the De Intellectu of Albertus
Magnus (111, 7), and above all if, even where he 15 1n complete

3 The mfluence of Albertus Magnus on Dante has often been noticed (PAGET ToYNBEE,
Some Obligations of Dante to Albertus Magnus, m Dante Studses and Researches, Methuen,
London, 1902, pp 38-ss, BRuno NARDI, Raffronts fra alcuns Iuoghs di Alberto Magno e di
Dante, m Studs di filosofia dantesca, p 69) For hus part, E Krebs connects Dante mn this
matter with the Dominican group of Albertus Magnus, Ulnich of Strasburg, Dietrich of
Vneberg and Berchthold of Mosburg, m Screts var in del sesto centenari
della morte di Dante Alghieri, Milan, 1921 Contributo della Scolastica alla relaxione 3 alcuni
problemi danteschi, pp 86-90

I do not believe that Dante adhered to any defimte philosophical school, nor even
that he disunguished such schools with the ngour with which we strrve to approach
these studies To follow Albertus Magnus on any pomt undoubtedly did not sigmif
to hum company with St. Thomas As Signqr Bruno Nard: has nightly snl
*“‘egh [s¢ 1'Alighien] non & averrousta e neppure tomusta, non esclusivamente anstotelico,
nt soltanto neoplatonico, o algoa 0 puro” (B NanpL, Sigier: ds Brabante nella Divina
Commedia e le Fonti della Fil m Dante, from the Ruvista di Filosofia Neo-Scolastica

(Apnl and October, 1911, February and Apnil, 1912), published by the Author, Spranate
(Pescaa), 1912, p 60) Cf M BAUMGARTNER, Dantes Stellung zur Philosophie, p 71.
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accord with him, Dante did not differ from St. Thomas by virtue
of a most important ianty. We have sohd reasons for
believing that after the death of Beatrice the author of the
Banquet went through a crisis of philosophism; and when we
began these analyses we wondered if he was stil involved mn
that crisis at the period at which he wrote the work, or if he had
emerged from it without preserving the marks of i, or—a
third hypothesis—if he had emerged from 1t, but in such a way
that the Banguet retained wisible traces of it To the first of
these questions we may reply with certanty that if Dante really
experienced a cnsis of pure philosophism, that crisis was over
when he wrote the Banquet. Theology pervades this work, hike
an Empyrean that envelops the world and, if 1t does not move
it, nevertheless sheds its supernatural hght over 1t. The Banguet
1s hallowed from its outset by the memory of a heavenly Beatrice
who, although she 1s not yet what she will become in the Divine
Comedy, 1s none the less already one of the blessed and, to Dante
himself, 2 summons from the next world.

To the second of these questions the reply should lhikewise
be mn the negative, for if Dante has recovered a sense of theo-
logical and supernatural exigencies, he scems 1 the Banguet to
profess not a philosophical rationalism directed agamnst theology,
but a doctrine of the autonomy and the adequacy of the aums
of philosophy viewed 1 1ts proper setting—a doctrine which,
if he really did pass through a crisis of philosophism, may be
regarded as the lasting imprint with which this crisis marked his
thought * If 1t 15 true that, while affirming the transcendency
of theology, while allowing himself to be deeply imbued with
the Christian spirit and even while stressing ume and agam the
perfect accord between his philosophy and his faith,* Dante

1 Such 1s our mterpretation of the scuola of Purg , XXXIII, 8¢ It 1s, of course, 2 hypo-
thess, but I see none that 1s more immeduately suggested by the letter of the text, It
has been supposed that here Beatnice 15, on the contrary, reproaching Dante for having
once followed the Guelfix and Curnalist schoo), according to which the Empire, the
wstrument of jus humanins, 13 not denived from God, but from sin - See PArany, L’albero
dell Impero, 1 Poesia ¢ storsa nella Divina Commedia, Milan, Petrella, 1921, p 257 er seq,
summanzred and in principle approved by F Encors, Il penssero politsco & Dante, Vol, 1,
Pp 205-206 Thus Guelfist phase 1n Dante’s thought seems to me purely hypothetical,
whereas Dante’s moral and political secularism 15 a fact

2 See with regard to this point the passages wihich Signor Mircuris Baumt has done a
flwim in collecting (Razionalismo e misticsmo fn Dante, . Studi Danteschi, Vol XXI
937), pp 6-9) We may, morcover, concede to the same m that Daute's

phulosophy 1s at once human “and Chrnistian™ (p. 11), for 1t would certamly not be
what 1t 13 1f 1tx auchor had not been 2 Chrstian philosopher, but st 13 2 philosophy that
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carried the Thomistic distinction between theology and philosophy
to the point of separation 1n order to pave the way for a second
distinchon—between the Priesthood and the Empire—it becomes
extremely difficult to qualify his posttion with the epithet
“Thomustic”. Clearly, in this field Dante 1s engaged in a wholly
personal enterprise, and there 1s nothing in the work of St.
Thomas that can have suggested it to him. We may even wonder
1f Dante’s readness to concede to the theologtans the whole
essence of therr theology and to leave them m peace with the
philosophy which they claimed to be the true one does not betray
the secret hope that, once assured of possessmg what they had
set theirr hearts on, theologians and philosophers would more
readily consent to wathdraw to their respective domams. When
one has all that one wished to have, what more can one destre?

Tt will perhaps be objected that 1t was quite funle to claim for
philosophy an mdependence of which 1t was to make no use.
But that 15 equivalent to returning once more to the position of
a professional theologian or philosophcr. When an Averroust
proclaims the mdependence o{P philosophy, he does so i order to
protect hus own agamst a theology with which he knows 1t to
be at variance When a theologian declares that theology “treats
the other sciences as inferiors and servants”, the truth 1s that he
1 according theology the night to control the other sciences and
to regard as false everything about them that contradicts 1t.!
Having asserted once and for all that philosophy and theology
are m harmony, Dante has neither a personal philosophy to
protect nor a personal theology to defend, but be needs to ensure
the mdependence of philosophy 1f he 15 to ensure that of the
Empire. Now Dante clearly saw—and we may say that the
certainty of the fact never ceased to haunt him—that these three
forms of independence are wextricably linked and that the
existence of cach 1s bound up with that of the other two. The
purity of each of the orders mvolved 1s therefore the necessary
condition both of therr common independence and of their

requires to be autonomous m its end as m 1ts means, because the Chrstian God walls
it 30 A philosophy that 1s separate because 1t 18 Christian 15 certamnly not the usual type
of Christian philosophy

1 Cf St THOMAS AQUINAS, Sm_theol , Pars 1, qu 1, art s, ad 2m *“Non emm acapit
{sacra doctrina] sua principra ab alus scientus, sed wamediate 2 Deo per revelationem®
Et 1dco non aceipit ab alus scientns tanguam a superioribus, sed utitur eis tanquam
nferionbus et ancilhs sicut architectonicae utuntur admumstrantibus ut civihs militan ™
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individual adequacy. His personal discovery of the merciful
donna gentile and the profound sense of gratitude which he
harbours towards her for having saved him from despair cer-
tainly lie at the root of the Banguet, but if he 1s there defending
a personal thests, it is that of the adequacy of phiosophy to
confer beatitude on men. The temporal happmess of the.in-
dividual thrqugh,human._wua'om—- , then, 1s the lesson that
the Bangquet teaches. The temporal salvation of humanty through
the Empire—such will be the conclusion of the Monarchy. ’i"i:
cternal salvation of men through the Church—this be the
ulumate teachung of the Divine Comedy. But since this three-
fold work 1s knit together m all its parts, Dante was never able
to uphold one of these theses wathout preparing, formulating or
cven defending the other two. That 15 why, just as we have seen
him vindicate the claims of the Empire and mamtain the trans-
cendency of theology mn the Banquet, we shall now see him
affirm the autonomy of philosophy and that of theology in the
Monarchy, pending the supreme appeal to the Veltro launched
n the Divine Comedy and the solemn beatfication of the pure
philosopher 1n the person of Siger of Brabant.




m
Philosophy in the Monarchy

WHATEVER his reason for mnterrupting hus work, the author of
the Banguet was certainly not susmme:dg by the lasting philosophic
enthusiasm which alone would have led him to fmish it. The
author of the De Monarchia, of which the exact date 1s unknown,?
though it 1s certamnly later than the Banquet, was sustamed to the
last by Ius solemn passion for the Empire, the sole guarantec
that he could imagine of justice, peace and fehcity for the whole
of mankind. The importance of the work which this passion
inspired 1n Dante 1s quite different from that which would have
probably been attached to the work that he left unfinished, even
m 1ts complete form. He himself was conscious of this, and a
stmple observation of the difference 1n tone at the beginning of
the two trcatises leaves no doubt on the matter.?

1 With regard to the probable date of the treanse scc C FoLino, The Date of the “De
Monarchia,” 1 Dante Essays in Commemoration, London, University Press, 1921 The
author deades 1n favour of the approximate date of 1313 (op ¢it,p 150) But many other
dates have been suggested Witte puts 1t before 1300, Stemner een 1300 and 1303,
Traverst as late as 1306, others, reverting to Boccaccio’s behef, link 1ts composition
with the descent of Henry VII, and consequently with the year 1313 or thereabouts.
‘The most recent study on tlus question 1s that of E J J Kocken, Ter Datecring van
Dante's Monarcha, included among the publications of the Instituut voor Middeleeuwssche
Geschiedenss der Keizer Karel Umwersiteit te Nijmegen, No 1, 1927

2 With regard to the general hines of the doctrine contamned 1 the treatise and the
current controversies on the matter see specially F Ercors, Sulls filosofia politica di Dante
and Le tre fasi del pensiero politico di Dante, 1n Il pensiero politico di Dante, Vol II, pp
231-407, there 13 2 copious bibliography 1n Vol. 1, pp 38-40 For an examunation of
these disquisitions see B NAgo1, 1! concetto dell’ Impero nello del p dantesco,
and Tre pretese fass del pensiero politico di Dante, in Sagg: s filosofia dantesca, pp 241-305
and pp. 309-345. I am in full agreement with the dualstic wterpretation offered by
Signor B Nardi It scems to me only necessary to define a httle more accurately what s
called the “Averrosm” of Dante, here 1t remains to make some distinctions  In addition,
1t 13 regrettable that such an excellent historian had allowed himself to be induced by
Signor G Gentile to make some hazardous generahzations Where does 1t become
evident to lum that the audaaty of the De Monarchia cuts across the mediaeval plan of
the Drwine Comedy (op cit, p 285)? If one of these plansis medizeval, so 1s the other, for
tbcdyaxetheume In the eyes of Signor B Nards they are different because, as G Gentile
had written 10 a seemungly admurable formula, “the Vargil of the Monarchy does not
expect any Beatnics” (op cit, p 304) How should he do so, seeing that there 13 no
Virgil m the Monarchy? Besides, even mn the Comedy, 1t 13 not Virgal who expects
Beatrice, but Dante  Such a formula 13 hiterally devord of meamng It 1s true that
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Nothmg remains in the Monarchy of the timidities, charac-
teristic of the apprentice phulosopher and almost of the amateur,
that find expression at the commencement of the Banguet. Here
Dante no longer presents himself as the poor man sitting at the
feet of the princes of wisdom to gather the crumbs that fall
from their table. This time he speaks as a creator who knows
himself to be such: “I desire to bear fruit and to show forth
truths yet unessayed by others.” What would be the good of
once more proving some theorem of Euchd: Who would
want to waste his time in rediscovering the nature of happiness,
which Arsstotle has already discovered, or in vindicating old age,
which Cicero has so well defended? Nothing can result from that
but tediousness. What Dante condemns in these terms so closely
resembles what the Banquet had proposed to do that one cannot
but wonder 1f hus chief reason for not completing this work was
not that he found 1t tedious. The question 1s, after all, of hiede
mmportance, for what Dante immediately adds 1s much more
deserving of our attention. In fact, we there see lus passion for
the cause of the Empire nourished by the personal ambition of a
thinker and author—an ambition of which he makes no secret.
Among all the truths, sull hidden but useful, which remam to be
discovered, that which 1s at once the most safely hidden and the
most useful 1s the truth about monarchy. The obscunity of the

uestion, the few immediate benefits that may be expected
tom the study of u, sufficently explamn the fact that no one
has yet broached 1t. The question, Dante states exphcitly, remains
ab omnibus intemptata (“unapproached by any man”); he there-
forc aspires to the glory of carrymg off this palm and even to

Signor B Nardy, sull following G. Gentle, concludes that the Monarchy 13 the first act
of rebellion aganst *“scholastic transcendency” (op at., p 284) In domng so he forgers
that the mdependence actributed by Dante to the Empire results exclusively from the
Emperor’s direct responsbility to a transcendent God. The reason why the Emperor
does not derive is power from the Pope 1s that he 1s directly subject to this God.
Signor B Nardi does not scem to suspect that as 3 histonan he 1s far supenor to G.
Gentile, whose mmmanentism 15 the scourge of this contemporary Itahan scholarshap
with 1ts abundance of learning and ingenuity.

‘With regard to the text, sce C 'Wrre, Dantis Alighserr De Monarchia b 111, 2nd ed ,
Braumiiller, Vindobonae, 1874. French transl of the B. Lanoay, Dante.
De la Menarchie, F Alcan, Pans, 1937 On the historical background of the treatise consult
M Bazal, L'ordinamento delle Repubblica fiorentina e la vita polstica di Dante, . Problems
di Critsea dantesca, 1st Series, Sansony, Florence, 1934-XIL, pp 143-155;and B Barsaporo,
La condanna di Dante e le fazions polissche del suo tempo, 1 Studs Danteschs, Vol T (1920),
PP 5—74.36We shall cite the De Monarchis i the editon of R. Allulls, C Signorells,
Milan, 1926.
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that of being the first to win it: Ut palmam tanti bravii primus
in meam gloriam adipiscar (I, 1).

Tt does indeed seem that Dante has spoken the truth,? not only
because no one before him had attempted the theoretical justi-
fication of a umiversal Empire of mankind umted and pacified
under the authority of a single mndividual, but bgcause m effect
the very way m which he justified such an Empire for the first
time set up, above the Christian 1deal of a umiversal Church, the
human ideal of a single universal temporal order with the
Emperor playing the part which the Pope fills i the Church.
What Dante calls the “universal community of the human race”
(universalis civilitas humans generis), or ssmply “the human com-
munuty” (humana civilitas), was bound to enter into competition
with the 1deal of the Church, as would a universal communty
ruled by a single head with another universal commumty like-
wise ruled by a single head.* Moreover, the state of mind of
Dante himself while he was composing this work was not quite
the same as that of the author of the Banguet. (In the Banquet
Dante was trymg to persuade the Emperor not to meddle in
philosophy, unless his intention was to submit to the authority
of Anstotle, and he hoped to convince the philosophers them-
selves that their s eci:a.\pe mission was to teach mankind moral
virtue, itself the fgmﬂation of political virtue, without which

ere can be no justice, peace or fehaity on earthy In spite of the
philosophical pretensions of Frederick II, it nught be hoped

! Sce the just remarks of F Ercous, Il penstero politico di Dante, Vol II, pp 25-30, and
especaally pp. 289-292

* Dante was the first to offer 2 philosophical justification of the Empire so concesved,
but there were at the ime other justifications of an Empure differently concerved It would
be interesting to know whether or not the Monarchy 1s of an earlier date than the treatise
of Engelbert (elected Abbot of Admont in 1297) ENGELBERTI ADMONTENSIS, De
ortu et fine Romani impenrii liber, Basileae Toannes Operinus, 1553 Engelbert teaches
“ omnia regna ¢t omnes reges subesse um 1mpeno et imperaton chrstiano™ (op ot ,
cap XVIL p 98), but to lum at 1s rather a question of a Christendom umted by faith
than 2 humamty umted by reason, and that 1s why lis Emperor seems to be first and
foremost the soldier of the Church There 13 only one divine nght, only one faith, “et
per consequent, una sola respublica toties popul Christiam  Exgo de necessitate ent et
unus solus prmceps et rex allius Retpublicae, statutus et stabilitus ad 1psus fider et popula
christtam dilatationem et defensionem® (op cft ,cap XV,p 78) Here,n short, the Emprre
dertves its firm basis “‘ab unitate corporis Ecclesae et totwus christianae reipublicac”
(op e, cap XVII, p 99), which fact makes 1t possible to ensure the unified command
in case of war of “totz Christiamitas contra totum pagansmum” (cap XVIIL, p 101)
Thss Emperor who 1s under the wmng of the Church ("cum _ extra Ecclesiam non sit
nec posut esse impertum”, cap XXIII, p 131), and whose goal 18 subordinated to that
of the Church, accords less wath Dante's 1deal than with Roger Bacon’s We find the
same analogy and the same difference between Dante’s vernion of the doctrine of two-
fold beautude and that of Engelbert of Admont (see below, p 193, note 1)
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that few Emperors would wish to assail the authority of the
Philosopher, and Dante was too much convinced of the himutations
of our metaphysic not to hope that the philosophers would one
day consent to come to an understanding with the theolograns.
Theologians hke “the good friar Thomas” were, moreover,
there to facilitatg the understanding. Where, then, does Thomas
Aqunas find philosophy, 1f not 1 the works of Anstotle: He
reads 1t, studies 1t, comments on 1t and explams 1t to others, as
we se¢ him do 1 that admurable exposition of the Ethica ad
Nicomachum which Dante studied with such care. All the philo-
sophical concessions demanded of the theologians have already
been made to lum by St. Thomas. It 1s understandable, then,
that Dante loves him and that he expects to be able to come to
an understanding with theology on ground so well prepared.
There 1s no sacrifice which he lumself has to consent to i the
matter. We do not know what he may have thought at the
tume of the philosophical crisis which he seems to have experienced,
but 1t 15 now over and I do not believe that it 1s possible to find
m his works a single defimte Averroistic thesis of whuch he
undoubtedly mamtamed the truth. So far as he 15 concerned
philosophy 15 Amstotle, and as lus Anstotle 15, n the mam, the
Arnsstotle of Albertus Magnus and of St. Thomas Aquinas, the
understanding between philosophers and theologians seems to
him easy to bring about. In fact, thanks to these great theologians
themselves, 1t exists, and even those who shut their eyes to 1t
will certamly accept 1t m the end. But to establish a concordat
between the Emperors and the Popes was quite another matter,
and anyone who tried to basc 1t on the previous accord between
the theologians and the philosophers ran a great risk of aggra-
vating the situation in both domains. Yet that 1s what Dante
tried to do. He had at his disposal only the philosophical 1deal
defined 1 the Banguet for tﬁe foundation of his “untversal
community of the human race”, comparable to a natural church
of moralists n face of the supernatural church of the theologuans,
How 1s onc to persuade the theologians that, for the very reason
that makes them abandon philosophy to Arstotle, they should
abandon the Empire to the Emperor? Such 1s the problem whose
solutiqg Dante’s Monarchy offered to the world.

The idea of this universal temporal community, so new m his
age—he seems, mdeed, to have been its first advocate—took
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shape in Dantc’s mind in 2 very curious way. The only universal
community of which the 1dea existed at the time was 2 com-
mumty essentially supernatural and rehgious: the Church,
or, if one prefers, Chnstendom. Not only had the Church never
thought tEat there should or could exist a Humamty umfied
for the purpose of pursuing a temporal happmess regarded as its
special goai but 1t had, since Augustine’s City of God, dis-
countenanced the 1deal of a umification of all mankind through
the common acceptance of the Chnstian faith and under the
supreme government of the Pope. In order, then, to concerve
ofP the possibility of a umiversal temgloml community, 1t was
necessary to borrow from the Church ats ideal of a umversal
Christendom and to secularize 1t. On the other hand, 1t was
impossible to seculanize this 1deal without establishmg philosophy
as the basis of the universal commumty of all mankind, subject
to the same monarch and pursumg the same form of happmess
i obedience to the same laws. The man who advised the
Emperor Alexander to treat the Greeks as free men and the bar-
barians as slaves assuredly had not thought that all mankind was
capable of secking, through the same channels, one and the same
goal. In order, then, to justify lus 1dea Dante had to seck m the
philosophy of Anstotle a certam natural aim whose complete
realization—although Arstotle himself had never dreamed of
such a thmg—demanded the collaboranon of a completely
unified human race.

I. T Goar orF THE HuMAN RACE

For the solution of this problem Dante has made very skilful
use of the genumely Amnstotehan and Thomustic principle that,
if man 1s a social ammal, 1t 1s because the life of the aty, with
the co-operation which 1t permuts, 1s absolutely essential if he
18 to be able to attam hus g]l development. Dante’s starting-
point was all the better chosen 1n that St. Thomas, having strongly
msisted on the obligation mncumbent on every man to place the
resources of his individual reason at the disposal of the commumity,
had come to the conclusion that the best pohitical régime 15 govern~
ment by a smgle person. St. Thomas was nevertheless so far from

g of a umversal monarchy that he ended s exposiion
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thus: “It follows from what precedes that the king is he who
governs the people of a city or of a province with a view to the
common good; hence the saying of Solomon in Ecl., V, o:
Universae terrae rex imperat servienti (“The king of all the earth
governs him who is his subf'cct”).‘ Even if the words universa
terra (“all the earth”) merely bring to St. Thomas’s mind the
whole territory of a city or province, the fact remains that the
collaboration of reason of which he 1s thinking m this passage
has the primary object—and the context proves it—of providin
men with the material comfort of which they stand in need.
Dante goes much further than these necessaria vitae (“essentials
of li "%,’ which, mn his time at all events, did not demand the
umversal co-operation of the modern mechamcal arts, which
are themselves based on the universality of the sciences. To find
m Anstotle 3 demand for umversality he had to turn to the
sphere of the human mtellect.

A umversal human community does mdeed appear necessary
if 1t 13 absolutely essential 1n order that man may attam his
ultimate goal. Now man 1s distinguished from all other creatures
by the fact that he 1s endowed with reason, 1 other words with
that discursive faculty which enables lum to acquire ncw forms
of mtelligible knowledge beginning from the wtellection of the
first principles of knowledge.(M%xil~ possesses_what is called 2
“possible” intellect, whach is the faculty of progressively acquirng
forms of intelligible knowledge by the light of the active mtellect.)
In other words, man 1s neither a pure active intellect, bke the
angels, nor a mere ammal sensibility, like the beasts, but he is
distingushed “from the beasts by this possible mtellect which
raises hifin to _the plane of ratonal knowledge, and he s dis-
tin, the angels by this same poss:bf: intellect without
which he could not acquire it. If1t may be said that man’s possible
mtellect raises him above the beasts and places him below thc[
angcls, 1t 1s assuredly this same faculty which distinguishes manasa
reasonable animal and circumscribes um within hus own species,
berween the unreasoning animals and the angelic Intelligences.

1ST Tuomas AQuiNas, De regimine ipum, 1, 1, end

2 “Bx quo mamfeste ostenditur quod de ratione regis est quod st unus qui praesit,
et quod sit pastor commune maultitudinis bonum et non suum commodum quaerens,
Cum autem homuu competat m multitudine vivere, qua sib1 non sufficat ad necessazia
vitag, m sohtarius maneat, opertet quod tanto nit perfectior mulntudims societas, quanto
mags per s¢ sufficiens ent ad necessana vitac” (ST. THOMAS AQUINAS, op. dt, I, 1).
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Granting this, let us picture these human individuals, each
endowed with his possible mtellect. Each of them endeavours
to acquire a certan amount of knowledge by the use of his
reason, but what he can acquire 1n the way of mtelligible know-
ledge represents but a munute part of the total intelligible
knowledge which 1s accessible to the human species. This total
knowledge cannot be realized all at once by any mndividual, or
even by any particular group of human bemngs. Only the human
species taken m its entirety 1s entitled to lay claim to 1t, but 1t
may aspure to such an achievement only on condition that it
exusts as a umversal community, endowed with a kind of cxstence
of 1ts own, and having this as its special function: propria operatio
humanae universitatis, ad quam ipsa universitas hominum n tanta
multitudine ordinatur The specific goal of this function of the
human race taken as a whole 1s such that no indivadual, family,
commune, city or kingdom can attan 1t, for 1t 1s a question of
organizing things in such a way that at every moment of 1ts
existence the human race, thanks to the grcat number of the
individual mtellects of which 1t 1s made up, 1s contiually rcalizing
the total power of the possible ntellect: proprium opus humani genenis
totaliter accepti est actuare semper totam potentiam intellectus possibilis.?

As early as the fourteenth century the Domimican Guido
Vernani thought he could accuse Dante of upholding here an
Averroistic thests. Even if he was mistaken, 1t must be acknow-
ledged that everything encouraged him to do so, and I am not
sure, morcover, that Gudo Vernani did not give proof of 1eal
sagacity on this delicate pomnt. In the first place, Dante himsclf
maited him to make the error by openly quoting Averroes as his
authonty on this pont: Et huic sententiae concordat Averrois in
Commento super hiis quae de Anima (“And with this opmion
Averroes agrees 1 his commentary on what has been written de
Anima”). Taken lterally, this sentence would mean that Dantc
is in agreement on thus point with the doctrine of the unity of
the possible mtellect, m other words with the doctrine_ that
recognizes but a smgle possible mtellect for the entire human
race, as taught by Averroes m hus commentary on the De Anima.
This 1s exactly how Vernam understood Dante’s sentence, and
1t may mdeed be said that he did not seek to understand 1t other~
wase, but not that he made 1t say anything other than what,

1 DANYE, De Monarchia, 1, 3. 2 Dants, De Monarchia, 1, 4.
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ut littera sonat, 1t actually does say: “If one speaks in this way, 1t
manifestly follows that there 1s but a single intellect in all man-
kind; now to say and to think this 1s the gravest error, and its:
author and nventor 1s that Averroes whom he ctes.”

We must go further besides. Dante would not quote Averroes
1n support of hia thesis if he were not thinking of him at the very
moment of writing and if the :dea which he was then expounding
were i no way connected with the Averroistic doctrine of the _
possible mtellect.® It is, indeed, connected with it so closely that
one cannot visualize any other doctrine by which 1t may have
been suggested. { Averroes conceived the possible imtellect as a
single entity, an intellectual substance wholly independent of
the body-—mn short, what Christians call an angel—and he
taught that, to an individual man, knowing means simply sharing
1 some part or other of the knowledge possessed by ths intellect,}
Thus concetved, then, the possible mtellect of Averroes presented
Dante with 2 kind of individual human race whose umty would
always be realized i a concrete way, while at every moment
of its duration 1t would actualize the whole of the knowledge
accesstble to man.( If to know 15 man’s goal, 1t may be said that
in this ndependent possible intellect the human race would have
its goal eternally and permanently within its grasp. In order,
then, to construct his own doctrine, Dante has transposed the
thesis of Averroes by taking the human race, mn other words the
individuals exasting at all times on earth regarded collectvely, as
an equivalent of the single possible intellect of Averroes. If he here
refers us to Averrocs, the reason 1s that in fact he finds lus starting-
pomnt 1 Averroism, but this does not mean that he has adopted n:_)

Let us note, ndeed, that the two theses are essentially different.
What Averroes desires i order to realize the possible mntellect
completely 1s a being, what Dante requires i order to obtain

1Guo VEmNANL, De reprobatione Monarchie, ed. Jarro (G Picam), Florence,
Beinporad, 1906, pp 4 and 6, and pp 8 and 10

? The works of Averroes are not very easy to find, but extensive and well chosen
fragments may be read in G, THERY, Autour du décret de 1210, II: Alexandre & Aphroduse
(Bibl. thomuste, VII), Paris, ] Vnn, 1926, pp $8-61 As regards Dante humself and
the meaning of the passage in quesuon, sce B NaRDY, Saggi 4 filosofia dantesca, pp 261-
264 Here the reader wall find the passages from Averroes to which Dante him.
1 have not thought 1t my duty to reproduce this admurably executed analyss, the pre-
cision of which is such one cannot summarize it without doing 1t less than justice
Its conclusions seem to me beyond discussion and all I am doing here 1s merely to con-
firm them with an argument actually derived from the philasophical essence of the
theses 1n question.
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the same result 1s 2 community, that universal community of all
mdividual possible intellects which is constituted by the human
race. If Dante had accepted Averroism in this particular his own
doctrme would have had no justification, since, with or without
a umversal community, the goal of humanity would be ever-
lastingly attamed in the permanence of the indegendent possible
mntellect. When Dante speaks of reahzing the ntellectual
potentialities of the whole of humanty (potentia totius humanitatis),
it 15 certainly those of all mankind (universitas hominum) whach
must be understood. In short, to him what 13 involved 15 a
multitudo, that very multitude of individuals which the universal
human community will render capable of attamng its goal by
imposing on 1t the umty which 1s essential to the independent
possible mtellect of Averroes, though humamty as conceived by
Dante does not yet possess 1t and will, moreover, enjoy it only
if 1t accepts the umfying hegemony of the Emperor.

It 1s therefore quite impossible to maintamn, as has been done,
that Dante 1s here clinging to the doctrme of Averroes, but jt
is still true that Dante transposes 1t with an originahty that s,
mcidentally, stnking and truly creauve. He does not, lke
, Averroes, speak as a metaphysician taking note of a de facto unity
based on the actual structure of the umwverse, he speaks as a
political and social reformer, as the herald of a commumty
which has to be created and which he conceives as a temporal
duplicate of that universal religious commumty which 1s the
\Church. It 1s through this human community that humanity
il be able to attain its special goal. Dante asserts as much at
the begmning of hus work; he propounds thus fundamental 1dea
as the key which unlocks 1ts meaning: “From the things which
have just been explained there emerges clearly the means by which
ithe human race may better, or rather best, accomplish its special
task. That 1s why this very thing has seemed to be the most
direct means to the attainment of that purpose to whose fulfil-
ment all our activities arc directed as to their final goal, to wat,
umversal peace, which will therefore be regarded as the principle
of the arguments that follow.” This is what Dante propounds
as Ius starting-point. No universal human community, no peace;
no peace, no opportunity for man to develop to the hghest
pich hus aptitude for discovering truth or, consequently, to
attain lus goal. That is the fixed point, the cardnal fact to
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1
which all that Dante proves m the Monarchy amounts and on
which it 1s based Here his philosophy will be essentially
that of a reformer: “‘Since, therefore, the matter under discussion
is poltical, or rather the source and principle of all correct
politics, and since everything political 1s subject to our power,
1t is evident that the matter under discussion 1s not concerned in
the first place with speculation, but with action.”*

It would therefore be an error—one that is invariably com-
mutted in mterpreting Dante—to seize on a phiosophical attitude
which is with lum a passing phase, and which he ta.lges up mn order
to go beyond i, as 1f he were really adopaxi 1t as hus own.
Most certainly he does owe something here to the philosophy of
Averroes. To be precise, he owes to him the idea, which 1s,
moreover, a splendid one, of a unity of the human race in which
the whole of %umamty would at all times realize 1ts special aim,
namely to possess the entire mtellectual knowledge which 1t 15
capable of assmilating. But we need not go back from this
1dea to what 1t imphes m Averroes; rather must we look from 1t
towards what 1t betokens in Rante. a commumty that man must
create that he may secure a peace which does ot yet exist, with
a view to.ataming an object which hymanity bas not yet secured,
because before 1t can be secured 1t must first exist. Dante 15 to be
dentified with the authorities he mvokes only to the extent to
which they suggest, fashion or confirm s own doctrine re-
garding the best way to ensure that universal peace without
which the human race cannot attain 1ts goal.

II. NECEssITY OF THE MoONARCHY

If we admit that such 1s indeed the goal of the human race,
1t remamns for us to seek the means to attamn 1t. This 15 one of
the questions on which Dante 1s most readily compared to St.
Thomas Aquias. Nevertheless, the first fact to be noted—and

**“Ex hus ergo quae declarata sunt patet per quod mels, 1mmo per quod opume
genus humanum pertingit ad opus proprium, et per consequens visum est propinguissinum
medum per quod 1tur 1n lud ad quod, velut m ultimum finem, omma nostra opera
ordinantur, quod est pax umversals, quae pro pnnapio rationum subscquentium

supponatur Quod erat necessanum, ut fiut, velut ssgnum pracfixum m quod
g{mdqu;ga p[tob)andum est resolvatur, tanquam m mamfestam ventatem” (DANTE, De
onarcnia, 1, 4,

3 DANTE, De Monarchia, 1, 2
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1t is probably not without some significance—s that St. Thomas
never propounded the problem of the relationship of the Empire
to the Papacy. So far as I know, he never once went so far as to
write the word imperator. This thealogian, then, views everything
as if the Emperor did not exist. Those of whom he always speaks
m his writings are the “princes”, that 1s to saychiefs of States,
varying in extent, men who themselves hold different titles—kings,
dukes, princes, etc.—the sole qualification being that they should
possess supreme temporal autﬁonty mn their respective countries.
The fact 1s accounted for by two things of which the historians
tell us. Farst, the majority of theologians defend the supreme
authority of the Pope 1 temporal matters agamst the Emperor;
they are therefore the natural alles of the local temporal powers
over which the Emperor claims to have authonty.! Consequently,
it was not m the interest of the theologians to attribute to the
Emperor a theoretical importance greater than his real importance.
A sole spiritual head could more easily exercise his rights over
a spnnkﬁng of petty States and petty princes than over a sole
untversal Empire which set up m opposition to the Pope a tem-
poral sovereign having a junsdiction co-extensive with his own.
Even if there were an Emperor 1t would be better to act as if
there were none. In fact—and this 1s the second reason—we may
say that m practice there was none. “The humiliation of the
Empre 15 so profound,” wrote H. Pirenne of these times, “that
for a moment after 1250 1t may have seemed on the pomt of
disappearing.”® Moreover, this 15 the very thing that makes
Dante’s attitude such a great one  'Wnting 1n an age when there
1s no longer an Emperor of any kind, he does not fight for a
man, but for an 1dea. One understands the fact that St. Thomas
did not think 1t his duty to galvanize this corpse or to join battle
with a phantom authority when 1t was in the Church’s interest
that 1t should reman so.

In examining St. Thomas’s doctrine we must therefore confine
ourselves to what he says of the relations between the prince of a
specific country and the Pope who presides over the universal
Church.(Now Dante differs from him here in the emphasis of
his demonstration that the exstence of a universal monarch,

1 See the remarks of H Pirenne, in L Harensn and P SAGNAC, La fir du moyen dge
(Peuples et Civilisations, Vol VII, 1), Pars, P Alcan, 1931, pp 6-7
*H PmENNE, 0p af,Dp 7
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supreme temporal sovereign of all mankind, 15 absolutely essential

ﬁ%ﬁe name of philosophical principles which are ?ﬁcnmclvcs\
umversal and necessary. As 1t 1s here a question of Dante’s most

original personal contribution to the history of golitical phalo- |
sophy, this primary difference cannot be wrjfarde as negligible.

Moreover, onesgravely suspects that it will have consequences.

St. Thomas, who cannot imagine a Church without a Pope,

makes do admirably with a world without an Emperor, but

Dante can no more accept a world without an Emperor than a

Church without a Pope, precisely because he desires that, when a

Pope takes a hand mn the affairs of Florence,* he should find himself

faced with someone to whom he may speak. Florence alone

agamnst the Pope faces defeat, but Florence represented by a

universal Emperor agamst the Pope finds the chances once

more 1 her favour It was with the object of assuring all States

of this protector and supreme temporal arbiter that Dante

invoked all the principles of Anstotle and produced from them

this universal monarchy which even the tutor of Alexander of

Macedon certainly never dreamed of.

In this matter, therefore, Dante’s achievement consisted m
reviving the principal arguments which St. Thomas and Aristotle
had used, m order to prove that a single head s requred 1n every
political commumt{, these arguments bemng applied, however,
to that universal political communty for the existence of which
he craved—a human fellowship. Since there exists a propria
operatio humanae uhiverstafis Tan activity characteristic of all
humamty™), this universal community must also exist for the
purpose of leading men to that goal. Now let us note carefully
that here Dante 15 thinking parucularly of the question of ensuring

¢ complete actuahization of the human mtellect in the sphere
of action.” Not that he regards the practical function of reason
as_superior ta ats speculative function. "As I have said, Dante
never called 1n question the luerarchies of dignity established
by Arstotle and confirmed by St. Thomas. Speculation is nobler
than action and the practical arts, the moral order of action and
the technical order of creation are subordinate to the theoretical

—

11t 1 impossible to explain Dante 1n terms of the history of Florence, for many other
Florentmes have ltved that history, and yet there 13 only one Dante; but the events
of which he was 2 winess were certunly the ongm of the course which he adopted
and of which his doctnne 1 professedly a universally vahd justification Cf. F Ercors,
11 pensiero politico di Dante, Vol T, pp 274-296



174 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

arder_of\ knowledge, snd contemplation. remains.the supreme
goal assighed by the. supreme Go . That 1
even the r

on, notes Dt;ntc in ht::xs P:c;?:lec:;on, wh ?%I e
says mn his Poligics “that those Wi il by virtue of under-
s_uy:dm have authonty over athers”.: Only, ethics
and politics, though mere concomutants of contemplation, are 1ts
essential concomitants.>No peace, no philosophy. Therefore
umversal peace, if not our beatitude, 1s at any rate the loftest
of its concomitants. In other words 1t is supreme and trans-
cendent 1n the sphere of ways and means. That 1s why we should
regard this universal peace, which was heralded by the Angels
on the birth of Chrst, as the best means whereby the human
racc may accomplish 1ts special task. Looked upon m thig way,

iversal peace shopld therefare be regarded as the first essentjal
for the, a.tmhlmcmwei,thsxﬁe.lw.isned by Ged to humanty.?
Now if there 1s no universal monarch there’ wall be no_peace.
Therefore 2 umversal monarch is necessary for the exustence,
order and peace of a politically organized human racs. "

However interesting they may be n themselves, the arguments
which Dante uses to justify his thesis concern rather the content
of his philosophy than his general attitude towards philosophy.
Let us, then, merely recall that, supported by the “venerable
authority” of Aristotle as voiced m his Politics, Dante lays down
asa pnn;:]iple that “when several things are directed towards a
single goal, it is imperative for one of them to control or rule,
and for the others to be controlled and ruled”.2 Not only does
the authority of Amstotle prescribe this law, but inductive
teasomng establishes it. In the mdividual, everything must be
subject to the ntellect if he desires to be happy. In 2 famuily,
everything must be subject to the father of tl!:e family of 1t 15
desired that its members should attamn the object of family life,
which 1s readiness to live a good life. Similarly, n a willage,
a city, a kingdom, there must be a single head 1f 1t 1s not desired
that the word of the Infallible Truth should prove correct:
(Matt., Xi1, 25)." T, then, the entire human race 1s directed

1 DANTE, De Monarchia, 1, 3, end. Cf Awstomis, Pol, I, 3, 1252 a 3133, but Dante
15 nchined to follow St ‘THOMAS AQUINAS, In XII lib. Metaph. Aristot , Prooemium.

2 DANTE, De Monarchia, 1, 4

3 DaNts, De Monarchia, I, s C£ Awmsrtores, Pol, 1, s, 1254 a 28-33; or better ST.
THOMAS AQUINAS, In XII hbros Metaph Anstot, Inapit
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towards 2 single goal, it is cssential to the well-being_of the
world that there should exist 2 Monarchy, in other words
command—that of the Emperor.*

OF the numerous arguments of this kind which Dante piles
up seemingly at random in order to establish his thesis, there is
one which should be examined with particular attention, for it
is bound up with what is deepest and most personal in the poet’s
thought—% ideal of justice. Wishing to praise the era which
he saw taking shape in his day, Virgil already sung in his
Bucolics: Tam redit et Virgo, redeunt Saturnia regna. (*‘Already too

H : ” .
t
the Virgm returns, and the days of Saturn’s dominion.”)

By the word Virgo (“Virgin”) we must understand Justice;
by Saturnia_regna (Saturn’s dommnion”) Virgil sigmfied that
age of excellence which was also called the “lg]olden age”. But
the world 15 1 1ts most perfect state only when justice reigns,
and justice reigns without question only under the authonty of
a smgle Monarch; thus the world can_only be in its mos perfect
state under a Monarchy or Empire. What is j m fact?
Considered 1n itself and wiath res; to its special character, gt
ig a certamn rectitude, o standard, which rules ot everything
that deviates from nghteousngss. It 1s anarogous to those forms
which, accordmng to Gilbert de la Porrée, consist of simple and
unvarying essences—abstract whiteness, for mstance—and which,
bemng mn themselves mncapable of mcrease or decrease, grow or
dimmish only mn terms of the entities that embody them. Thus,
considered m tself, justice is an absolute, but there may be varyng
degrees of 1t in the world, and it’is when the minimum of injustice

1 DaNTE, De Monarchia, I, 6 Dante next proves that the unity of command which
obtains 1n the parts of the human race should, 4 fortiori, obtain m the human race as a
whole (I, 6), that, as the parts of which 1t 15 the whole are joined to 1t by single heads,
the human race should be joined by 2 single head to the whole of which it forms part,
viz. the umverse, of which God 1s the Monarch (L 7), that the human race, of which
God 13 the cause, should tend to become asumilated in the t degree possible to
its cause 1t should therefore be one, 28 God 1s one (3, 8), that the son should follow 1n
his father's footsteps, now the human race traces its ongm, partrally at least, to heaven,
which 15 moved by a single Monarch (I, 9), that wherever conflict 13 posuble there
should be a judge, now there may be confl g princes; queatly there should
be an Empéror to decide between them (I, x0) It 18 at this pont n his argumentation
that Dante comes to his decisive proof, which is denived from the 1dea of justice,

3 Vmon, Buc, IV, 6 The reader will notice in the passage one of thase frequently
recurring mndications which lenable us t:ix st;‘ndmtmd m what sense Darfn:: wal; able to

Vi “sage” It was no t 3 min, 3
e B e 8l e, syl o o P
‘With regard to the mediaeval conceptions of Virgil, sce D. CoMpaRsTTI, Virgilio nel

Medio Evo, La Nuova Italia, Florence, 1937-XV; a3 to the :dea which Dante humself
formed of him, see in partucular two excellent pages, Chap XV, pp 274-275.
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w and gperatiop that the maximum
ot justice 1s to be found in the world. 1t shines forth in

the world, we may indeed say, with the Philosopher, that
“nerther m Hesperus nor in Lucifer 1s there anything so admir-
able”.* What prevents_men’s wills from being imbued with a
sense of justice 1s *‘greed”, which 1s its antithesiy; what prevents
the just will from acting 1n accordance with justice is lack of
power, or_of strength: what is the use of wishing to, assign to

every man his due, 1f one cannot do so: “The more pow:

'the just man is, the mpss_%mlxlalx.rwﬂl_ ‘his justice be able to &3
1ts§]k in Eq:ds.” “In order, therefore, th:t the world’s statésgxmsi)j
¢ of the best, justice must reside m 1t in 2 supremely active and
supremely powerful will There 1s none that can be more so
than that of a single monarch; 1t 1s only, then, 1if justice resides
m such a monarch, or Emperor, that it will reach 1ts highest
point 1n the world and the world will be supremely well ordered
, 11
{ Thz most important powmnt mn this proof 1s undoubtedly the
defiition which Dante offers of the antithess of justice ‘““Where
the will 15 not free from all greed, even if justice 15 m 1t, 1t 15
nevertheless not present m the full splendour of s purty-
1t 15, n fact, present 1 an entity which, however httle, 1n som
measure resists1t” (I, 11). This cupiditas (“greed”), of which th
She-wolf of the Divine Comedy 15 most certamnly a symbol,* does
not at first appear in Dante as a rehigious and Christian notion.
He borrows 1t from the Philosopher, or at any rate the Philo-
sopher suggests 1t to him: Justitice maxime contrariatur cupiditas,
ut innut Aristoteles in quinto ad Nicomachum. (“The greatest enemy
, as Anistotle mdicates m the fifth Book of the
Ethica ad Nicomachum.”)® Elimmnate greed, and there remains

nothing 1n opposition to J_uinncemow 1t happens that the omy

1 Apistoris, Bth Nic, V, 3, 1129 b 28-29. Cf Tuomas AQuinas, In X Iib Ethic, Lb
V,lect 2, ed Pirotta, No 906

3 Cf M, Bass1, Nuovt problems di critica dantesca, 1 Studs Danteschi, 1938-XVII, p 29,

3 DaNTB, De Monarchia, 1, 11 Aristotle mn fact disingnshes legal justice, which 1s not
a particular virtue, but virtue i 1ts entirety, and of which the antithesis 1t imyustice (Eth
Nic, V 3, 1130 a 9-10), from justice regarded as a particular virtue, the antithesis of
which 13 that particular form of imjustice which 1 called “avance” (Regarding
wheovelta, see V, 2, 1129 b 9) The notions of ﬁd and avarice are, moreover,
closely related, but Dante seems to have of greed, because, as 1s cleatly
mdicated by what 15 to follow, the eval of which he 15 thinking 15 specifically the active
avarice of princes who covet for themselves the termtories of others  Let usnote, morcover,
that cupiditas tranclates better than avariia the fundamental meaning of wheoretla *
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way to procure a man free from all greed 1s to mstall m power
one who, possessmg all, can no longer covet anything.

Such, to be exact, would be the single Monarch of Dante’s
dreams: a sovereign whose jurisdiction ends only at the edge of
the ocean, that 1s to say—since mn Dante’s time fleets count for
hardly anythmg—a sovereign whose junsdiction 1s hmutless.
The universal Monarch exercises an authority that knows no
frontiers: there 1s therefore no frontier for him to violate. The
universal Monarch can have no feeling of greed: he therefore has
fechngs only of love and chanty. Now just as the shghtest tracc
of greed Ag_cg;oufh to obscure justice, $0 too charity, that 1s to
say integrity n love (recta dilectio), refines and clarifies justice.
1t 15 therefore certam that under a Monarch free from all greed
Justice must reign without constramt. Expressing himselt with
rarc vigour, Dante notes that greed conssts essentially of scorn+
for the unique dignity of each man and covets everything else,
whereas chanty scorns everything else, seeking only God and
man, and consequently the good of man. Now the most precious«
good within the reach of all men 1s to hive mn peace. Justice;
alone can enable them to enjoy 1t, and the charity, unmarred by
covetousness, which a umversal Monarch alone can reveal for
all men 1s the necessary condition of the reign of justice. The
world therefore needs a single Emperor, who shall stand
relation to the entire universe as a kind of universal cause. The
nearer such a cause approaches to umversahty, the more truly
will 1t be a cause, and the more truly 1t 15 a cause, the more
pregnant will 1t be with love. That such a Monarch would be
emuncntly disposed to act in accordance with justice who can
doubt, unless ﬁe 15 1gnorant of the meaning of the word “mon-
arch”s If he 1s truly Monarch, he can have no encmues (1, 12).

Having reached this pomnt, Dante will niow hurl himself mto
the thick of the fray, for the moment has come for hum to reveal

the desire to have more than others, avidity, greedy desire, the tendency to usurp Cf
mn this connection the work of ALLAN H Grsmet, Dante’s Conception of Justice, Duke
Umiversity Press, Durham (North Carolina), 1925 This book has the ment not only
of deahng with what 1s truly a fundamental pomnt 1z Dante’s doctrine, but also of having,
by an obhigatory reference to St Thomas's y on the Ethica ad Nicomachum,
shed hght on the exact meaning of the notions of justice and avarice (or greed) mn the
works of Dante Even if, 28 15 natural, we do not regard as yustified all the paraliels
between the Banguet and St Thomas's commentary which the author suggests, enough
of them remun established for the thens of Mt A° H Gilbert to be oonngered roven
Consult especully Chap 1, The Materials for Dante's Treatise on Justice, St ';‘Iwmas‘
Commentary on Ethics V, 1~9, pp 3-66
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to.the world the very foundation of that freedom to which greed
of any kind is a menace. Men say ‘that this foiifidation is free
will and that free will is free judgment as to what one should
desire. And what they say is true; but, adds Dante, people repeat
these formulas without understanding what they are sayn
any mote than do our logicians when cram therr logic wng
mathematical examples—for instance, that the three angles of a
triangle are equal to two right angles. What 1t 1s important
to understand here is that a judgment 1s free m so far as it
comes neat to bemg purely rational, 1.c. mn so far as it approaches
complete emancipation from the appetite and the desires. Free-
dom 1s the possession of the rational judgment which ag_u_a:_l.‘tes"s
the appctf:@te and which is m no d:va alc;tughatcd by it.thNow h
capaaity for making up our mmn ough reason 1s the greatest
gg%adflmth which God has endowed human nature, smce 1t alone
enables us to be happy on earth as men and to be so as gods in
the after-life. Only the Monarch of the human race can desire
the good of the human race—namely, that all men, existing
each for hus own sake, should be as good as 1t 1s possible for
them to be. Such is not the goal that single States have m view.
Whether democracies, ohigarchies, or tyrannies are mvolved,
each pursues some particular mterest to which 1t subjects men,
although this goal 15 not theirs. That, moreover, is why Anstotle
m hus Politics says that “in a perverted community the honest
man 1s a bad citizen, whereas, ;n a righteous community, the
honest man and the good citizen are one and the same”. Thus,
good communities are those which understand freedom anght,
that is to say those which desire that men should exst for their
own sakes, not for that of the State of which they form part.
The authonity of a smgle Monarch is therefore absolutely essential
of 1t is desired that men should be governed with a view to their
own good mstead of being exploited for particular ends which
are not therr own.!

These are only 2 few of the philosophical arguments accumu-
lated by Dante, with a vigour and a nichness of mvention that
are remarkable, to justify the necessity of a umiversal monarchy,
and we cannot even consider the historical and jundical argu-
ments of which Book II of the Monarchy 1s entirely composed.

 DaNts, De Monarchia, 1, 12 Cf Amistoris, Pol, 1N, 2, 1276 b 40-1277 2 1, o
better St THOMAS AQUINAS, In X ib Ethic Anstotelis,ib V, lect 3, ed. Pirotta, No 936,



PHILOSOPHY IN THE MONARCHY 179

The essential thing is, indeed, for us to notice the profound gulf
that separates the actual nature of the problem propounded by
Dante from the apparently simular problem m St. Thomas
Aqumnas to which 1t is often compared. Sometimes, indeed,
scholars argue as if the Thomustic question of the relatonship
between princes and Popes were identical with the Dantesque
question of the relatonship between the Emperor and the
Pope. It 1s not enurely so. Not only does St. Thomas never
speak of an Emperor of any kind, but, even if he did, the head of
the Romano-Germanic Empire of whom he might be thinking
would only be i a general scnse comparable to this supreme
master of the human race for whom Dante clamours. By a
curious paradox, Dante was able to raise up a universal Monarch
vis-3-v1s to the universal Pope only by imagmmng this Monarch
humself as a kind of Pope.r To be sure, a temporal Pope, but
nevertheless the head ofp a kund of natural Catholic community
deriving 1ts dogma from the ethics of Anstotle and guded to-
wards its specific goal by the authority of a single pastor. If the
genus humanum (“human race”’) of Dante 1s really the first known
cxpression of the modern idea of Humanmity, we may say that
the conception of Humamty first presented 1tself to the European
consciousness merely as a seculanzed 1mitation of the religious
notion of a Church. This, moreover, 15 why Dante portrays
Ius Monarch as a temporal father compelled by hus position and
his functions to practise chanty and justice no less absolutely
than the Pope, the spiritual father of mankind, 15 compelled
by his function and s posiion—if, that s, he respects them—to
practise spiritual fatherhood and sanctity. Like the hcad of an
immense rehgious commumty, Dante’s Monarch, precisely
because he 1s responsible for subjecting others to the laws which

1So true 15 this that theologians were able to accept Dante’s attitude wathout any
modification, provided only that the Pope was substituted for the Emperor That 1s
what was done by the Franciscan Frangois de Mayronnes i the writings in which he
dealt exclusively wath this problem, expecially in hus Tractatus de Principatu Temporals,
Bib Nat., Fonds latin, 3655 and 14195 It 13 true to say that Francois de Mayronnes,
hke Dante, believed that “in universo nostro est dare unum monarcham qui sta praesit
omuubus temporahter, quod nulh 1 temporabbus sit subjectus™ (op oit, MS 3655, fol.

44 vo0 ), although mn lus eyes this temporal Monarch 1s the Pope, if 1t 13 msisted
that he should be the Emperor, 1t 1 better to do without lum *“In umverso, secundum
optimam dispositionem swi, non est dare, dum rectam rat aliq mon-
archam sut priap delicet in temporahbus, do 1lle subsit temporaliter et enam
1 temporalibus principe spintuals, ut puta Papae” (op o, Exphat). An edition of this
treatise and of the cluef passages mn Francois de Mayronnes dealing with thus problem
has just been prepared by M Pierre de Lapparent
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Jead them to their goal, 13 1n reality merely their servans: Monarcha,
qui minister ommium habendus est (“The Monarch, swha must be
regarded as the servant of all”) (I, 12). This Emperor is therefore
a minster, almost as St. Bonaventure had been a munister of the
Franascan Order, and this mdeed 1s what will shortly mvest
the problem with an entirely new urgency, a scope quite different
from that which it had 1n the De regimine principum of St. Thomas
Aqumas, not only because of the formudable power that this
leader of Humanity will wield in the presence of the leader of
Christendom, but especially because of the mght that he too
will henceforth have to speak as one mvested with supreme
moral authority in lus spherc and charged with leading to a
clearly defined goal the entirety of mankind, which God has
entrusted to him. In thus investing temporal society with all the
attributes of the Church Dante was transposing the classic con-
troversy between the Priesthood and the Empire mto a new
key. Any comparison between Dante’s doctrine and those of
lus predecessors or contemporaries must necessarily take this fact
11t account, otherwise 1t 1s bound to fall into errors of perspective
which themselves suggest doctrinal pseudo-similanities and mus-

mtcrprctauons.

III. INDEPENDENCE OF THE EMPIRE

It follows from Book Il of the Monarchy that the Roman
Empire, in the form m which 1t survives in the Middle Ages,
1s a lawful power, the existence of which 1s desired by God
with a view to thc happmess of mankind. Now the Papacy
hikewisc claims to be a umversal authority of divine ongm.
The question, consequently, 15 how to reconcile the authority
of “those two great lumimaries, the Roman Pontff and the
Roman Prince”. And first of all “we ask whether the authority
of the Roman Monarch, who 1s by right the Monarch of the
world, as the Second Book has proved, 1s directly subject to
God’s will or whether it 15 subject to that of some vicar or
munister of God, by which I mean the successor of Peter, who 1s m
truth the key-bearcr of the Kingdom of Heaven™.* It 1s, I think,

1 DaNTE, De Monarchia, IlT, 1 Several other equivalent formulas occur in the same
treatise “Ist1 vero ad quos ent tota disputatio sequens, asserentes auctontatem Imperu
ab auctoritate Ecclesiae dependere, velut artifex inferior dependet ab archutecto . . .
(1L, 4) Cf “Quod autem auctonitas Ecclesac . * (U1, 13).
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unnecessary to stress the word directly. That the authonity of the
Emperor of the world 15 mn the long run subject to the will of God
goes without saying; the only question is whether it is subject to
1t directly or through the Pope, but 1t is a very important question.
In approaching the matter, 1t 1s of some mterest to note that
the Third Book of the Monarchy begins with a quotation from
the Scriptures, with which Dante in a sense covers humself as
with a shield, because 1t places lum under the protection of
justice: Conclusit ora leonum, et non nocuerunt mihi; quia coram eo
Justitia inventum est in me (“My God . . . hath shut the Lions’
mouths, and they have not hurt me: forasmuch as before him
justice was found in me”) (Dan., VI, 22). If collected, the
sentences in which Dante stresses this virtue would form a very
long hst, but they would lose their meaning. In his work justice
resembles, indeed, a kind of theme, or leit-motiv, which 1s never
long m reappearing, sometimes i the least expected forms.
If he wishes to base his argument on natural reason, Dante has
recourse to the Ethica od N:comachum, Book V, where the two
tice, legal sonal, recetve such unreserved
homage. If he 1s thinking of Sgﬁ:'a'éﬁmte form of human justice
whose reign 13 assoclated with the supremacy of the Roman
Empire, Dante has recourse to Virgil, the prophet of the golden
age in which fehaty will reign 1 peace under the authority of
Rome,* if only as the singer of Roman justice realized mn the
triumph of law, Virgil would already have amply deserved the
honour of suggesung, as a theme of Dante’s thought, the glory
of the sage mn addiion to that of the poet. But 1f he wishes to
reveal the religious, sacred and truly divine character of the virtue
of justice, Dante turns to the Scriptures, and not only to 1ts text,
but to 1ts heroes and sages. As a counter to the presumptuous
Popes, Dante disposes 1 paradise of an ally whose holness
renders him 1mmune to their attacks and whose justice judges
them: the most wise King Solomon, m whose behalf David
had entreated God: “Give to the king thy judgments, and
thy justice unto the king’s son.”s Every form of justice—

1 DANTE, De Monarchsa, 11, 3, note that Kimg Aencas 1s here mentioned as the father
of the sovereign people on account of lns Justice ““Quo justior alter nec pietate fudt

" Cf op. cit, II, 6, for Rome’s y for gover “Tu regere impenio
populos, Romnnc. memento”, and II, 8 “Certe huu: Romanos olim volventibus anmis
hinc fore ductores  * Cf Epi.\! to the Emperor Henry, on the Justice of Augustus

3 DaNTB, De Monarchia, 1, 13, quoting Psalm LXXI, 1~3 “Deus judiaum tuum
reg1 da, et yustitiam tuam fillo regis,—judicare populum tuwm i justitia, et pauperes

G
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the philosophical, the poetic and the Christian—is here brought
into operation in the service of the Emperor.

The fypdamental prmgple. propounded by Dante as the basts
of all his reasoning 1s that &nfdnmdmmku&uhmm

intenion of nature (I, 2); for it was God Himself Who
des existence of nature; if, then, God, desirmg the exastence
of nature, did not desire that which is necessarily desired by
nature, one would have to say that God does not desire that
which He does desire. Furthermore, Dante does not thunk there
15 any real uncertamty as to the correct answer to be given to
this question. At heart all know what they should think; if there
is any argument on the pomt, ignorance 1s not the cause of 1t,
but rather 1t 15 the cause of 1gnorance. Passions and feelings. of
allkinds bere come betwean-truth.ang the ight.ofseasan, meiting
against 1t threc mam adversaries: T

1. The Sovereign Pontff, vicar of Our Lord Jesus Christ
and successor of Peter, to whom we owe, not all that 1s due to
Christ, but all that 15 duc to Peter, and who perhaps allows
himself to be led astray by Ius zcal for the power of the keys.
Let us place 1 the same category certain Christian pastors who
do not gamnsay the truth out of pride, but only out of zeal for
the Church.

2. There are others, on the contrary, n whom an nveterate
greed has extinguished the light of reason, truc sons of the devil,
these self-styled sons of the Church do not content themselves
with sowing on carth umversal discord; to such a degree do they
abhor even the thrice sacred name of the Imperial Principate that
they do not hesitate shamclessly to deny the very prmaples on
which 1t rests.

3. Last come the Decretalists, folk whose ignorance of theo-
logy, as of philosophy, 1s complete, these know nothing but
their famous Decretals. To be sure, no one demes that the latter
are venerable, but they count on thewr ultimate victory and take
their stand on them m order to belittle the Empire

Of these three kinds of adversary Dante begms by eliminating

tuos 1n judicio —Susczpunt montes pacem populo, et colles jusiiam ”  Solomon 13
agamn quoted m support of justice (with Dawvid and St. Paul) o De Monarchia,
IIl, pending the ime when Dante will crown lum 1n heaven, with detailed mtrod y
notes of the greatest possible clarity on the symbolism asugned to hum, in the Divine
Comedy, Par, X, 109-114 'With regard to the mcaning and implcation of this last
passage, see below, Chap IV, pp 253-257.
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the last, for it is not on the Decretals, but on the Scriptures,
that he for lis part intends to rely in order to find the truth
of the Church. He likewise ehminates, as being impervious to
persuasion, those who are blinded by greed. The only enemies
remaining to hum are therefore the Pope and those prelates who,
led astray by their very zeal for our mother the Church, do not
know the truth i question (IN, 3). But even as Dante thus
defines his adversary he dismisses his claims i advance. No
doubt the reader has noticed the skalful formula which the poet
uses 1 the passage m order to hmut, even while he proclaims 1t,
the extent of hus obedience to the Pope: All that he owes not to
Chnst, but to Peter. To propound this article as something
beyond discussion was equivalent to regarding the question as
settled m advance, for 1t was an affirmation that there are privileges
belonging to Christ which netther Peter nor lis successors have
wherited. More precsely still, it was tantamount to excluding
prvileges belonging to Christ which Peter and lus successors
have mhented—that very temporal pnmacy which Dante was
making ready to refuse to them. The simplest way to convince
oneself of the importance of the 1ssue at stake 15 to collate the
two formulas i which Dante and St. Thomas have expressed
the essence of their positions.

DaNTE
De Monarchia (111, 3)
“Summus namque Ponufex,
Domm nostri Jesu Chnisti vicanus
et Petn successor, cu1 non quicquid
Chrsto  sed quequd  Petro
debemus

TROMAS AQUINAS
De regimne principum (I, 14)

* . . summo Sacerdots successor
Petr1, Christs vicario, Romano Pont-
fics, cut ommes reges populi chrisnam
oportet esc subditos, sicut 1ps:
Domuno nostro Jesu Christo ™

“For the Sovereign Ponuff, vicar
of Our Lord Jesus Christ and Peter’s
successor, to whom we owc what
18 the due, not of Chmst, but of
Peter.”

the Sovereign Priest Peter’s
successor, the Vicar of Christ, the
Roman Ponuff, to whom all the
kings of the Chrsnan people owe
submission, as to Owur Lord Jesus
Christ Himself.”

The whole problem 1s there, concentrated in those two sen~
tences, the almost word-for-word opposition between which 1s
so stnking that one cannot help wondering whether, when
he wrote his, Dante was not re g St. Thomas’s. Whatever
the truth may be m this matter, the theses which thesc two
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formulas define flagrantly contradict each other. Undoubtedly
both admut without queston the supremacy of the temporal
power of Chrst; but St. Thomas teaches that Christ bequeathed
His twofold kingship, spintual and temporal, to Peter and to
all the successors of Peter, to whom all the kings of the Christian
people should consequently be subject as to Jesus Chnst Himself;
mn Dante’s eyes, on the contrary, if Jesus Chrst possessed, hke
God, a temporal sovercignty which, as it happens, He never
used, that temporal authonity returned to heaven with Him.
The Popes have not mhented 1t. Betwgen $t. Thomas’s Pope,
qui_utriusque potestatis apicem tenet (“who holds the supreme
authonty m either sphere”), and Dante’s Pope, who is entirely
without control of the temporal power, 3 choice must be made.
they cannot be reconciled. ;
Dantc’s doctrine touchmg the relations between the Priesthood
and the Empire has been mterpreted m almost every concetvable
way Some conceive 1t as tcacglmg the total 1solation of the two
powers* cach 1s competent 1n 1ts own sphere and owes absolutely
nothmg to the other. Others mamtan that, whatever he may
seem to say, Dante recogmizes the subordmation of the Emperor
to thc Pope Others mamtamn, on the contrary, that Dante
subordmatcs the Pope to the Emperor. Fnally, some, disturbed

! With regard to the problem of the temporal power of the Popes, and that we may
confine ourselves strictly to introductions to the study of 1t, see the mamly doctrinal
work of Cuantes JourNEet, La juridiction de I'Eglise sur la Cité, Panis, Desclée de Brouwer,
1931 {especually two most excellent pages, pp 117-118), and the mamnly lustoncal work
of M GRABMANN, Studien uber den Einfluss der anstotelischen Philosophie auf die mttelalter-
lichen Theorien uber das Verhdltnis von Kirche und Staat, Munich, 1934 If I do not here
undertake to interpret the Thomistic doctrme for 1ts own sake, 1t 15 not that I disclaim
interest m 1t, rather 1s st that, even 1f to St Thomat st 18 only a question of an *“‘mndirect
power”, esscntially spntual, exercised by the Popes over temporal things, I think that
Dante 15 at variance with lum on this point  For the thesis here upheld to be affected
by 1t, one of the following two proposittons would have to be mantamed ¥, thas St
Thomas did not recognize any Papal authonty, mndirect or direct, 1 temporal things,
whatever the pretext, 2 that Dante recogmzed some sort of temporal Papal authornty
direct or indirect, over the Emperor, whatever the pretext  No one, I think, would to-day
uphold the first of these two thescs, the second still has its champions, but we shall see
that 1t 13 difficult to uphold 1t 1n the precise sense of a jurisdicion which, whatever 1ts
nature and us cause, imphes some kind of hmitatton of the universal, exclusive and
absolute temiporal authonty that belongs by divine night to the Emperor If I have
made a mustake, 1t concerns this last point, and 1f I have made 1t, the reason s that I do
not see how one can agree with St Thomas while denymg the Pope a temporal authority
that one concedes to Jesus Christ  St. Thomas’s doctrine rests in fact on this prnciple—
that Peter and hs successors have inhented the whole power of Christ  See the passage
1n the Contra errores Graecorm (in Opuscula, ed. P Mandonnet, Vol III, p 324) where
St. Thomas bases this thesis on the authonty of the Pseudo-Cyril, quoting hus Liber
Thesaurorum “Cw [sc, Petro] ommes jure divino caput inchinant ¢t primates mundi
tanguam 1psi domuno Jesu obediunt.”
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at all these contradictions, come to the conclusion that the
historians would agree more wholcheartedly if Dante had not
contradicted .' Before resigning ourselves to this des-
pairng solution, we must ascertam tlgmc exact nature of the
apparently discordant theses which 1t 1s sought to reconale.

In fact, Dande has several times asserted that the Emperor is
subject to the influence of the Pope and even that he needs to
come under 1t because of the beneficial effects that 1t produces
on him. The care which Dante exercises m stressing this pomnt
as clearly as possible whenever he seems to force the contrary
viewpoint to 1ts extreme limit 1s a very sure guarantee that the
co-existence of these two apparently contradictory theses does
not result from any neglgence on his part. It 15 because he
wishes to uphold them as bemng simultaneously vahd that Dante
simultaneously affirms them For instance, when 1n the Monarchy
he discusses the classic comparison of the two powers with the
two great luminaries created by God on the fourth day (Gen ,
I, 15-16), Dante does not deny that one may, 1n a certan sense,
liken the Empire to the moon and the Papacy to the sun; he
therefore daes not deny esther that, 1n a certam sense, the Empire
benefits by the action exerted on it by the Papacy, as the mogn
profits by theallunnative action of the sun  On the contrary,
Dante cxpressly affirms it “The moon recetves from the sun the
mcans to function better and more strongly (virtuosius), to wat,
an abundant hght through which 1t functions with greater
mtensity after receiving 1t; so, too, the temporal government

recewves from the spiritual the means to function more
strongly, through the hght of grace which God, i heaven, and,.
on earth, the blessing of the Sovercign Ponuff, infuse mto 1t”
(IT, 4) This, moreover, 1s the sensc in which we must mterpret
the famous final article of the Monarchy, which scholars have
already discussed at such great length without reaching agree-
ment* “The truth with regard to this last question should not be
taken n the strict sense that the Roman Prince 1s not subject
m any respect to the Roman Ponnff, since this mortal felicity 1s
somehow designed as a means to immortal felcity Let Caesar
therefore show for Peter that reverence which a first-born shows
for his father, m order that, llumimated by the hght of paternal

1 Hans KetsgN, Die Staatsichre des Dante Alighers (Wiener Scaatswussenschaftliche
Studien, VI Bd, 3 Heft), Vienna and Leipng, B Deuticke, 1905, Chap VIIT, pp 97-98
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grace, he may shine forth more strongly (virtwosius) upon the
terrestrial orb, of which he has been appointed ruler by Him
alom:xth:i orders all things, both spintual and temporal”
, 16, end).
(mThis last slntence shows us at the same time the other aspect
of Dante’s thought. In the first place, God is abstlutely without
peer as sovereign both of the spiritual and of the temporal worlds;
we may therefore be sure that neither the Emperor nor the
Pope may aspure to the exerase of this twofold authority.
Furthermore, Dante 1s careful to make it clear, mn this final
sentence of his work, and at the very moment when he is recallmg
Caesar to a feeling of fihal respect for Peter, that the Emperor
derives his umversal authority from God alone: Orbem terrae
. , cui ab Illo solo praefectus est, qui est omnwum spirstualium
et temporalum gubernator (“The earth . . ., of which he has
been put in command by Him alone, Who is the Lord of all things,
both spinitual and temporal”) (III, 16, end) If we go back from
this to the first of the two sentences which have just been quoted,
we shall see that together they form a perfect whole.

Indeed, even if we leave aside the skilful exegesis with which
Dante disposes of the Biblical argument of the two “‘great
luminaries” created by God on the fourth day, we should note
that he argues at the end as if this allegorical reasoning were
valid. Now, even if we admut that 1t is so, the thesis that Dante
wishes to prove remains unaffected. In the first place, the moon
does not owe 1ts existence to the sun: Quantum est ad esse, nullo
modo luna dependet a sole. (*“As rcgards 1ts exustence, the moon
is,;n no wise dependent on the sun”). It follows clearly from this
that the Impenal power hkewise does not owe 1ts exastence to the
Pope, but to God alond) Who created these two powers unaided,
as He created the moon unaided to be an accompaniment to the
sun. Moreover, speaking generally, the moon is likewise m-
dependent of the sun so far as its own energy and functioning
are concerned: 1t owes 1ts movement to its own driving force
(which is not the sun’s), and the mnfluence which it exerts pro-
ceeds from its own rays (not from the solar rays), for 1t possesses
a certain luminosity of its own, as may be seen whenever 1t 1s in
echpse: Habet enim aliguam lucem ex se (IlI, 4). Dante’s intention
i§ tﬁercfore clear: he desires an Impenal authonty which owes
its exustence directly to God, not to the Pope; which wields a
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power whose course is i itself, not in the authority of the Pope,
and which, finally, is capable of moving and acting o nsclfi;
itself, of its own volition, without borrowing from the Pontifical
authonity the mainspring of its resolutions. .In short—and this
is the :@@'ﬂmoim—theinﬂ_um exerted by the Pops over the
Emperor is analegous to that of 2 blessmg, 1., of a form of grace:
em gratiae, quam in coelo Deus et in terra benedictio summi
Pontificis infundit illi (““The hight of grace, which in heaven God,
and o)n cart.h) the blessing of the Sovereign Pontiff, shed upon
him” . 4).
erc(mare, then, two errors to be avoided in nterpreting
Dante’s doctrine. One might at first think that, if the Pope’s
influence over the Emperor extends no further, 1t amounts to
very little. This woulg be a grave error. Dante’s Christiamt
was certainly somewhat personal; this son of the Church liked to
reason with his mother about the conditions of his obedience,
but he was not an mndifferent Christian any more than our own
Charles Péguy. Such men desire to know the exact nature of
that to which they bow the knee, but, the decision once taken,
therr genuflextons are complete (For a Pope who 1s farthful
to his office and who acts only as the spiritual father of mankind
Dante’s respect and love are boundless) The proof is that, un-
yielding though he 1s 1n these matters, he made a point of explicitly
pardoning those among them whom *zeal of the keys”, not greed,
so unfortunately led astray. And not only them, but thosc of
therr fellow crusaders agamnst the temporal power whom the
same zeal had deluded the “good friar Thomas” seems mdeed
to have profited by this indulgence in Dante’s heart, and Dante
must have loved him greatly to have forgiven him on thus point.
But ths 1s not all. By reducing the problem of the two powers
to a particular case of the general problem of nature and grace
Dante was, mncontestably, locating it m 1its true sphere. He
knew, having dcrived the notion from St. Thomas, whose
fundamental thesis it 15, that the peculiar effect of grace is not
oniyéicammturc or to suppress 1t, but to perfect it. He knew
that 1n the eyes of that same St. Thomas the temporal order
exists as a natural order created by God as such, endowed with
special powers for the purpose ofy attaining 1ts special goal, and
that the Church is not there to destroy 1t by taking 1ts place,
but to give it new vigour and consolation, and to gmde 1t to its
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ultimate supernatural goal through grace In imaginng that the
work of grace thus conceived was in Dante’s eyes a superfluous
work we cannot be attributing to hum hss true conception of 1t.
To. walk . Dante’s world as 2 pagan is to walk a5 a stranger.
Conversely, to livem1tasa Thomust 1s, if not to live as a stranger,
at all events to propagate a musapprehension, for the spe

achievement of Dante’s thought 1s to have ehminated the hier-
archical gradations essential to Thomism and replaced them
merely with a system of equal authorities. In St. Thomas, the
actual distinction between the orders justifies and necessitates their
gradation; m Dante, 1t excludes it. Here, then, we are faced
not with a Chnstan world and a pagan world, but with two
different dispositions of the Christian world and even with two
dispositions which clash only by virtue of an identical principle:
Grace presupposes natupe; hence, without rendermng atself

urposeless, 1t cannot suppress naturg

In order to understand the structure of the Christan world
as Dante understood it, we must return once more to his doctrine
whereby the world 1s divided mto_three orders, uncqual m
dignity but mutualty independént in’ their respective ?Big:r’és'—_—
namely, the human order, the poliical order, the order of the
Church. Dante and the hierocrats are agreed as to the absolute
validity of the fundamental prmciple imphait 1n the philosophy
of Agstatle, viz. that everything which falls within a given genus
1s reduced to a single term, the measure of everything which
falls within that genus: Omnia quae sunt unus generis reducuntur
ad unum, quod est mensura omnium quae sub illo genere sunt The
antagomsm between Dante and the hierocrats anses from the
fact that they do not agree as to the number and nature of the
genera which should be thus reduced to uniformuty.

Whenever Dante has to settle a conflict of authorities, his
first care 1s to define the genus of the authorities m question.
Indeed, i his eyes the independence and the autonomy of the
genera constitute an mnvariable rule  Let us, for mstance, suppose
we are secking that which possesses authonty over man, we shall
have to propound the question m terms of man qua man, and in
no other sense. Man 1s what he is qua man by virtue of his sub-
stantial form, which places him 1 a genus (animal), 1n a species
of that genus (reasonable), and makes him a substance. He who
has authonty n the genus “man” is therefore the umit of measure
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by which the worth of those substances which we call men 15
estmated. For all men fall within one and the same genus; they
are therefore reduced to a single term which 1s their measure,
What 1s this terme It 1s the perfect man, the Idea of man, if
one may so put it; in other words, 1t 1s the pattern of the virtuous
man as described 1n the final books of the Ethica ad Nicomachum.
If, therefore, we wish to know who has authority to say how man
should live gua man, 1t 1s fitting that we should turn to him who
most perfectly realizes in himself human nature, the substance
“man”. The rule has no exceptions and apples to every man,
including Popes and Emperors: Nam, prout sunt homines, habent
reduci ad optimum hominem, qui est mensura omnium aliorum et ydea,
ut dicam, quisquis ille sit, ad existentem maxime unum in genere
suo* ut haberi potest ex ultimis Ethica ad Nicomachum (“For, mn so
far as they are men, their standard must be the most excellent
man (whoever he may be) who 1s the measure and ideal of all
others, so to say—he who 1s 1n the highest degree one 1n his own
kind, as may be inferred from the end of the Ethica ad Nico-
machum”) (111, 12).

It mevitably follows from thus that 1if, qua men, the Pope and
the Emperor ought to be reduced to umformty, both are
amenable to a principle and a measure other than the Papacy
and the Empire. Both should m that case be judged by the
norm of Amstotle’s virtuous man, whose human perfection
measures and judges their degree of human excellence. It is quite
another matter 1n the case o? the two distinct genera whach they
themselves represent. To be Emperor, or to be Pope, is not the
same as to be a man. To be an Emperor, as such, 1s to be a master;
to be a Pope, as such, 1s to be a spintual father. Now, just as a
man 1s 2 man by virtue of the substantial form which causes him
to be such, he 15 2 master, or he 1s a father, by virtue of the
madental forms which cause a speaific human being to be also
a master or a father. In other words, one 1s a2 man and 15 judged
as such 1n the category of substance, but one 1s a master, or a
father, and 15 judged as such, in the category of relationship.
Thus, the Pope regarded as a Pope 1s such by wirtue of the
mnadental form of Papacy, which confers on lum the relation-
ship, madental to the human substance, of spiritual fatherhood.
The Emperor, regarded as an Emperor, 1s such by virtue of the
incidental form of the Imperal authority (imperiatum), which
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confers on him the relationship, incidental to the substance
“man”, of sovereign lordship of men’s wills. If, therefore, one
wishes to reduce the two genera to uniformity, it is useless to
seck 2 measure common to them both, for 1t does not exist;
one can hope to find a principle of uniformity and of measure
\only m each of these two orders of relationship taken separately:
Altera sub ambitu paternitatis et altera sub ambitu dominationis
(“The one i the sphere of fatherhood and the other in the
sphere_of authonty”) (M, 12). Hence three distinct orders,
whose mdependence is 1n Dante such that one can never generalize
~from one to another: All men are governed and measured by the
videal man of Amstotle; all spinitual sons are governed and
- measured by the supreme father, who is the Pope; all subordmates
are_governed and measured by the supreme sovereign, who is
Emperor. The fatal error which 1t 1s important not to
commit would be to wish to subordmnate one of these principles
to another, as if 1t were possible for them to fall within a single
genus or a single species. Dante 1s categorical on this pomt, for
his whole doctrine is bound up with 1t* Non potest dici quod
alterum subalternetur alteri (“It capnot. be said that the one is sub-
ordmate to the other”) (III, 12). Thus, just as the Pope has no
superior gua Pope, the Emperor has no superior qua Emperor,
nor the wise man gua man.

None—]et us be clear—mn this world. For God s the measure
and the supreme authonty that governs, measures and judges
all substances and all relationshups  If we assemble these notions,
we obtam the following scheme, which summarizes the dis-
posiion of the authortics in the Dantesque universe:

Deus
(God)
Substanna Relatio Relatio
humanae naturae dommation:s paternitatis
(Substance of (Relatonship (Relationshy
human nature) of authonty) of fathcthooS)
|
Optmus homo Imperator Pa|1m
(The most excellent (Emperor) (Pope)

man)
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This is how the tripartite scheme of authorities which the
Banquet suggests 1s reconstituted and completed in the Monarchy.
So that 1t may be justified completely, 1t remams to be proved
that, hike the Pope’s, the Emperor’s authonty 1s directly subject
to the will of God alone.

IV. Tue Two Forms oF BRATITUDE

In order to establish lus thesis on an unshakable foundation,
Dante chose to base 1t on the actual structurc of the human entity.
Alone of all creatures man occupies the middle point between the
gorruptible beings and the mcorruptible beings; that is why the
pﬁﬁosopﬁgrs compare hum, with good reason, to a horizon, the
common limit of two hemispheres.* Indeed, man 1s composed
of two essential parts, soul and body. Ha.s carruptihle i terms
of gne of these-parts—the body; m terms of the other, which 1s
the soul, he 1sincorruptible. As Arstotle says in Book III of hus
De Amma, referring to the incorruptibihty of the soul- “And
this alone may be separated, as bemng everlasting, from what 1s
corruptible.”* If, therefore, man occupies the rmuddle pont
between the wholly mcorruptible natures (the independent
substances) and the wholly corruptible natures (thc unreasoning
ammals), he must also, like any muddle term, partake of the
nature of the two extremes. Man must therefore have some-
thing of the nature both of corruptible bengs and of incor-
ruptuble beings. Now the nature of anything 1s designed n
view of a speafic ulimate goal. If, then, man’s nature 1s two-
fold, his goal must also be twofold. It will no doubt be objected
that 1s a umque case, but man, in fact, 15 a unique case m the
umverse, since he alone 1s thus placed at the frontner of two
worlds* “Hence, just as, alone ofP all bewngs, he partakes of m-
corruptibility and of corruptibihity, so too, alone of all bemngs,
he 1s designed 1n view of two final goals (in duo ultima), of which
one 1s lus goal mn so far as he 1s corruptible, the other, on the
contrary, in so far as he 1s mcorruptible” (1, 16). In other words,
man has one final goal m so far as he comprises a mortal body,

TEmRupDeMana.m.:c. CE. St. TroMAS Aquinas, Quaest disp de Anima,

art

N'S-r THOMAS AQUINAS, In Anstotelis librum de Anima, hb I, lect 10, ed Pirotta,
o 473.
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and another final goal 1n so far as he com an immortal soul,
which amounts to saymng that man ha , the one

to be artamed in this life before death, the other to be at@imed
in the future hife after death.!

These duo ‘ultima, which correspond in the fullest sense to
the duo beatitudini of the Banquet,® have a strangé sound to ears
accustomed to the language of St. Thomas Aquinas. One of the
prnapal theses of the latter’s De regimine principum 1s, on the
contrary, that man has but one final goal- the eternal beatitude
to which he is summoned by God and which he can attan only
through that Church without which there 1s no salvation. That
precisely 1s the reason th the princes of this world are subject
to the Pope, as to Jesus Christ Himself, Whose vicar he 1s. The
connection between the two pairs of theses 1s here fully apparent,
as 1s the irreducible character of thetr opposition. Dante mam-

tans that man has two final goals; 1f both are final, neither can
be subordinate to the other; if they cannot be graduated, neither

N ey -

can the two authorities that preside over each of these two orders,
St. Thomas certamnly does not deny that natural man has a natural

1 Dante here uses a formula which was transparent 1n his e, but which may nuslead
tus modern readers *“Nam homo, 51 consideratur sccundum utramque partem essennalem,
scilicet amimam et corpus, corruptibihis est st consideretur secundum unam,
scilicet corpus, ;1 vero secundum alteram, sciicet ammam, ncorruptibihis est” (De
Monarchia, 11, 16) This mode of expression, which 1s wholly classical, consists actually
in contrasting the “human compound”, mcluding the soul, as the amamating force of
the body, with the soul conuidered by atsclf and 1 1ts own substantality It 1 cven
possible that Dante was here lhng a fa passage “Duae quippe vitae sunt una
terrena, altera coelestis, altera corporea, altera spintualls Una qua corpus vivit ex
amma, altera qua amma vivit ex Deo  Utraque bonum suum habet quo vegetatur et
nutritur ut possit subsstere Vita terrena bomus terrems ahtur, vita spiritualis boms
spirstualibus nutnitur  Ad vatam terrenam pertinent omma quae terrena ant  Ad vitam
spirttualem quac spintualia sunt bona ommia . Propterea i utroque populo secundum
utramque vitam buto, potestates sunt constitutae. In lacs potestas est terrena
Inclenicisautemn  potestas est divina  Illa agutur potestas sacculans dicitur, 1sta sprrituahs
nomnatur . Terrena potestas caput habet regem.  Spitualis potestas habet summum
pontificem  Ad potestatem regis pertinent quae terrena sunt, et ad terrenam vitam facta
ommz. Ad potestatem summ: ponuficis pertinent quae sparitualia sunt, et vatae spinituals
attributa untversa” (Euct oF SAINT VICTOR, De Sacramentis, Lib I P 2, cap 4, Pat lat,
Vol 176, col 417-418) The paralielism of the two doctrmes 1s evadent, but ther g
1s different  Not only does Hugh of Samnt Victor say nothing of the umversal Monarch
who 13 actually the subject of Dante’s treatise, but he unagines these two tnbes as the
two walls of the Church (loc ait, cap 3, col 4178), m the unity of which the whole tem-
poral order 15 thus mnch It 15 therefore narural that Hugh not only affirmed the

p y of the ponufical dignity to the royal digmty, which Dante himaclf wall not
dispute, but artnbuted to the Sovereign Pontff the power of confernng the kingship
(loc at, cap 4, col 418D), which Dante categ ly demies him (De Monarchia, 11,
6) Regar:mg thus part of Dante's reasoning, consult B Naup1, Saggi di filosofia dantesca,

p 372284
P # See above, Chap II, pp 129-142
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goal to seek and attamn in this life. Rather ought it to be said
that, of all the theologians of the Middle Ages, none did more
than he to establish this thesis. It is inseparable from his differen-
tiation between nature and grace, which pervades his work like
a_pri Anfinitely productive of umty 1o the sphere of hfe.
On the other hand, differentiation between the orders 1s accom-
panted by unmity in the Thomustc doctrine only because here
differentiation between the orders entals their gradation. Con-
sequently St. Thomas never admutted that man’s natural goal in
this hfe was man’s final goal m this Iife, for man experiences thus
Iife only with a view to the after-life, and hus goal in this hfe
15 to be sought only with a view to the goal of the after-life. With
an utter mﬂcxiblecy that excludes m advance Dante’s thesis
considered 1n 1ts proper form, St. Thomas declares that the
final goa] of the body of society 15 not to live m accordance wath
virtue, but, through a virtuous life, to come to the enjoyment of
God: Non est ergo ultimus finis multitudinis congregatae vivere
secundum virtutem,, sed per virtuosam vitam pervenire ad frustionem
divinam. Once the goals have been thus graduated, those who are
charged with leading men to them are nevitably graduated as
well, for those who are charged with the care of the prebmmary
goals must be subject to whoever 1s in charge of the final goal,
and must be guded by hus orders: Sic enim ei ad quem finis ultimi
cura pertinet, subdi debent illi ad quos pertinct cura antecedentium
finium et ejus imperio dirigi.

Hence, there 1s m genume Thomusm a supreme head, who
controls all other heads, for the simple reason that “he who 15 in
charge of the final goal always finds humself m command of
[imperare] those who labour at the means prescribed for the
attamment of the final goal”.* Such, in St Thomas’s eyes, 1s
the Roman Pontff, mankind’s supreme guide to the beatific
vision, the sole end of man, beyond which there 1s no other
and 1 comparison with which all the rest are only a means. Since
he conceded to St. Thomas, and 1n the first place to Anstotle,
that the head 1s he who prescribes the means with a view to the
end, Dante could only avoid St. Thomas’s concluston if he re-
fused to subordmate the end envisaged by the Emperor to the

1 S1. THOMAS AQUINAS, De regimme principum, I, 14 It wall be profitable to compare
thm;logomdocﬂmeof:woﬁbeMd:,mecumn...Anmmm.Dem
et fine Rowsan{ Imperti, Basileae, ] Opormus, 1553, cap, XV1I, pp. 92-98.
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end:;visagedbythefl’o . T@h};is;v&y,asweh;veé]nuﬁﬁ,
' he exalted the goal of political life to the dignity of a final goal,
thus making 6% the ImP;em] power a supreme authonty ﬁ 1ts
own sphere, ap.authority “in charge of a final goal™, like the
Roman Ponuff.

We do not know if Dante had in mind the doctrine of St.
Thomas Aquinas when he wrote these pages, but 1t 15 a fact that
the De Monarchia, III, 16 15 1 such direct opposition to the
De regimine principum, I, 13 that it could not have been more so
if Dante had written lus chapter with the mtention of refuting
that of St. Thomas. Furthermore, it 1s noteworthy that, as he
here opposes St. Thomas, he elsewhere opposes his contmuator
Tolomeo di Lucca, with such frequency that 1t can scarcely be
doubted that he had before lus eyes the De regimine principum
as completed by Tolomeo, that 1s to say as we know 1t to-day.
Thus fact does not constitute a proof, for there are many argu-
ments which are employed by all defenders of the subordmation
of the State to the Church, but the analogies between the two
treatises scem too numcrous to be attributed to mere chance.!
Whatcver the truth of the matter, the doctrinal opposition be-
tween Dante and St. Thomas remains a fact mn atself, and one
that certainly seems undeniable.

1See THEODORE SILVERSTEIN, On the Genesis of “De Monarchia, 1L, s”, 1n Speculum,
July, 1938 (Vol. XIII, No 3), pp 326-349 The object of this work 1s to establish that,
as regards the passage 1n question, the De Monarchia draws 1ts inspiration from, what
time 1t opposcs, the Determmatio compendiosa de lurisdictione impersd, ascribed to Tolomeo
di Lucca (ed. Manus Krammer, Hanover and Leipasg, Hahn, 1909), and the De reginne
principum, Tolomeo’s continuation.

It 15 quue true that St. Thomas regards the determination of man’s natural goal as
the task of natural reason (cf G MANACORDA, Storlcismo attualista seconda p , 1D
Sofia, Vol 11, January-June, 1934-XIL, p 153) It should even be conceded to this author
that St Thomas proves by reason alone that man's final goal 1s the sight of God (Sum,
theol, I II», qu I, art 8, and qu III, art 1 and 8). What we have not succeeded 1
findng m St Thomas 15 that man has another wltimum besides the beatific vison The
questzon here 13 not whether reason alone 15 equal to discoverng what this ultimum 1s,
bur whether, in the Thomistc doctnne, man has one ultimum, or two ulima Now
not only—so far as we know—did St Thomas never speak of duo ultima, nor, n this
sense, of duplex fims, but lus doctrine excludes even the possibility of thewr existence.
‘When he s of Anstotle, 2 pure philosopher, St Thomas tells us *quod opimo
Anstotehs fint quod nltuma felictas quam homo 1n vata 1sta acquirere potest, sit cognitio
de rebus davins qualis per scientias speculativas haben potest” (Cont” Gent., I, 44, sub
Jfin ), but mstead of ing from tha that Christians have two final goals, St Thomas
comes to the conclusion *quod ultima honums felicitas non sit in hac vita” (Cont Gent,
Iil, 48) And here 1t 1s certamly a question of the final goal naturally desired by man,
“Felicitas autem est ulumus fims, quem homo naturahiter demderat. Est igitur hormms
desidenum naturale ad hoc quod n felicitate stabibator . In vata autem 1sta non est
aliqua certa stabshtas .  Non est igitur possibile 1n hac vita esse ulsmam honuns
fehatatem™ (loc ct) If there 13 any natural felicity in thus b, far from constituung a
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Starting from this point, indeed, Ragtewill now make the

principle of finality yicld con;ﬁuenm wite contrary to those
which St. Thomas Aquinas mfcrrej from it. videnc:

¢ said, has offered man two _fina, s happi is li

and the happitess of stemal life, which o oyment
of thé:sigﬁtp_:f_ God and which man cannot attain thrgugh his

natural powers unaided by grace. Now, points out Dante, just
as w& st iave different middle terms in order to reach different
conclusions, we must use different means to attan _different ends.
We shall therefore reach Gur natural final goal by following the
teachings of the philosophers, that 1s to say by regulating our
actions 1n accordance with the law of the mtellectual and moral
virtues. We shall reach our supernatural final goal thanks to

-

spintual teachings, which transcend human reason, provided
that we _obey them by acting 1n accordange with the theological
virtaés—faith, hope and chanty (III, 16).

"This is the exact pownf at which Dante will epitormize his whole
doctrme m a wonderfully compact sentence m which eve
word tells and every member assigns 1ts special function to wz
of the three authonties which share control of the Dantesque
umverse: ‘“‘Although these conclusions and means have been
shown to us, some by human reason, which has been explained

to us 1 1ts entirety? by the philosophers, others thanks to the

goal distinct from the final goal, 1t 15 merely a stepping-stone to 1t. Such, says St. Thomas,
scems to have been the thought of Anstotle (loc ot , Potest autem aliquis  .), who,
unaware that the beatific vision was posnble, “posuit honunem non consequ felientatem
Pcrfectam, sed suo modo™ (1bid , Propter has autem . ) It therefore seems wrong to put
into St Thomas's mouth, 1 order to bung Dante closer to lum, such expressions as
“la salute puramente terrena” (G MANACORDA, op dit, p 153), not only because St
Thomas does not make use of them, but because all hus energies are bent on proving that
man’s final goal, as concesved by natural reason, 18 prescribed as a stepping-stone, and
1s subordinate, to that goal of whose attamnment Revelavon shows us the posubilicy.
Dante’s duahism, and the temporal final goal which 1t imphes, are excluded i advance
by St Thomas B Nardi, with lﬁﬂ"dﬂﬂ, has seen and pomted out that there
15 disagrecment here between Dante and St Thomas, and that dus difference unphes
another, regardng the nature of phiosophy utself (Sager ds filosofia damtesca, p 283 and

p 304-30s) 1am convinced that he 15 entirely right on this pomt, and even that what
Ec says 18 an 1ncontestable and obvious lustorical fact. On the other hand, the reflccaons
with whuch he accompantes his conclusions (pp. 282-283) seem to me of most doubtful

uality There are fechngs at work bebind the writings of Dante, as there are behind
azwof&nombutdmmommm:mgmdbynpﬂ&ctlmwm
unfolds s conscquences startng from

3 Dante here uses some very strong expressions. “Has gitur conclusiones et meda,
licet ostensa sunt nobus, haec ab humana ratione quae per philosophos tota nobis
. " (De Monarciua, 11I, 16). In the Defensor pacss, even the Avetrouts Marabus of
Padua and Jean de Jandun will not dare to go so far (“Has cteum [discaplinas) quass
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Holy Spirit which has revealed to us the supernatural truth
essential to man through the Prophets, the sacred writers, the
co-eternal Son of God, Jesus Christ, and His disciples, human
greed would none the less turn 1ts back on them if men, like
horses which in their brutishness run wild, were not curbed by
the bnidle and the bit” (II, 16). Nothing could Be clearer than
the dstnction between these three authormes: philosophy,
which teaches us the whole truth about the natural goal of man;
theology, which alone leads us to our supernatural goal; finally,
political power, which, holding human greed 1n_check, con-
strains men, by the force of the law, to respect the natural grpth
of the philosophers and the supernatural truth of the theologians.
If, tﬁcn, we arrange these 1deas, we obtan the following
scheme (shown on opposite page), n which the two forms of
beattude are seen to E:as distinct from and as mdependent of
each other as arc the means to thewr attamment and the two
supreme authonties by which men are led to them.
thus 15 correct, the special function of the Priesthood and the
Emprre stands clearly revealed, and the radical distinction between
their goals 1s the most complete guarantee of their independence
that could be desired. On the one hand, the Pope, who leads
the human race to eternal life through revelation; on the other
hand, the Emperor, who leads the human race to tcmporal
happmess through philosophy. Thus 1s newly affirmed the
albance between Philosophy and the Empure alrcady proclammed
n the Banquet: Propter quody opus fuit hommni duplici directivo secun-
dum duplicem finem: scilicet summo Pontifice, qui secundum revelata
humanum genus perduceret ad vitam eternam, et Imperatore, qui

—_—r v

omties hab ex trad dmurabihis Phidosoph: et rehiquorum gloriosorum virorum,

~*——Defensor pacts, I, 6, 9, ed Prevird-Orton, Cambridge U P, 1928, p 25). It seems,
however, that it would be a waste of tume to try to extract from this passage an answer
to the question. Is Dante a complete rationahst> His words are important only for the
problem they p d. Dante s certamnly thmkmghhuc of Anstotle and his Ethica
ad Nicomachur, what he means to say 13 that natural buman reason, alone and unaided
by faith, 1s equal to discovering all the moral truth necessary for the good management of the
Empire The rest does not mterest hun here  'When, hike L' Pietrobono, one tries to make
hum say more, one provokes a reply that makes him say less, hike that of M Barbs
(Razionalismo e musticismo . ., IV, 1n Studs Danteschs, Vol XVII (1933), pp 5~44, cspecr=
ally pp 20-31) In both cases he 13 made to say something different from what he did
say  Dante exphoatly taught that faith surpasses reason m all that concerns heavenly
things, such as the t Intelligences or God Himself That 1 why he repeats
that our mntellect does not attan perfection 1n this kfe, but Dante never said that our
ntellect was not fully equal to leading us to the natural final goal of earthly Iife Hec even
says the oppostte m the passage from the De Monarchsa, IiI, 16, which we are commenting
upon here and 1n those from the Convivio which we have already studied (pp. 105-113).
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Homo
’ (Man)
corruptibibis mcorruptibilis
(comxpuble) {ncorruptible)
beatitudo terrestris (natura) beatitudo coelestis (gratia
{earthly beatitude (nature) ) {heavenly beatitude (grace) )
philosophica documenta documenta spinitualia
(teachings of philosophy) (sprrstual teachings)
virtutes naturales virtutes theologicae
(natural virtues) (theological virtues)
magsterium philosophorum revelato Spiritus Sanct:
(authonity of philosophers) (Revelation of the Holy Spinit)
Imperator Papa
dingt genus humanum dingt genus humanum
ad temporalem fehicitatem ad vitam aeternam
secundum philosophiam sccundum Revelationem
(Emperor (Pope
guides the human race to guides the human race to eternal
temporal happiness m accord- Itfe 1 accordance with Revelation)

ance with phiosophy)

secundum philosophica documenta genus humanum ad temporalem
Seliaitatem dirigeret (““Wherefore man needed a_twofold authority,
m accordance with his twofold goal—namely the Soveres

Pontiff, to lead the human race m accordance with Revelation
on to eternal hife, and the Emperos, to guide the human race 1n
accordance with the teachings of philosophy to temperal fehety ™).
Only the Emperor can ensure to human communties the order
and peace without which neither of these two goals can be
attained. Such 1s the specal function which God has assigned
to lum; such, too, 1s the authority which he owes to God alf;l 3
arid to no one else. It 15 therefore obvious that the temporal
authority of the Emperor descends to ham directly, sine ullo medio
(“through no intermediary’), from the divine and unique source
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whence all forms of authority are derived. Most certainly, as
Dante opportunely recalls in the last lines of hus treatise, the
happiness of this mortal life is prescribed, m a certain way—in
a way which he does not, as 1t happens, speafy—with a view to
immortal beautude. The Roman Emperor is therefore subject
to the Pope mn something—something which this time he will

speaify: the supremacy of the Pope 1s the supremacy of Father-
% hood: “Let Caesar therefore show for Peter that respect which

— -

i: an eldest son should show for his father. Thus, lightened by

§ paternal grace, he will the more efficaciously ighten thus terrestrial

orb, of which he has been appointed ruler by Him alone Who
- orders all things, both temporal and spiritual,”

Some have tried to find in these last lines a belated repudation

of the entire treatise.® To do 5o 1s to misread them badly, for their

last words would then be a repudiation of the repudiation

1“Quac qudem venitas ultimae quaestions non sic stricte recipiendz est, ut Romanus
Prnceps i aliquo Romano Pon non subjaceat, cam mortalis 1sta felicstas quodam
modo ad mmmortalem felicatatem ordinetur. Ila sgatur reverentra Caesar utatur ad
Petrum qua primogenatus filus debet ut ad patrem ut luce paternae gratiae dlustratus
virtuosius orbem terrac wrradset, cur ab Illo solo praefectus est, qui est ommum spirtualium
et temporalium gubernator” (DANTE, De Monarchsa, 11I, 16) The expression guodam
modo 1s vague. It 1s therefore dangerous to try to define 1ts meaning Nevertheless, the
comparison between earthly fehaty and the Barthly Paradise on the one hand, and
hnvenl{efchc:ty and the Heavenly Paraduse on the other (De Monarchia, 111, 16), suggests
a possible interpretation. If euthiy feliaty 18 to heavenly felicity as the Earthly Paradise
13 to the Heavenly Paradise, we may say that it 1s designed wath a view to it 1n the same
way as a prefiguration 1s designed with a view to that which it prefigures 1 give this
mterpretation, however, inerely as 2 hypothesis, there 13 no passage mn Dante that warzants
it. It 1s posable, as B Narnt would have 1t (Sagg: di filosofia dantesca, p 28s), that thas
conclusion 15 an addition made by Dante after the completion of the treatise  Yet thus 1
by no means certan, for 1n 1t Dante retracts nothing of what he has said. On the other
hand, the sentence certainly betrays his desire to conclude on as liatory a note as
possible, by gong as far to meet his opponents as his doctrine permuts hum to go

8 The conclusion of the De Monarchia 18 the chuef argument of those who seck to
make Dante conform to the absolute authonty of the Church on this point  Thus, amon
many othets, J. Rividas, Le probléme de I'Eghse et de I'Etat ou temps de Philippe le Bzi
Parss, 1936, p 338 Bellarmun 13 largely responsible for this mo of reconcil
(cf P RonzY, Bellarmin et Dante, 10 Mélanges sur Dante, cd P, Mignon, Nouvelle Revue
d'Balie, Rome, 1931, pp 93-108, cspecually pp 106~107) More recently, G Manacorda
has returned to this passage in opposition to G. Gentile (G, Manacompa, Storicismo
attuahsta. seconda puntata, 1 Safia, Vol Il,fl:nuaxy—]une, 1934-XII, p 152). In domng
30 he forgets that 1f the Emperor receaves from the Pope the grace which enables am
the better to exercise hus auf y he by no means recewves that authority from hum.,
To G Gentlle, who opposcs to the orthodox doctnne the Dantesque 1dea of a “‘purely
human Stae”, G. Manacorda retorts. “And whete, then, 1 the purely human State, if
the State derives 165 authonity from God#” If &t comes to that, how can nature exast, 1f
1t 18 created by God? In Dante’s eyes, the Emperor does not derive his authority faom
the Pope for the very reason that he derives it from God On the other hand, some
entirely objective conclumons will be found m F XzrN, Humana civilitas, p 27, note 1,
Ialnd in N. ZINGAXELLL, La vita, s temps e le opere di Dante, Vallards, Milan, 1931, Parte

LY p. 701,
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itself—cwi ab Illo solo pracfectus est (*‘of which he has been put in
command by Him aﬁne”), says Dante explicitly. To the end,
therefore, the Emperor remains independent of the Pope in the
field of the Imperial authonty. From him he only receives
grace; he therefore owes lim only the son’s respect for a father
whose goal is nobler than that which falls withm his own com-
petence, but on whom he is dependent only in the specifically separate
field of spiritual fatherhood. Let us, moreover, remember who
are Dante’s chief opponents throughout this Third Book:
Isti vero ad quos erit tota disputatio sequens, asserentes auctori-
tatem Imperii ab auctoritate Ecclesiae dependere velut artifex
inferior dependet ab architecto . . . (“Now those to whom the
whole of the following disputation will be directed, masmuch
as they assert that the authonity of the Empire 1s subordinate to
the authority of the Church just as the junior artisan 1s subordinate
to the arclutect . . .”) (III, 4). Whether he knows 1t or not,
what he 1s rejecting 15 certamnly St. Thomas’s thesis. If we are
to find mn these last lines a repudiation of the entire work, which
would 1n stself be rather strange, we must once more forget that
the graduation of the orders 1n the matter of absolute dignity does
not confer on the superior orders any authonty over the mferor
ones. In Dante, the orders of jurisdiction are closed systems,
which meet only m God.

The De Monarchia, then, 1s a perfect complement to the Banquet,
each work setthng the speaific problem with which 1t deals, and
dovetaling mto the other. Henceforth we see Dante’s world
as a system of relationships of authority and obedience. [n thus
world philosophy rules over reason, but the wills of philosophers
owe obedience to the Emperor and their fath owes

ce
to the Pope. The Emperor rules alone over men’s.walls, but hus
reason_owes obedience to the Philosopher and hus faith to the
Pope. The Pope rules without peer over men’s souls, but fus
reason owes obedience to the nglosopher and his will to the
Empcror. All three, however, owe obedience and the tribute of
faith to Him from Whom each immediately dertves the supreme
authority which he exercises n his own sphere—to God, the
sovereign Emperor of the tesrestmal world as well as of the
celestial world, n Whose unity all irreconcilables meet.

In order, therefore, to obtamn a comprehensive scheme of the
human ultima and of the authonmes that preside over them we
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should have to place at the top God, as being the sovereign Love
and the supreme Mover Who draws the umiversal human fellow-
ship to Himself through the following twofold ultimum:!

Homums duplex fims
(Twofold goal of Man)

naturabis supcrnaturalis

(natural) {supernatural)
beatitudo hujus vitae beatitudo acterna
(the beatitude of ths hife) (cternal beatitude)
voluntas mtellectos anima mmmortalis

— (wll) (ntellect) {(xmmortal soul)

operatio sccundum  operatio secundum virtutes  operatio secundum
leges aiviles mtcllectuales et morakes  virtutes theologicas
(actvaty m accord-  (activity 1n accordance with {activaty 1n accordance
/ ance with avil laws) the mtellectual and moral with the theological

vartues) virtues)
Imperator Philosophus Papa
(Emperor) (Philosopher) (Pope)

———

To convince oneself of the gulf that here separatcs Dante from
St. Thomas, it 15 enough to refer to the passage i which the
Dommican Guido Vernam takes his stand agamst the thesis of
“twofold beatitude” propounded m the Monarchy “This man,”
says Vernam of Dante, “did not need to discern a twofold beati~
tude resulting from a twofold nature, corruptible and mcor-
ruptible, for m corruptible nature there can, strictly speaking,
be neither virtue nor beatitude. He says, moreover, that man 1s
predestined to these two goals by God. Whereupon I say that
man 1s not predestned by God to temporal beatitudc as to a
final goal, because such beatitude has never been capable of ending

1'Ths scheme deals with the different forms of jurisdiction, not with those of dignty.
The noblest goal 1 the Pope’s, then the Philosopher's, finally the Emperor's, but this
does not mean that the Pope as such has any authonity over the Philosopher or over the
Emperor as such. That 15 why, in Dante, one order may be designed with a view to
another as if the latter were its goal without, however, being subordmate to 1t in the
matter of authority Thus, 1t 1 true to sy that the goal of pohncal peace 13 to make
mible the contemplative life (cf. F. Kenn, Humana civilfitas, pp. 17-22 and pp. 127 seq.),
ut 1t in no way follows from thu—nor, for that matter, does Kern maintan that 1t does
—that pohitical authority is dependent on the authonty of the philosopher or on that
of the theologian
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and satisfying man’s hunger. Even philosophically speaking, the
action o sucgh virtues [sc. the mom? virtues] is designed with a
view to the contemplative life, in order that through those
virtues man, all his passions having been quelled, may more
calmly and freely contemplate eternal things. . . . Man s
therefore predestined to eternal felicity as to his final goal, and
should organize and employ all his assets—natural, moral and
supernatural—with a view to securing it.”* There is not one
origmal word mn this criticism of Dante, but that is the very
reason why it interests us. Gudo Vernani's firm opposition to
Dante is nothing but the opposition of the Thomistic universe
to one of the gravest dangers that have ever threatened 1t.

V. DantE’s Prace IN HisTORY

The most laborious, but the surest and most profitable, way
to estimate correctly the meaning and importance of Dante’s
political philosophy, particularly as regards the 1dea of philosophy
implicit 1n 1t, 15 to place it in its proper historical and doctrnal
perspective. It would be something of merely local importance,
were 1t possible to concetve of a pohtical philosophy which did
not depend on any general philosophy. Such 1s not the case, and
we shall shortly see that Dante’s attitude to these problems
involved him 1n a certain number of other questions, the exact
determmation of which 1s important for the understanding of
his work. 3

It may be postulated as a historically verfiable philosophucal
law that the manner in which one conceives the relationship of the
State to the Church, that in which one conceives the relationship of
philosophy to theology and that i which one conceives the relationship
of nature to grace, are necessarily correlated. Considered from this
point of view, the political doctrmes of the Middle Ages may be
divided, roughly at least, mto three mamn types There can be
no question of identifying any one of them with one of these

: the facts of history do not in their diversity permt them-
selves to be idennfied with pure doctrinal essences any more

1Gumo VeanNant, De reprobatione Monaschise, ed Jarro (G Picam), Bemporad,
Florence, 1006, pp 42 and 45 As regards thus treatise and sts author’s writings, see M
GRABMANN, Studien uber den Einfluss der aristotelischen Philosophie auf die mistelalterlichen
Theorien uber das Verhdltms von Kirche und Staat, Munich, 1934, pp 76100
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than individuals permit themselves to be identified with the
essential type of their species. One may, however, relate par-
ticular doctrines to certain types, of which they are distinct

individual realizations, and them according as the re-
semblance which they bear to one or another of them is more or
Iess striking.

The first of these types 1s characterized by a dominating
tendency to integrate the order of nature with the order of
grace in the highest degree possible. Doctrines of this type
may be recognized by the fact that in them the distinction
between grace and nature tends to merge mto the distinction
between good and evil. The reason for this 1s obvious. These are
essentially religious doctrmes. Centrmg on the problem of
healing fallen nature, these doctrmes take ito account only
that part of nature which needs to be healed through grace,
that is to say the wounds that have been inflicted on 1t by sin—
in short, its corruption. If one 1s to appraise this attitude correctly,
it 1s essential not to transform 1t into a philosophical doctrne.
To do so would be tantamount to making those who adopt 1t
say that nature is essentially evil. As Christians, they know, on
the contrary, that all that 15, 1 so far as 1t 15, 15 good. When
they speak of nature, they do so not as philosophers whose
purpose 1s to define its essence, but as doctors who regard 1t as
a patient to be cured, or rather as priests who regard it as a
creature to be saved. The opus creationis (“work of creation”)
interests the phdosc:ﬁhet directly, but the opus recreationis (“‘work
of re-creation”) 1s the direct concern of the priest. The attitude
to natwxe. which we are describing 15 essennally a “priestly”
attitude. As such, 1t 1s charactenized by three features, whose
permanence m history 1s remarkable: 1t tends to mtegrate the
order of nature with the order of grace m the hughest degree
E)ssxble, to mtegrate the order of reason with that of faith m the

ghest degree possible, and to integrate the order of the State
with that of the Church m the highest degree possible.

Since 1t 1s this third aspect of the problem that particularly
engages our attention here, 1t will be enough to go %ack as far
as St. Augustine to find #ts prototype. If there is anything that
corresponds to the formula “political Augustmism”, it should
be said that, when it penetrates into political problems, Augus-
tinism tends to integrate the State wi&o the Church, by virtue of
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an internal logic which nothing in it can keep from reaching
its conclusion. The two communities which Augustine took a
special delight in describing and which mclude all others are the
City of God and the Bmﬁly City. Now both are supernatural
and religious cities, designated by two “mystic” names, of
which one, Jerusalem, designates the community of all the clect,
past, present and future, while the other, Babylon, designates
the community formed by all the damned, past, present and
future. Strictly speaking, no earthly community can be identified
with one or the other of these mystic cities; indeed, 1t cannot
be said that the Church harbours only the elect, or even that
1t harbours all the elect; yet the Church 1s the most exact approxi-
mation on earth to the City of God, because 1t is the city of God's
intention; as for Babylon, 1t is the worldly city and the proto-
type of all pagan States, in so far as, in accordance with Pagan
laws, their organization has in view ends that are not God’s ends.!

In the form i which he left it, Augustine’s doctrme contained
an 1dea of capital importance: that of a umversal relhigious aity;
but 1t sa1d nothing of a universal temporal community of which,
on the morrow of the sack of Rome by the Barbarians, the con-
dition of the Roman Empire scarcely mvited hum to think.
Augustine cannot, then, be represented as having absorbed the
Empire mto the Church. Undoubtedly he considers that a
Christian Emperor can and should serve the Church, but the
State itsclf, regarded as such, is 1 his eyes simply a vanable
quantity. If the State 1s essentially pagan, as had been the case
with the old Roman Empire, 1t 15 essentially evil and may m
fact be identified with Babylon, as the Church may be with
Jerusalem. If the State 1s not exclusively pagan, but tolerates
Christian citizens, or 1s even governed by a Christtan ruler,
its members will be divided between the two mystic cities to
which they owe allegiance: “Just as there is only one holy city—
Jerusalem—so there 1s only one city of iniquity—Babylon. All
the wicked belong to Babylon just as all the godly belong to
Jerusslem.”s As for the States themselves, they are no longer

1 For the sake of g brevaty, 1 at this pomt to refer the rcader to my
Introduction & T'étude de saimt Augustin, Parss, ). Vrun, 1929, Chap IV, §1I1 La société chrétienne,
PP a30-a38

* St AvcusTing, Enarv. in Ps, 86, 6, Pat. lat,, Vol. 37, col. 1106. H. Schiors (Glewbe
und Unglaube in der Welsgeschichte. Ein Kommentar zu Augustins De Civitate Dei . . . ,
Lapng, ] C Hmnch'sche Buchhandlung, 1921, p 102) says that Augustine passed on
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in either camp, for they can no longer be identified with Babylon
and they have not yet become one with Jerusalem.

As soon as there was a Holy Roman Empire, its integration
with the Church became, on the contrary, mevitable by virtue
of the very prmaples which Augustine had laid down. If, in
practice, a pagan State may be automatically identified with
Babylon, a Christian State may be automatically identified with
Jerusalem. After the resgn of Charlemagne, dunng that of
Louis the Pious, the mtegration of the State wath the Church is
an accomphshed fact. Beginmng from this time, mdeed, we
encounter with growing frequency examples of those distinctive
formulasin_which the definition of the Church includes_the State.
This is a new fact and one big with consequences. To tell the
truth, from the very day that theologians and canonists first
gave currency to a conception of the Church mn which the
temporal order was included as a matter of course, a reaction
such as Dante’s became inewitable. “The body of the Holy
Church of God 1n 1ts entirety divides to form principally two
emmnent persons,” 1t was said as early as the ninth century, “the
priestly and the royal.” Likewise Jonas of Orleans: “All the
farthful should know that the universal Church 1s the body of
Christ, 1ts head 1s this same Christ, and m 1t (in ea) we find,
principally, two persons, to wit, the priestly and the royal, and
the predominance of the priestly over the other 1s the greater
i]g;smgch as 1t will have to render an account to God even of

gs. !

temporal soctety “‘ein regulires Todesurterl In reabity Augustine condeinns the earthly,
city, but not necessanily temporal society In his eyes, what 15 eval 15 not temporabity,
but the “world” Conversely, the mediaeval conception of a umversal theocracy has
been called “‘political Augustinsm” (H X ARQUILLIERE, Sur la formation de {a * Théacratie
pontificale”, n Mélanges Ferdimand Lot, Panss, E Champion, 1925, and the same author's
L’ Augustsnisme politique, Panis, ] Vo, 1934) The formula has the advantage of em-
phaszing the part played by the thought of Augusune 1n the doctrinal justificanon
of meduaeval cheocracy; its drawback, very clearly seen and mdicated by sts author, 15
that it fosters the behief that St Augustine humself thought of st If he prepared it, he
did so, m the words of H X, Arquilliére, “1n spite of the fact that be was far from
suspecting 1t” The formula 15, 1 any case, of hittle importance, the essentis] thing 15
to remember that nothing like a “Ponufical theocracy” was ever advocated ur even,
aprmntly. imagined by St Augustine

The first passage 1s taken from a Letter addressed by the hishops of the Empire 1n
829 (Council of Paris) to the Emperor Lows the Prous, see Mon Germ Yistorica, Leg ,
sect 11, Vol II, No 196, quoted by R W Castvie in A History of Mediaeval Political
Theory tn the West, London, 1903, Vol 1, p 254 “Prncipaliter itaque totius sanctac
De1 ecclesue corpus 1n duas exinuas personas, mn sacerdotalem vadchcet ot regalem, sicut
a sanctas patrabus traditum accepimus, divisum esse novimus, de qua re Gelasus Romanae
sedis venerabilis cpiscopus . ,” etc. It s true that Gelasws, Pope from 492 to 496, had
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Beginning from the moment when the temporal order itself
was thus integrated with the Church, there remamed, to be
sure, 2 Church to represent the City of God, but there no longer
remained a pagan Empire to represent the Earthly City. Thus,
as a consequence at once surprising and mevitable, Jerusalem alone
remained and Babylon disappeared. This is what Otto of Freising
exphatly says in s celebrated De duabus civitatibus. Finding
humself furtier from cvents than Augustine, Otto dates the
disappearance of Babylon from the accession of Constantine.
“In view of the fact that not only all men, but even the Emperors,
with a few exceptions, were Catholcs, it seems to me that,
beginning from this time, T havee written the history, not of two
aties, but, so to speak, of only one, which I call the Church.
For although the elect and the damned occupy a single dwelling,
I can no longer call these cities two, as I have done above: I
ought to say that they are really only one, although 1t 1s com-
posite, for mn 1t the gran 1s mixed with the tares ™1

Thus, through 1denufying the City of God with the Church
and the Barthly City with the State, men have gradually come
to mtegrate the State with the Church, whose universality wall
henceforth embrace the temporal and spirtual domams alike.
It 1s this same fundamental attitude that recurs i the thirteenth
century—but this time enhanced and enriched by all the con-
tributions made to 1t by contemporary philosophy and theology—
m the doctrinal synthesis of Roger Bacon Never has the priestly
conception of the world been more clearly or more completely
expressed than m the work of this Franciscan,? who may be
said to be in this matter the arch-adversary of Dante. The

made a clear distinction between the two orders, but he did not regard them both as
being nherent i the umty of the Church (see the passages quoted and analysed n
CarLyis, op at, Vol I, pp 190-191 Cf Roserr Hutr, Mediaeval Theortes of Papacy,
London, 1934, pp 13- g For the passage from JonAs oF ORLEANS, De Instit regia,
cap I, see CARLYIE, op oof, Val I, p 254, and ] REVIRON, Les sdées pohitico-religienses d’un
dvéque du IXe sidcle Jomas &'Orléans et son “De institunione rega”, Pans, ] Vnn, 1930,
. T

Py gn'o or Frusing, Chronicon, b V, Prol , hb. VII, Prol, kb VIII, Prol , 1n Mosu-
menta Germanae Historica, Scniptorum, Vol XX, pp 214, 247 and 248 On the work of
Otto, sce ] Sront, Grundformen hochmttelalterlichen Geschichtsanschauung, Mumch,
1938, Chap I, pp 33-50, and the excellent Introduction by CHARLES CHRISTOPHER
Mreeow to hus transkition of Owo, The Two Citves A Chronicle of Umversal History to
the Year 1146 AD by Otio Bishop of Freusing, New York, Columbia University Press,
1928 (Introduction, pp 1-79, Bibhography, pp 81-84)

2 Consult on this point the penctraung work by R CartoN, La synthése doctnnale de
Ruoger Bacon, Pans, ). Vo, 1924, Chap III, Le Savoir et la Cité Chrétienne, pp 82~106
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Baconian universe presupposes 2 dovetailing of the orders, wherein .
that which we call nature, or natural, finds sustenance and
justification only through being integrated with the super-

natural and the religious. All wisdom 1s contained in the Holy
Scriptures as the open hand is contained in osed fist. What
is w&:d Philosophy, or Law, is merely an explanation, and, as

ic were, the development of what is implicit in the Scriptures.
In other words, all that 1s valid and cogent m Philosophy or Law
1s virtually what may be gleaned from the Bible.( Thus under-
stood Chrstisn Revelation 1s Wisdom itself, and it is this
Wisdom, prochiimed, dispensed and apphed by the Pope, that
ensures the umty of the Church, governs the community of
faithful peoples, ensures the conversion of mnfidel peoples and
the destruction of those which cannot be converted.l} In short,
since the treasure of Revelation, the law of the world, 1s 1 the
Pope’s power, so also is the world: Habetis ecclesiam Dei in potestate
vestra, et mundum totum habetis dirigere (""You have the Church
of God in your power, and you have the task of governing the
entire world”).*

We are therefore faced here with a unitary system of Wisdom,
in which each science derives its prinaples from the saence
above it, while all alike derive their principles from Revelation,
which contains them. In a corresponding, or rather an identical
sense, we are faced with a unitary system as regards the social
order, n which all Christian temporal commumties, which
together form the respublica fdelium (“republic of the fathful”),
are included 1n the spirtual commumty that 1s the Church, just
as the sciences are mcluded in the Wisdom to which the Pope,
custodian of the treasure of Revelation, holds the key. One
Wisdom, _one world, one goal. "‘

Let us now imagine a doctrine hke that of St. Thomas, in
which the order of nature is really distinct from that of grace,

2 Rocer Bacon, Opws Tertium, cap. XXIV, ed. Brewer, p 81. Reference to thu
passage will serve to establish the cardinal fact that the only Law that 1s 1n Bacon's eyes
completely vahd is not Caval Law, but Canon Law. This single fact, which entails the
complete subordination of the State to the Church, 13 enough to place hus doctriue at
the opposte extreme to Dante’s As Bacon says elsewhere (Compendium studsi theologiae,
cap IV, ed. Brewer, p 418), the abuse of Civil Law “non solum destruit studium

sapientiac [snce wisdom is the Bible, the foundation of Canon Law]), sed ecclesiam Dei
et ommia regna”

3 Rocer BAcoN, Opus Tertium, cap, XXIV, ed. Brewer, p. 87. Cf.: . . . quoniam
ejus potentia coclos penetrat, purgatormum solvit, mnferna conculcat, mundum com-
pomut universum” (op cit, cap. L p 8).
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but subordinate to st. In such a doctrine we ought to expect to
find, together with a real distinction between natural wisdom
-and revealed wisdom, a real distinction between the temporal
order and the spiritual order, between the State and the Church.
However, since we have a hierarchical system entailng the
subordination of nature to grace, there wall certainly have to be
also a hierarchical system entailing the subordination of the
temporal domain to the sfiritual and of the State to the Church.
Containing distinctions of a far more flexible kind and enjoying
opportunities of agreement denied to that of Bacon, the Thomistic
doctrine will not on that account be any the kess antagonistic,
in 1ts ultimate conclusions, to that of Dante. Instead of the dove-
tailing and, so to speak, the telescopmng of all the natural orders
into the rehgious order, we shall have in St. Thomas's doctrine
a linear luerarchy of the orders, based on a linear hicrarchy of the
ultima, which are all subordinate to the final goal of man. Now
since this goal 1s the beatific vision, 1t 1s essentially religious. In

Thomism, therefore, the Church wnll necessarily have direct
authority over the State.”

“The tendency to-day, however, is to admit that St. Thomas,
if he did not preach the doctrine of the “mdirect” subordination
of the temporal power to the spiritual, at any rate laid its founda-
tions.! It 1s easy to see why this expression has finally gained
currency. Certain mediaeval theologians did in fact attnbute to
the Pope an absolute and universal power, which he, according
to their theory, freely delegates to princes, and which the latter,
since they derive 1t from him, only exercise under his supervision
and by wvirtue of his authonty.? In such doctrines, therefore,
the Pope, as 2 temporal sovereign, has direct temporal authonty

2 See especaally the valuable and suggestive work by M GrABMANN, Studien uber den
Einfluss der aristotelischen Philosophie auf die mittelalterlichen Theorlen dber das Verhiltms
von Kirche und Staat Munich, 1934, pp 8-18. See also C Jousner, La juridiction de
I'Eglise sur la Cité, Desclée de Brouwer, Paris, 1933, pp 138 seg

3 Mgr, Grabmann (op ¢it, pp 73-76) quotes, a1 being typical of ths attrrude, 2 number
of passages from Domnicus de Sancto Severino (ﬁfteeml:n(:cmm;vh)e They are, mdeed,
verymterestng  Thear conclusions are as follows: 1 That which 1s the cause and fountamn-
head of spirtual things 15 also the cause and fountamn-head of temporal things, 2 The
vicar of Christ, Peter’s successor, 18 the camse and fountain-head of spintual things, and
therefore of temporal things; 3 If we refuse to 1dentify the temporal authorty of princes
with that of the Pope, we shall have to admit esther (a) that the temporal power of the
Popes and that of princes do not form any dcnit:,, which 18 impossible, since all God's
works are part of a design, or (b) that the Pope has only spincual power and the prince
only temporal power, which is virtually the msap on of Mani, who mamtamed
that the Church mulitant has two fountamn-heads; 4. That the prince 13 the ruler of the
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over all other temporal sovereigns. Now that 1s certainly not the
teaching of St. Thomas, n whose eyes even the temporal auth;:'?'
of the Popes is essentially spiritual m onigin as in purpose. Indeed,
the Pope’s duty and night of intervention in temporal matters
is always bound up with a :ﬁli;mml purpose, and is fu‘: to the fact
that that purpose falls within his competence. The expression
“mndirect power” 1s therefore justified in so far as 1t indicates
the important fact that, even in temporal matters, the Pope
remains a spintual sovereign. King and priest, 1t 1s because he is
a priest that he is a king,

This expression has, however, the disadvantage of fostering
the behef that, because the temporal power of the Popes over
prmces 1s essentially spiritual, it is merely an advisory or cor-
rective power, exercising no direct influence over the temporal
authority of the prince as such—a power whose scope is strctly
delumited by the celebrated formula ratione peccari.' In order to

temporal world, but a subordinate ruler Erit caput sub capste, 5 That, consequently, not
only 1s the temporal power of princes derived (derivari) from that of the vacar of Chrnst,
but even their laws and statutes are vahid only 1n so far as they are approved and confirmed
by the Pope It scems clear that, 1 1ts general tone and its actual ponaples, such a
doctnne differs from that of St Thomas Aquinas
1 This tendency to mmmze the temporal authonty of the Pope 1n St Thomas’s
teaching makes nself felt even in the historical mterpretation of huis works Indeed,
scholars always quote the following passages 1 St Thomas said that “mn lus autem quae
ad bonum civile pertinent, est magis obediendum potestats saeculars quam spyrituals,
secundum 1llud Matth XVIL, 21 Reddite quae sunt Caesaris Caesari ™ But they often
forget to add the sequel, save when the Pope 15 mnvolved “Nix forte potestats spirtuali
ettam saccularis potestas conjungatur, sicut In papa, quui utriusque potestatis apicemn
tenet, scthcet spintuakis et sacculans, hoc lllo disponente qua est sacerdos et rex- sacerdos
m aeternum secundum ordinem Melchusedech, rex regum et dominus domunantum,
cujus potestas non auferetur £t regnum non corrumpetur in saecula sacculorum  Amen”
In IIm Sent, dist 44, cxpos text, ad 4m, last sentence of Book IT). Thus the Pope 18
p d: friusque p and, even 1n temporal matters, must be obeyed
rather than the secular power, 2 Scholars also quote the famous sentence “Jus autem
divinum, quod est ex gratia, non tollt jus humanum, quod est ex naturali ratione ™
But St Thomas employs 1t when answening the question Utrum infideles possunt habere
praelasionem vel domintum supra fideles> And this answer s that an unbcicver should
nat be per d to establish hus authonty over bel , that believers already under
the authorty of an unbeliever have no nght to evade it on therr own 1utiaave—thus
by‘v’ virtue of the pnn:xh%l% deﬁmha:l :ll:le thehfomd‘:hpn%:ot:g' but that, not being himself
subject to any prince, ope nght to of the authont:
which he excrcises over Chnishians Thunght:hepopeggmu;n:fenmuh:dum);
expedient, just as Christ once chose to pay Caesar a tribute wiuch he did not owe him
ad scandalum vitandum (Sum theol , Ila Ti®, qu 1o, art ¥, Resp ) Any affiemation of
the autonomy of the temporal world in St Thomas's teaching therefore confirms the
Pope's supremacy, for the sumple reason that, as the successor and vicar of Chrust, the
Pope 1s the supreme custodian of the two powers, the temporal and the spintual alike.
The dustinction between the “direct™ power and the “mdirect” power 15 theoretically
important, m practice, hus t:leposltmrnJ ij the Pope 15 always the same thing so far as the
prince 1 d whether dep ly or mdurectly, he 15 none the less deposed
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sec how fo such a conception is to St. Thomas 1t 15 only
necessary tor?cg;lonsider the particular problem agamst its general
background, which consists in the relations between nature and
race. It is because St. Thomas always makes a real distinction
gctwem the orders that, thus disunguished, they are directly
subject to graduation on a hierarchical prmeple. Hence, the
Pope, by reason of his emmence and his supreme spiritual author-
1ty, has temporal authonty over princes. How far does this
authority extend: To all of the prince’s activines winch, in
any way and 1n any degree, concern man’s final goal, which falls
within the competence of the Pope. Thus, because the goal
of the political order 15 designed with a view to the religious and
SGpernatural goal of the Church, the ruler of ;hg_ChE!iai such
15 the ruler of pringes, even in temporal matters. It would, how-
ever, be a waste of time to try to determune a priori, by some
eneral formula, when, why, how and to what extent the Pope
the right of mntervention mn the life of the State. It rests with
the Pope alonc to judge. He 1t 1s who speaks or does not speak
and, according to the particular circumstances, exercises or does
not excrcise his right to intervene m temporal matters m order
to cnsurc to men the attainment of the final goal which God has
Kronnsed them, and to which, as the vicar of Jesus Christ on earth,
e leads them
Nothing could be more luad 1n this connection than the
comparison that St. Thomas himself has drawn between the
pagan order, the Jewish order and the Christian order. It indicates
with the utmost clarity the question which dominates the whole
problem. s man’s final goa] temporal or spinitual> 1f it 15 tem-

ral, priests are subordinate to prmnces; él}_ls spiritual, princes
re_subordinat rigits. There is absolutely no question 1 all
this of direct or indirect power; it is a question of the huerarchical
subordmation of the means to theend. Thatis why, in Christianity,
and n Chnsttanity alope, princes ate subject to_the priesthood
in_that the Pope, qua Pope, has supreme authority over princes
qua princes. Here, mncidentally, 1s 2 comparative table of these
relations as 1t emerges from the De regimine principum of St.
Thomas, Book I, Chapter 14:
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Pagan priesthood Jewnsh priesthood Christian thood

has as 1ts goal has as 1ts goal has as 1ts goal
the procurement of the procurement of the procurement of
temporal goods earthly goods heavealy goods
from Spirits from God from God
riests subject to priests subject to kings subject to
d kmgs kings priests

Such, then, in their nakedness, are St. Thomas’s principle and
its consequence. The prmaple: Ei ad quem finis ulit)imi cura per-
tinet, subdi debent illi ad quos pertinet cura antecedentium finium
et ejus imperio dirigi (“Those who are m charge of the sub-
ordmate goals must submit to him who 15 1 charge of the final
goal, and they must be governed by hus authonty”); the con-
sequence: In lege Christi reges debent sacerdotibus esse subjecti (“In
the law of Chnst kings must be subject to the priesthood”).
Now, as St. Thomas repeated n Book I, Chapter 15, “the goal
of Ife, which enables us to live nghteously in this world, 1s
heavenly beautude; it 1s therefore an essential part of the king’s
function to organize the hife of his people m a way that makes it
easier for it to secure heavenly ﬁatitude. The king should
therefore prescribe that course which leads to heavenly beatitude,
and forbid the contrary as far as possible”. And how wall the
king get to know all thisz By learning the divine law which priests
arc charged with teaching. There 15, then, no break i the
hierarchy of these powers. Tanto est regimen sublimius, quanto ad
finem ulteriorem ordinatur (“The more remote the goal to which
government 1s directed, the more subhme that same govern-
ment”). Now man’s final goal 1s the enjoyment of God; to
lead man to thus goal there must be a king who 15 himself not only
man, but God—u.e. Jesus Chnst or hus successor, the Roman
Pontff, “to whom all the kings of the Chnisnan people should
be subject, as to our Lord Jesus Christ Himself”. From whatever
angle one regards this doctrine, one cannot make 1t say, as Dante
says, that the Pope exercises no temporal authonty over the
l'i‘.:lllplre. Indced, 1t says preciscly the opposite, and not all the
skill that 1s expended to bring the two doctrines mto line can
have the effect of reconciling them,



PRILOSOPHY IN THE MONARCHY 211

If this is correct, the doctrinal gulf that divides the champions
of the Pope’s temporal supremacy and their opponents 1s not
fixed between Roger Bacon and Thomas Aquinas, but between
Thomas Aquinas and Dante. Under the pressure of Dante’s
political passion, the unity of mediaeval Christendom, with its
subscrvience to the Popes, has now been abruptly and utterly
shattered. The emperor may henceforth cﬁursue hs special aim
without looking to the head of the Church for anything but his
blessing. Everywhere expelled from the temporal order, the
authonty of the Roman Pontiff finds itself confined exclusively
to the order of grace. This Dantesque Pope who no longer
deposes princes 1s therefore very different from the Pope of St.
Thomas Aquinas.* The most remarkable thing about Dante’s
attitude, however, 1s that he understood, with a profundity of
thought for which he must be commended, that one cannot
entirely withdraw the temporal world from the jurisdiction of the
spiritual world without entirely withdrawing philosophy from the
jurisdiction of theology. Tt 1s because he clearly saw tlus fact and
lainly 1ndicated it that Dante occupies a cardinal position in the
E:story of mediaeval poltical philosophy. For after all, if
philosophic reason, by which t.gc Emperor is gumded,? were

1 By the very fact that he restmcts the authorty of the Church to the purcly spiritual
doman Dante 1s scen to be naturally i sympathy with all who have 1n any sense staven
to detemporalize the Church—as, for example, St Bernard (see the study by
E Jorpawn, Dante ¢t saint Bernard, m the Bulletin du Comsté francais catholique pour la
¢élébration du sixidme centenasre de la mort de Dante Abghiens, Oct., 1931, No 4, pp 267-
330) Yet lus atticude need not be identical with theirs, for the Spintualists are concerned
above all with the punity of the Church, whereas Dante 15 concerned at least as much with
the independ of the Emp To bring these two atttudes into line one would have
to establish that St Bernard refused Pope Eugenius 1T all right of mtervention in temporal
affairs, which, so far as I am aware, he never did. That 18 why st will not readily be
conceded that Dante contented himself with ting more or less what had already
been said by St Bernard (E JorpaN, Dante et l'idée de "“Virt”, mm Mélanges sur Dante,
ed. P Mignon, Rome, Nouvelle Revue d'ltalte, 1931, p 92), or, especally, that Dante
forgot “the disunction between the natural and the supernatural” (op c, p 91) On

contrary, he speaks of nothing clss On the other hand, it will be conceded to
P, Fournms. (Le De Monarchia de Dante et Uopon fr , . the Bulletin du Comité
frangars catholique . ., No 3, July, 1921, pp. 155-158), the absolutism of Bomface
VII and of certam hierocrats y explains Dante’s reaction. Yet this movement does
not entirely explam 1t 2 1 his eyes, sny power which the Pope may have over the
world 1s excessive by ats very nature. For it 18 true, as E, Jordan says m the article quoted
above (p 316, note 10), that Dante’s doctrine does, all, advocate a2 “‘theocracy”’,
but it excludes any trace of *'presbyterocracy”, thereby differing not only from doctrines
that proclaim the absolute temporal power of the Popes, but even from that of St.
Thomas Aquinas.

31t has %ecn sud that Dante here was unwittingly returming to the famous utopia
of Plato- the State governed by the philosophers (Prrrz Kuww, Humana Civiluas  Staat
Kirche und Kultur, eine Dante~Untersuchung, Kochler, Lapng, 1913, p $5). That 1s not
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to remain in the smallest degree subject to the authority of the
theolograns, the Pope woult% through their agency recover the
authonty over the Emperor which it 15 desired to take from him.
By the very fact that he controlled reason, he would control the
wall that is guided by reason. Thus, the separation of Church and
Empire necessarily presupposes the separation of theology and
phllgsophy, and that 1s why, just as he spht mediaeval Christen-
dom mto two camps, Dante also completely shatters the unity
of Chnstian wisdom, the unifymg principle and the bond of
Chnistendom. In each of these vm% matters this alleged Thomust
struck a mortal blow at the doctrme of St. Thomas Aquinas.!

Faced with these indisputable facts, one appreciates why some
mterpreters of Dante have resolutely taxed hum with Averroism.*
And we are this ime nearer the mark—but what 1s the Averroism
in queston? Is 1t that of Averroes himselfz A prumary rcason
for doubting it 1s that the principal passages 1n Averroes dealing
with the place of religion n the State seem to have remamed un-
known to Dante am%1 his contemporaries, owmng to the fact that
they had not been translated from the Arabic into Latin. More-
over, 1t 1s only necessary to refer to his treatise on the Reconciliation
of Religion and Philosophy or to that part of the Destructio destruc-
tionum which deals with these problems to find oneself trans-
ported to a unverse as different from Dante’s as was his from those
of Roger Bacon and St. Thomas Aquinas. It 1s a known fact that
Averrocs recogmized no absolute truth apart from pure philo-

ﬁu accurate Dante expressly declares that the philosophers are mcapable of governing
the State, this, moreover, 1s the reason why he calls for an Emperor who shall rule
all men—even the philosophers The fact that Dante urges the Emperor to rule philo-
sophucally does not mean that the philosophers are the rulers Essenmﬁtyf Dante’s attitude,
which a sort of traditional conspiracy pernsts invaniably 1n identifying with some other
one, denies the Imperial authornity as such access to philosophy and excludes the phlo-

her as such from the government of the State Even when a philosopher-Emperor
1 philosophucally, be denves lus authonity over the human walls that are subject
to lum not from his wisdom, but from God alone,

1 Connderable importance would attach to the publication of the text of Gudo
Vernans’s unpublished commentary on the Ethica ad Nicomachum (in Cod Vat, lat 1173,
fol 1 r—gor, referred to by Mgr M. GrABMANN, Studien uber den Einfluss . ., p 79),
n which Gudo seems to have put lus finger on the senmtave spot wath some shrewdness
InLib I, dist 2, cap 3, he does ideed speak De opinone loguentium moraliter de felicstate,
but, 1 dist. 4, he speaks De felicstate secundum versatem. Indeed, political doctnnes agree
or duffer with regard to the Pricsthood and the Empize 1n so far as they agree or differ
wiath regard to this moral distinction.

21“A philosopher imbued with Averroism as deeply as a Christian can be—such 1
what Dante appears to be ;n his De Monarchie (B, Lanory, Dante. De la Monarchye,
Pans, F Alcan, undated, p sa).
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sophical truth, discovered by means of the irrefutable demon-
strations of reason. Below the extremely limuted class of the
philosophers, who alone are capable of aspiring to knowledge
of this kind, Averroes placed the more numerous class of the
theologians, folk who scize eagerly upon the probabilities in-
dicated by dialectics, but are as incapable of irrefutable demon-
strations as they are disinclined to aspire to them. Lower stiil
comes the host of ordinary people, as blind to dialectical pro-
bability as to rational certainty, susceptible only to the persuasion
of thetoric and the artifices of orators with the ability to excite
their imagmations and passions.' In a doctrine of this kind,
which has with reason been termed “the most profound com-
mentary that has ever been forthcoming on that celebrated
formula: The people must have a religion”, there can be no question
for one moment of n any sense subordinating philosophy to
rehgion. On the contrary, 1t 1s rather, mdeed, rehigion that 1s
subordinated to philosophy.* The special réle which then devolves
upon religion—and in which there 1s no possible substitute for
it, not cven philosophy—consists m teaching the people myths
capable of inducing them, by their imphcations oF;umshments
or pleasures 1 store, to live orderly and wirtuous lives. An
example 1s the doctrine of the future hife, with 1ts chastisements
or its rewards—a doctrinc whose prevalence among so many
different rehgious sects must have a profound sigmficance. That
sigmficance 1s as follows. The philosophers may indeed prove
by reason the necessity for men to live virtuous hives, but what
cffect will their proofs have on the immense host of people who
cannot cven understand them: Only religion can perfgrm the
muracle of teaching the mass of mankind just as much as they
can understand of truth, and 1n the exact form required i order
that they may be convinced of 1t. Accordingly, let the people
be given full knowledge of the resurrection of the body, the pains
and chastiscments of the life to come, prayers, sacrifices and all

! On tlus question consult first L GAUTHIER, Accord de la religion et de la philosophie.
Traité &’ Ibn Rochd (Averroés), P Fontana, Algiers, 1905, and Averross, Destructio destriic-
tionum, stiutzuo Quarta, in AwmisToTBLES, Opera omma, Venctns, apud Juntas, 1550,
Vol IX, fol 63, By far the most cowlem and most happily balanced study on the
question 13 that of L Gauvrmmee, La théorie d'Ibn Rochd (Averrods) sur le rapport de la
religion et de la phiosophie, Paris, Leroux, 1909. For a more concuse ntr n e
E GnisoN, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages, C Scribner's, New York, 1938,
Chap 11, pp 38-53

1 For these formulas, sec L GAuTHIER, La théorie 4'Ibn Rochd . ,p 11.



214 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER.

that will be deemed necessary for their moral education,' for
that s the spectal function of rehigious doctrines—to enable the
State to be well ordered by spreading enhghtenment among its
citizens.

That such a doctrme 1s completely unacceptable to a Christian
1s obvious, and that 1s why, even 1f he had been or was acquamted
with 1t, Dante could not have accepted 1t. All his convictions
rebelled agamst it—even his separatism. Nothing was capable
of more deeply wounding hus passionate feeling of respect for
the complete mdependence of the orders than this Averroistic
doctrine whercby(the religious order was subordinated to the
phulosophical order and subjected to moral or political amms.
Dante does not for one moment doubt that the noblest of human
aims 15 to enjoy the beatific vision 1 a blessed etermty, or that
the Church, whose sole head 1s the Pope, exusts to lead us to 1t.
No more than the author of the Divine Comedy docs the author
of the Monarchy regard the immortality of the soul, the resur~
rection of the body, Hcll and Paradise as so many myths that help
to further the ends pursued by politics and ethics. In short, there
is m Dante’s cyes a disunct supernatural order, existing m its
own nght, and all men, philosophers included, are cqually
bo&md by 1ts special conditions, which are a means to 1ts special
end.

If there 1s any Averroism i Dante, and if 1t 1s not the Aver-
roism of Averroes himself; 1s 1t not an attitude imutated from that
of the Latin Averroists of the thirteenth century, such as Boethus
of Dacia or Siger of Brabant: It 1s extremely difficult to answer
“Yes” or “No” to the question so put, for the stmple rcason that,
if Dante preached some sort of political Averroism, his Monarchy
must be regarded, i the present state of our knowledge, as the
first and perhaps the most perfect cvidence of the exastence of
such a movement. No treatisc on politics written by an Averroist
and at present known to us 1s of earher date than the Monarchy.
This fact assuredly does not prove that Dante docs not here
draw lus mspiraon from Averrosm. In the first place, 1t may
be that Averrostic political writings of earhier date than Ius
work will one day be discovered. Nor 1s 1t impossible that con-
versations, or even a teachmng-campaign of which no written
traces survive, may have exerted on Dante an influence of which

1 AveRrogs, Destructio destructionum, loc. ct.
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the Monarchy is 1 this respect the fruit. In fact, in a passage that
has often been quoted, Pierre Dubois informs us that Siger of
Brabant had pu‘t?llcly debated in Pars a question taken from the
Politics of Aristotle.* Since we are ignorant of the duration, scope
and content of this teaching, and since, moreover, we do not
know 1f and how Dante may have been affected by 1t, nothing
that we mught say on this subject would be more than mere
conjecture. Since our ignorance 1 complete, 1t 1s better to refrain
from discussing the matter.

It 15, on the other hand, legitimate to wonder whether, by
virtue of the prmaples from which 1t draws 1ts inspiration and
the use to which 1t puts them, Dante’s Monarchy 1s not 1tself
some way, and even, perhaps, in a very ongnal way, one of
the expressions of mediaeval Latin Averrossm. In answerng this
question we must first of all remember that, m 1ts very essence,
Latin Averroism was confirmation of an actual disagreement
between certan conclusions of philosophy, regarded as rationally
necessary, and certain teachings of Christian Revelation, regarded
as truc on the authonty of the word of God. Now we do not
find in the Monarchy, any more than in the Banquet, proof that
Dante ever accepted as ranonally necessary a single ph.gosoplncal
conclusion that 1s at variance with Christian dogma. Not only
did he never preach the ctermty of the world and the umty of
the acttve mtellect, or deny the immortality of the soul and the
penalties of the life to come, but he always maintained that the
conclusions of philosophy, m so far, that s, as philosophy 15
compcetent 1 these matters, tend in the same direction as the
teachings of Christian Revelation. Let us, moreover, note care-
fully that Dante could not have thought differently without
destroying the balance of his own doctrine, since 1t rests entirely
on the absolute certainty that all forms of authonty, bemng
cqually derived from God, have only to develop n accordance
with their respective natures in order to be assured of agreement.
In fact, there 15 no more conflict between the faith and reason

1 Preree Dusoss, De recuperatione Terre Sancte, ed Ch-V Langlows, pp 121-122
(quoted by P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol 1, p 141, note 6) The passage from
P’ Dubois 1 as follows “Ad hec facit 1d quod super Polytica Anstotels determunawt
precellentisumus doctor  philosophue, cujus eram tunc disapulus, magister Segerus
de Brabantia, videhcet quod Louge melius est cwntatem regs legibus rectis quam probis
viris, quomam non sunt ncc esse possunt abqur vin tam probi quin posabile sit sos

corrumps passiombus ire, odu, amorns, hmors, concupiscentie” Cf Amistors, Pol,
1, Ui, 16, 1287 a 18-20
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of Dante than between the faith and reason of St.Thomas Aqumas.
Dante has less confidence than St. Thomas mn the capaaity of
reason for furmshing proofs in matters of natural theology.
He appeals to faith a little more readily than the theologian, but
he does so mn order to confirm or round off the conclusions of
philosophy, never in order to deny them. If, then, the conflict
commonly referred to as that of “twofold truth” 1s co~cssenual
with Averrowsm, it 1s scarcely possible to call the doctrine of the
De Monarchia Averrostic

Why, then, m spite of cverything, can we not re-read the final

chapters of this treatise without thinking of the Latin Averrosts?
Undoubtedly because of the separatism of the orders which 1s
there so vehemently affirmed and which, indeed, constitutes one
of the charactenstic features of Averroism. Yet, so far as Dante
1s concerned, what 1s mvolved 1s a form of separatism which 1s
not only frec from conflict, but which cntails and assists the
harmony of the orders thus separated. The mfluence cxerted by
Averroes was so vast, so profound and so multiform that we
cannot say with certainty that Dante escaped 1t. History here
clashes with psychology, which 1s one of its bounds. If one
renembers the crsis Ez philosophism which the poct scems at
onc time to have experienced, and thinks of the place that later,
m the Divine Comedy, he reserved for Siger of Brabant, one’s n-
clination 1s to regard the formal separatism, unmarked by any
opposition between 1ts components, which Dante preached as a
mild and very much attenuated form of the material separatism,
abounding 1n conflicts, which was professed by the Latin Aver-
rossts of lus ume  Let us say, then, if 1t 1s deswred, that Dante’s
atutude towards pmlosophy naturally finds a place i the history
of meduaeval Anstotchamsin between St Thomas Aquinas and
the Averroism condemned in 1277, 1n which, for personal reasons,
the scparatism of the orders 1s to his liking, but let us be carcful
to make 1t clear that if, m this precise particular, Dante was able
to regard Avcrrosm as an ally, hus atutude 15 derived neither
from the doctrine of Averrocs nor from that of any of the Latin
Averroists known to us.

In the first place, this Averrostic philosophy was not accepted
by Dantc. Agam, if Dantc’s separatism was wnspired by politico-
ph]losoilllﬁal motives, no known Averroist seems to Lve gone
before along this road—ndeed, none, to my knowledge,
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seems to have followed him along 1t.! There is nothing sur-
prising in this. Smce Dante’s position necessarily imphes that
the philosophy of Averroes 1s false in so far as it contradicts the
Christian farth, 1t 1s not clear how the mfluence of Averroes could
have given rise to a political philosophy hike Dante’s. The same
remark apphes to Latin Averroism. The only reason for the
excellent harmony existing between Church and Empire m
Dante’s thought 1s that the philosophy on which the Emperor
bases hus laws 1s 1n harmony wath the theology which the Pope
teaches. Smce philosophy and theology do not harmonize n
Latin Averrossm, the unity of the Dantesque world can find
nerther foundation nor even acceptance m 1t.

We cannot, then, rule out the hypothesis that, having sct
lumself a personal problem of political philosophy, Dante lumself
evolved its solution with the help of the materials placed at hus
disposal by Amstotle The hypothesis commends tself to our
notice all the more as Dante’s attitude towards philosophy does
not admit of identfication with any other. Whatever the
influences of which 1t bears the stamp, lis doctrine 1s no more a
second-hand doctrmne than his answer to the problem of the

11f, as 1s generally admuted, Marsibus of Padua was influenced by Averrosm, a
companson of his Defensor pacis with the Monarchy enables us to see how greatly Dante
differs from the political Averrossts In the first place, although he regards the problem
of the universal monarchy as foreign to hus subject, Marsithus, while he avouds st, makes
such a point of enumerating the objections to 1t that lus hostlity to the idea can hardly
be doubted (Defensor pacis, dict 1, cap 17, part 10,ed C W Previté-Orton, Cambndge,
1928, p 94) Marsthus agrees with Dante in distingwishing the order of the State (governed
by philosophy alonc) from that of the Church (governed by Revelation alone) (op o ,
dict I, cap 4, part 3, g 12}, but, 1 the first place, be regards the necessity of the pnest-
hood as undemonstrable, furthermore, although he 18 sometimes prudent enough to
recall bricfly that religion 1s useful in its bearing on the after-hfe (which 1s, moreover,
quite outnde the competence of philosophy), the whole force of hus argument 13 denived
from the Averrostic thesss that rehgious doctrmes have been mvented (finxerunt) by
philosophers and Leguslators to make men better and to ensurc peace n the aty ~ See
the long and clear expomtion which mncludes this pronouncement “Cessabantque
propter haec m communitatibus multae contenttones et inyuriac Unde pax etam seu
trapquillitas cavatatum sufficiens pro statu praesenus saeculi difficile munus servabatur,
quod expositione talium legum sive sectarum sap ilh finaliter mtendebant” (Defensor
pacis, dict I, cap 5, part 11, pp 19-20) This 1s pure Marsthus religious doctrines pro-
mote peace among States in this world—hence he cannot be reproached with forgettng
that there 13 another world, but this was the ultimate goal that the legislators had n
view when they proclumed these doctrmes—hence their goal cannot be to open to
mankind the way to another world In every ertical particular Marsilius's pronounce-
ment takes back what it has scemed to give  Never did Dante uphold the genumely
Averroistic thesis that the goal of religion 18 2 temporal goal, on the contrary, that 1s
the perversion of rehigion against which he never ceased to fight Re g the political
doctuine of Marsius, sce C. W Previrk-ORtoN, Marsiliis of Padua, 1n Proceedings of
the British Arademy, Vol XXI, London, 1935 (bibliographical particulars, p 3, note 1)
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Priesthood and the Empire is a sccond-hand answer., Now it is
quite true that Anstotle could in no way help the author of the
Monarchy to solve a problem which could not anse 1n a Greek
civilization. Even if Dante read Aristotle’s Politics, which 1s not
certam,! 1t cannot have dictated his answer to the problem he
set lumself. The same observation would, moreover, apply to
the Ethica ad Nicomachum, which to our certam knowledge
Dante read and medstated, together with the commentary pro-
vided by St. Thomas Aqumas. Yet the enthusiasm with which
his reading of this work filled hum 1s probably responsible for
Dante’s conception of his ideal of a temporal order independent
of the Church and seeking 1ts own final goal under the gmdance of
reason alone Since Arstotle envisaged the possibilicy of temporal
feliaty secured through the natural virtue of justice, why should
not this final goal of the Greek city still be, even i the fourteenth
century, that of the Empire?
Now Dante was not only acquainted with the Ethica ad Nico~
machum, but he treasured 1t.* He was himself so conscious of this
redilection that in the Divine Comedy he made Virgl say to
Exm- la tua Etica (Inf., X1, 80). If, as all his work attests, Dante
was ammated by an ardent desire for justice and peace 1n the
temporal sphere, 1t 1s understandable that this altogether admur-
able book, mn which, even through St. Thomas's commentary
with 1ts Chnstian inspiration, the 1deal of human temporal
fehicity secured entirely through the practice of the natural
vartues was so clearly visible, was to hum 1n a sense the Bible of
the Lawgiver. What promises did Dante not hear echomg
the pregnant phrases m which St. Thomas summarized the
authentic thought of Anistotle! Finus politicae est humanum bonum,
idest optimus in rebus humanis;® . . . unde ad ipsam [artem civilem)

1Cf A H. Gueert, Had Dante Read the “Politics” Of Anstotle? (sn Publications of the
Modern Language Association of America, Vol XLII, No 3 (Sept, 1928), pp 602-613).
The author does not, incidentally, claim to establish that Dante did not read the Politics,
but that his quotations from 1t may be explaned away as excerpts from Bgidio Colonna
and Thomas Aquinas Though I do not wisk to make light of the problem, and am
even mchned to agree with the conclusion of this very useful work, I would pomt out
that the author did not find ail Dante’s quotations from the Poltfvcs m the sources which
he regards as posuble (op ¢ft, pp 610-611) The question therefore remains open
pending further inquiry. Quotations from the Politlcs occur 1n the following passages
of the Monarchy: 1, 3, s, 12, II, 3, 7, 8, the Ethics is ated 1n I, 3, 11, 13, 14, 15, I, 2,
3, 8. 12, I, 10, 12

9 See above, Chap 1, p 134, note 3

$ST THOMAS AQUINAS, In I Ethic Nic, lect. I, ed Prrotta, No. 29
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maxime ’pertinet considerare finem ultimum humanae vitae, tanquam ad
principalissimam.* (“The goal of politics is the good of humanity,
mn otger words 1t 15 the loftiest goal n the realm of human affarrs;
. hence, the supreme Function of this same [Givic art], as the
chief of all arts, is the consideration of the goal of human
Lfe”). Ts this not precisely that “final goal of human hfe”, final
although temporaf whose realization the Monarchy ?ﬁpeals to
pohtics to ensure: Now what science lays the foundations of
politics, if not ethicss And 1n what book do we find ethics, of
not in the Ethica ad Nicomachum? Aristotle’s thought is so clear
that even the Christian amendments of St. Thomas never prevent
it from emerging: “But we must know that Arstotle calls
thtics the very first of the sciences, not in an absolute sense,

ut 1 the category of the active sciences, dealing with human
affairs, of which politics considers the final goal. For 1f the final
goal of the whole umverse 1s 1 question, 1t 1s the divine science
that considers 1t, and this 1s the very first of all the sciences.
But he says that 1t 1s the concern of politics to consider the final
goal of human life, and if he defines the nature of that goal
this book [on ethics], the truth 1s that the teaching of this book
contains the primary elements of political science.”

St. Thomas’s conscientiousness is admirable, for, while his
duty as a theologian compels him to recall in good time that the
supreme sctence can only be that of the supreme Goal, and hence
theology, he nevertheless does not forget to conclude, hke the
objective commentator he 15 Dicit autem ad politicam pertinere
considerationem ultimi finis humanae vitae (“Moreover, he says
that the function of politics 1s the consideration of the final goal
of human life”) Dante needed nothing more for the com-
position of us work The rights of theology could wait their
turn, m the certamty that they would be respected, so long
as it was granted that of attributing to human hfe a final goal
accesstble by means of natural ethics and politics alone. Did
St. Thomas’s remarkable discretion as a commentator on Aristotle
lead Dante to behieve that even the Angel of the Schools acknow-
ledged the exstence of a *“final goal” to human hfe attamable in
this world through political and moral justice» Psychologically
it 15 not mmpossible, but we shall never know. If we were to
accept the theory, Dante’s admiration for a St. Thomas thus -

10p.at, b I, lect 1M, No 30 20p at,hb I lect I, No 31
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mterpreted would merely be the easier to explam. There 1,
however, no need to accept it. Even if he ly saw what
modifications St. Thomas effected in Aristotle’s doctrine, Dante
none the less found Arstotle’s doctrine m this commentary,
which 1s mcomparably more luminous than the obscure Latin
Lranslatlon with which 1t deals, and 1t was this doctrine that

e seized upon—neglecting the rest—as though it were a prize
that was his by night.

If we admit the reality of this mnfluence exerted by Arnstotle’s
Ethics on the formation of Dante’s political philosophy,® 1ts
essential characteristics are easlay explamed. The striking external
resemblance of Dante’s attitude to that of the Latin Averrousts
1s perhaps only one of those cases, Iike that of Erasmus and
Luther, m which two adversaries agree in practice on a common
attitude agamst a common foe, but for very different reasons.
Such working agreements sometimes conceal profound dis-
sensions, and these are not lacking between Dante and Averrosm.
We do not find, m the proposiions condemned mn 1227 by
Etienne Temprer, any political thesis properly so called, but they
contan more than two hundred physical, metaphysical and
moral theses. Of these 1t cannot be said that Dante ever accepted
a single one, but he exphaitly rejected a certain number of them,
and several were the very negation of his doctrme. Let us take,
for example, Proposition 167: “Fehaty 1s secured 1n this hfe,
and not 1n another”; or Proposition 177+ “There are no possible
virtues apart from acquired or mnate virtues”; or agam, Pro-
position 157. “When a man 1s sufficiently disciplined m mind and
feehng by the mtellectual and moral virtues of which the Philo-
soll:her sPcaks mn his Ethics, he 1s sufficiently prepared for eternal
fehety.” “What such propositions express could m Dante’s eyes

1 Some constderations of a different nature, but reconcilable wath ours, will be found 1n
M GRABMANN, Studsen uber den Emfluss der anistotelischen Philosophie auf die nuttelalterhchen
Theorsens uber das Verhdltnss von Kirche und Staat, Mumch, 1934 The author discerns
three conceptions of the relationship of the Church to the State, corresponding to three
attrtudes widely adopted by mediaeval scholasticism towards the philosophy of Anstotle
1 _Conception of Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas mdividuality and independence
of the philosophical order, save where 1t 13 a question of the doctrne of faith and the
Chnistian conception of the world, 1n politics this leads to the doctrine attnbuting indirect
power to the Pope 1n temporal affairs, 2 Latin Averrossm complete mutual independence
of philosophy and theology, which leads, in pohitics, to the complete mutual independence
of the two powers, 3 Complete subordination of phialosophy to theology, which leads
to the complete subordinawon of the State to the Church (op dit, pp 6-7) It 1s only

important to add that, from Dante’s point of view, the first attitude 18 1 practice 1dentical
with the thurd.
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only be a most horrible confusion of the orders. If these Aver-
roistic propositions are true, Dante’s whole doctrine 1s false.
Moreover, if the dictum that the conclusions of philosophy are
always 1 agreement with theology is called m question, the
structure of the Dantesque world totters on 1ts foundations,
because peace, consisting mn the spontaneous harmony of the
three autonomous powers that govern 1t, 1s thereby made im-
possible.

The sumplest course would thereforc be to regard Dante’s
attitude not as a particular case of Latin Averroism but as an
effort to base hus political separatism on the moral philosophy of
Anstotle. In this way we should understand why, nstead of
separating theology from philosophy in order to create opposition
between them, Dante separated them n order to reconcile and
unite them. Dante’s universe remains thereby typically Christian,
but 1t 15 so after lns own fashion, and 1t does not admit of 1denti-
fication with any other known type of mediaeval Christian
umverse. Grace does not absorb nature, as in Roger Bacon,
for example; 1t does not penetrate the mner nature, as 1 St.
Thomas Aquinas; 1t 15 not echmmated to the advantage of nature,
as 1n Averroes; 1t does not oppose nature, as 1n the Latin Averrosts
of the type of Siger of Brabant; mndeed, one would say rather
that 1t ranks above nature n digmty and beside it m authonty,
sure of a perfect harmony which nothmg can disturb so long
as grace and nature respect the limits set by God Himself to their
domains * Dante’s Emperor possesses the key to the Earthly
Paradise, but the Pope alone holds the key that opens to men the

1 Perhaps I ought to make 1t clear that I do not offer this solution as bewng the most
flattering to the 1magination, but as the one that best explamns Dante’s wntings The
ubiquity of the Ethica ad Nicomachum 1n those writings assures this solution of an objective
basis In general, anything that we may assume regarding whether Dante was an adherent
of some speaific Averronsric doctrine, a pupil of some particular Averraistic doctor,
mfluenced by some Averrostic interpretation of the Ethics or the Polifics of Anstotle,
13 certanly not impossible, or even unltkely, but at present it 1s neither possible to prove
1t nor necessary to assume 1t Hence, without denying any of these hypotheses, con-
sidered as hypotheses, I am content with the numimum of assumptions necessary to
explamn Dante’s personal attitude, considered an all ats contlﬂe:nty

% Perhaps this 18 what has suggested the strange idea that m the Monarchy and the
Paradiso, *'Dante innova e compendsa in due opere distinte e diverse per lingua e per stile
il Deciitate Dei 1S Agostino, nammando la filosofia cristtana della stora” (N ViANELLO,
1l trattato della Monarchia dy Dante Alighierl, Genova, 1921, p §1) If 1t may, stretchung
a pomnt, be said that Dante, in ehminating 1ts temporal aspect, reduces the Church to
the state of an Augustiman Caty of God, there 1s no trace of Augustinianism to be found
1n the elevation of temporal polittcal felicaty to the status of a final goal That 1 a thess
which St Augustine would have rejected 1n horror
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Kingdom of Heaven. Even in this world the Pope’s authority
is no longer of this world: he dominates it without playmg an
active part in 1t.

Thus conceived, Dante’s doctrine has the uniform flow of
onginal thought, and we feel the presence of a personal initiative
behind each of the theses of Wh.ldg 1t 1s composed. That, ndeed,
13 why, properly speaking, 1t cannot be classified. The 1deal of
a untversal monarchy, a universal philosophy and a universal
faith, all three completely independent i their respective spheres,
yet exhibiting perfect concord solely through the spontaneity
of therr mdividual action, has no parallel n the Middle Ages,
or, for that matter, in any other epoch of history. It would be
easy to find advocates to plead that there 1s concord among these
three orders mn the subordmation of two of them to the third,
but Dante desires that there should be a concord among them
arsing from therr independence Omne could also easdly find
subscribers to the belief &t the three orders enjoy independence
by virtue of the mcompatibility of their conclusions and even
of their principles, but Dante desires that they should enjoy an
mndependence ansimg from their concord. That 1s why the notion
of justice 1s, as it were, the mamspring of his work, for such a
social organization cannot survive for one moment unless each
of the nterested parties 15 firmly resolved to show scrupulous
respect for the varous forms of authonty by which its own
authonty 1s restricted. Hence, what characterizes Dante’s 1deal
1s hus deep faith that the works of God will harmonize provided
that they remain true to their nature. And so we see lus desire
for justice unceasingly accompanied by a boundless cxaltation of
freedom. In hus eyes freedom 15 essentially the nght of every
being to act 1m accordance with his own nature, under the aegs
of the beneficent authorities which protect him and enable him
to attain us goal. For our will must be subject to that of the
Emperor 1 order to be free from tyrants and Popes, just as our
faﬂf must be subject to the authority of the Pope in order to be
free from that of tyrants and Emperors.

The singular character of Dante’s doctrme 15 well indicated
by the paradoxical mterpretation that he has offered of the
famous passage 1 Genesis, I, 16: Fecitque Deus duo luminaria
magna, luminare majus, ut praeesset diei; et luminare minus, ut
praeesset nocti (“And God made two great lights: the greater
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light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night™).
None could doubt that the reference there was to the sun and
the moon, and there might well have been discussion aimed at
discovering who was the sun—the Pope or the Emperor; but
no one hag ever thought of saying that God had created two suns
—one to highten the way of this world, the other to show us the
way of God. Yet this is what the justly famous lines 1n Purg.,
XVI, 106-108 say:

Soleva Roma, che 1l buon mondo feo,
due Soli aver, che I'una e 'altra strada
facean vedere, ¢ del mondo e di Deo

These lines, which summarize exactly the separatism preached
by Dante in the Monarchy, admirably express his Jc’)ctnne’s
divergences from the recognized standpomts. The distinction
between the road of the world and the road of God, each lightened
by 1ts own sun, 1s a faithful reflection of the distinction between
the two final goals to which the Pope and the Emperor lead
humamty 1n the Monarchy. We cannot, then, accuse Gudo
Vernani of having madc a mustake about the doctrmal imph-
cations of the work when, at the end of his De reprobatione
Monarchiae, he denounced 1ts pecubar character. With a clumsi-
ness that 1s only too noticeable, but with a proper sense of the
crucial features of the doctrme, Gmdo accused Dante of assigning
a separate form of beatitude to corruptible man, who can have
nerther virtue nor beattude properly so called; with regarding
man, 1 consequence, as being destined by God for this beatitude,
conceived as a final goal distinct from heavenly beattude; and
with mferring that the Empire 1s not subject to the Papacy from
the fact that both are directly subject to the will of God.* It is
surprising that such theses, of which the last two at any rate are
so obviously antagonistic to Thomism, can to-day be regarded
as hardly differcnt from those which St. Thomas propounded.
Not only did the Dominican Guido Vernam and the Franciscan
Gughelmo di Sarzana judge of them otherwise, but Pope John
XXII condemmed the De Monarchia to the flames i 1320 and the
syl b beck wel mbiated by ALBsanon0 ' Acone, St Doniesh, & G
Sansom, Florence (undated), pp 325-326

tGumo Vernawy, De reprobatione Monarchice, ed Jarro, passage quoted above,
PP 200-201
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book was put on the Index in 1554. Although it was withdrawn
during the course of the nineteenth century,! it is hard to believe
that the character of 1ts doctrine ed between the sixteenth
and the nineteenth centuries. Undoubtedly 1t was simply con-
sidered that pohucal condttions had altered sufficiently for the
doctrme to have lost much of its virulence, but 1t does not need
a great effort of imagmation to concetve of conditions under
which it might recover 1t.

Yet however antagonstic Dante’s political philosophy may be
to Thomism, it does not seem to have been marshalled against
1t from abstract motives, whether religious or metaphysical. To
seek the mspiration of the Monarchy along these lines 1s probably
to steer clear of the one quarter in which one has any chance of
finding it. Indeed, Dante here 1s rather carrying out hus special
mussion as a political reformer and a nghter of wrongs.? What
he desires first and foremost 1s to abolsh that monstrous in-
justice which m his eyes 1s constituted by the Papacy’s usurpation
of the Empire  Already, m the “covetous” and the Decretalists
attacked in the Monarchy, we have those whom the Divine Comedy
15 presently to situate 1 Hell, for these men betray not only the
authority on which they encroach, but even that which they
represent. {Like the tyrant who puts power to a personal usc,
the cleric who puts Revelation to a temporal use commits a
crime; he even comumuts the supreme crime—the betrayal of the
Holy Spirite O summum facinus, etiamsi contingat in somniis,
aeterni Spiritus intentione abuti! (“O most hewnous of crimes (even
if 1t be committed i dreams)—abuse of the eternal Spiri’s
intentions!”)® Dante’s conception of the nature and réle of
philosophy was such a personal one preciscly because 1t was
required for the solution of the essentally personal problem that
he set nmself m the Monarchy. It should therefore be interpreted
not m terms of Averroes’ or St. Thomas’s doctrine, but 1n terms
of his 1deal of a universal Empire.

1 Regarding these facts considered as a whole, consult N ZiNGArsLLt, La vita, 1 tempi
e le opere di Dante, Chap XXV, Vol I, pp 680681 As to the part played by Itakian
Protestants i the dissenunation of the work, see Pmro CHMINELLL, La fortuna di Dante
nella Cnstianita reformata, Bilychms, Rome, 1921, pp 62-73

1t 15 thus judicial function that unifies the mulufarious elements of wiich Dante's
thoughr 18 composed, and prevents 1t from being divided agawst itself The complexity
of Dante’s position, apart from his pnncple of umtey, 1s strongly emphauzed by B
LanDRy, L'idée de chrétienté chex les scolastiques du XIIIe sidcle, F, Alcan, Parss, 1929,
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v
Philosophy in the Divine Comedy

THE sTUDY of Dante's attitude towards phulosophy m the Divine
Comedy mevitably brings one up against the problem that 1s raised
by the presence i Paradise of the Averroistic phalosopher Siger
of Brabant. One mught casily devote a large volume to a critical
cxammation of the answers already suggested. It would take a
very gifted writer, however, to make such a book readable;
while 1t requires considerable temerity to re-open a question that
has been debated so often, and with so little profit.

Indeed, strictly speaking, the problem «roes not admit of
solution. Its prmcipal data are two unknowns, and historians
spend their time reproaching one another with arbitranily deter-
muning the value of};ne mn terms of the supposed value wiuch they
ascribe to the other. In other words, 1f we were sure, on the one
hand of Dante’s thought, on the other of Siger of Brabant’s,
it would be easy enough to discover what Dante may have
thought of Siger. But we are not. It may thercfore be proved
with equal case cither that Dante was an Averrosst, smce he put
a notorious Averroist i Paradise, or that Siger was no longer
an Averrosst when Dante put hum in Paradise, since Dante was
not an Averroist and yet put him there. Thus cvery lustorian
will accuse hus neighbour erther of choosing the Siger he needs
to justify hts Dante, or of mventing the Dantc he needs to justfy
his Siger. By itself this would still mean nothing. Every his-
torian will undertake to prove that all his opponents make that
nustake which be alone has avoided. In that case, 1t wall be said,
why refer again to a question which cannot even be formulated:
And my answer will be Because 1t 15 unfortunately mevitable
once we seck to define Dante’s attitude towards phalosophy,
which we must do if we wish to ascribe a precise meaming to the
Monarchy and the Banguer. That is why, having defined the
mustakes made by the majonity of my predecessors, I am about to
offer you my own.

a3s
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1. DANTE's THOMISM

On the threshold of this new problem we encounter once
agan, and more mevitably than ever, the weighty Dantesque
synthesis of Father Mandonnet. What makes 1t here singularly
mteresting 1s the fact that, unhke hus fellows, this exccllent
historian has not begun by loadmg the dice. Hence, equally
certamn that Dante was a Thomust and Siger an Averroust, he has
come up agamst the problem 1n the uncompromising form of a
paradox, which, as 1t stands, would seem to be mnsoluble. Thus 1s
not to deny that Dante’s general philosophical atutude m the
Divine Comedy 1s known, for 1t amounts to an admussion that hus
attitude 1n that work was, on the whole, that of a Thomust, and
that Dantc’s approval of Siger cannot be attributed to sympathy
with his Averroism.

This makes 1t necessary to deal—finally, directly and for us
own sake—with the proof of Dante’s Thomism which has re-
peatedly been furnished by Father Mandonnet. Now this proof
1s 1n lus wntings bound up with, embedded m, a regular system
of symbolical mterpretation. If Dante 1s to be a Thonust there
must be only three principal actors m the Dwsne Comedy; if
there are to be only three of these actors their number must
be determined by the symbolism of the Trimty; if theirr number
18 to be so deternuned this symbolism must dormnate the Divine
Comedy down to the last detail. Now no one dreams of disputmg
that Dante many a time had recourse to symbolisn. Not only
does he himself say that he did so, but 1t 15 obvious * It will not
even be disputed that, hke all who bave recourse to symbolisin,
Dante 15 capable of representing anything by any symbol. We
bave already come across notable examples of this, and 1t would
be possible to add others If, then, I am to discuss the cases of
symbohsm alleged by Father Mandonnet, the truth 1s not that
I consider them unhkely m themselves, for, m this field, nothing
1s unlikely; nor 1s it that Dante seems to me mcapable of them,
for, n this field, he was capable of anythung, Tﬁc true aim of
this discussion 1s to show that we are not entitled, just because
all symbolism 1s arbitrary, to ascribe to Dante symbohst argu-
ments for which we are not sure that he was 1n fact responsible.

! DaNTE, Eptst , XVII, to Can Grande, Sect 7, 1n Tufte le opere . . . , ed cit, p. 437.



PHILOSOPHY IN THE DIVINE COMEDY 227

‘We may reckon with his arbitrary symbolism whenever we are
certamn that 1t exasts, but to hus let us not add our own. Above
all, let us not attribute to him precsely the arbitrary symbolism
needed to justify the personal interpretation of his thought whose
accuracy we are seeking to verify. Once having started along this
road, we should be lost. To free onesclf from the spell of Father
Mandonnet’s symbohst dialectics, one 1s absolutely bound to
examune the data on which his arguments rest and to cstimate
their exact value. A doubly thankless task, in truth. Smce no
symbolism 1s impossible, we shall never prove that Dante did not
accept, or would not have accepted, those forms of symbolism
which are attributed to him. What I shall attempt, therefore, 15
to show that, mstead of basing us thesis on the symbohism which
he has found m Dante, Father Mandonnet has too often found
mn Dante the symbolism needed to prove his thesis.

A The Number of Beatrice

As we have already seen 1 connection with the Vita Nuova,
Father Mandonnct regards 1t as certam that Beatrice was “formed
on the pattern of the Three-m-One”.* To which our exegete
adds. *“Dantologists have pomted out some very curious cases
of the appearance of the number three, however, they do not pay
sufficient attention to 1ts permanent correlation with umty. Thus,
m Canto XXX (3 x 10) of the Purgatorio, Dante for the first time
meets Beatrice, who reveals herself to him mn the Earthly Paradise,
m that impressive scene 1 which she says to him* ‘Regard me
well, 1t 15 sndeed 1, I am indeed Beatrice’ (Guardami ben: ben son,
ben son Beatnice!). Beatrice, the expression par excellence of the
Trimty, since this mystery 1s the prime element 1n the Christian
Revelation—Beatrice thrice utters the word ben, to indicate that
she 1s the miracle of the Trnity, as 15 stated m the Vita Nuova.”?

How are we to know if such was indeed Dante’s mtention 1n
this passage? In thrice uttermg the word ben mn Purg., XXX, 73,
Dante, perhaps, was simply using the common device which
consists 1n saymg something and then twice repeating what has
been saud, for greater emphasis. It 1s the “No, no, no” formula.

1P MAaNDONNET, Dante le théologien, Intraduction & Pintelligence de la vie, des oeuvres
et de U'art de Dante Alighiers, Desclée De Brouwer, Paris, 1935, P 231
P MANDONNET, 0p ot., pp 198-199.
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We find an cxample of it 1 this same Canto XXX of the Pur-
gatorio, lines 49-s1:

Ma Virgilio n’avea lasciats scem
d1 se, Virgiho, dolasumo padre,
Virgilio a cu1 per mia salute die” mu

Are we to say that this threefold menuon of the name of
Virgil 15 another symbol of the Trmity: If not, why should
we say so of the word ben2 Perhaps there is no symbolism n
this repetition. Father Mandonnet does not stop there, for he
claims that what 1s true of the numbers one and three 1s also
true of their muluples Consequently, 10 and 100 “are a
phenomenon belonging to the same category as unity, and nine
and 27 are of the same nature as three. This follows from the
1deas which the Ancients had about the properties of numbers.
Dante was, moreover, induced to employ this extension of the
threc-mn~one by the requirements of his su{jeas. The possibihties
offercd by the numbers one and three were too limited to satisfy
the artistic and doctrmal requirements of hus work. The multiples
oi'_ these numbers gave him more scope, and he made free use
of it

Father Mandonnet has made even freer use of it. Thus he says:
“Beatrice 1s mentioncd 21 times 1n the Vita Nuova, 1.e. seven times
thrce  She is mentioned 63 times n the Comtedy, 1.e. threc tumes
as often as m the Vita Nuova, and seven times nine. It 1s only
necessary to remember the symbolism of these figures and their
relationship to Beatrice to appreciate their eloquence.””* Yes, but
therc 13 no more mendacious eloquence than that of figures,
especially when they are false. Beatrice 1s not mentioned 21 tumes
m the Vita Nuova, her name occurs 23 times 1 1ts full form and
onge 1n the diminutive form of Bice. Neither 23 nor 24 is a third
of 63.8 Even if they were we should be no better off, for there

1P MANDONNET, 0p cit,p 195.

*P MANDONNET, 0p cit, p 180

3If one 15 10 a hurry, the quickest way to venfy these figures 18 to re-read the whole
of the Vita Nuova oneself, noting every mention of the name of Beatrice This 1s what
I have done Those who have plenty of ime may try to find the same number by
making usc of E S SHaLpON and A C Wre's Concordanza delle Opere ttaliane in prosa
e del Canzonsere di Dante Alighiers, Oxford University Press, 1905 In view of the tume
1t takes to make use of this learned concordance, one dare not contemplate how long 1t
took to compile it This 15 my own reckomng Vita Nuova, II, V (twice), XII, XIV,
XXII (twice), XXHI (three times), XXIV (four times), XXVIII, XXXI (four times),
XXXIX (twice), XL, XLI, XLI
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would be nothing to prove that this proportion was not a result
of chance. As a matter of fact, Father Mandonnet only singles
out those numbers which, accurate or not, seem to conform to
hus thesis. Why say nothing of the others: If it 1s conceded that
the former support the thesis, the others should be considered
likely to weaken 1t. For nstance, Father Mandonnet thought he
had found a significant ratio between the frequency of the name
“Beatrice” 1n the Vita Nuova and uts frequency m the Divine
Comedy. This rano does not exist, but even if 1t did, what
would 1t prove: Why choose these two works: Why should
he not confine himself to the three parts of the Divine Comedy,
for mstance, as we shall see him do m the case of the words that
follow: Simply because then the numbers would no longer
suggest any ratio. Yet 1f there 1s a work in which the frequency
of the name “Beatrice” ought to tell us something about the
Divine Comedy, 1t 1s certamnly the Divine Comedy itself. Un-
happily, chance this time shows no benevolence: the name occurs
twice n the Inferno, 17 times m the Purgatorio and 44 times mn
the Paradiso, 2, 17, 44—there 1s nothing one can do with such
numbers  Thus all this fine anthmetico-theological dialectic 1s
baseless. We owe 1t not to the creative imagmation of Dante,
but to that of Father Mandonnet.

‘We mght, moreover, have suspected as much from the first,
on seeing how Father Mandonnet chooses the various expressions
whose symbolism he seeks to compute Why these and not
others which ought to lend themselves no less readily to com-
putation> Why should he not exercise his sagacity on 2 word
hike Amore, for instance? Simply because it refuses to enter into
any numerical combmation. Amore often recurs i the Inferno,
cven as a synonym for God: la somma Sapienza e il primo Amore
(Inf., 1, 6), now, according to the arguments which we shall
presently see apphed to the word “will”, the word “love” ought
not to appear i the Inferno. Likewise, the cxpressions luce,
natura, sustanza, fede, ragione, operanza, bontade, and many
others besides, should at least have been tested before any con-
clusion on matters of this kind was formulated. Indeed, 1t seems
reasonable to think that, even if apparently significant numerical
proportions 1 the use of certain words may be found, the

1For these numbers sce G A SCARTAZZINI, Concordanza della Divina Commedia di
Dante Aligheri, Brockhaus, Leipzig, 1901, art Beatrice, p 17
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problem remaums as to whether such things are due to chance or
whether they express a premeditated design on the part of the
poet. The only way of solving 1t would be to apply a similar
test to other words, comparable to the former in meaning and
in the importance of the Eart they play 1n the Divine Comedy.
Nothing of the kind has been done here. Hence, in the cases
which we are about to mention, the impression of arbitrariness
that 1s left by the choice of expressions and the arguments ad-
vanced with a view to finding a symbolical value for the number
of cases 1n which Dante has used them.

B. The Verb “To Smile”

Dante, says Father Mandonnet, “uses the verb ‘to smile’ sixteen
tumes 1n the Comedy. He docs so once in the Inferno—the occasion
1s a rernder that, 1n the natural order symbolized by the figure
1, laughter 1s the peculiar attribute of man. In the Purgatorio
the supernatural order s stll only i an mperfect state: the
verb ‘to smule’ 15 used six umes. It 1s used nme times m the
Paradiso* the symbol 1s very transparent” *

It 1s true that the verb “to sm.lfc” 1s used only once in the
Inferno (IV, 99); six times i the Purgatorio (II, 83; I, 112;
XII, 136; XXI, 109, XXVII, 44; XXXIII, 95), nine times 1 the
Paradiso (1, 95; I, s2; I, 24, 25, 67; X1, 17; XX, 135; XXXI,
92, XXXIII, 49). Even when the numbers have been verified,
the question of their meaning, and even more perhaps of whether
they have one, remans untouched upon Father Mandonnet
seems to have been fascinated by the ratio 69, which may
indeed seem satisfactory so far as the Purgatorio and the Paradiso
are concerned; but the sigle smile m the Inferno must have caused
hum great embarrassment. The most natural explanation 1s that,
if the word 1s encountered only once 1n thus part of the Comedy,
and m Limbo at that, 1t 1s because Hell 1s a place where oppor-
tumties to smile are somewhat rare. But there would be no
symbolism 1n such a prosaic reason. Father Mandonnet therefore
prefers to think that the number 1 15 here 2 reminder of the
natural order, and that this was the time to recall 1t to mund,
since laughter 15 the pecuhar attribute of man. To which we

1P ManNponNeT, Dante le théologien, p. 189.
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shall object first that Hell was not created by God to harbour
the peculiar attribute of man, but also that smiling 1s not laughing.
If what Dante meant to symbohze by his peculiar attribute was
human nature, the word whosc appearances should have been
reckoned up was not sorridere but ridere. Now although riso 1s
encountered 1n an immortal passage (Inf., V, 131), ridere does
not appear m the Inferno. 1f 1t 1s objected that the two words are
mn practice synonymous, they will have to be reckoned together
in the Purgatorio. Now I have noted nine cases of thewr use
(Purg., 1, 20; VI, 48; X1, 82; XX, 108; XXI, 122, 127, XXV, 103;
XXVIII, 67, 76), there may be others, but in that case, whatever
therr number, the ratio 1 : 6 : 9 ceases to exist. The only way of
avoiding this consequence 1s to do what Father Mandonnet has
done—to admut that “to smle” means “to laugh” m Limbo, but
that “to laugh” does not mean “to smile” n Purgatory or mn
Paradise. What a lot of comphcations, and very arbitrary ones,
to secure such a meagre result!

C The Symbolism of Intclletto

Dante, adds Father Mandonnet, “also mn the Comedy, uses the
word ntelletto 30 times- s1x times 1n the Inferno, 12 in the Purgatorio,
12 m the Paradiso. The reason 1s that the understanding of the
damned 1s deprived of the ben dell’intelletto. On the other hand
30, as we know, 1s the symbol of Philosophy; now the sciences
are the property and the appanage of the human understanding:
hence the number of mentions.”™

Once more, Father Mandonnet gives no references. Now
Scartazzim’s Concordance notes only 28 examples of the use of
intelletto 1 the Divine Comedy:® five m the Inferno, 12 1n the
Purgatorio and 11 1 the Paradiso. Let us assume, however, that
Father Mandonnet’s figures are accurate; how shall we explamn
Dante’s decision to symbolize the fact that the understanding of
the damned is deprived of the sight of God by the number 6,
a multiple of the dpcrfect number, whichis 32 Ata pinch we might
have understood his using intelletto once m Hell to symbolize
the imtellect m its natural state. Even better should we have

1P MANDONNET, Dante le théologen, p 189
3G A Scartazzint, Concordanza della Divina Commedia, p 74.
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understood his not using the word at all, as is the case with *“will”;
but there 1s here no conceivable sgmificance imphicit in the
number 6, and Father Mandonnet ixmsclf does not suggest
any. The same may be said of the number 12 which aprihcs to
the Purgatorio and the Paradiso alike. Assuming that there 15
any sense i namung the intellect six times 1n Hell it order to
inZtcate that 1t 1s there deprived of the sight of God, 1t 1s not clear
why 1t should be namch 12 times 1n Purgatory, where 1t does
not yet enjoy that sight, and, agamn, why 1t should oncc more
be named 12 tmes in Paradise, where 1t enjoys the sight of God.
A sequence such as 1, 6, 9 would have been understandable; the
sequence 6, 12, 12 1s absolutely the reverse. If, as 1s probable,
the correct figures are Scartazzint’s (5, 12, 11) the problem docs
not even arisc.

D. The Symbolism of “Will”

“Like a good Thomust,” continues Father Mandonnet, “‘Dante
uses the word ‘will” only ten times: that 1s to say onc third as
many tumes; for the understanding 1s the dommaung faculty.
The will 1s not mentioned m Hell, because the damned and the
devils no longer have the will to make for their goal. They
blaspheme God and do not desire Him, but hate Him The
will 1s named once 1n Purgatory 1t has not achieved 1ts object.
It 1s named mne times 1 Paradise.” ’

This time the reader’s perplexity 1s greater than ever, for
not only does Father Mandonnet give us no references, but he
does not even tell us what Italian word he translates by the
French volonté, We have, n fact, a choice of three forms.
volontd, volontade and volontate. Which 1s the relevant one:
We cannot be sure. Father Mandonnet simply tells us 1 a note
to look m ScarTAzzING, Enciclopedia dantesca. We must conclude
from this that Scartazzim’s Encyclopaedia 1s not at one with his
Concordance. If we refer to this latter work we find seven
cxamples of volontd, one of which 15 the varant volontate. If we
ignored the vanants and totalled up the three forms, we should
obtam 13 examples, and not ten. If we totalled up the examples
of volontd and volontade, we should have two m the Purgatorio
and exght m the Paradiso, which 1s not one and nine. If we totalled

1P, MANDONNET, Dante le théologen, pp 180-190
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up the examples of volontade and volontate, we should have one 1
the Purgatorio and five 1 the Paradiso: one and five are not one
and nine.! However we go about it, we cannot arrive at Father
Mandonnet’s figures.

Once more, however, let us pretend to accept the figures that
are given us, We wonder what they can really mean. Sorridere
appears once m the Inferno because laughter is the peculiar
attribute of man. Intelletto 1s used six times because in Hell the
intellect 1s deprived of the sight of God. And now we are told
that will 1s not used at all because the will of the damned 1s
rooted in evil. Yet certamnly the damned still have a will, other-
wise they could not hate God. It should therefore be mentioned
either once, like the “peculiar attribute of man”, or six times,
like the intellect. The same remark applies to the smgle mention
of the wall in Purgatory. True, it has not there achieved 1ts
object, but neither has the mtellect of the souls in Purgatory,
why, then, should the intellect be mentioned there six times and
the will only once, seeing that these two faculties are m the same
statez  Of the sequence o, 1, 9, as of the previous ones, 1t ma
be said that strictly 1t does not signify anything. The fact that
Father Mandonnet’s thesis triumphs whatever the figures entitles
us to conclude that any number may symbohze anything.

E. The Actors in the Sacred Poem

These arguments would 1n any case be merely futile 1f Father
Mandonnet had not extended the application of his method to
the far more mmportant problem of the actors m the Divine
Comedy. This time 1t 1s no longer merely the structure of the
written drama, but the underlymg meaning of the work, that 1s
querted. For the purposc of determining the number of the
principal actors 1n the sacred poem and their functions, 1t would
have been natural to proceed first to an objective analyss of the
work and to extract from this the items of information 1t contains
on the subject. Perhaps, indeed, Father Mandonnet himself
thought he was proceeding along these lines. In fact, his umitrin-
ism had settled the question for him in advance. The problem
is, indeed, bound up m his mind with that of Dante’s symbolism,

1G A Scartazzini, Concordanza della Divina Commedia, p 166



234 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER

The general mnitrmism of the work requred that it should
contamn three principal actors, each charged with three principal
functions. It is all as clear to him as it 15 that 3 x 3 = 9, and he
long ago confided to us the names of these three protagonists.
No objection has ever been successful n obtamng from him
even the smallest sign of attention, let alone any modification,
however shght, of his views, Anything that may have been said
on the subject by those around him has remained, so far as he 1s
concerned, a dead letter. In the last of his works on Dante,
therefore, he repeated hterally what he had said i the early ones:
*“The actors of the first or second order, like the mere walkers-on,
form a numerous body in the Dantesque theatre; but the 1m~
portance of their role is established with consummate scenic
skill. Between them there 15 a scale of values which may be
called perfect. The stage is occupied by three principal characters
—Dante, Virgil and Beatrice.”* For the purposc of deter-
mimning the scale of values which distinguishes these characters,
Father Mandonnet applies the simple rule that led him to choose
them. It will, moreover, be acknowledged that 1t 1s the very
rule by which actors measure the importance of parts ther
length. “Dante, however, 1s the protagomst, because the poetic
clement 1n the Comedy 1s conceived as an imagmary journcy
undertaken by Dante, and the Poet 1s on the stage from start to
fimsh. Virgil only takes part in the journey through Hell and
Purgatory, as far as the approaches to the Earthly Paradise. From
that moment 1t 1s Beatrice who takes the place of Virgil and
becomes Dante’s gude.””

This criterion would be unassailable if employed by a dramatic
cntic; 1ts use by a theologian who treats Dante himself as a
theologian 1s rather surprising. It 15, mndeed, easy to sec that
the theological value of the part played by each of these actors
15 In Inverse proportion to its tieatncal value. Dante is the
protagonust of the drama, but he 1s the most passive of 1ts heroes,
the guided of all the guides. Virgil only appears in 65 cantos,
but he appears in them i the capacity of Dante’s master and

1P MANDONNET, Dante le théologien, p 204. We find the same thesis 1n Dante théologien,
an article published i Revue des Jeunes, May 35, 1921, p 379 (cf ibid, pp 391-392),
and i Theologus Dantes, i the Builetin du Comité catholique frangais pour la célébration du
VIt centenaire de la mort de Dante, No s, January, 1922, p 490
‘M' ’P iMANDONNBT, Thealgﬂus Dantes, pE4go The passage 18 reproduced 1 Dante le
‘ologien, p 204 Sec m this connection E Guson, 2 A
Jvee u.t;’ A s La philosophie de samyt Bonaventure,
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guide. Beatrice only appears i 2§ cantos, but she represents in
them an infinitely loftier supernatural reality than do Dante and
Virgll. If the characters m the Comedy are distingwished by “a
scale of values which may be called perfect”, explicit reservations
should be made on the subject of a criterion that leads one to
consider Dante’s part four times as important as that of Beatrice.
But, one suspects, Father Mandonnet had his reasons for reckoning
thus, for 1f the importance of the parts 1s measured not by their
length but by their theological value, there are no longer three
protagonists, but four: Dante, Virgil, Beatrice and St. Bernard
of Clarvaux. Now Father Mandonnet was unwilling either to
admut that there are four protagonists, for the unitrinism of the
Drvine Comedy was at stake, or to reduce the number of these
protagomusts to the last three, for that would have been tanta-
mount to ltmiting Dante’s Thomuism. He therefore had to stick
to his first criterion, and that 1s what he did.

In doing so he was not only establishing among the characters
of the Comedy a hierarchy m accordance with his taste, he was
categorically elimmating one of them. It 1s a wholly arbitrary
elimination, and one that may be explamed but not justified, for
1t distorts the theological structure of the sacred poem. Of the
principal actors i the drama that 1s played mn 1t, we may first
of all isolate Dante, a pilgnm from the other world, who is
conducted by s various gurdes. Among these guides, first place
must be given to Beatrice, for she 1s not only a gde, but the
guide who appomts the other two. Lastly come the two guides
appomted by Beatrice: Virgil at the beginning of the journey,
St. Bernard at the end. It 1s easy to venfy these various pomts.
In the first place, 1t 1s certainly Beatrice who steers the bark,
or rather the fleet; as Dante says, she 1s the admural (Purg.,
XXX, 58) who conducts the whole action; she has set Virgil
on the move: Io son Beatrice che ti faccio andare (Inf., II, 70), and
she will send St. Bernard when the moment arrives: A terminar lo
tuo disiro, mosse Beatrice me del loco mio (Par., XXXI, 65-66).
Next, 1t 1s clear that Dante has marked the principal stages of
his journey through the next world by these peripeties which
consist 1n the appearances or disappearances of his guides. Now
there is an intentional analogy between these various episodes:
1. Appearance of Virgil (Inf., I, 79): Or s¢’ tu quel Virgilio . . .?
2. Disappearance of Virgil at the moment when Beatrice makes
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her appearance to take hus place (Purg., XXX, 31~57); 3. Dis-
appearance of Beatrice at the moment when Bernard makes lus
appearance to take her place: Credea veder Beatrice, e vidi un sene
(Par., XXXI, s9). The lines n which Dante announces these
changes of gwde clearly indicate the analogy between them:
Volsimi alla sinistra col rispitto . . . per dicere a Virgilio (Purg.,
XXX, 43-46), and Volgeami con vogha riaccesa per domandar la
mia donna (Par., XXXI, 55-56). These events are mterconnected
and they only take on their full meaming in the hght of the
bond that umtes them, What 1s this meanmng:

As the reader no doubt remembers, Father Mandonnet 1s
absolutely certain that Beatrice is a mere symbolical fiction.!
The moment has come for us to examne more closely the
significance he ascribes to her and to weigh the facts on which his
mterpretation of her rests, Outside Paradise, he tells us, Beatrice
symbolizes faith, and Dante humself (he declares) has cxphatly
asserted as much mn the passage from Purg., XVIII, 48 m which
we read that “Beatrice 1s a work of faith”: Beatrice ch’® opra di
Jeded “The poetical meanming,” says the distinguished histortan,
“ss that Beatrice 15 a creation of faith. . . But the true meaning
1s that she is faith atsclf.” That—I fear so at least—is a false
meaning. Ch’é opra di fede does not seem to me to sigmfy “who
1s a work of faith”, but rather “because tlus 1s the task of faith”
Scartazzimi has correctly understood this passage m his Com-
mentary “I can speak to thce on this subject only n so far as
reason 1s capable of understanding 1t, wath regard to what goes
beyond the lmits of human reason, as a question of faith is
mvolved put thy faith i Beatrice alone, who will cxplamn 1t to
thee.” Therc 1s no question here of Beatrice’s being a “creation
of faith”; Dante merely says that she 1s 1ts mouthpiece Let us
therefore say, with hum, that she 1s here not the symbol but rather,
mdeed, the mterpreter to Dante of faith m the divine Revelation,
which guides man towards lus final goal—the beatfic vision.

Now mn the Divine Comedy Beatrice 1s neither an absolutely
fundamental cause nor an absolutely final goal. She has been sent
to Dante as the representative of divine love: Amor mi mosse, che
m1 fa parlare (Inf, 11, 72), and she has to lead im, by way of
the knowledge of God, to the love of God. In short, she comes

1P MANDONNET, Dante le théologien, p 219
2P MANDONNET, Dante le théologien, p 211 and p 219
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from love and returns to love. This, mdeed, 15 why, with
admirable skill, Dante has indicated in advance that, as soon as
he begins to feel the first ardour of ecstatic love, he also begins
to forget Beatrice. Far from bemng offended by this, Beatrice
is actually amused, for, like faith, she has come only so that she
may afterwards stand aside. This significant incident wall be
fourid m Paradiso, X, $2~60, where Beatrice urges the poet to
thank God, the Sun of the Angels. Filled wath rehgious zeal as

he hears these words, Dante turns in spurit towards his Creator:

E st tutto mio amore 1n lu1 s1 mise

ch1 Beatrice echssd nell "obbhio

Beatrice only laughs at him. Now thus first echipse of Beatrice
by love clearly portends her final eclipse, which she herself wall
have mtended and caused. She 1t 15 who sends St. Bernard to
Dante’s side to lead hum to the final ecstasy, the culmmation of
s pilgrimage through the next world, the final goal of the
sacred poem and a prefiguration of the final goal of man. The
truth 15, then, that she cannot herself lead Dante to the end of
his journey The poet’s mntention 1s Perfectly clear, and Pietro
Alghier, when annotating his father's work, was not deceived
as to the meamng of this passage: Fingendo se relinqui a Beatrice.
Figura est, quod per theologiam Deum vidcre et cognoscere non
possumus, sed per gratam et contemplationem. Ideo mediante
sancto Bernardo, idest contemplatione, impetratur a Virgine gratiam
vidends talia, quae per scripturas percipi non possunt* (“He
pretends that he 1s abandoned by Beatrice The metaphor
1s that we cannot see and know God through theology, but
through grace and contemplation. Hence, through St. Bernard,
that 1s through contemplation, he obtamns from the Virgin
the privilege of seemng such things as cannot be apprehended
through the written word”). Just as Beatrice caused Virgil to
fill her réle while faith was not yet necessary, taking Virgil’s
place at the pomt at which the hight of nature became inadequate
(Purg., XXX, 73 sq.), she retires in her turn before St. Bernard
at the moment when the work prepared by knowledge 1s due
to be completed by love (Par., XXXI, 192). For it 1s quite truc
that Dante, hke St. Thomas, regards heavenly beatitude as

1P. AriecHEm), Super Dantis fpsus genitoris Comoediam C: tanum, G Pratty,
Florence, 18435, p 729
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essentially a vision of God with love as its sequel,? yet love must
first guide man towards beatitude. That 1s why, with his almost
infalhble sureness, Dante entrusts the conclusion of his poem
to St. Bernard, the personification of the ecstasy caused by loving
contemplation of God:

Tal era 10 mirando la vavace
cantd di coluy, che m questo mondo,
contemplando, gustd di quella pace
&'af » XXXI, 109-111 )

It does not seem a good plan to search the commonest Dan-
tesque formulas 1 an effort to find hypothetical symbols, while
shutting one’s eyes to facts as blatantly obvious as these. The
length of the parts entrusted to the actors m the Divine Comedy
1 not everything. The general economy of the poem demands
that charity should be added to fath, and be 1ts consummation,
Just as faith 1s added to reason and enhghtens it. Most certainly,
St. Bernard’s part 1s short, but 1t 1s decisive, since without 1t the
poem would remamn incomplete. Is it an cxaggeration to count
among the protagonists of the sacred poem this St. Bernard
whom we cannot omit without truncaung the poem:
I do not think so; I even think that i Father Mandonnet’s
eyes St. Bermard’s part would have assumed capital and
unrivalled importance if Dante had entrusted it to St. Thomas
Agquinas.

That is the whole question. The exegetical acrobatics of
Father Mandonnet had no other motive than to demonstrate
the fundamentally Thomustic character of Dante’s theology. If
there are but three principal actors m the Divine Comedy, 1t 1s
clearly Dante’s unitrimism that makes 1t necessary; but what
makes 1t necessary that this umitrimism should be so implacably
consistent and umiversal m its application 1s the fact that St.
Bernard of Clairvaux must at all costs be ehmmated. The
moment there ceases to be any room for him Beatrice ceases
to fear any rival, and she should have none, because with

1 As regards this q Father Mand 15 entirely night (Dante le théologien,
P 274, where the reader 1s referred to Par, V, 7-9 and XXVII, 10p-111) Dante cet-
tamnly decided i favour of the Thomustic and mtellectualist conception of beatitude
as aganst the Franciscan and affective conception  This 18 a definite, and important, case
m which we may speak of Dante’s Thomusm  Yet even here, where he 1s wholly nght,
Father Mandonnet oversimplifies when he concludes that, in Dante's eyes, “thctgnl
beatitude appertains to the intellect” See above, Chap L p 47.
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the absolute triumph of Beatrice 1s bound up that of St. Thomas
Aquinas.

St. Thomas and his theology clearly occupy a place of honour.
Yet he is not the only theologian 1 the poem, for, to say nothing
of St. Bernard, St. Bonaventure 1s on a par with the Dominican
Doctor. Dante, then, has 1dentified Thonustic theology with the
Divine Comedy, but 1t cannot be maintained that he has identified
the Divine Comedy with Thomistic theology. Now what Father
Mandonnet desired to prove was clearly the opposite. In his
eyes Dante “is a f'aithfulp disciple of Thomas Aquinas”, a disciple
whose prmcipal work, the Divine Comedy, “1s of a theological
order as regards 1ts aims, 1ts subject matter and even 1ts poetic
form”.* It 1s understandable that an mterpreter of Dante m
whom this 1dea amounted to a conviction s?ould automatically
have done what was necessary to eliminate the facts that would
have compelled him to modify the terms of 1ts expression. It 1s
no less understandable that he should have magm.ged out of all

roportion every fact that tended to confirm his thesis. Thus, we
Eave just heard lim say that, after Virgil, Beatrice becomes
Dante’s guide, which 1s true, but we have seen him ignore this
other fact—that after Beatrice Dante’s escort 1s St. Bernard.
For the same reason, as we shall presently see, he will confuse
St. Thomas with theology and Thomistic theology with Revela-
tion itsclf. After that there will no longer be room m the Divine
Comedy for any non-Thomistic element, whatever 1ts origms,
and thus 1s what he 1s concerned with establishing.

F. The Voice of St. Thomas

Here, mn fact, 1s one of Father Mandonnet’s favounte arguments
in support of the fundamental Thomism of Dante, and 1t at first
appears qute decisive: “Finally, so that it may be impossible
for any mistake to be made regarding the Poet’s thought, which
all these details have already made so clear, Dante informs us
that the speech of Thomas Aquinas is like that of Beatrice:

1
(L7 Mmon D b s 7art, e b
the attempt has been made to justify 1t, scc B Nawo1, Sigreri di Brabante nella Diving

Commedia e le fontt della filosofia di Dante, from the Rivista ds filosofia neo-scolastica, pub-
lished by the Author, Spianate (Pescia), 1912, pp 11-12 P
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Per 1a sinubitudine che nacque
del suo parlare ¢ di quel di Beatrice "'

This argument would m fact be decisive 1f the translation of
Dante’s text offered by Father Mandonnet were not so free.
Literally translated, the two lines from Dante mean: “Because of
the likeness that sprang from his speech and from that of Beatrice.”
One readily admits that this 1s not clear, but m point of fact
no one, if Ke read only Father Mandonnet’s translation, would
suspect that there was any obscurity here. Yet there 15, and 1t 13
an obscurity on which the sagacity of the commentators has been
exercised with some success.

In order that we may understand the sense of these two lnes,
let us put them back i therr context: “In a round vessel, the
water moves from the centre towards the circumference, and
also from the circumference towards the centre, according as
it 15 disturbed in the niddle or at the edge  What I am saymng
suddenly occurred to me at the moment when the glorious spirit
of St. Thomas fell silent, because of the hke effect produccd by
his speech and by that of Beatrice, who was pleased to begin
after him 1n this wise” (Par , XIV, 1-9). It 15, i the first place,
the context that justifies thus translation If Dante meant that
“the speech of Thomas Aquinas 1s Iike that of Beatrice”, 1t would
be mcomprehensible that the resemblance between their two
voices could have made him think of water contained 1 a round
vessel, whose concentric waves flow from the centre to the cir-
cumference or from the circumference to the centre accordmg
as one disturbs the water mn the nuddle of the vessel or the vessel’s
rim. This, on the contrary, 15 not hard to understand if the
characters are restored to the positions which Dante allotted to
them at the begmnning of Par, XIV. Dante and Beatrice are
then 1n the centre of two concentric rings of the Blessed. Thomas
Aquinas stands on the arcumference of one of these rings. He has
just spoken to them: hus voice has therefore moved hke a wave
that travels from the circumference of a vessel to 1ts centre. No
sooner has Thomas completed his utterance than Beatrice begims
to speak in answer to hum- her voice therefore moves in the
opposite direction, like a wave that travels from the centre of a

1 Par, XIV, 7-8 (in P MANDONNET, Dante le théologms.l}) 367) Cf Dante théologien,

el

1 Revue des Jeunes, 1921, p 395, Theologus Dantes, 1n Bulletin du Jubilé, No s, p sa1,
and Siger de Brabant et I'averrolsme latin, 2nd edit , Louvam, 1911, Vol. I, p 299, note 1.
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vessel towards its mm.! Hence, we must certainly translate la
similitudine as Scartazzini nightly does m his commentary—per
il fatto simile, che avenme, del parlare di S. Tommaso e di
Beatrice, i.c. “because of the simular [viz to the afore-mentioned
one] phenomenon that resulted from the speech of St. Thomas
and from that of Beatrice”.

This interpretation yields a sense consistent with the passage
as 2 whole; 1t 15 therefore preferable to Father Mandonnet's, which
1s utterly irrelevant to the passage and even makes 1t mcoherent.
If this pomnt 1s conceded, we must conclude that Dante never said
St. Thomas’s voice resembled that of Beatrice, but rather that
their two voices had produced the similar, and contrary, move-
ments of the atmosphere which suggested to him the companson
already described. Father Mandonnet was therefore building
on sand when he asserted, before quoting these lines® “Dante,
morcover, clearly indicates what 1s 1 his mind when, aftel
letting Thomas discourse at length, Beatrice begms to speak,
and the poct declares that therc 1s a sumlanity between the
language of Thomas and Beatrice, 1n other words between the
theology of the great doctor and the Christian faith stself, so that
1t 1s hard to distinguish the voice of the onc from that of the
other.”® Father Mandonnet now no longer rests content with
making Dante say that thesc two voices are simuilar, he msists that
the voice of Beatrice 1s that of Farth, that the voice of Thomas 1s
actually that of Theology, and that 1t has become hardly possible
to distinguish them—a formula, this time, which no jugglery
will cver extract from the text. This fantastic argument, anned
at establishing that Dante considered Thomustic theology and
fatth to be hardly disunguishable, 1s precisely the equal m ment
of the misinterpretation to which 1t owes its exstence.

‘We need not here discuss afresh the nature of Dante’s Thomism;
the only question that interests us 1s whether 1t has limts and,
above all, what 1s their nature. So far we have grounds for con-
cludmg that us Thomsm was neither so complete nor so cx-
clusive as has sometimes been supposed. We must now consider

1 Thus 1s the meanng proposed by Pictro Ahghien. ** , sicut percutiendo unum vas,
puta bacle plenum aqus, i suo centro, 1dest 1o medio, undanopcvr:du ad extrema, et
e contra percutiendo illud 1dem vas extra, undatio vadit ad dictum centrum, ut per
experientiam patet, 1ta locutio Beatricis, quae exat contra auctorem, ut centrum, in ilhs
choress et rotis ivat, et responsio redivat, quahs dicit textus” (P ALLEGHERY, Super Dantis
1psius genitorss C diam C wm, G Puatts, Florence, 1835, pp 646-647)s

*P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol. I, p 299, note 1.




242 DANTE THE PHILOSOPHER.

another set of facts, an examination of which will bring us c:t{,-
preciably closer to the heart of our problem and wall directly
pave the way for 1ts solution.

II. DANTE's CrrTiCiIsM OF THE MENDICANT ORDERS

The famous passage in Par., XI, 124~139, m which Dante
assumes the voice of St. Thomas m order to criticize certam ten-
dencies in the Donumican Order that displeased hum, 1s one of
those that have given nise to the most varied interpretations.
Pather Mandonnet has adopted one of the oldest, though he 1s not
certain that 1t 1s the right one. We m our turn must tackle the
problem anew; this 1s all the more necessary mn that, 1f we were to
accept Father Mandonnet’s iterpretation of the rclevant passages,
we should at once be reduced either to ehmmating the thests
which he himself has adopted or, ke him, to regarding the
passages so understood as null and voud.

Let us take as our starting-pomt the passage in the Comedy
m which Thomas Aquinas begins to speak and personally
mtroduces himself to Dante: “I was numbered among the lambs
of the sacred flock which Dominic leads along a road where the
wax fat, if they do not stray” (Par., X, 94-96). Scartazzuu’s
commentary expounds this passage correctly: “I belong to the
Order of Preachers, founded by St. Domimc with the establish-
ment of a rule which, if duly observed, leads man to Christian
perfection. . . . We advance m Chrstian perfection if we do
not deviate from the nght road laid out by the founder, pursuing
the false goods of the world.” The question which then ariscs
concerns the exact nature of the reproach which Thomas
levels against his Order, 4’ ben s'impingua, se non si vaneggia.
Whether we translate vaneggia “strays”, “pursues false goods”,
or “pursues the vanities of this world”, the problem remains:
‘What are the vanities i question?

Fortunately, it happens that Dante himself has enhghtened us,
for he attached great importance to this lme, alludng to 1t
for the first time m the following passage (Par., XI, 22), and on
a second occasion even reproducing 1t m full (Par., X1, 139), in
order to mdicate clearly dfat what he had just then said explains
it. In fact, this explanation commences right at the beginning
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of Par., XI and completely fills the whole of that Canto, which
ends designedly with a repetition of the lne: U’ ben s'impingua,
se non si vaneggia. The general sense of the explanation 1s very
clear, the whgi of Canto XI leading up to this conclusion: The
Dommucans betray their founder’s ideal preciscly m so far as
they turn aside from the pursuit of spirtual ends so as to engage
in temporal affairs, whatever form they take.

This theme 1s proclaimed in the first twelve lines of Canto XI.
Stull moved by his meeting with the disunguished Doctors
whom Thomas Aquinas has just pomnted out to him at the end
of Canto X, Dante exclaims: “Mortals, with your senseless cares,
how faulty are the judgments which make you fly so low! While
one devoted himself to the Law, another to Medicine, and others
yet forced their way mto the pnesthood, seeking to gan the
upper hand by force or trickery, to steal, to succeed in com-
merce, plunging to the pomt of exhaustion into the pleasures
of the flesh or giving themselves up to 1dleness, I, freed from all
these things, received with Beatrice this glornous welcome mn
heaven above” (Par., XI, 1-12). So we have been forewarned;
Dante 15 going to speak henceforth as one who judges everything
from the viewpomt of the Fourth Heaven: he mntends to demand
peremptorily absolute purity m the spiritual sphere.

So intent 1s Dante on thus purpose that he immeduately makes
Thomas Aqunas say to him. I know what you are thinking at thus
moment You have two doubts. Frst, you are wondering
what I meant by these words: U’ ben s'impingua se non st
vaneggia, then, you would like to know how I could say of
King Solomon that therc was never another as great as he:
A veder tanto non surse il secondo (Par., XI, 19-27). So
Thomas Aquinas will now clear up this twofold difficulty for
Dante.

The Church 1s the mystical bnnde of Christ. To ensure the
uruon of the Church with her divine bridegroom, God has sent
her two guidcs—the one, St. Francis, burning with love like a
seraph; the other, St. Dominic, shming with the light of wisdom
hike a cherub (Par., XI, 37-39). Thomas will now undertake
to recount the hife of St. Francis, just as Bonaventurc, m Canto
XII, will recount that of St. Domunic Moreover, observes
Thomas, whichever of the two we prawse, we praise the other
(Par., XI, 40-42). The observation 1s important, for 1t explams
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how, after describing the Franciscan ideal, Thomas is able to use
1t to find fault with certan Domimcans. From the pomt of view
that he ado{s in this Canto, the two Orders are m practice
mterchangeable, because, 1n spite of the slight differences between
them, they envisage the same i1deal. In pomt of fact, what
Thomas emphasizes especially m his eulogy of St. Francis is his
marriage with Poverty (Par., XI, 55—75), that inscrutable and
abundant fount of nchness, which his first disciples espouse
(Par., X1, 76-87) and which, before he dies, he bids hus sons serve
and love always (Par., X1, 112-114).

"Thus, the St. Francis of Thomas Aquinas 1s a perfect example
of total renunciation of temporal goods. Now, he adds im-
mediately, think what a worthy companion St. Domimic was
for St. Franas, when they endeavoured to steer the bark of St.
Peter safe mto r-ﬁort! “This [Dommic] was our patriarch, for
you can see with what a precious freight he loads his bark who
follows him as he desires to be followed. But hus flock 1s become
so greedy for fresh sustenance that 1t cannot be prevented from
scattering through the ravines, and the more lis wandering
sheep stray from him, the morc often do they return to the fold
devoid of milk. There are, indeed, those which fear danger
and cling close to the shepherd, but they are so few that it takes
little cloth to make their copes. Now, if I have cxpressed myself
clearly, 1f you have histened to me attentively and if you recollect
what I have said, your desire wall be partly satisfied, for you wll
know what 15 the trce that loses its bark, and you will under-
stand my reservaton: ‘Where they wax fat, if they do not
stray’ ” (Par., X1, 121~139).

This final passage 15 one of those—there are many such in
Dante—which even an Italian reader is obliged to translate m
order to understand 1t. 'We have adopted the translation of the
last threc lmes for which Beccaria and Bertold: have won re-
cogmtion. We were tempted to accept it for two reasons. Furstly,
of the two obscure lmes

E vedrai 1l corregger che argomenta,
U’ ben s'impingua, sc non st vaneggia”

@ 138-139)

the last, which 1s a quotation taken by Dante from his own
wrntings, must mevitably depend on one of the two words
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corregger and argomenta in the previous line. In the translation
that we propose, lme 139 depends on corregger: “The reservation
[or correction] ‘if they do not stray’.” In the translation proposed
by Father Mandonnet, to which we shall return, line 139 15 left
m the air and docs not link up with the previous one. Our
second reason for preferring this translation s that 1t 1s far less
favourable than the other to the thesis which we are upholding.
Let us keep 1t, then, just as 1t stands, and draw from 1t the con~
clusion that the gencral meaning of Canto XI 1s this. God gave
St. Francis and St. Domumc to the Church with one and the
same end m view—namely, that they should revive its respect
for 1ts spinitual nature and 1ts contempt for worldly thmgs.

In order to understand the translation of these two lnes
proposed by Father Mandonnet, we must substitute for the
reading corregger (“correction”) the equally well attested reading
corregiér. Those who read this word, of which I do not beheve
there exists any other example 1n Italian, regard 1t as an abbre-
viation of a hypothetical corregiéro, itself formed on the model
of cordighéro. Just as cordighéro means “cordeher”, and hence
“Franaiscan”, corregiér(o) would mean “the man with the strap”,
that 1s to say the Domimican. The meanmng of the passage would
then become as follows: “You know what trunk loses its bark,
and you see the man with the strap who wastes lus talents n
sterilc arguments [e vedrar sl corregiér che argomenta] It was
because of this that I said: “There they wax fat 1f they do not
become meffectual’ ”*  And undoubtedly, if we were sure of
the existence of the word corregiér, lime 138 would merely be the
easier to translate. “The Dominican who argues” gives a very
sausfactory sense. But, m the first place, the existence of this
word remaims doubtful, which 1s disturbing enough,? and, most
important of all, once line 138 has been translated thus the
transition to line 139 becomes impossible. Literally translated,
the passage then yields this meaning: “You will sce the man
with the strap who argues, where they wax fat, 1f they do not
become meflectual.” Father Mandonnet could not help seemng

10p at, Vol I p 296

3 Father Mandonnet rightly says (op at., Vol I, p 297, note 2) that corregiér 1s merely
a denivative of the Latin word corrigerus = corrigiam gerens, yust as cordeher comes from
ta'ﬂ!séﬂu.\‘ == cordam gerens, but we are sure that the French word cordelier exists, and
the fact that it 13 possible to find an analogous etymology for the hypothetical Itabian
corregiér doces not suffice to prove that this word really exasted
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the difficulty, since he was translating the passage; he therefore
evaded 1t by adding a clause to Dante’s text: “You see the- man
with the strap who wastes his talent in sterile arguments. It was
because of this that I said: There they wax fat 1f they do not become
meffectual.” If a composition was necessary 1t could not have
beeen effected with greater mgenuity, but the fact that the
reading chosen by Father Mandonnet makes 1t mevitable 1s not
in its gvour.

Later on we shall analyse the reasons—very sound 1n themselves
—which induced Father Mandonnet to follow this hypothetical
reading, although 1t was fatal to his own thests. For the moment
let us leave the talking to him and follow him 1n the conclusions
that he draws from 1t: “The end of this passage has been the
bugbear of the commentators, who have not grasped the hteral
meaning of two hnes, because of their fallure to understand the
precise meaning of the censure that Dante puts mto the mouth
of Thomas Aquinas.* The reproach which the great doctor levels
agamst his Order, whose vocation 15 entirely doctrinal, 1s that
manz' of 1ts members are greedy for fresh sustenance, that 1s to
say for profane learnmg and study. Instead of crowdmng round
Dominic and confining themselves to the study of the Scriptures
and to picty, they are wanderers in the pastures of phlosophy
and worldly sciences. You will see, says Thomas, that my
words are mtended as a reference to ‘the strap-beater who
disputes’, that 1s to say the mclination for argument and dis-
putation carried to extremes. Thomas then concludes by re-
peatmg word for word the line on which the whole of thus
passage has been a commentary. ‘There they wax fat if they do
not become meffectual,” m other words, 1n the Order of Domunic
men wax fat on sound doctrine, or on sacred science, if they do
not become meffectual through immoderate study of the profane
sciences which, if they are not meffectual in themselves, at all
events engender ineffectualness.”s

However great our astonishment at the meaning that can be
read 1nto two lines, 1t 1s justfiable; but there 1s no certamty that
Dante mtended to convey 1t Canto XI of the Paradiso 1s enidently

1 Accordingly, Father Mandonnet humself praceeds from what he regards as the
meamnmhucensmtothcnmnmgthathcumbcsmthesetwohm It 1s unnecessacy
;:ogm the danger of such a2 method, which 1s the reverse of the usual order of

2P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol 1, pp 297-208
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linear in structure, and hence there is scarcely room for the
introduction of this development. In effect, the arrangement
of the 1deas which the Canto embodies is as follows: 1. Dante
feels that he has been freed through grace from his weakness for
temporal things; 2. Thomas, who reads Dante’s thoughts,
announces that he is gong to explam the meaning of the reserva-
tion with which he has himself qualified his eulogy of the
Dominicans: Se non si vaneggia; 3. In order to explain 1t, he recalls
that God has given to the Church St. Francis and St. Domunic;
he, being a Dominican, will praise Franas, but prase of one 1s
tantamount to praise of the other; 4. Bulogy of St. Francis,
especially hus 1deal of poverty; s. Censure of the Domimnicans
who, betraymg their founder’s ideal, go 1 pursuit of fresh sus-
tenance; 6. Hence the reservation with which the eulogy of them
1s qualified: Se non si vaneggia. Nothing could be simpler than
this arrangement, and what 1t suggests 1s that, after recalling that
1t 1s impossible to praise one without prasing the other (Par., XI,
40-41), Thomas Aquinas censures the Dominicans in the name of
the 1deal of poverty. Father Mandonnet pomnts out that the
Dominican vocation 1s “entirely doctrinal”; 1t 1s indeed “doc-
trmal”, but not “entirely”. The Domimcan Order professes
poverty no less than the Franciscan Order. It 1s therefore possible
that 1 his eulogy of St. Franas Thomas was trying to revive
lus brethren’s respect for the Dominican 1deal of poverty. This
15 all the more possible as Dante makes Thomas say of St.
Domunic (il nostro patriarca) that he was a degno collega of St.
Francis m the work of steering the bark of the Church safe mto
port (Par., XI, 118-120). Yet that is not the strongest piece of
evidence; but as 1t 1s bound to occur to us when we analyse Canto
X1, let us for the moment assume, dato non concesso, that Father
Mandonnet’s mterpretation 1s the right one. How would 1t
affect the problem before usz

It would affect 1t ;n this way—that Dante would be making
Thomas reproach the Dommicans with devoting themselves
excesstvely to the profane sciences. Comung from the author
of numerous commentaries on Aristotle and from a theologian
so well versed m phlosophy, the reproach would be truly
surprising. That, moreover, 15 what Father Mandonnet im~
mediately remarks: “Here Dante 1s merely the echo of what is
bemng said around him. . . . In this respect he shows himself
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neither very mdependent nor very judicious. It is this that leads
him unwittingly to adopt inconsistent pomts of view. It1s, ndeed,
contradictory to choose Thomas Aquimas, whom Dante regards
as the 1deal of night and sound theology, to find fault with a
state of affairs that he humself brought about.”* Once more,
after mtroducing his own musconstruction mnto the work that
he 1s studying, a historian blames Dante for 1t, accusing him of
contradicting himself. In fact, Dante does not make Thomas
say a single word agamst profane studies; their only detractor 1s
this “strap-bearer who disputes”, a mythical bemg mtroduced
in lme 138 of Canto XI owing to the unhappy choice of a bad
readmg. Dante 1s not to blame let us, then, not accuse hum of
contradicting himself when he has not done so.

It would be all the more out of place to tax Dante with in-
consistency as he handles this situation with consummate skall
It 15, indeed, this skall that has deceived Father Mandonnet, and
many other commentators with lum. For 1t 15 true that Dante
has reproached the Domimicans with excessive addiction to certain
profane studies, but that was m Canto XII, and on that occasion
he chose Bonaventure to be hus mouthpiece. Having represcnted
Franas and Domunic as collaborators in a single work, as indecd
they were, Dante assigns to Thomas the task of recalling, 1n the
name of St. Francis, tﬁ-:t the Dominicans too are poor men, and
to Bonaventure that of recalling, i the name of St. Domunic,
that the Franciscans too are preachers of the faith Such firmness
of purpose, combined with sureness of method, 1s the very hall-
mark of genws. Let us first make surc that Dante has given
proof of 1t.

Thomas has just stopped speakmg. At the begmning of Canto
XII the heavenly dance and chant recommence, then cease once
more (Par., XII, 1-21), a spinit from the second crcle then

1P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant et Paverroisme latin au XIlle sécle, Vol 1, pp 208-
299  Scholars have likewase quoted, as a proof of Dantc’s opposition to speculative
theology, the lines from Par, V, 76~77. *You have as your gude the Old and the New
Testaments, and the Church’s herd let this suffice to you for your salvanon!”
In fact, the entire context, which clearly mdicates the sacred character of vows, proves
that certam facshties accorded to the Jews (Par, V, 49-51) are no longer c to
Christians, because are govemned not merely by the Old Testament but also by the
New, and by the authonty of the Church Moreover, Dante has beaped too many
honours on speculative theology, 1 the persons of St Thomas and St Bonaventure,
to have harboured any feelings of mustrust towards it ‘What he dreads, here as clsewhere,
15 greed, as we see mn the linc that immeduately follows “Se mala cupidigia altro w1
guda™ (Par, V, 79).
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begma to speak: it is that of Bonaventure, whom the divine love
induces to speak in his turn dell'altro duca, m other words
St. Dominic (Par., XII, 32-33). In order to indicate his purpose
more clearly, Dante now makes Bonaventure repeat what he has
already made Thomas Aquinas say: “It is seemly that, when one
1s mtroduced, the other s?xould be mtroduced also, 1n order that,
just as they fought side by side (si che com’ elli ad una militaro),
so they may shme together in glory” (Par., XII, 34-36). It would
be impossible to mdicate more clearly that the two Orders are
united in 2 common cause and that there 1s every justification
for judging one from the point of view of the other: what is
more, this 1s tantamount to judging it from one’s own pomnt of
view, since they share one and the same 1deal.

In pomt of fact, Bonaventure begins his eulogy of St. Domumic
by recalling that, in order to save His tottering Church, God
sent to the aid of His bride two champions who, by their deeds
(al cui fare — St Francis) and by their words (al cui dire — St.
Dominic), were destined to rally an erring people (Par., XII,
37-45). Then begins the eulogy of St. Dominic—a eulogy
sprinkled with so many guide-marks that there 1s hardly any excuse
fgr failure to recogmze its meaning. The eulogy of St. Francis
had exalted hus love of poverty, that of St Dominic exalts his
spirit of fasth. For us the question 1s not how some modern
Dominican historian concerves the! “doctrinal vocation” of his
Order. What 1s important to us for our understanding of Dante
1s to know how he himself conceived the Dominican ideal.
Now, m his eyes St. Domunic was above everything the ardent
lover of the Christian Faith: Pamoroso drudo della Fede cristiana
(Par., XII, 55-56). From the day he was born the soul of this
saintly athlete—tender to lus own and harsh towards his enemies
—was so filled with hving farth that the mother who carried
him m her womb prophesied the futurc. Just as St. Francis
espoused Poverty, St. Dominic espoused Faith on the baptismal
font, that virtue offering itself to him m order to save lum, he
offering humself to 1t in order to defend it (Par., XII, 61-63).
Born to ull the field of the Lord, the child was prophetically
named Dominic. In fact, the first love that he revealed was for
the first counsel given by Christ. Many a time and oft, silent
and wakeful, he was found by his nurse on the ground, as if
he had said* “It 1s for this that I am come™ (Par., XII, 73-78).
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The first counsel of Christ (Matt., XIX, 21) is that men should
seck poverty. Dante 1s vistbly anxious to emphasize here, as
strongly as possible that this champion of Faith was also the
lover of poverty. That the two Orders share the same ideal
18 therefore firmly mamtamed by Dante in full view of the least
attentsve reader.

Nevertheless, 1t 1s still true to say that St. Francis and St.
Domunic each had his own way of serving this 1deal: Francis
through love, Dommic through wisdom. Dante had already
proclaimed the fact m Canto XI, in the justly famous lnes:

L'un fu tutto serafico 1 ardore,
Paltro per sapienza in terra fue
di cherubica luce uno splendore
(L. 37-39)
‘

From now on we know that this light of Wisdom which St.
Dominic radiates 1s that of Faith. In order, therefore, to fulfil
the mussion with which he is entrusted by Dante, and which,
moreover, suits him admurably,’ Bonaventure will now render
to the Dominicans the same service as Thomas Aqunas has just
rendered to the Franciscans: that of mspiring them with a new
respect for their own 1deal. The sons of St. Dominic are proud,
then, of their father’s Wisdom: They have good reason to be!
But 1t was not with an eye to the goods of that world which men
serve to-day, nor by following m the footsteps of the canonist
Henry of Susa,? but through his love of the heavenly manna
that he became a great doctor m so short a time (Par., XTI, 82-85).
The eulogy of St. Dommuc therefore imterweaves the two themes
of Ius indifference to temporal things and of a Wisdom derived
from the well-head of Faith alone: Poi con dottrina e con volere,
insieme, con Pofficio apostolico si mosse (Par., XII, 97-98) It is
in the name of this 1deal that Bonaventure will now mn his turn
censure the Franciscans who, in quitting the footsteps of St.
Franais, at the same time abandon those of St. Domimc. So,

1 Regarding this pomt, see E Gnson, La philosophie de saint Bonaventure, ] Vi,
Pans, 1924 (Chap 1 La crifigue de la philosophie naturelle)

3 Dante says: “Non . diretro ad Ostiense ed a Taddeo” (Par, XII, 83) Ostiense
is the canonist Henry of Susa As regards Taddeo, the com ors hesitate between
identifyng hum with 2 Bolognese junst and a Florentine doctor (see La Dwina Commedia,

Scartazzint’s commentary, ad loc ) Whatever the facts, these two names symbohze the
pursuit of worldly sciences with an eye to temporal possessions
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unhappily, do the Spirtualists and the disciples of Matteo
d'Acquasparta, the former mterpreting the Rule more strictly,
while the latter put it out of mind. As for me, concludes the
speaker, “I am the spint of Bonaventure of Bagnorea; when I
held great offices, I always made temporal preoccupations take
second place” (Par., XII, 127-129). There follows the presen-
tation of the Doctors by whom he 1s surrounded, mcluding
Joaclhum of Fror1 whose place in this band corresponds to that
occupied by Siger of Brabant among the companions of Thomas
Aquinas.

If they arc taken as they stand, Cantos XI and XII of the
Paradiso form in therr symmetrical construction a single entity
and are open to the same mterpretation. The thesis in vindication
of which Dante wrote them was not the primacy of spiritual
things—that would have been trivial—but the exclusively spiritual
vocation of the Mendicant Orders, charged by God with reminding
the Church of the exclusively spiritual character of its mission  Not
only was there nothing trivial m this second thesis, but 1t was
associated 1n Dante’s mind with his deepest mterests and his
liveliest passion. The general meanmg 1t confers on the passages
which the reader has just seen 1n the process of analysis explains
its tenor. The two Great Orders should, mdeed, both abstan
completely from the pursmit of temporal ends—so much their
common ideal requires; nevertheless, the type of apostolate
entrusted by God to each of them entails special duties. For that
reason Dante cites St. Francis when he makes a Dominican recall
in particular the spint of poverty mn the pursuit of heavenly goods,
and St. Dominic when he makes a Franciscan recall in particular
the spirit of Wisdom 1n the purswt of the truth that 1s revealed
by Fath.

yOnce his writings have been made to yield what certamly seems
to be their truc meaning, Dante’s presentation of the problem of
Siger of Brabant 1s evidently quite different from Father Man~
donnet’s. 'The latter’s preoccupation 1s to prove that the mtro-
duction of Siger into Paradise does not constitute “a satire on the
Domimcans, or anythmg resembling 1t”.1 In order to establish
this point he wished to demonstrate that Dante could not have
desired to misrepresent an Order towards which, m fact, he

1P, MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol. I, p 300. He is here arguing agamnst the first
thesis of Gaston Paris.
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showed himself “very sympathetic”, What greater honour
could he do 1t than to 1denufy the voice of St. Thomas with
that of Beatrice: It 1s true that Dante seems to accuse the Order
of forsaking revealed Wisdom m order to cultivate the profane
sciences, but i that he 1s only contradicting himself, and this
small inconsistency mn no way lessens lus adnmuration for the
Dominicans. It 15 therefore not with the object of bemg objec-
tionable to their Order that he makes Thomas Aqunas culogize
Siger of Brabant. And that 1s what had to be demonstrated.

It mught have been demonstrated at less cost, for Dante would
most certamnly not have assumed such a responsibility for so paltry
a reason, Yet this 1s not the gravest flaw in Father Mandonnet’s
reasoning. Rather 1s 1t hus tacit admassion that Dante cannot
have entertained any hostile fechng towards the Domunicans
apart from a desire to satinze them. Now the whole of the
passage which has just been analysed clearly proves that the
accusation which he had to bring aganst them was as grave as
it was definite—namely, that they had betrayed the spiritual
order by covetng worldly goods, and especially that they had
betrayed the Wisdom of faith and devoted themselves to juridical
studies.! Now we know to what use Dante accused them of
puttng Canon Law; he would not forgive them for occupyng
their ume m proving by canonical arguments the Pope’s superior-
ity to the Emperor. Let these monks, then, busy themselves
with their own affairs! Let them return to the doctrme of faith,
for that 1s their business! That, and that alone, concerns them,
and 1t concerns only them

The assumption to which this leads us 15 that, m the whole
of this controversy, Dante was concerned above everythmg with
ensurmg the complete mdependence of the temporal order 1n
face of the encroachments ofp the spintual 'We have looked upon
Cantos X~XIII of the Paradiso as formung a single entity, but this
united whole 1tself has a Preface, of which we have said nothing,
consisting 1n the conclusion of Canto IX Tt 1s only necessary to
read 1t in the light of the foregoing analysis to grasp 1ts signifi-

1 These, moreover, ate the two mam adversanes that Dante had had 1z sund
the Monarchy Once those who may be deluded by a musguded zeal for the Church have
been disposed of, there reman 1 “Quidam alu quorum obstnata cupiditas lumen
ratioms extuat”, 3. “Tertn, quos Decretalistas vocant, qui theologtae ac philosophiae
cuyyusdam mscn . Impeno derogant™ (De Monarchia, I, 3) Hence, the present dis-
cussion concerns neither philosophy nor theology—not even if they be false
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cance: “Your aty [Florence], which was founded by lum [the
Devil] who first renounced hus Creator and whose envy 1s the
cause of so many tears, produces and disseminates the accursed
flower [the golden florin], which has led astray tlie sheep and the
lambs because 1t has changed their shepherd into a wolf. Thus 1s
the reason why the Gospel and the great Doctors are forsaken,
and men no longer study aught but the Decretals, as appears
from their margms It 1s with this that the Pope and the Carms
busy themselves: their thoughts go not to Nazareth, whither
Gabriel made his wingdd way. But the Vatican and the other
places m Rome elect of God, which were the graveyard of the
army that followed in Paul’s footsteps, will soon be purged of
thss adultery” (Par., IX, 127~142). This reminder o? the pro-
phecy with which the Divine Comedy opens (Inf., 1, 97-102)
comes just 1n time to determune the general meaning of the three
Cantos that follow 1t, and 1t 15 1n the light of this remmder that
we must mterpret the various problems which thesg Cantos
present, notably those connected wath the presence 1 the heaven
of the Doctors of King Solomon and the philosopher Siger of
Brabant.

Il THE WISDOM OF SOLOMON

Our analysis of Cantos XI and XII of the Paradiso testifies to
their umity. We must, however, resume this analysis at the point
at which we mterrupted 1t, for 1t 1s still ncomplete. It wall be
remembered that at the begimnning of Canto XI Thomas Aquunas,
n reading Dante’s secret thoughts, had discerned two questions:
What 15 the meaming of the reservation——se non si vaneggia—with
which the eulogy of the Dominicans 1s qualified, and why did
Thomas say that there has never been another king as wise as
Solomon—non surse il secondo? We have the answer to the
first question, but we are still waiting for the answer to the
second. It 15 certainly believed to be no acadent that Dante
raises these two problems and hinks them together. He was the
architect of his own wniting. If he left difficulties in 1t so that he
should be forced to elucidate them, he was assuring hamself of
the means to elaborate 1deas on which his heart was set even as
he solved these riddles. The mere fact that he proppunded the
two questions simultaneously suggests that the answers to them
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found their way mto lus mind through some secret passage,
which an analysis of Canto XII will perhaps enable us to
find.

After Bonaventure’s speech the dance and the chant of the two
crcles of celestial beings recommence. This purely poetical
interlude occupies the first thirty lines of Canto XIII. At thus

int Thomas Aquinas takes up the thread of hus discourse, which
ﬁ::lnbem interrupted by Canto XI and the intrusion of Bona~
venture. With a continuity of purpose for which the full credst
belongs to Dante himself, Thomas reminds the poet that 1t sull
remains for him to clear up one of the two questions that Dante
has asked himself: “Now that I have threshed one ear of comn,
and the gram from 1t has been garnered, sweet love mvites me
to thresh another” (Par., X111, 34—36). Dante 1s indeed astonshed,
when he thinks of the fullness of wisdom with which God
endowed Adam and Mary, that Thomas has earhier been able to
say that “the perfection contamed n the fifth hight [1 ¢. Solomon)
has not been repeated” (Par., XIII, 46-48). To which Thomas
replies that all bemgs, whether mortal or immortal, are merely
the splendour of the Word that was engendered by the Father
and 1s mseparable from Him as from the Holy Spirit, the bond
of love that unites Them. The perfecton of this Trimuty 1s re-
flected in the nme choirs of Angels, and then descends from them
even to mnferior and corruptible substances. The matter of which
these substances are made and the mould that shapes 1t are not
always the same. That 1s why the matter shies more or less
brightly accordmg to the degree of perfection of the mould
which 1t 1s cast. Thus, for example, two trees of the same species
will yield fruit of varymg excellence. So with men and therr
understanding: E wvoi nascete con diverso ingego (Par., XIII,
72). If this wax that 1s matter were perfectly prepared, and the
celestial efficacy were at its lughest pitch, the hght of the seal
that 1s impressed on the wax would be fully visible. But nature
is never perfect; she acts hke an artist who 1s master of lus art,
but whose hand trembles. However, if Love (the Holy Spmt)
happens to impress on the creature the pure 1dea (the Word)
of t]l::c prime Efficacy (the Father), the bemng thus created attains
its full perfection. In this way was created the clay which
God was to endow with the full perfection of Adam when He
produced him from it. In this way was made the Virgmn, from
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whom Jesus Christ was to sprmg: “I therefore applaud your
opmion that human nature never was and never will be what
1t was m those two persons™ (Par., XIII, 85~87).

Tt will be said that such a minor pomt did not merit this wealth
of explanation. That 1s true. Moreover, it cannot be denied,
a priori, that Dante may have written this theological exposttion,
which takes up fifty lines, merely for the pleasure of it. There 1s
an element of byplay n all poetry, and Dante’s 1s full of it. But
he never forgets hus subject, and we now see him return to it.
If, continues Thomas, I were to add nothing to what I have just
sad, you might with good reason ask me: “How, then, can
Solomon have been without peer:” He forestalls this question,
which he expects, and answers 1t m advance: “In order that
what seems to you obscure may become clear, consider who
Solomon was, and what motive led him, when God said to him
‘Ask’, to ask for what he did” (Par., XIII, 91-93). Interrupting
our analysis for 2 moment, let us refer to the Biblical scene
which these lines evoke: “In that mght did God appear unto
Solomon, and said unto hum, Ask what I shall give thee And
Solomon said unto God, Thou hast showed great mercy unto
David my father, and hast made me to reign m hus stead. Now,
O Lord God, let thy promise unto David my father be estab-
Lished- for thou hast made me kg over a people like the dust
of the carth in multitude. Give me now wisdom and knowledge,
that I )may go out and come in before this people” (I Para.,
1, 7-10).

Perhaps we are begmning to discern the objective to which
Dante 1s leading us. It may aptly be said that in this case the
thorn 1s hidden beneath the flowers. What Dante urges us to
notice 1 the Biblical passage 1s these words: “Wisdom . . .
that I may go out and come in before this people.” In other
words, he prases Solomon less for having asked for wisdom
than for the fact that, hike the king he was, he asked only for
kingly wisdom. This 1s what Dante himself explams: “My
words were not so obscure that you could not see clearly that
1t was a king who asked for wisdom so that he mght be a king
capable of governing” (Par., XII, 94-96). Does Dante then
consider renunciation of philosophy to be as great a merit n a
king as i a Pope: It certamly seems so to judge from what we
read next. For Solomon did not ask for wisdom “in order that
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he might know the number of the celestial Movers, or whether
a necessary premise and a contingent premise ever yield a
necessary conclusion, or si est dare primum motum esse ['whether
we must concede that motion has an origin'], or whether it
is possible to mscribe in a semicircle a triangle that does not con-
tain a right angle. If, therefore, you mark what I said earlier
and what I have just said, you will see that this peerless know-
ledge at which the shaft of my intention is aimed 1s kingly
prudence. Lastly, 1f you cast a searching glance at the word
surse [non surse il secondo], you will see tiat it concerned only
kings (who are above their subjects), and they are many, but
good kings are rare” (Par., XIII, 94~108).

It seems clear, as Scartazzini’s commentary points out, that
Dante “is here praising Solomon because he asked for under-
standing so that he might judge and govern s people well,
mnstead of asking for long life, or riches, or victory over s
enemies. Dante praises him because he did not ask for the
capacity to solve the problems ansing from metaphysics, dialectics
and geometry that were, in lus time, the paradise of the school-
men”. Having said this, we are left to wonder why Dante
thought fit to explain all this to us. For after all, to him Solomon
1s obviously only a symbol—a symbol of the truth that he
desires to mstil mto us. And does not that truth ssmply amount
to this: Just as I have asked monks to turn therr minds to the
wisdom of faith, I ask kings to rest content, in the matter of
wisdom, with the kingly prudence which they need 1n order to
govern their peoples well: In short, after asking the monks to
leave the Empire to the Emperor and to busy themselves with
theology, Dante urges the Emperor to leave learning to scholars
and to content himself with the admmistration of justice. For
Solomon had already been in Dante’s mind in the De Monarchia,
I, 13, where he praised him for addressing to God this prayer.
Deys, judicium tuum regi da et justitiam tuam filio regis (“O
God, give unto the king Thy judgment, and unto the king’s son
thy justice”).

This conclusion is already inchning us towards a defimte
interpretation of the presence in Paradise of Siger of Brabant.
Let us not, mndeed, forget that he 1s ncluded among those whom
Thomas Aquinas there introduces to Dante Of this Little band,
Thomas himself, Dionysius the Areopagite, Isidore of Seville,
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Boégthius, Bede, Peter Lombard, Richard of St. Victor and Al
bertus Magnus symbolize Theology—not, to be sure, 2 Theology
denuded of all learning, but one that is not subordmate to any
temporal aim. A canomst, Granian, is there as well, but there 13
reason for that, since, instead of wrongfully using Canon Law for
the exploitation of the temporal order, “he came to the aid of
both Codes” (Par., X, 104-105). Hence, the author of the
Decretum 1s 1n Paradise as a symbol of respcct for Crvil Law and
Canon Law, expressed 1n differentiation between their spheres of
action. There too 1s to be found the fifth light, that of Solomon,
which Dante does not hesitate to describe as the most beaunful
of all: La quinta luce, ch’é tra noi pitt bella (Par., X, 109). By thus
time we know why. Now, after these doctors whose only goal
1s spiritual wisdom, this canomist who does not use Canon Law
for temporal purposes, this wise king who confines himself
strictly to Jus royal calling, there finally appears before us—
easily last, but he 1s m heaven none the less, and on the same
footmg as the others—the enigmatical figure of Siger of Brabant,
that philosopher who chose to confine himself exclusively to his
philosophical calling. Will 1t be thought that Dante put hum
there by chance: And how can we help believing that he too 1s
there so that he may symbolize the independence of a defimte
portion of the temporal order, that portion which we call
philosophy? Tt 1s clear, at all events, that the whole of the context
suggests as much, but before we accept this solution to the
problem we must make sure that no other answer fits the known
facts, cither better or as well,

IV. Tar SyMBOLISM OF SIGER OF BRaABANT

The problem created by Dante’s mtroduction of Siger of
Brabant mto Paradise and by the eulogy of lum which he puts
mto the mouth of St. Thomas arises m the fourth heaven, or
Heaven of the Sun, the abode of those who knew that they were
wise with the wisdom their offices demanded. Thomas Aquinas
15 there, after teling Dante the names of the blessed bemngs who
surround him, begmmng with Albertus Magnus, who 1s on hus
right, he comes to the last, who 1s immediately to his left: “This
figure, which your eyes encounter as they return towards me,
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is the light of a spirit who, wrapt 1 grave thoughts, found death
slow n coming. This is the eternal light of Siger, who, when he
taught m the Street of Straw, established unwelcome truths”
(Par., X, 133-138).%

The last hne—Sillogizzd invidiosi veri—cannot be literally
translated. Of the three words of which 1t 15 made up the only
onc whose meaning 1s clear 1s veri. “Siger taught truths”—
sillogizzd—sigmfies that thesc truths were based on reasoning;
they were consequently rational truths, Invidiosi has here re-
tamed one of the meanings which attached to the Latin invidiosus.
Dux invidiosus erat means “the leader was unpopular, he was an
object of hatred”. I have chosen unwelcome because this word
makes 1t possible to render mvidiosi without periphrasis, but 1t
must be understood in the sense that the truths which Siger
taught were viewed with disfavour and drew upon hum the
hostility of his contemporanes. It matters little, however, which
literal transhation enhbsts our support, for the meamng of the
phrase 1s obvious. Scartazzim and Vandelli have brought out
tts general mcaning clearly m their commentary: “Sillogizzd.
argued, cstablished by lus syllogisms invidiosi veri, 1.e. odious
truths which earned hum envy and hatred.” This mterpretation
wall suffice us as a basis for discussion.

It would be tedious to cxamme the numerous explanations
already offered of Siger’s presence in heaven. Of the oldest 1t
may be saxd without injustice that they belong to Dantesque
archaeology. A summary and some very apposite cnitiasms of
several of them will be found in Father Mandonnet’s book. It
1s all the more unnecessary to resume this critical exammation
after him as the problem has presented itself mn a somewhat
different hight since the pubhcation of his book on Siger of
Brabant. Thanks to lum, mndeed, we can now form a pretty
accurate 1dea of this personage. If it 1s admutted that Dante m his
mmd must have ascribed a philosophical sigmficance to the
mtroduction of this 1;;hllosophct mto Paradise, the problem
presents 1tself m a new hght now that we can read certain writmgs

1P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol 1, pp 280-295 To the carlier worksby G A
Scartazzis, C Cipolla and C Bacumker to which Father Mandonnet refers hus readers
must be added the more recent work by B Nagoi, Sigiert di Brabante nella Divina Com-
medsa e le fonti della Filosofia di Dante, published by the author, Spianate (Pescia), 1913
(from the Ruvesta di filosofia neo-scolastica, April and October, 1917, February and April,
1912) An account will there be found (pp 1-9) of several mterpretations of Dante’s
two terccts on Siger of Brabant
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from the pen of Siger of Brabant. It is these wrntings, rather
than the conclusions of historians who have never read them,
that should henceforth be taken as a starting-point.

Leaving aside the work that has recently been published under
his name, but of which 1t 1s not certain that Siger was the author,!
to us the most mteresting of his definitely authentic writings are
s questions De Anima. A cursory examinatton of these is
enough to assure one that Siger of Brabant belongs to the group
called “Latin Averroists” and that he was probably one of its
most mtelligent representatives. In these Questions, 1 which
he reveals remarkaﬁle gifts as a philosopher, Siger professes to
discuss and solve the problems with which he deals from the
standpomt of reason alone. There 1s nothing of the extremust
in Siger. He 1s not a rationahst m revolt agamnst fath, He 15
not even a man who takes a delight 1n noting a dissension between
his reason and his faith. He does not seek conflicts, he resigns
hamself to them. A Master of Arts n Paris Umversity, he teaches
philosophy and nothing else. When the conclustons to which
he 1s led by the philosophy of Aristotle contradict the teaching
of faith, Siger contents himself with propounding them qua the

1Cf Quaestiones In Libros Anstotelis de Amma, n F VAN STEENBERGHEN, Siger de
Brabant &’ aprés ses oesuvres médites, Vol 1, Louvain, Institut supéneur de Philosoplhue, 1931
(pp 121-156) This treatise settles the crucial problem of the umty of the intellect to
the disadvantage of Averroes The ascription of this treatise to Siger has been called
m question by B, Nawoy, Il preteso tomismo di Sygieri & Brabante, 1n Giorale cnitico dy
Filosofia Itahana, Vol. XVII (1936), pp 26-35 and Vol XVII (1937), pp 160-164 A
new approach to the problem has since been made by ¥ VAN Stumwerucuen in Les oeuvres
et la doctrine de Siger de Brabanf, Brussels, Palais des Académues, 1938 It would be
premature to pretend to compose ths dispute out of hand, for 1t turns on a question of
fact and should be settled on its own ments, regardless of any other consideration,
Consequently I can only wonder what becomes of my own conclunions according as
B Nardr's or F Van Steenberghen’s are regarded as correct If B Nards 1s nght, Siger
of Brabant remains the Averroist described by Father Mandonnet and the Dante-Siger
problem to p atself 1n the terms m which we have discussed & K P
Van Steenberghen 1s night, Siger of Brabant finally abandoned the Averromtic thesis
of the unity of the active antellect and, 1n the questions De Anima whose authentioaty 13
at 1ssue, came very close to the position of St Thomas Aquinas (op e, pp I154-160)
It 15 clear that, if thns hypothesis were adopted, the entire Dante-Siger problem would
present 1tself 10 a new light and the conclusions of my own work would be subject to
reconsideration  The wasest course, therefore, 13 to await the end of the dispute and,
meanwhile, to borrow F Van Steenberghen’s sage observation about the conclumions
of history—to wat, that they arc ““provinional and subject to correction” (op it , p 40)
It will, therefore, I hope, occasion no surprise that, after readng F Van Steenberghen’s
latest book on Siger, we have i no way modified an interpretation which 13 wholly
based on the assumption that the vexed questions De Anima are not authentic. As a matter
of fact, all ¢ de the auth 1ty of the passages on which our discussion rests, B
Nard: denses the aothenticity of the guestions that we do not take nto account, and
even F Van Stcenberghen, though he finds them convincing, does not regard thesr
authenticity as absolutely certamn. Cf below, Eclurassement V, pp 317-327
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conclusions of phxloso&l:{, but he mamtamns at the same time
that the teachmgs of are the true ones.

Siger, then, does not pretend to discover 1n philosophy the last
word on the nature of man or of God. He snnﬁly destres to try
and find the relevant teaching of the philosophy of Aristotle,?
i.e. of natural reason, 1t bemng clearly understood 1n advance that
reason must often have erred when dealing with problems that
are outside 1ts scope, and that m the event of conflict between
philosophy and Revelation the truth 1s that which God Himself
has revealed to men. However, Siger’s private intentions were
one thing, and what they mevitably seemed to be from his
opponents’ pomt of view was another. Philosophers or theo~
logians whose rational conclusions were mn harmony with the
teachings of fath could not but disapprove of his attitude.
There was no conflict 1n their minds, and to them the 1dea that
rational conclusions nught be at once necessary and false was
incomprehensible. The Prologue to the hst of propositions
condemned by Etienne Tempier 1n 1277 exphatly declares that,
in fact, the professors who represented their conclustons as bemng
those of natural reason m the ficld of phifosophy, accordingly
represented them m their teaching as bemg correct. In adding
that the conclusions of natural reason are not necessanily correct,
they fell out of the frymng-pan mto the fire, for the necessary
conclusions of reason arc necessarily correct. From the pomt of
view of Ius opponents, therefore, Siger’s position obliged him,

1“Hoc dicimus sensisse Philosophum de untone antmae mtellectivae ad corpus,
sententiam tamen sanctae fider catholicae, s1 contrana huic sit sententiae Phiulosophu,
praeferre volentes, sicut et 1 alus quibuscumgque” (Quaest de Amma Intellectiva, I,
P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol I, pp 156-157) Let us note, moreover, that
Siger 13 of a very thoughtful turn of mund  So far as he 1s concerned the question *“What
was the teaching of Anstotle?” 15 not always identical with the other question, “What
was the teaching of Averroes?” Cf qu VI p 162 “Dicendum est secundum expositio-
nem Commentatorss ef forte sntentionem Anstotelis

8 “Dicendum, sicut et 2 prncipio dictum est, quod nostra intentto prmcypalis non
est mquirere quabiter s¢ habeat veritas de anima, sed quac fiut opmic Philosophu de ea”
(Quaest de Amsma, V1, op at, Vol I, p 163 Cf Prologus *  qud arca pracdicta
sen st, secundum documenta philosophorum probatorum, non abqud ex
nobis asserentes " (Vol I p 145) * . utrum amma mtellecuva multiphcstur
multipheatione corporum k um dihg derandum est, g perunet
ad philosophum, et ut ratione humana et expenentia comprehends potest, quacrendo
ntentionem phulosophorum in hoc magis quam vertatem, cum philosophice proced-
amus Certum est cum secundum vertatem quae mentin non potest, quod animae
mtellectivae multiphcantur multiplicatione corporum bumanorum” (Qu VI, Vol
I, p 164 Cf qu HI, Vol II, pp 153-154 “Quaenmus emim hic solum )  Siger’s
formula, “secundum vemtatem, quac mentin non potest,” may be compared with
Ran;e’s, “secondo che la santa Chiesa vuole, che non pud dire menzogna”’ (Convivio,

4
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whether he liked 1t or not, to maintain that there are two con-
truths, that of reason and that of farth: Dicunt enim ea esse
vera secundum philosophiam sed non secundum fidem catholicam,
quasi sint duae contrariae veritates (“For they say that those things
are true m the hight of philosophy but not m the light of the
Catholic faith, as if there were two contrary truths”).!

Such 1s the origin of the so-called doctrine of “twofold truth”,
which, although commonly attributed to the Averrossts, was not
taught by them but was forced upon them by their opponents.
Whatever the truth m this matter, the important thing to us
here 1s the fact that Siger of Brabant certamnly passed m the eyes
of all for an exponent of that doctrine which St. Thomas Aquinas
abhorred. Hence the problem as to how and why Dante could
compel St. Thomas to repudiate an essential element m his own
doctrine by assigning hum the task of glorifymg Siger of Brabant.
It 15 understandable that this problem has arrested the attention
of ]ianto]ogxsts, for 1t involves the ultimate meanmg of Dante’s
work.

When Father Mandonnet approached this difficulty mn hus
turn, he did so with hus mind algcady made up on two points,
which m his eyes were to remain for the future the basic facts
of the problem On the one hand, he had himsclf been the first
to prove that “Siger professed a pure, philosophical form of
Averroism”; on the other hand, he regarded 1t as certamn that
“Dante condemned Averroism outright”, so much so that “the
whole of Dante’s philosophy 1s the very antithesis of that of
Averroes”.® If, as we are entitled to do, we designate as “pure
Averroism” that of the Latin Averrossts (not that of Averroes),
the first thesis 1s indisputably correct. The second, on the con-
trary, raises many difficultics. We shall examine them later. For
the moment let us simply note that, m accepting these two
theses, Father Mandonnet was engaging to explam how a poet

1 Chartul Univ Paris, Vol 1, p 543 Cf St TuOMAS AQUINAS, De umitate intellectus
contra Averroistas Parisienses, the whole of the concluding part of the treanse, from Est
etiam mayori admiratione (in Opuscula omma, ed P Mandonnet, Vol. 1, pp 68-69)

% This conclusion has been ssmultaneously upheld by B Naupr, Intorno alle dottrine
filosofiche di Pietro d"Abano (from the Nuova Ruvista Storica, V, 2-3, Milan, Albngh
Segati, 1921, pp 34-35) and by myself m La doctrine de la double vérité (E GusoN, Etudes
de philosophie médiévale, Strasbourg, 1921, pp s1~75) Cf P Sassew, Siger de Brabans

et la doctrine de la double vérité, 1n Revue Néo~Scolastique de Philosophie, Vol. XXXIII (1931),
Pp 170-179 As regards Siger’s own postion, see the subtly contrasted reflections m

op at, pp 173-175
® P. MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol. 1, pp 301-302
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who was a2 Thomist and an opponent of Averroism could cause
St. Thomas to glorify an Averroust like Siger of Brabant. If the
question 1s put m this form the only satisfactory answer 1s that,
“m all probability, Dante was not acquamted with the doctrnes
of Siger of Brabant”.

On the whole, the theory is not impossible. It 1s arguable,
as 1t 1s arguable, on the contrary, that Dante knew Siger m-
timately through having been hus 'iupll.’ It 15 possible that Dante
was less well acquamnted with the detail of Siger’s doctrines
concernmng the soul than was Father Mandonnet, or than we are,
thanks to him. It wall even be granted that 1t 1s impossible to be
sure what Dante knew of those doctrines. And yet, even iof 1t
were conceded—and this too 1s undemonstrable—that Dante
knew nothing of Siger’s doctrine, the problem would remamn
where 1t was. If we understand that 1t was possible for Dante
to put Siger in Paradise, 1t does not follow that we know why
he put him there. If Dante made a blunder in putting lim there,
we want to know why he made 1t. That 1s the whole question.

1 P MANDONNET, op ¢t , VoL I, p 301

8 Thas hypothesis, which was formulated by E RENAN (Averroés et I Averroisme Essay
histonque, 9c &, Paps, Calmann-Lévy, 1935, p 272), has been newly adopted m a
chfferent form by SaLoMoN RENacH, L'émgme de Siger, n Revue istorique, Vol CLI
(x926) Ths article 1s 2 reprint of a paper read to the Académie des Inscriptions et
Belles-Lettres on September 4th, 1925. The author’s principal conclusion s that Dante
knew Siger personally in Italy, and that about 1282 the latter *‘met this handsome,
thoughtful young man, scion of a Florentine family which was then very well-to~do,
and gave lum lessons for a living He 1t was who introduced Dante to Albert and
‘Thomas, to their common master Anstotle, to the great commentator Averroes,” etc
Even if we grant that S Remach’s story 1s likely, 1t 15 none the less a story, and history
cannot be a catalogue of might-have-beens. On the other hand, § Remach has very
aptly noted several facts to which 1t 15 important to pay heed Here are the pnncipal
ones, formulated a little differently and completed 1 Siger of Brabant regarded Albertus
Magnus and Thomas Aquinas not merely as theologians but as the pnncipal phijo-
sophers of hus ime  “Dicunt praccipur vin n philosophia Albertus et Thomas ”
(De anima intellectiva, T, n MANDONNST, Siger de Brabant, Vol II, p 152), 2 From the
pomt of view of the Augustinian theologians, St Thomas lnms:llt" was compromised
together with Averroes, mn the condemnation of 1277, “‘a score of proposmtions .
more or less directly attack the teaching of Thomas Aqunas” (MANDONNET, 0p o,
Vol 1, p 231), 3 Siger and St Thomas arc at one m admittng that the philosopher
par excellence 13 Anistotle, if they do not always agree as to how he should be interpreted,
they very often g and 1n defiance of the same opponents, 4 Although St. Thomas
does not admut that philosophy can justify conclumions that are contrary to fath, he
wnsisted strongly on the specific disunction between philosophy and theology Without
wishing to draw from these facts more inferences &m are impheit n them, we must
none the less admut that, from a certain pont of view, there did not formerly appear to be
such a radical opposinon between St ‘Thomas and Siger as our more scrupulous historio-
graphy claims to detect An opponent like John Peckham would have been delighted
to sec them thus associated (cf MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol L, p 2s8), for the
contrary reason, an opponent of theologism bikc Dante nmught have deemed it natural
to reconale them,
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It might be assumed, for instance, that this blunder is simply
the result of chance. Undoubtedly Dante does not ordinarily
wrte down a proper name without having some reason for
domg so, but the case of Siger might be an exception. What
makes 1t hard to believe that Dante made this mistake fortmtously
is the fact that he made the same mistake twice, and in circum~
stances so sumular that one cannot help regarding them as m-
dicative of deliberate intent. The facts, madentally, are well
known. In Canto XII of the Paradiso (L. 139-141), Bonaventure,
who 1s the counterpart of Thomas Aquinas, mtroduces m his
turn the Doctors by whom he 1s surrounded. Among these
Doctors 1s il calavrese abate Gioacchino, di spirito profetico
dotato.” This was a direct tilt at Thomas Agqumas, who ex-
pressly dented that Joachim of Frori had the gift of Prophecy,
but 1t was an even more direct tilt at Bonaventure, who regarded
Joachim as a justly condemned 1gnoramus, and who was accused
by Angelo Clareno of having John of Parma, his predecessor as
Minuster General of the Order, tried and sent to prison because he
professed Joachim’s doctrine.® If we assume Dante made
two mustakes of this magnitude, and identical mm kind, we are
placing hittle rehance on s judgment.

It 1s, moreover, only necessary to read the relevant passages
with a little attention to establish that i both cases Dante 1s
very well aware of whom he 1s speaking. To represent Joachim
as a prophet 1s to ascribe to hum precisely the quality with whach
Friar Bonaventure and Friar Thomas, who saw in hum only a
false prophet, refused to credit him. As to Siger, the wealth
of detall with which Dante describes lum proves that he 1s not
wrong about this actor in his drama. If he does not know his
whole story, he at any rate knows that part of 1t which has led
him to put im in Paradise. What Dante tells us about Siger
amounts briefly to this: A professor of philosophy in the Faculty
of Arts at Pants Unversity, he was made to suffer for having
taught certam truths and consequently looked forward to a
death which was slow 1n coming. Leave asidc the problem of
the death of Siger of Brabant, which does not directly concern
us,? and all the rest may be venfied historically. Siger taught

1 THOMAS AQUINAS, It IV Sent, dist 43 qu. I, art 3

*E Gnuson, La philosophie de saint Bonaventure, ] Vnn, Paris, 1924, pp 25-26

1 Regarding the story of Siger’s last years, which has been reconstructed 1n a number of
ways by different hustortans, see P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol. I, pp 262-286, and
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philosophy in Pams; we may still read several of his works; he
was one of the philosophers aganst whom the condemnations
of 1270 and 1277 were directed, he was summoned to appear
before the tribunal of the Inquisitor of France, Simon du Val, on
October 23rd, 1277, and although by this time he had probably
taken to flight, this summons would alone be enough to justfy
Dante’s use of the word invidioss i speaking of the veri taught
by Siger. Whatever form the subsequent hi and the death of
this teacher may have taken, 1t 1s a fact that his university career
was rumned by the condemnation of 1277. What Dante tells us
about Siger 1s therefore historically accurate. To defend Father
Mandonnet’s thesis one 1s obliged to mamtam that Dante, know-
ing that Siger was a philosopher and that this philosopher had
been sentenced for certain of his philosophical opinions, has made
humself responsible for the declaration that these condemned
opmuons reflected the truth without even knowng their content.?
Such a theory 1s improbable. And yet Father Mandonnet’s
historical accuracy led to take up a position that 15 more
improbable still. Dante’s mtention m writing the passage was so
obviously to suggest that Siger occupies hus seat as a philosopher
that even Father Mandonnet could not fail to notice 1t. Smce he
saw 1t, his perfect honesty obliged lum to pomt 1t out, and his
emument scholarship did not permat lum to do so wath anythmg
but perfect clanty. But as he imnsisted that Dante was not ac-
uainted with Siger’s doctrme, Father Mandonnet found hinself
grxvcn to maintam that Dante had put Siger in heaven because
Siger was a philosopher, although Dante d1§ not know precisely
what the content of lus philosophy was.®

S RmNACH, L'énigme de Siger, 1n Revue historique, Vol 151 (1926) (passage on pp 9-14)
If scholars were agreed in reg; Dante as the author of the poem 1! Fiore, rgpuuge
1t contains on Siger’s death would be of capital importance to us (I Fiore, XCII, mn
Danrs, Tutte le opere  , ed at., p. 200), but, snce the authorship of the poem remains
uncertain, we not adout it as evadence,

1 The text of the summons 1s reproduced in P, MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol. 1,
p 255, note 1

2 This objection has already been rased aganst Father Mandonnet's thesis, and
such 3 way that there 1s nothing to add to it, by B Nawot, Sigiers ds Brabante nella Dwina
Commedia e le fonts della filosofia di Dante, 1n Riw di Filosofia neo-scolastica, February-April,
1912 (pp. 63~-66 printed separately) R

3E Gebhardt, on the other hand, thought of the nght explanation, but rejected it
as bemg 1mprobable “The explanation which 1s 1n that case held to account for Siger’s
presence, namely that hus rhoug]:t as a philosopher differed from Ins thought as a Chrishan,
18 not mercly particularly absurd where a mediaeval consaience 1 mvolved, but would
add further to these difficulties” (L’Italie mystique, Hachette, Pamss, se édit, 1906, p 328)
Consequently, “there remamns but one solution to the problem the doctor’s expuation,
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Here the thesis is no longer merely improbable; 1t is contra-
dictory. For 1f Dante has chosen Siger to represent philosophy,
he has certamnly done so, as Father Mandonnet himx}ff shrewdg'
says, because he wants to place at the side of Thomas, the per-
sonification of learned theology, “a representative of the con-
temporary profane science, Anstotchsm. That 1s why Dante
puts Siger on the left hand of Thomas Aqumas, while Albert of
Cologne, the latter’s teacher and elementary instructor, stands on
hus nght. In reality Siger 1s here as 1t were the vicar of Anistotle,
who could not himself enter Paradise. It is so obvious that Dante
wants to put a representative of the profane science near St.
Thomas that he is careful to outlme Siger’s character dlearly,
lest 1t be thought that he 1s a theologian” .t

Dante therefore knew at least this much about Siger—that he was
one of the very few contemporary teachers who could be chosen
to symbolize pure philosophy, that is to say an Aristotelianism un~
disturbed by any theological preoccupations. In other words, it 1s
an essential article of Father Mandonnet’s thests, which here gives
way to the facts revealed in our sources, that Siger symbolized
a philosophical attitude which the theologian-philosopher Thomas
Aqumas could not symbolize. Now such a distinction between
theology and philosophy, here symbolized by Siger of Brabant,
15 at the very root of the indiscretions for which tiat philosopher
had been sentenced 1 1277. Accordingly we cannot, like Father
Mandonnet, say that m exalting Siger Dante mtended to glonify
profane philosophy as distinct from theology, without tacitly
admutting that Dante was acquamted with the philosophical-
theological separatism which Siger taught. Hence, it seems that
only one conclusion can be drawn. In any case, what Dante
may not have known of Siger’s philosophy cannot explam the
fact that he mtroduced him into Paradise. The reason for hus
choice cannot have been something that he did not know about
him, it must have been something that he did know about him.
Now we are told, quite rightly, that Dante ntended to make

that profound muscry, attested by the Fiore, m which he had languished within the
walls of bleak Orvieto, perhaps even the tortures or the acts of violence which cut short
hus hfe” (op cit, p 328) The question of Siger's death 1s not part of our tEmhlrcm, snce
it is boum{ up with the mnterpretation of the text of the Fiore, to which others have now
been added Consult in this connection P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol I, pp
263~264 and 280-286, and S REINACH, L'émeme de Siger, 1n Revue hstorique, Vol 151
(1926) (passage on pp 11-13)
1 P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol 1, p 307
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him represent a philosophy uncoloured by theology. The least,
therefore, that Dante can have known aZout Siger is that that
teacher had mamtained a rigorous distinction between the
phulosophical and the theological orders; what he had said on
that sug]cct amounted to so many truths (veri); it was because
he had upheld them that he bad suffered (invidiosi);* but Dante
at all events was anxous to glonfy him for having mamntained
thus radical distinction between the two orders, and 1t is because
he had upheld it that he troduces Siger mto Paraduse.

Solutions which appear the most obvious to the mind that
concetves them lose some of their weight as soon as they are
formulated. Accordingly this one may m 1ts turn be only one
more false solution to be added to the long list which scgolars
have already offered to this problem. It has at any rate three
mernits: 1. It gives a positive reason for Dante’s glorification of
Siger; 2. It identifies that reason with Siger’s symbolical function
in the Dantesque Paradsse; 3. It deduces the nature of that function
from what Dante himself tells us of 1t Surely no solution could
go much further towards obtammg from Dante himself the
answer to a question with which his work confronts us, and that
is what appears to me to authorize this one.

In that case we may ask ourselves how 1t 1s that 1t has not
yet been noticed. But the question 1s not faxr, for, in fact, Father

11t 1s appropmate to note here that, contrary to the opimion of the Abbé F Van
Steenberghen (Les oeuvres et la doctrne de Siger de Brabant, p 182), the hypothesis that
Siger of Brabant was finally won over to Thomism would not readdy cxplamn St
‘Thomas's eulogy of him in thus passage  If the fresh questions De anima which 1t 1s demred
to ascnbe to hum are authentic the Dante-Siger problem wall merely present atsclf in a
new form, with the followmng as 1ts main pomnts 1 Siger of Brabant, ongma.llgg;an
adherent of Averroism, finally abjures that doctrine and, between 127§ and 1277, adopts
the general attitude of St Thomas, of whom he becomes an “admarer and even a disciple”
(op at., pp 7879 and p 183), 2 Having abjured Averroism between 1275 and 1277,
he 1s nevertheless sentenced for Averrosm in 1277, 3 Summoned to appear before
Smmon du Val, Inquisitor of France, on November 23rd, 1277, Siger tain to fight
d of p g I If and producing the authentic Quaestiones which prove con-
clumvely that he rejects the doctrine of Averroes, 4 Sentenced i 1277 for his Averroism
—though he has already renounced 1t—Siger of Brabant none the less ceases to write as
from this ime (op oit,, p 79) the silence of Siger of Brabant dates from the moment
when he adopts an orthodox attitude and can freely say what he thinks, s Semenced
sn 1277 for upholding doctrines which at this tume he humself deemed false, Siger 1
prased 1n the Dantesque Paradize as 2 man who has formerly suffered for upholding
doctrmes whuch St. Thomas humself declares to be true (invidiosi veri), Thus, 1t 1s alleged
that while the Siger of hustory was converted to Thomism, St Thomas 15 converted
m Dante’s poem to the Averrosm from which he himself had formerly alienated Siger
of Brabant I would not hke to say that the problem put mn this form 18 msoluble, I
merely say that those who believe m Siger’s conversion to Thomusm will still have a

few difficulties to surmount before they solve the problem, which they regard, a little
prematurely, as solved already.
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Mandonnet noticed it. What we must ask ourselves, therefore,
is rather why, having noticed it, he did not accept it. The reason
18 probably to be found in the simplistic notion that is often
formed of Dante’s symbolism. The Divine Comedy contains as
great a wealth of figuratve meanings as the Roman de la Rose,
but 1t expresses them differently. Instead of employng a system
of frig1d allegories and presenting us with persomfied abstractions,
as Greed, Justice, Faith, Theology and Phulosophy would have
been, Dante employs a system of symbols, 1e. representative
characters: Beatrice, Thomas Aquinas, Siger of Brabant, Bernard
of Clarvaux. It was a prodigious artistic mvention, 2 sheer
stroke of genius, to people the poem 1n this way with a crowd
of living beings, each having a spiritual sigmfication as concrete
and alive as the character that personifies 1t. The wonderful
poetical triumph that 1s the Divine Comedy fully justfies this
techmque, and if it has often musled interpreters of Dante, he
himself cannot be held responsible, since he did not write his
work for future historians of Itahan literature, but for the
pleasure and mstruction of his readers.

The dual nature of the characters mn the Divine Comedy almost
mevitably produces an optical illusion, agamst which mterpreters
of the work must be on their guard. Each 1s a historical personage
chosen 1 view of the representative function whach he or she 15
to perform. In order, therefore, to make a speafic choice, Dante
had first to take account of the part which the character 1
question had played m history. He could not allot symbolical
meamings at random, and 1t 1s easy to see why the pagan Anstotle
represents philosophy in Limbo while the Christian Siger repre-
sents 1t 1 Paradise, or why Thomas symbolizes speculative
theology and Bernard of Clairvaux umtive mystical theology.
In fact, Dante’s choices are almost always justifiable hustorically;
when they are not so historically, they can be justified on the basis
of legend, and I do not remember coming across a single char-
acter whose presence did not accord with some defimte plan.
Thus said, the other aspect of the problem claims our attention
no less urgently. A character in the Divine Comedy conserves
only as much of its historical reality as the representative function that
Dante assigns to it requires. Hence, to understand the
properly we must remember that mn 1t Virgil, Thomas Aquinas,
Bonaventure and Bernard of Clairvaux each lead the particular
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existence—and no other—which justifies their presence in Dante’s
poetical universe. Most certainly, these characters remam closely
associated with the historical reality of the personages whose
names they bear, but they retam only as much of that realty as
they themselves sigmify. Hence this second rule of interpretation,
which 1t will be well to remember: The historical reality of Dante’s
characters may influcnce their interpretation only in so far as it is
essential to the representative function which Dante himself assigns
to them and in view of which he has chosen them.

As soon as we consider the matter, the necessity of thus rule
for Dante’s own purposes becomes obvious. If he had adopted
any other method his work would have been impossible. Those
whose praises he causes to be sung by St. Thomas or St. Bona-
venture are not the spiritual heroes whom the Thomas or the
Bonaventure of history would spontaneously have chosen to
celebrate, but those whom the Thomas or the Bonaventure of
the Divine Comedy were bound to celebrate, granted the speaific
function with which Dante himself had entrusted them. It 1s
this that enables the poet to pursue s judicial task without fear
and, in the name of divine justice, to re-establish m heaven the
scale of values which passions or human ignorance have over-
thrown on earth. His spokesmen have no function but that of
conveymng to us his own words—so much so that when the need
anses Dante does not scruple to rehcarse them  As another poet
would say, Thomas and Bonaventure dwell m Paradise in the
characters finally imposed on them by eternity. Henceforth their
words will no longer be determined by themselves as they once
were, but by their poetical function alone.

It 1s impossible to view these problems m any other light
without encountering numerous serious improbabilities. In
heaven Bonaventure, like a prophet mspired by God, celebrates
that same Joachim agamst whom he fought so vigorously on
earth. If we express rie problem 1n terms of the actual historical
character alone, we are bound to admut erther that Dante was
completely ignorant of the situation of the parties within the
Franaiscan Order, or else that he was aware of 1t and desired to
amuse himself at the expense of the earthly Bonaventure by
causing him to be publicly disowned by his celestial double. Now
Dante was perfectly well aware of the internal situation of the
Order; he defincs St Bonaventure’s position m 1t to a nicety
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when he makes him call for a new and strict observance of the
rule of St. Francis—a compromise between the austerity of
Ubaldino di Casale and the laxity of Matteo d’Acquasparta
(Par., X1I, 124~126). That Joachim’s Franciscan supporters were
largely recruted from the Spiritualists of Ubaldino di Casale
was known to every clenic of the fourteenth century. To say
that Dante did not know 1t, and that he wrote on the subject
without acquuring the necessary information, would be tanta-
mount to branding Theolzﬁzs Dantes as an 1gnoramus and an
egregious blunderer. On the other hand, Dante not only ren-
dered very deep homage to Friar Bonaventure in choosmng him
as the herald of the affective theology of the Franciscans, but
rendered that theologian precisely the homage to which he had
a special nght. I readily admit that Dante was not sorry to
teach him a mild lesson, but he canmot have intended to make
Joachim of Fror1 counteract his deep homage even as he rendered

1t.

We should eventually encounter the same difficulties if, on
the contrary, we supposed that Dante mntended to make Bona-
venture justify Joachun’s entire doctrme. The two can live
together and play their parts in Dante’s Paradisc only because,
when they entered it, they left their earthly differences behmd
them. That 1s not such a bad conception of heaven; yet 1t 1s not
an adequate one Even to enter Dante’s heaven positive cre-
dentials are needed. Joachim and Bonaventure can only be there
together because the functions which they petform are not
merely compatible, but related. Now the distinctive mark of
Dante’s Bonaventure (che ne” grandi offici sempre pospuoss lu
simsstra cura) 15 that in the highest offices of the Church he upheld
the primacy of the spiritual order If 1t was desired to place at tus
side an extreme champion of the same cause, who was the one
to choose? A Franciscan “Sprritualist” like Ubaldmo di Casale:
No, for Ubaldmo was a Franciscan; St. Francis was therefore his
master and Dante’s passion for loyalty made him detest the
attitude of a Franciscan who allowed himself to alter a2 Rule
which he had professed to uphold. It matters little, moreover,
what form the alteration took: Uno la fugge ed altro la coarta,
and so all are 1n the wrong On the other hand, Joachim of Fior
had not merely exalted the punty of the spintual order; he had
been 1ts prophet. Thus, to Dante’s way of thmking Joachin
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might in fact symbolize the same tendency as Bonaventure, but
he symbolized it in a diffcrent way and one that is particularly
infcrcsdniin view of his history. The author of the Eternal
Gospel, who always ranked spiritual contemplation above action,
was the herald of a third human era, an era of charity and freedom,
in which the clenical order of the visible Church would be re-
absorbed mto the spiritual Church. Such a complete “detem-
poralization” of the Church was in strict accordance with
Dante’s political passions. This, then, is what Joachim wnll
symbohze in Heaven, and he wall symbolize nothing else. We
SE?] therefore not be surprised to find him there, named last
of all by Friar Bonaventure as is Siger by Thomas Aquinas.
For 1t is certainly true that the Bonaventure of history would
have strenuously refused to culogize hum; yet he has recast
the prophecies of Joachim in ortﬁlozsox terms—a certamn sign
of the hidden kinship between the two—and, most important
of all, it is here Dante’s Bonaventure who 1s speaking. This
Bonaventure, who was a Cardinal and a Prince o?cthc Church,
continues after hus arrival in heaven to bear witmess to the
primacy of the spititual order; hence, whatever he may have
thought of hum while on earth, it is huis duty to testfy for
all eternity in favour of Joachim, the prophet of a new age m
which the complete spirstualization of the Church will be an
accomplished fact.

The case of Siger 13 the counterpart of the case of Joachim.
If we consider Thomas and Siger m all their concrete hustorical
reality, we come up agamst a senes of impossibilities. Siger
was an Averroist, and Thomas fought Averroism as Bonaventure
fought Joachimism. Siger assumed that reason 1s not always m
harmony with faith; Thomas demed 1t. Siger assumed that
philosophy believes 1n the umity of the possible mtellect; Thomas
rejected thus thesis. The idea that the St. Thomas of history may
have glonfied the Siger of history conveys no determmable
meaning, unless we see 1n it 2 blunder on Dante’s part that 1s itself
inexplicable, or admit that, m glorifying mtellectualistic theology
of the Thomustic brand, Dante intended to indicate by his eulogy
of Siger that this theology which he exalts had become wholly
discredsted. It 1s no longer the same thing 1f we consider Thomas
and Siger solely m the light of their poetical function. In the first
place, St. Thomas 1s a perfect choice to sigmfy Dominican
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intellectualistic theology. Furthermore, there is the same close
ity between him and Siger as there is between' Bonaventure
and Joachim: both distingwsh philosophy from theology, both
are mtellectualists and admirers and expositors of Aristotle, and,
although he attacked Averroism, St. Thomas owed enough to
the work of Averroes for the attempt to be made to compromise
him under the terms of that same sentence which 1 1277 was
passed on Siger of Brabant. Sigmficant as they were, not all
these historical affinities were even necessary. For Dante to be
able to make Thomas Aquinas glonfy Siger, 1t is both essential
and sufficient that what Thomas Aqumnas symbolizes m the
Divine Comedy should be a vindication of what Siger of Brabant
symbolizes m that poem. Such, m fact, is the case. A theology
of the Thonustic brand is not merely reconcilable with a philo-
sophy that derives its principles from natural reason alone; it
requires such a phlosophy, and smce Dante also requures it for
the personal reasons that have come to our nouce, there is no
doubt that he makes Thomas Aquinas eulogize the pure philo-
sopher, Siger of Brabant, with full knowledge of the case.
Father Mandonnet therefore put hus finger on the whole truth
when he wrote m this connection: “Had Dante known Siger of
Brabant better than we have supposed, I am inclined, in view of
certamn data that are seemungly quute decsive, to thnk that he
would not on that account have given up the 1dea of makm
him the persomfication of philosophy.”* To grasp this tru
the moment 1t presents stself, 1t 15 only necessary to bow com-
pletely to the evidence of the text. If, without further ado, we
add, with Father Mandonnet, that Dante entrusted this réle to
Siger despite the fact that that teacher was “given to spreading
a fundamentally erroneous philosophical doctrine”, erther we
make nonsense of the fact that he caused Siger to be prased for
teaching veri, or else we come back to the hypothesis that Dante
did not know the nature of Siger’s doctrine; in any event there
1s 2 glarmg meonsistency. Hence, if we are to take all the data
Suliem, bt Fathct Mandonin ought % have et 3¢ ot Fi vt comm s
prove that, basically, the way i winch Siger reconciles fath and reason was not “an
msurmountable obstacle to the entry of Siger of Brabant mto Paradise™ That 1s not the
real question, for, mn the first place, we dc not have to decrde whether or not Siger of
Brabant 18 1n Paradise, but why he 1s 1n the Paradiso of Dante, moreover, it 12 not

to establish that this doctrine did not prevent Dante from putting Siger n Paradue,
we want to know whether 1t wasnot b afuthatheputhuntgne
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of the problem into account it is not enough to assume that Dante
may have put Siger in Paradise despite what he had taught; we
must go fgrthcr, and say that he put lum there because he had
taught certain truths which Dante held dear. We are told that that
would have been rather audacious, but 1t was also audacious
to prepare a select place in hell for Pope Bomface VII. And
this audacity was not merely as great; it was identical. Bomface
VI has to appear 1 Dante's Inferno for the same reason as Siger
has to appear 1 Dante’s Paradiso, for the false belief that doomed
the one to hell was the counterpart of the truth that the other
represents n Paradisc as by nght. This was the belief that the
spiritual order has power over the temporal order; the truth that

ology, which 1s the spiritual wisdom of faith, has no authonty
over the temporal order through the medium of philosophy.
Hence, of the truths which Dante praises Siger for having taught
we know at least these two—that philosophy 1s a science of pure
natural reason, and that theology, the wxsjc'ml of faith, has no
authority over natural ethics or over politics, the foundations of
which are laid by natural ethics. Being a martK;iof pure philo-
sophy, Siger of Brabant was in Dante’s eyes quahfied to represent

it.
The objection will no doubt be raised that St. Thomas Aquinas

would not have applauded the use which Siger had made of lus
philosophical independence. That is true. Our analysis of the
Convivio showed us that the use which Dante himself makes of

11t should be noted that, conversely, Siger would have felt no embarrassment at
finding lhumself 1n the company of Thomas Aqunas and Albertus Magnus, whom he
regarded as the best phulosophers of s ttme—"‘praccipm vart 1 philosophia Albertus
et Thomas” (Quaest de Anima, m P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, Vol I, p 153)
Furthermore, Siger would have made no objection to the theology of St Thomas, for
he professed not to be a theologian and to accept the Chnistian farth as true without
any reservation Fmally, even where his philosophy failed to accord with hus faith,
Siger was not always dogmatically certam of his philosophical conclusions Thus, his
conclusion on the capital problem of the umity of the possible mtellect was as follows
“Bt 1deo dico propter difficultatem dpmnuuorum et quorumdam aliorum, quod muhs
dubum foit a longo tem%x'e, qud via ratoms naturalis m praedicto problemate ut
tenendum, et quud senserit Phulosophus de dicta quacstione, et m talt dubio fider adhaer-
endum est, quae omnem rationem superat” (op cit, Vol IL, p 169) The problem would
accordingly become very nvolved if one wished to discuss all the posngle hypotheses
If, Like Father Mandonnet, we assume that m the Divine Comedy Dante 15 sﬁm& as
a theologran, the fact that he denes the umty of the possble mtellect would al prove
nothmg, smee, beyond all doubt, Siger humself regarded this thesis as deserving of
condemnation from the theologian’s pomnt of view. As to the poution of Siger touching
this question, sec the excellent work by W J Dwvyar, L’Opuscule de Siger de Brabant
““De actermtate munds” Introduction critique et texte, Louvam, Editions de I'Institut supénieur
de Philosophie, 1937. Cf “Haec autem dicimus secundum opumonem Philosophs,
non ca asserendo tanquam vera”, p 43, 11, §, 6
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his independence as a philosopher is far less charactensuc of
Siger than of St. Thomas Aquinas. But an examination of the
De Monarchia wnll show us also that at least once durg his hife,
and m what was to him a vital matter, Dante had to carry the
distinction between philosophy and theology further than St.
Thomas Aqumas hadp done. Now 1s the time to recall the rules
of mterpretation that we suggested and to deal with the inhabit-
ants of the Dantesque world 1n accordance with the special laws
which govern st. For 1t 1s quite true that the Thomas Aqumnas
of history would never have undertaken to eulogize Siger in the
way mn which Dante makes him eulogize hum, but mn refusing
to do so he would automatically have acinowlcdged the authority
of theology over ethics and, since they are inseparable, would
have justified 1n advance all encroachments of the spiritual
order on the temporal order, mcluding that of the Pope on the
Empire I do not for a moment question such an assessment
of the Thomas Aquinas of history, but this was the part of his
make-up which he had to leave at the gate of the Paradiso before
he could enter. By refusing to carry the distinction between
philosophy and theology to the pomnt of upholding not the
doctrine of the twofold truth, which even Siger never upheld,
but the radical separatism that Dante had 1n mind, St. Thomas
Aqumas would have forfeited the nght to symbohze mn the
Divine Comedy the Dominican wisdom of faith, there would no
longer have Kcen any justificaion for hus presence—m short,
he would have been the cause of his own exclusion. This 1s
not the only case m which Dante’s symbolism 15 wholly
out of keeping with the individual to whom 1t 1s apphied. The
closed world of the sacred poem 1s subject to internal compulsions
which are not those of huistory; when the laws of these two
worlds are 1n conflict 1t 15 the laws of history that have to give
way

If 1t 15 already not easy to appreciate exactly the relevance of a
philosophical thesss, 1t 15 not even certain that a poem, though
1t be as full of 1deas and theses of all kinds as the Divine Comedy,
1s mntended to be understood philosophically When the artist
is labourmg for a truth, he has his own way of serving 1t: he
makes his appeal to feeling rather than to reason. When, there-
fore, we come to mterpret the Divine Comedy, the artist’s pomnt
of view has an mdisputable priorty over all others, not only
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where it is a question of determining the general meaning of the
work, but alsx:l where problems relating to g means employed by
Dante for its construction are mvolved. The characters that people
the Divine Comedy are not exempt from his rule of interpretation.
Simnce they are lustorical characters, we cannot disregard h.\stoz
if we are to discern the poet’s intentions. The unbehevable weal
of erudition compressed mto the notes of a good Itahan edition
of Dante 15, to the majority of hus readers—to the author of these
Imes, at all events—an invaluable source of help. Without these
notes we should know only rarely or vaguely who or what was
the subject of discussion. And yet if, broadly speaking, they
help us to see or to guess why Dante has raised such and such a
character to the dignity of a symbol, these lustorical indications
subject us to a dangerous temptation—the temptation to explan
Dante’s symbolism in terms of history, mstead of explanng
his history 1n terms of lus symbolism. In a work of art like the
Comedy, even this symbolism 1s expressed by artistic means.
When we think we have discerned some at least of the reasons
that have led the poet to choose Thomas and Siger as symbols,
and then to counterbalance them with Bonaventure and Joachim
of Fiory, 1t 13 wise to leave it at that.

To be sure, 1t 15 easy to think of solutions to the problem that
are much simpler, but 1t 1s perhaps not casy to find one that
accords more readily with all the facts without runming counter
to the most obtrusive probabilities. Now, n view of what we
know for certam we must admut at one and the same time that
Dante knew of Siger’s condemnation; that he made St. Thomas
speak as though he knew of 1t; that he made St. Thomas praise
Siger for having suffered 1n the cause of ver, that he placed hhm
m that curcle of heaven m which he praises Gratian and Solomon
for having respected the disunction between the spintual and
the temporal orders; that he located this episode n a part of the
Divine Comedy that 1s wholly devoted to the exaltation of the
punity of the spiritual order and to its mdependence of the
temporal order, and finally that Dante himself required the
complete mdependence of phlosophy as a necessary condition
of the complete mdependence of the Empire m 1ts relations with
the Church. Such are the facts. It seems impossible to explamn
them all solely from the historical pomnt of view. Neither St.
Thomas, who beatifies Siger, nor Dante lumself, who makes St.
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Thomas beatify him, accepted the substance of the doctrine for
the mamntenance of which Siger was condemned m 1277. And
yet Dante’s two tercets certamnly refer to a Siger who was sub-
jected to censure and who suffered in the cause of truth, What
principle 1s to be found m the doctrine of a Siger so condemned
that may be praised as bemg true by St. Thomas without ex-
cessively straining our credulity* and regarded by Dante himself
as an essential truth, and that may cnuéc him who upheld 1t to
a place 1 heaven alongside Gratian and Solomon—all at the
same time: The only thing that appears to fulfil these requre-
ments 15 his doctrme of the mutual mmdependence of reason and
farth, of the temporal and the spintual orders, and that 1s why
we may very plausibly find the justification of the réle with which
Dante has entrusted lum m that doctrine.

Let us therefore suggest, as an mference to be drawn from the
text of the Divine Comedy, (1) that the problem raised by the
beatification of Siger merges with the more general problem of
the relationship between the spiritual and the temporal orders;
(2) that Siger 1s mtroduced as representing not the substance of
Averrossm, but the doctrme ot? the mutual independence of
philosophy and theology that was imphat 1n Latin Averroism;
(3) that his own philosophical separatism was to Dante’s way of
thinking merely a corollary of the mutual independence of the

1 Since this work was written, M F Van Steenberghen has gone much further in
this direction  As I have said, the problem of literary hustory with which the thesis of
Siger’s ultumate conversion to Thomism 1s bound up cannot—in the mamn at least—be
finally resolved here In defending his interpretation of the evolution of Siger’s doctrine
aganst B Nard:’s objections, which remam very potent, M F Van Steenberghen has
msisted on the fact that Siger was a rather hentant Averroust—one who was no doubt
nfluenced by Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas, and who, even if we take wto
account only the works that are certainly authentic, progressively moderated his Averzo-
1sm after 1270 (Les oenvres et la doctrine de Siger de Brabant, pp 171-176) Fven 1f we
disregard the questions De Anima that are involved——B Nardr's objections have led the
author to recognize that their authenticity 18 not beyond question, as Mgr M Grabmann
had believed, but merely very probably and perhaps monlly cettan (op ot , pp 24-25)
—M F Van Steenberghen’s observations (op af, pp. 182-183) on the intellectual
affimties and the commumty of doctrinal interests between St Thomas and Siger seem
to me quute just. AsIhave said, these things explain the fact that Dante was able to choose
St. Thomas to beatsfy Siger of Brabant, whereas he could not 1n all seriousness have
catrusted such a task to St. Bonaventure  And yet, unless we accept as certam Siger’s
final conversion to a 3 of Thomism, the fact remans that to the last Siger “placed
the conclusions of p} phy and the affirmations of faith on a par” (op «it., p. 174).
Although our conceptions of St Thomas are not quite the same, I think that M F.
Van Steenberghen and I are at one in considening that this atttude 1s not Thomstic.
Now it 18 precisely the attitude to which Dante himnself has recourss, within the limits
that we defined in our analysis of the text of the Banquet Sce below, Eclawrcissement V,
Pp. 317-327
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temporal and the spiritual orders, of the Church and the Empre,
which he earnestly desired.

If such is indeed the case, we should be following an equally
false trail if, as a means of deducing Dante’s theoretical attitude
towards philosophy, we assumed that he was a Thomist, or if,
as 2 means of deducing lus theoretical attitude towards theology,
we assumed that he was an Averroist. Anyone who cares to
glance through his work 1 the light of one of these hypotheses
will encounter msuperable difficulties. The text of the Divine
Comedy much rather suggests the idea that Dante 15 2 moralist
and reformer who arms himself with all the theses required for
lis work of reform and by his moral philosophy. We do not
know who the Veltro was, and, if he was one destined to anse
mn the future, perhaps 1t 1s a hittle ingenuous to give a name to
this Messiah. On the other hand we are certan, on the evidence
of the text, that Dante heralds his commg at the very outset
of his work, and we know the mussion with which he entrusts
him—the admimistration of justice. We even know for certan
what lus work of justice will be, viz. to put each of the human
orders m 1ts proper place by restormg temporal authority to the
Empire and spintual authority to the Church The Veltro, the
saviour of Italy, will be the destroyer of the She-Wolf, tself a
symbol of the greed which 15 at the very root of mjustice (Inf.,
I, 100-111) When Dante reaches the heaven of Jupiter, which
1s the heaven of the wise and just princes, the formation which
these blessed spinits adopt represents the sentence mn the Scriptures:
Duligite justittam, qus judicatis terram (“Love justice, O ye who
Judge the earth”) (Wisdom, I, 1) A htde later, having first
rearranged their ranks n the form of the letter M, which 1s the
last letter of terram, they open out mnto a new formation, repre-
senting the Impenial Eagle, symbol of the Empire, which 1s to
ensure the triumph of justice (Par., XVII, r15-123). And
‘over whom: Over greed and njustice. Agam, over the greed
and mjustice of whom: Of that Pope John XXII who laid
waste the vineyard of the Church, n whose cause the apostles
Peter and Paul died (Par., XVII, 130-132). Let us make no
mustake, the Imperial Eagle’s discourse on Justice mn this passage
is an exact parallel to those that flowed from the lips of St.
Thomas and St. Bonaventure on the spirtuality of the Church’s
aims (Par., XIX, 40-99). To each his order and his funcuon.
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The representative par excellence on carth of divine Justice 1s
none other than the Emperor.

This burning passion for temporal justice, realized through
the Empire, must undoubtedly be the basis of our renewed re-
flections on the use that Dante has made of philosophy and
theology. The adversary that haunts hus thoughts is the clergy
that betrays 1ts sacred mussion and usurps that of the Emperor:

Ahy, gente che dovrest1 esser devota
¢ lasciar seder Cesare m la sella, .
se bene mtendt ad che Dio t1 nota!
(Purg , VI, 9103 )

Priests, monks or Popes—Dante hunted this detested breed
with an anger that knew no pity. Just as he enlists samts mn ad
of his cause, the poet does not hesitate to make God the executor
of his exalted purpose. Himself animated by an ardent desire
to serve,* this herald of justice does not for one moment coun-
tenance faillurc to serve the divine authonties as he means that
they should be served  As the creator and supreme lawgiver of
his own universe, Dante assigns to each hus place with an authonity
agamst which there 1s no appeal. We do not find Siger of Brabant
and Joachim of Fior1 where St. Thomas and St. Bonaventure
put them on carth, but where they ought to put them 1n accord-
ance with the conception of justice which, smce 1t 1s Dante’s
conception, 1s necessarly God's as well.

Ths 15 a sufficient reason to deter us from systematizing the
sacred pocm around any thesis—even this one. Bewng the work

1 We can understand how Dante’s passion for authority 1s 1n keeping with the passion-
ate independence of ks attitude towards those who betray 1t only if we remember that
mn hus eyes the greainess of the sovereign conssts entirely in service  These scemungly
contradictory reactions therefore spring from one and the same basic seniment  Dante
believes that the haghest good 1s the hberty which makes us happy as men 1n this world
and as gods mn the next If he desires the installation of an Emperor, the reason 15 that
*‘existens sub Monarcha est potissime liberum” The umiversal Emperor mn effect frees
the individual from servitude 1n all 1ts specific forms (democracy, oligarchy or tyranny)
The special fi of the Emperor 1s therefore to mdividual Itberties through
the constant arbitration that hus supreme authonty enables hum to cxercise The Emperor
15 thus lord of the means that lead to this end, but it 1s hus duty to serve this end and all
thosc whom he 13 responsible for guiding to 1t “Hinc ctiam patet, quod quamvis consul
sive rex respectu viae sint domins aliorum, fespectu autem termuim aliorum mumistry
sunt, et maxume Monarcha, qui mumster omnium procul dubio habendus est” %
Monarchia, 1, 12) Dante therefore has the nght to demand for cvery sovereign the
authonity to which has function entitles hum, and to condemn him n the name of that
same function, with a ruthlessness proportionate to its cxalted character, if he turns
out to be unworthy of 1t.
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of a poet, the Divine Comedy 1s infinitely mightier and more
splendid than the political passions of its author.! Taken as a
whole, 1t 1s an exaltation of all divine nights: that of the Emperor,
most certainly, but equally those of the Philosopher and the
Pope, since all rights are interdependent as bemng expressions of
the hving justice of God. The Divine Comedy accordingly appears
as the projection, on the artistic plane, of the vision of that 1deal
world which Dante dreamed of—a world m which majesty
would always be honoured according to 1ts rank and every act of
treason chastised as 1t deserved.?  In short, 1t 1s the fina] judgment
passed on the meduaeval world by a God Who will consult Dante
before making His adjudications. )

To be sure, the 1deological framework of the Divine Comedy
explains nether 1ts origmation nor its beauty, but 1t 1s there,
and 1t alone enables us to understand the poem’s contents. Virgil
holds sway i Limbo over the poets and Amstotle over the
philosophers, but BonifaceVIIl has a place all prepared for
him m Hell, while Manfred, who died excommumicate, warts
patiently m Purgatory for his daughter’s prayers to shorten the

11 do not say, or think, that, as some have mamtamed, the chief mnspiration of the
Divine Comedy 1s political That 1s true only of the De Monarchia The poet’s chief in-
tention was aesthetic—to write a poem, the subject of the poem is theological—the
final aims of man (ulfsma regna), the object that he had 1n view 1n treating this subject
was moral—t0 wnspire men with a new respect for justice, the mother of iberty Given
the subject that he had chosen, 1t was Dante’s duty to muss no opportunity of lashing
the kind of mjustice from which he had suffered most and 1 which he saw the cause
of so many ewvils- ly, the encroact of the spirtual order on the temporal!
That 1s why, 1f 1t 15 not the poem’s mam thesss, Dante’s pohtical thought 1s everywhere
promunent 11 the Divine Comedy Every tune 1t comes to the sutface we perceive the
warmth of a genuine human passion, then Dante’s superb tirades and the unjust though
beautiful passages with which s polemuc abounds find free expression

2 We thus find, not merely without having looked for 1t but without even having
thought of 1t, the mterpretation of the Dwine Comedy offered by Dante himself i the
Epistola XVII to Can Grande della Scala  After being acknowledged by laymen, the
authenticaty of ths letter has been disputed, then once more acknowledged It rests
with Dante scholars to pass a final judgment To me at all events it seems to express
admirably the spirit and, asit were, the essence of the Divine Comedy “‘Estergo subjectum
totius opens, hteraliter tantum accepty, status ammarum post mortem sumphiciter sumptus
Nam de illo ¢t arca dlum totwss operss versatur processus S1 vero accpatur opus
allegonice, subjectum est homo, prout merendo et demerendo per arhitrn hbertatem
Justitiae pracmunti aut pument obnoxus est” (Epist X111, 8) From the philosophical
pomt of view, he adds 1n section 16 of the same letter, 1t 13 2 moralistic work, aimed not
at speculation, but at action Let us remember this useful admomition not to look upon
Dante more as a metaphysician or a physician than as a moralist Apart from a few
opinions which are not quite watertight, we may regard as almost perfect the picture of
Dante’s pohtical attitude pamnted by G PArmNY, Dante vivant (French traninon by
Julierte Bertrand, Grasset, Pams, 1934, Book IV, Chap XXXVI, Les deux Solesls,
PP 191-197) As to the view that Dante was above everything a moralist, sec the excellent
optnions expressed by FATHER MANDONNBY in Dante le Théologien, p 138, and
PP 143-145
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ears that still stand between him and the sight of God. The

t 15, as Villani said, that this Manfred was “an enemy of Holy
Church, of clerics and of monks, se the churches as his
father did before lum”. His crimes and those of Bomface VIII
bave no common mecasure the one rcheved the Church of
possessions to which 1t had no nght, and so he could be exon-
erated; but the other had attempted to violate the majesty of
the Empure. hence 1t was impossible to save him. The same laws
of the same Dantesque umiverse explamn Siger's proximity to
Thomas Aqunas, or rather they demand 1t, since Dante’s allo-
cation of authority makes 1t neccssary. Everythng encourages
us to atribute to lum the fundamental convictions that we have
mentioned, for they are the. convictions that ammate the whole
of lus work. The Convivio baving restored i 1ts entirety the
moral authonty of the Phl]OSOPﬁCl‘ over the Emperor, the
Monarchy having restored m its entirety the political authonty
of the Emperor over the Popes, the Divine Comedy provides a
fresh reminder of the nghts and duties of all, but here Dante 15
no longer content, as mn his previous works, with founding
them m law on the absolute notion of divine justice; by the
magic of his art he actually shows the movements of this Justice—
the eternal custodian of the laws of the world, which 1t preserves
in the form mn which 1t created 1t. For 1t 1s certamnly this Justice
that beatifies the just wath its love, as 1t crushes the unjust bencath
ats wrath. If 1t 1s only too true that in the poem 1t does not always
seem to us equitable 1n 1ts judgments the reason 1s that this divine
Justice 1s, after all, merely Dante’s conception of justice, but we
are concerned rather with understanding the work and 1ts author
than with judging them.

If the essence of these conclusions should by night be regarded
as true, Dante’s general attitude towards philosophy would be
less that of a philosopher anxious to cultivate 1t for 1ts own sake
than that of a judge desirous of rendermg 1t 1ts due, so as to
obtan from 1t the contnibution which ethics and politics are
entitled to expect 1t to make to the great cause of temporal
human happncss. Here, therefore, as in all his speculative work,
Dante adopts the attitude of a defender of the public weal. Hus
special function 15 not to promote philosophy, nor to teach
theology, nor to demonstrate the working of the Empire, but
to mspire these fundamental authontics once more with the
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mutual respect which theit divine ongmn exacts from them.
Whenever any one of them, out of greed, exceeds the liuts
imposed by God on 1ts domarn, 1t enters a state of revolt against
an authority no less sacred than tself, an authority whose juris-
diction 1t usurps. This 1s the commonest and most pernicious
crime committed agamst justice, which 15 the most human and
the best loved of the virtues, even as myustice m all ats forms—
treason, ingratitude, trcachery, theft, fraud and peculation—is
the most mhuman and the most hateful.*

Understood n thss sense, the virtue of Justice sigmifies
Dante above all fidehty to the great authorines whose divine
origm renders them sacred, mjustice, on the contrary, consistin
m every sott of betrayal of these authoritics, which he himsclf
never mentioned save mn tones of submission. philosophy and sts
Philosopher, the Ewnpite and 1ts Emperor, the Church and its
Pope. When he attacks—and how harshly he does so'—one of
the representatives of these cardinal authorties, his sole object
s to shield one of thent agamst what he regards as a transgression
on the part of 1ts human representative. The savage freedom of
his invertive agamnst the leaders sprmgs from his love for the.
great spiritual realiies which he accuses them of undermning
through failure to respect their imits, since cach of these realities
destroys itsclf by usurpmg the power of another no less than 1t
destroys that power by usurping it We may certamly argue
about the actual idca that Dantc formed oz these domunant
authorties and of their respective spheres of influence, but once
this idea has been accepted we are no longer justified i nustaking
the nature of the feehing by which he was actuated. Those who
accuse hum of pride nusinterpret his outbursts of mvective, for his
violence 1s mdicative of a passionate submussion that demands
of others a like willingness to subnut. His verdict descends on
the adversary not from a pinnacle of self-aggrandisement, but
from that pmnacle to which he raises his three great ideals We
offend hum only if we offend them. The torment of this great
spirit was to be ccaselessly i conflict with what he loved most
n the world m consequence of hus very longing to serve at; hus
enenues were Popes who betray the Church and Emperors who
betray the Empire It 1s in response to this sumulus that Dante’s
mvecttve 1s unleashed to smute traitors, for i this untverse m

2 Dants, Convivng, 1, 2.
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which the gravest of ewils 1s injustice, the gravest injustice 1s
treachery, and the gravest treachery of all 1s not betrayal of a
benefactor, but betrayal of a leader. Every betrayal of this kind
shakes the fabric of the world m that 1t shakes the authonties on
which God Himself wills that it should be founded and which,
together with order, ensure 1ts umty and peace. The foulest
demzen of the depths of Dante’s hell 1s Lucifer, who has betrayed
his Maker, and the three arch-criminals whose eternal chastise-
ment Lucifer ensures are also the arch-trastors: Judas Iscariot, the
betrayer of God, and Cassius and Brutus, the betrayers of Caesar.
How can we mistake the implications of this terrible symbolism?
It 1s most certamnly a greater crime to betray the majesty of God
than to betray the majesty of the Emperor, but 1t 1s the same
class of offence, and 1n erther case 1t 1s the crime of crimes- the
betrayal of majesty.

In thus making sure what 1t 1s that Dante despises more than
anything else in the world, we learn what he esteems above all
things: foyalty to the powers established by God. This has been
too often forgotten by expositors of his works, especially when
their philosophical, theological and political content has been
mnvolved It 1s 1dle to attempt to identify the single master whose
disaiple he 15 supposed to have been. Dante cannot be regarded
as having less than three simultaneously. In fact, n a given sphere,
he submuts always to the supreme authonity in that sphere: to
Virgll 1n poetry, to Ptolemy m astronomy, to Amstotle in
phlfosophy, to St. Dominic 1n speculative theology, to St. Francis
m affective theology and to St. Bernard m mystical theology.
Many others could be found answermg to the description of
guides. It matters Iittle to hum who the man 15, provaded that
n every case he 1s sure of following the greatest. Such 1s the
chosen system to which the only truly authentic Dante seems
always to have adhered. If, as 1s asserted, 2 “‘umifymg vision”
of his work exsts, 1t cannot be 1dentified with any philosophy,
or with a political cause, or even with a theology. We shall find
it rather m his peculiarly personal conception of the wirtue of
justice and of the allegiances which that virtue exacts. Dante’s
work does not constitute a system, but 1s the dialectical and lyrical
expression of all his loyalties.



Eclaircissements

I
Of Poets and their Muses

ONE wouLp not venture to broach a subject that will appear
so frivolous mn the body of a work that 1s apparently sertous.
Yet I believe that 1t hes at the very root of all the discussions
that go on among scholars with regard to the reality or unreality
of Beatrice. Thc sentiment which underhes the arguments of
Father Mandonnet, O.P , 1s amazement at the fact that 2 sensible
man, as Dante certamnly was, could mvent so many fables on
account of a woman. This 1s not hard to understand. To an
wrreproachable  churchman such as Father Mandonnet the
significance of the clerical vocation was quite different from that
og love. He therefore belicved that m making Beatrice the object
of a passion with which an mtelhgent man, mn his right mind,
could rcasonably be inflamed he was merely explaming the
Vita Nuova

Father Mandonnet’s case was an extreme one, but it 15 by no
means umque. It s, ndeed, far from being so. Almost all purely
symbolical mterpretations of the figure of Beatrice presuppose
an attitude of the same kind, and other hiterary heromes besides
her have aroused the same feeling of mcredulity,. How can one
believe that a sensible man could go hot and cold, swoon,
almost die on account of a young girl, then on account of a
woman, who never gave hum the shghtest hope and to whom
apparently he never even tried to speak: Beatrice dies, Dantc
loves her still and exalts her to a loftier planc than ever. Dante
marries and becomes the father of a famuly, but he still loves
Beatrice. Whereupon we all ask ourselves: Could I love 2
woman so intensely and so constantly 1n ssilar circumstances?
The answer 1s “No”. From which we at once conclude that
Dante never loved any woman m this way ether. It only remams

282
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to inquire what significance Dante can actually have attached to
a woman’s name which was not the name of a real woman.
Then begms the review of the Beatrices who were not Beatrice:
Dante’s clerical vocation, faith, theology, grace, the Empure,
the Franciscan spintualism of the Joachimusts, the light of glory,
the hetesy of the Albigenses and the active mntellect.

But the improbability of the real existence of Beatrice implies
another improbability, mvolving the general nature of the
problem that she raises. Petrarch loved Laura. Whether the
woman mvolved was Laura de Noves, or another woman who
was or was not called Laura, 15 here of no importance. The
thing which counts 1s that Petrarch was able to love the same
woman for years on end, first when she was young and 1n the
full radiance of her beauty, then when she was growmg old,
shrunken through 1llness and numerous confinements, and %maﬂy
after she was dead—and this not only without obtainmg anything
from her, but even as he sought from substitutes who were easier
of approach the consolations that she refused him. In each case
we have the same lasting passion of a poet for the woman who 15
the subject of his song, the same absence of any carnal aftermath
to that passion, and also, apparently, the same comphaity on the
part ofp the beloved woman 1 recerving an amorous eulogy
whuch, had she really so desired, would undoubtedly have come
to an abrupt end. Yet Laura certainly existed. Petrarch has given
1 his Secretum precise details concerning the nature of hus feelings
towards her which leave no room for doubt. He wooed her,
but she rejected s courtship. One docs not experience such
rejections at the hands of a myth. Why should not Beatrice
also have cxasted?

Is not the reason for these uncertamties simply that works
of art, created by artists with artistic ends 1 view, mewitably
end by becoming subjects of instruction, studied by professors
with academic ends in view: The fact 15 obvious; 1ts consequences
are catastrophic. In the absence of a law making 1t an offence,

unishable by a fine, to load the pages of masterpicces with
gootnotcs for the use of schoolboys, or to make children learn
summaries of Berenice by heart and turn the fables of the divine
La Fontame mto prose, we must resign oursclves to scemg the
whole of litcrature become an object of disgust to all. The evil,
moreover, 1s merely growing, now that, at the mstance of stupid
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writers, our ogy has appropriated modemn writers in
addition to tlft:ed:lgssfc);. Nowplihat we teach Baudelawre and
Verlaine, while Claudel and Valery await their turn, who wall
still have the courage to read them: Literature is now offered
to us 1 a cup of which the hip 1s smeared with gall.

To avoid the distortions to which masterpieces are subjected
by the professional outlook of so many historians and professors,®
it wouﬁl require the ability to draw one’s inspiration from the
psychology of the artist Unfortunately, of all the parts of a
most complex subject the psychology of the artist 1s not the least
obscure. Few psychologsts are artists, and artists who mught
be psychologsts have better things to do than to analyse them-
selves. And yet we seem to discern here, m the cases of Dante
and Petrarch, as 1t were a distinct varety of sentiment, 1 which
love 1s identified with the creative activity of the aruist to such a
degree that 1t becomes scarcely possible to 1magne the one
without the other. Certainly the artist 1s a man He can love as
other men do, yzeld to the temptations of the most ordmary carnal
desire, aspire to the order and peace that are lent to life by the
mutual love of husband and wife, 1n short, be an artist and love
as a2 man * But he can also love as an artist, because he needs
some sort of emotion or passion for the hiberation of his creative
power, and this kind ofP love 1s most certamly no more dis-
soctated from the flesh than other kinds, but 1t does not always
need to be accompanied by carnal sansfaction and 1ts lasting
properties are often enhanced 1f this 15 dented to 1t. Frau von
Stemn and Chnistiane Vulpius did not play the same part 1n the
hfe of Goethe she who was his Muse was not the woman he
married Hemnnich Heme took Mathilde Mirat to wife, but
Camulle Selden, The Fly, mspired hum with quite a different
feelmg. Richard Wagner certamly loved Minna Planer, and
even more Cosuma Liszt—each of whom he married—but not
m quite the same way as he loved Mathilde Wesendonk, or even,
perhaps, i a lesser degree, Judith Gautier. The perfect Muse
gives to cach of the men who love her what he expects of her:

! For an analogy in the field of the plastic arts and their techmgque, sec the admuirable
pages in Henmx Fornion'’s La vie des formes, Parss, E Leroux, pp $3~55.

2Let us remember, m order that we may understand what follows, that Dante’s
contemporanes always represented him as being paswonate and even licentious In
this great poet, we are told, mn addition to all hus learming and coursge, ““trovd ampusmo
luogo la lussuria, ¢ non solamente ne’ glovan anm, ma ancora ne’ matun” (Boccaccro,
Della ongine ,ed dt, Chap 22, p. 51)
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m agner, Tristan and Die Meistersinger, and to Wesendonk a

Being closer in time to men who are readser to tell thear stories,
we know these artists a little less vaguely than their predecessors.
It 1s probable that the great creative artists resemble one another
closely enough, in spite of the centurtes that separate them, for
us to be able to generalize from particular cases. Now Richard
Wagner was speaking m quite a broad sense when he made the
followmg observation: “My poetical conceptions have always
preceded my practical experiences, so much so that I must regard
my moral development as bemng conditioned entirely by them.”
It could hardly be more cleatly stated that, so far from 1ts being
possible to ascribe Wagner’s works to the circumstances of hus hfe,
the reverse 1s the case. If one put the idea m a more positive
form, as 15 mevitable, one would say that the artist imagined
sttuations which seemed to offer material for possible works
and that, the better to create those works, he actually put himself
m such situations. In fact, things are not so ssmple. Wagner
the revolutionary accounts for Rienzi just as much as Rienzi
accounts for Wagner the revolutionary. In order to curse the
Rhine gold Wagner had no need to go to the trouble of runing
hlmself and a decent middle-class competency inherited at the
night ume would probably have modified the symbolism of the
Tetralogy None the less 1t 1s still true to say that, i 1ts apphica-
tion to the sentiment we are speaking of, what Wagner says
seems to be right, and that 1t may to all intents and purposes be
confirmed by reference to the case of Tristan.

We do m fact know, from mdisputable evidence, that the
composer concetved the plan of Tnstan before he met the
Wesendonks, but he did not write it How is 1t, then, that we
find hum later 1 a situation corresponding exactly to that which
obtamns m his opera, trapped between an Isolde who loves hum
and 1s loved by him, and 2 King Marke to whom he 1s bound by
ties of gratitude so strong that he can no longer love without
being guilty of betrayal: As he himself says at tl%.ls period: “You
can easily guess the strange and unusual position m which I now
find myself with respect to Trstan. I say frankly that never was
an 1dea so completely translated into experience.” We need
not try, moreover, to put the case any more exphatly, for the
arust immediately adds: “The question of the degree in whrch
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idea and experience are in the first place actuated reciprocally is
so tricky and so complex that a superficial knowledge of 1t could
only yield an mcomplete and altogether distorted conception of
it.”* The very embarrassment to which the artist is subject in
this matter seems to guarantee the truth of the words just quoted.
In face of the mextricable bonds that unite his life as an artist
and hus bife as a man, Wagner forgoes an analysis which in any
case he would undoubtedly have found difficult to carry out
successfully.

Moreover, the problem would become even more complhicated
if we were to supplement the study of the poet with that of his
Muse. In this case the documentary evidence 1s even rarer. It
15 also more dangerous to handle, for Muses generally write therr
memorrs only when they have ceased to be Muses. They smn-
cercly belicve then that they have written The Disenchanted or
Wisdom and Destiny. Vituperattve Muses are terrible. And yet
the meannesses of mediocre ones do not entitle us to disregard
the part played by great ones—thosc who, joming m the game
at the start, can not only fall in wath i, without always giving
themselves up to 1t, but can even control 1t, participating m 1t
Just enough to bring to fruition the work wluch the artist carries
within him and of which only they can deliver lum. Such,
apparently, was that Mathilde Wesendonk of whom 1t has with
perfect truth been smd  “This shrewd woman knew that the
continuance of their love would only be assured at the cost of
her rcfusal—and that such, undoubtedly, must bethe price of
Tnstan 2 In fact, with the completion of Tristan, her love for
Wagner resigned atself to extinction as 1f, m the full meanmg
of the term, it had 1tself attamed 1ts end

It does not, then, seem 1dle to speak of a certam variety of the
passion of love which the artist 1dentifics with the creation of
his work, and which, 1n respect to the conditions governing 1ts
duration, 1n 1ts thythm and 1ts actual life, 1s not altogether com-~
parable with what 15 ordinanly called love Of the very few
artists who have interested themselves i the problem we must

1 These passages wall be found collected under a single heading 1n Wegner Historre
d'un artiste, by GUY DE POURTALRS (Pans, Gallimard, 1932, p 244) This excellent ook
fully jusnfies 363 title, for 1t 18 truly the story of Wagner the artist that ats author has
related, and this 15 what makes 1t 5o mstructive 1n its application to the problem which
we have propounded

3 Guy DB PoURTALY's, Wagner, p 250



. ECLARCISSEMENTS 287

lace 1n the front rank Charles Morgan, whose Sparkenbroke,
gesulcs being a mastetpiece, provides m this context ample matter
for reflection. It has been said of Sparkenbroke that he was
Byron and Shelley m onc. Undoubtedly—but he 1s also Wagner,
Charles Morgan and, broadly speaking, any artist who 1s con-
scious of the mtimate relatioriship existing between art, love
and death. Of these three forms ofP selfsacrifice death 1s the most
complete and, as 1t were, the one which 1s adumbrated by the
other two; 1t 1s even, beyond doubt, the richest and the most
fruitful, but we see the result of the others more clearly and perhaps
1t 1s not so hard to understand why we so often find them
associated 1n the arust’s hfe. The Mary of Charles Morgan does
not mean the same to George Hardy, whom she marries, as to
Sparkenbroke, to whom she will never belong. Torn between
the love that she bears her husband and the passion that unites
her to Sparkenbroke, she feels herself to be an impostor, but she
1s above all a vicum of the human misery experienced by those
Muses who love and suffer in order that another may create.
Is she not, moreover, protected from Sparkenbroke by the
very genus of the man whom she nspires> If this mspiration 1s
to flow, 1t 1s cssential that she should be loved. As Sparkenbroke’s
wife, for how long would Mary hibcrate his creative mspiration?
For a long time, no doubt, for ever, perhaps; but, more probably,
for as long as was needed for Cosima Wagner to make way for
Judith Gauter.

What does all this tell us about Dante and Beatrice: Absolutely
nothing, I admit. Nothing, at any rate, which I can explam
to thosc who cannot see 1t unaided. All the circumstances of these
stories scemuingly suggest that the mecasure of mspiration with
which the princesses mspired the poets depended on therr remote-
ness. One 1s mclined to say that, from the days of clivalrous
love down to our own times, the creauve mstinct of poets has
led them to choosc maccessible princesses mn ordgr to protect
from themselves the sources of emotion that quicken therr art,
Most certamnly, I do not think it 1s impossible for an artist’s Muse
to be purely the creature of his 1magmation.! Even when she

1 An admirable exposition of this pomt of view will be found 1n Mamo Casrrra’s
essay, Poesia e Storsa, 1 Arch storico staliano, Vol 1II, disp 3a ¢ 4a del 1938-XVII
The author there discusses, zestfully and with sound judgment, the mterpretations of the

poetry of the Troubadours offered by philologsts who pay too little heed to the essenti~
ally poetic character of the works which are the subject of their commentanes
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really exists 1t 3 still he who creates her m her character of a
Muse. JTtissull true none the less that, at all ttmes, and i particular,
it seems, but not exclusively, among love-poets, there have been
men who fostered, welcomed, cultivated the passions required
for the origmation of their work. Had they been less carnal
these passions would have been less effectual; 1f satisfied, they
would have subsided, and they have m effect subsided m cases
in which the poet, having won his remote princess, has died.
If, on the contrary, he has the good fortune, or the wisdom, to
embrace only his emotion, the artist will engender hus work, and
also, 1f he has one, his Muse. Those who say that the world has
never seen the like of Dante’s Beatrice would be quite nght if
Dante and his work did not form part of the world, but that
docs not prove that the woman from whom Dante created Bea-
trice never existed Those who say that a love hke that of
Dante for the herome of the Vita Nuova and the Divine Comedy
15 hard to credit are quite right, but the Vita Nuova and the
Dune Comedy were no less hard to credit before Dante wrote
them, and yet they exist. Dante’s love for Beatrice should
normally appear to us just as likely as 1t would be for us to wrte
the two masterpieces of which 1t was the mspiration.



I

Concerning Two Families of
Dantesque Symbols

“How STRANGE 15 the casc of Dante—an author whom we persist
in reading and probing and never succeed m understanding !t
There 15 1n this disillusioned remark much truth, but not all the
responsibihity for the state of affairs which 1t laments rests with
Dante. The spirit in which we approach hus work 15 also a con-
tributory factor. Some credit hum with an encyclopaedic know-
ledge of the speculative sciences, the moral sciences and the
arts of his time. Centurics ago the chromicler Villam said of
lum Fue sommo pocta ¢ filosofo e rettorico perfetto.* T agrec that his
eloquence should be placed on a par with his poctry, but to
describe him as a supreme poct and philosopher 15 tantamount to
crediting him with the genius of Thomas Aquinas and Albertus
Magnus m addition to that which he required 1 order to write
his works. If we rcgard the Divine Comedy as such a fount of
knowledge we in cﬂict condemn oursclves to be drowned m 1t.

A sccond source of artificially created difficulties 1s the firm
conviction, so prevalent among the poet’s mterpreters, that
he used an “ultra-systematic” method 1n the composition of hus
poem. “Dante,” writes Father Mandonnet, “carried the passion
for system utterly beyond the limts of credibility "3 Perhaps

LP MaNDONNET, Dante le Théologen, p 1§, note

*G Viran, Cronica, hb IX, 136, m G L PasseniNt, Le Vite di Dante, Florence,
G C Sansons, p 3 It must be added that Villamt certamnly does not pretend here to
be speaking in a strict sense  Nor can we take biterally the first two lines, so often quoted,
of the epitaph composed by Giovanm del Virgilio for the poet’s tomb

Theologus Dantes nulhus dogmatis expers,
Quog foveat claro philosophia smu

Ths eulogy, of which the complete text will be found 1n Boccaccio (Vita di Dante, 13,
in G L PASSBRINT, op cit, p 192), and which has provided Father Mandonnet with the
title and the epigraph of his book, 1s a poetical culogy Fatlure to credit Dante with an
exhaustive knowledge of the theology and the philosophy of his time does not 1mply
any belittlement of the mass of learning which he acquired

8P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, p 14 Other interpreters, on the contrary,
stress the changes of plan, cracks and faults which they thmk they find n the construction
of the Divine C;medy (¢ g H Hauverts, Etudes surla Diwine Comédre, Paris, H Champion,
1922, pp 1-64;
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it ought to be considered that, if the passion for ‘system that 1s
ascribed to hum 1s utterly beyond the limits of credibility, 1t 1s a
stram on credulity to ascribe 1t to lum. This, however, 15 not
what happens. Hence the ongmation of those occultist and
hermetic Dantes whose work 1s only mtelligible to those who

osscss the key to 1t Unfortunately, cvery mitiate 1s sure that
ﬁls key 1s the night one, and as no two have the same key their
discussions on the Divine Comedy help not a hittle to obscure its
meanng.

It 1s at this pomt that the confusion 15 mncreased stll further
by the mterposition of the symbolist notion. Those who regard
Dantc’s work not only as being admurably constructed, as 1t
certamnly 1s, but also—and this 15 quite a different matter—as
submitting 1n its construction to the dictates of a system, owe
1t to theniselves to find the consequences of that system on every
page There could be no more convenient way of attaming this
end than to ascribe to 1t a symbolism with manifold ramfications,
thanks to which 1t will always be possible to attribute to the
text of Dante the meanmg that 1t should yicld accordng to the
system attributed to 1t. This time, however, the mustake 1s not
absurd, for there certainly 1s a great dcal of symbolism m Dante,
and 1t 1s not hard to understand that lus interpreters do not always
agree as to the meaning of hus symbols, or cven as to the parts
of hus work m which they occur, but even n this particular the
dlfﬂglﬂtlcs seem to have been artficially multiplied without any
need.

From the fact that Dante made use m his works of rhetorical
formulas which cvery wrter necessarily employs 1t has been
mnferred that he had studied, then applied, the table of “modes’
of iterary expression drawn up by St. Thomas in his commentaries
on the Psalms and on the Maxims of Peter Lombard.* Simularly,
m view of the fact that Dante admutted the distinction—classic
m theological crcles—between literal, allegonical or mystical,

1P MANDONNET, Dante le Théologien, pp 153-162 To prove thus pomnt Father
Mandonnet shows that Dante made use 1 his work of the rhetorical “modes” enumer-
ated by St Thomas, but these modes were not devised by St Thomas personally Not
only 13 1t unnecessary to be famubar with his wntngs m order to employ the modes
(controversial, deprecatory, laudatory, narratory, etc ), but Dante mught have learnt
gem by I;e sts;’iy of Grammatica A l'.u'getl collection of these modes wall be found 1n

10810"s atore, ot, more convemently, in QUINTIIAN, Oraforiae Institutionis, hb,
I, cap 4 Cf Dants, Epsstola XVII (to Can Grande), art 9, in Tutte le opere . . .,
Florence, G Barbira, 1919 (pp 437-438)
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moral and analogical meanings,! commentators have thought
themselves entitled to seek an allegorical meaning everywhere,
to the extent of stifling the literal meaning beneath the mass of
symbols with which 1t 15 desired to encumber 1t. That there is
symbohism 1n Dante, and 1n great abundance too, 1s obvious,
but we shall understand 1ts peculiar character much better if we
work from his actual text than 1f we make the rules of Tycomus
our starting-pomt. It 15 one thing to define the rules that enable
the various meanings of the Bible to be explamed, as the exegete
does, but 1t 15 anotﬁcr thing to use those rules, as Dante dud, for
the construction of a poem which others will have to explam.

It 15 certain that Dante 1n his work applied the basic principle
of the imnterpreters of the Bible. In the Divine Comedy, as in the
Scriptures, even things have a significance  They may be manimate
things, ammals, or men. Now 1t scems that the symbolical
cxplanation should not be of the same character m these various
cases, because the very things that are used as symbols daffer
character In more precise terms, the human beings who people
the sacred poem, and who are designated by proper names, appear
to be cssentally different m their symbolical va{)ucc from all other
realities to which any kind of spintual sigmficance 1s attached.?
If this 15 true, we ought not to usc the same methods m order to
determine their significance

Let us take a few examples Although interpreters of Dante

1 DANTE, Convivio, II, v Cf Epstola XVII, art 7 (ed cit, p 437)

# Dante treats even the mythological bemgs—romantic or poetic 1n ongin—whom he
mentions as real people, and, 1 some cases, 1t 18 hard to know to what extent he himself
regarded them as such The fact that a personage 1s called Mmos, for cxample, does
not prevent Dante from regarding him as an ancient king of Crete who became a judge
1n the pagan hell and has remained so 1n the Chrstian hell. Here as elsewhere, however,
1 am speaking only of the personages whom Dante says he has known, personally or
through their works, and I must here recall that, 1f Beatrice 1s merely a fiction, there may
be a sccond case of a sinular kind, that of Matelda The student will find her 1dentified
with the Wisdom of the Old Testament by L Piereosono (Matelda, m Il Grornale
dantesco, Vol XXXIX, nuova serte, IX Annuarto dantesco 1936 Florence, L Olschka,
1938, pp 91-124) Itake the hiberty of confesuing that this most mgentous demonstration
does not convince me, but not without adding at once that, since I myself have not
studied the question, my opmion on this pont 1s valucless 1 cannot overcome the odd
impression with which I am left by hsts of Dante’s guides like those suggested to us, 1
which all but two arc real people If, for example, Virgnl, Beatrice, Matelda, Cato,
Statius, St. Bernard and the Virgmn Mary are named, I always ask myself* Why five
real persons and two mythical ones, or only one, according to taste? Sceing that
Dante represents them to us as being so maay real persons, and nearly all of them are,
we should need some very strong evidence to the contrary before we agreed that he
regarded two of them as nothung but fichons Once agam, I only give my impression
here for what it 1s worth.
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do not always agree as to the meaning of the “dark forest”, the
Lion, the Panther and the She-wolf, all admit by implication
that the symbolism of these things or beings 15 of a smple kind.
Whatever they may sigmfy, they sigmfy but one thmfg, which
remains precisely the same however varied 1ts modes of apphica-
tion may be. It is, morcover, worthy of note that m practice
expositors of Dante agrec much more readily about the sym-
bolism in his work when 1t mvolves things than they do when
it nvolves the characters Thus, at the beginning of the Divine
Comedy, the selva oscura certanly signifies the sinful life of man.
Whether we say “sm”, “vice” or “sinful life” 1s here ummportant,
since the basic mcaning remains the same. Nor 15 1t ;:fomm
for our purposc whether we decide m favour of ongmal sin or
actual s, first of all because one docs not exist without the
other, but also because, once more, the thing symbohized 15 always
essentially the same. sin.

The same remark would apply to the Hull, the Sun, the three
beasts and, broadly speaking, to the mnumerable symbols whose
meaning may be understood without too much difficulty. Un-
doubtedly there arc others about which agreement has never been
reached, but the vast majonty of expositors seem to admut that
the Panther symbolizes lust, the Lion pride and the She-wolf
greed or, m the techmcal and full sense of the word, avarice.?
To be sure, lust, pride and greed are m their turn divided 1nto
species, but all these species belong to a single genus, and 1t 1s
precusely their common genus that 1s designated by these symbols.
Now their common charactenstic 15 that they are pure fictions,
or, if one prefers, simple 1mages, to which Dante has decided

* ANTONIO SANTY, L'ordinamento morale e I'allegonia della Dwina Commedia L' Allegorsa,
Florence, Remo Sandron, 1924 (La Selva, pp 11-15) The problem would, on the other
hand, become of capital smportance if, having 1dentsfied the “dark forest” with onginal
sin, one wished to ascribe to Daste the t that che of the Eagle, or
Emp 18 to plete the hiberation of men from the consequences of original sin,
from which Christ’s redemption has not wholly delivered them This thesis has been
ampbfied by Giovanm Pascoli i a senes of works which to-day are famous Chaef
among them are Sotto il velame, Messina, 1900, and La Mirabele Visione, Messina, 1902
G Pascolt’s thesis has been newly adopted and amplified by Luter Varu, L'allegorta di
Dante secondo G Pascoli, Bologna, Zanchell1, 1922 These theses have been vehemently
disputed by Francasco Excors, A proposito di una recente wnterpretazione della “Divina
C dia”, 1 Il p politico di Dante, Milan, Alpes, 1927, Vol I, pp 213-266
and also I signsficato della’ Croce e dell' Aqusla nells “Divima Commedi@f 1n op cit, pp
269-3st Another cnticism of them will be found i Micure BarBts Nuovi problem
della critica dantesca, 1 Studi Danteschi, Florence, 1938-XVII, pp $~28

% A bibliography of the symbolism of the three beasts will be found in Anromo
SANTL, 0p af, p 33,mote 2 He humuself accepts thus classic mterpretation (bid , pp 33-39)
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to attach once and for all a certain sigmificance. The forest and
the She-wolf are poetical fancies; the poet represents them as such
and asks us to accept them as such. To make things casier, let
us assume that all symbols of this genus constitute a primary
family. It wall then be said that i Dante’s writings symbolical
fictions are generally possessed of a simple meaning, which no
matter how varied the uses to which the poet may put it, remains
umvocal, and may consequently be indicated by a single word.

In a certan sense we may and should hikewnse regard the real
people mtroduced by Dante mto the Divine Comedy as bemg
mvested with a symbolical meaning. They are familiar types,
signifying spiritual realities which often transcend their human
character. And yet their case differs profoundly from the pre-
ceding one. Once 1t 1s understood that the Eagle symbolizes the
Empire, this symbol can occaston no further surprise, for the
simple reason that 1n 1ts essence the eagle m question 15 virtually
an image symbolizing the Empire. It 15 quite a different matter
where Dante, Virgil and St Bernard of Clairvaux arc concerned.
We are told that Dante symbolizes homo viator, man mn lus pil-
gnmage through human bfe. This 1s undoubtedly true, but he
does so because, in reality, that 1s what he 5. Behind the Divine
Comedy’s veil of poetical allegory we find a man telling us own
story and his own human experience, which consists m his
liberation from vice through divine grace:

Tu m’ha1 di servo tratto a libertate
(Par , XXXI, 85 )
Quunct su vo per non csser prit cleco
(Purg , XXV, 58 )

These hines, and countless others which we have quoted, or
which mught be added to them, pomnt to the fundamental reabity
of the narrative and of the actors whom we meet m it. Now
Virgil too behaves in the Comedy hike a living man with whom
Dante has established personal and concrete relations, and the
same may be said of St Bernard of Clairvaux. Hence the sym-
bolical value of these characters 1s necessarily complex, as are
they themselves, and, above all, the word “symbol” cannot
now be apphed to them i the same sense as when 1t was a
question of pure ficions. Not only does the She-wolf signify
greed, but nothing s left of 1t save an 1mage if 1t 15 stripped of
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its symbolism. In such cases 1t 1s the meaming that creates the
symbol. Where Virgil 1s concerned the contrary 1s true, so much
so that we run a grave risk of musunderstanding the meaning of
the Divine Comedy if we forget this pomt. For 1t 15 quite true
that Dante chose Virgil and St. Bernard with the objective of
makmg them representative types of spiritual realities, and the
remark would apply quite as much to the cases of St. Bonaventure
and St Thomas Aqumnas, Kmg Solomon, Gratian, Joachim of
Fion, Siger of Brabant and countless others; yet here 1t 1s not
the meanmg that creates the symbohcal bemng, but the symbolical
being that creates its own symbol. In short, they are all primanly
symbolical of what they are.

We should therefore be m danger of committing some grave
errors of construction if we first asked ourselves what Virgil
symbolizes, interpreting the text according to the symbolism
which we decided to attibute to hum. This method 15 legitimate
m the casc of the She-wolf, to which we should at once attach
the uncquivocal label of “greed” every tume we come across it.
But 1t 15 not legitimate mn the case of Virgil because 1 the Divine
Comedy that personage plays a complex part analogous to the
one that he really played in Dante’s hfe, and lus reactions have
the resthent, vamed, often unpredictable umty of those of a
concrete, living bemng.

It 1s because they have forgotten this that mterpreters of
Dante have so often looked behind the figure of Vurgil for a
simple and umvocal symbolism like that of the She-wolf, the
Panther or the Eagle. What theory has not been mvented:
Scholars have wanted to regard him as representing the Imperial
authonity, human rcason, philosophy, the order of nature
without grace, e« Nothing would be easier than to think of
many other interpretations besides, but 1t would be a wastc of
tume, because Virgil 1s no more capable than any other real
person of bemg accounted for m terms of some mere abstract
symbol. His civil status and his birth-certificate are agamnst it.
Far from bemng the expression of a symbolical meaning, he 1s the
ongm of 1t. If our interpretation of the Divine Comedy 1s not
to be utterly wrong, we should always proceed from what Virgil
says and does to what he symbolizes, and not vice versa. In the
Comedy, then, he is the supreme poct, but not Poctry, a wise
man, but not Wisdom; an illustrious representative of the
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natural virtues and of moral dprudcnoc, but not Philosophy. If
we seck to obtam a one-word answer, as we may expect to do

when mere poetical fictions are mvolved, we find that the
question “What does Virgil symbolize:” does not admut of any
answer. We may therefore provide a score of answers, each of
which will suggest itself as being the only one and as ruling out
all the rest; but by that very fact they will be contradictory.
Perhaps 1t would be wser to forgo this sport, for Dante studies
stand to lose more than they gain by 1t.

We ought especially to forgo it m so far as Beatrice 1s con-
cerned. I have cnticized, more severely, perhaps, than was
neccssary, several of the symbolical meanings that are attnibuted
to her, without myself suggesting any other. No doubt 1t wall
be thought that this method 1s too simple. I am sorry, but no
man 15 beholden to the impossible. Those who lay 1t down as a
principle that Beatrice 1s merely a poetical fiction are night to
propound the problem of her symbolical meanmg as if her
case were 1dentical with thatof the She-wolf or the Eagle. Thus,
morcover, 1s what they do when they seek a simple and umivocal
connotation for her, as, for mstance, Theology, Faith, Grace,
Revelation, the Theological Virtues, the Contemplative Life 1 1ts
pre-crnence over action, the Supernatural Life, etc. Even if we
confine ourselves to those which are most hikely, these symbolical
meanings arc numberless, but nonc of them accords wth all the
data of the problem, and that 1s why those who suggest them all
hotly defend their own predilections, though none succeeds
either 1 accepting or m efmunatmg those of hus colleagues.

What must we do to get out of the difficulty: We must return
to the golden rule laxd down by Signor Michele Barbi: “The
most important thing of all 1s to understand Dante’s poetry.”
This rule has a natural corollary, viz.: “What lies outside the
poet’s consciousness cannot concern us.” In the present case,
what 1dea 1s m the poet’s consciousness: This—that Beatrice 1s
the blessed spint of a2 woman whom once he loved. In Dante’s
eyes the immortality of the soul 1s an absolute certanty: the
actual existence of Beatrice 1s therefore, m his eyes, beyond
doubt. Nor 1s there any doubt 1n hus nund that she 1s one of the
blessed, and consequently possessed of all the privileges and all
the spiritual virtues that befit her state. How can we be surprised
that she exercises on Dante’s behalf the mamifold functions that
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he assigns to her: A woman elect of God, whose glory we know
to be the subject of his meditations, may be the medium of his
moral reform and of hus religious salvation; she may be actively

resent to him, for the blessed m heaven know clearly all that
Eap s on earth, they may ntervene in our affairs in accordance
with the requirements of divine justice,* and although they do
not do so as a rule, they do so mn certamn exceptional circum-
stances;* she may intercede on s behalf with God, and her
intercession will be as effectual as her chanity 1s perfect, more,
she may lawfully be the recipient of Dante’s prayers, sice she
1s a samt, and all the sants, non solum superiores, scd etiam inferiores
(“not only the greater, but the lesser too™), should be the re-
apients of the prayers of mankind.* To quote St. Thomas
Aqumas 1 support of these assertions i1s 1 no way necessary,
save as a remmder that we are concerned here with genumely
Christian theses, for every Christian knows that this 1s how
matters stand and, to know 1t, Dante did not nced to be that
theologus Dantes who has been the subject of some Iittle mis-
representation.

If what has been said 1s true, we cannot understand the Divine
Comedy m the sense m which he himself meant 1t unless we treat
as fiction what was to him only fiction, and as reality what he
himself conceived as reality. Those who do not share Dante’s
faith are not thereby absolved from the duty of reading hus work
on the assumption that 1t was written by a zcllever. Those who,
while sharing his faith, do not feel that the dead are really present,
in the way that enabled Dante to live in community of thought
with them, are not on that account entitled to look upon Virgil
and Cato as if they had sigmfied to ham only what they may
signify to his expositors. In order, therefore, to avod ths error,
we must avoid secking a label indicative of Beatrice’s symbohical
meaning and equating her to the word which describes st. In the
work from Dante’s pen that we are trymng to understand she 1s a
person, not a thing—a being who 1s represented to us by Dantc
as a rcal individual, and who, because she has life, exhibits the
complexity of life as well. ¢

1St THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol, Pars I, qu 89, art 8, Resp
# St THoOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars I, qu 108, art 8, ad 2m
3 ST THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pars Ila Tlac, qu 8%, art 11, Resp et ad 4m

4 As 2 rehef from the fantastic mrerpretations offered by so many hustonians, 1t wall
be a pleasure for the student to read the views expressed by Father AcosTivo Gamrr,
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Here, indeed, we have one of the blessed, who enjoys the
sight of God face to face, intercedes and prays for um who loves
her, mtervenes to set lum up agamn after his fall and gmdes him
towards hus final goal. How could she be so represented to us
without conjurmg up the ideas of heavenly beatitude, con-
templation, theological virtues, faith, grace—n short, all those
ideas which go to describe the Christian Life m its perfection:
It 1s therefore nght to mark them and to assocate them with
the figure of Beatrice, but we cannot, without being pre-
sumptuous, mfer that she actually is the Light of Glory, or
Theology, or the Contemplative Life, or, broadly speaking, any
of these 1deas. We have not even the right to infer that she 1s the
Christian Life regarded as a whole. The sanctity of this member
of the elect does not entitle us to equate her to this any more
than that of St. Francis, St. Domnic and St. Bernard entitles us
to 1dentify them with stmilar abstractions.

OFM, m Beatrice ¢ Vergihio A proposito dellinterpretazione filosofica del poema danteseo,
mn Serstts varf pubblicats m occasione del sesto centenario della morte & Dante Alighieri, Malan,
Via ¢ Pensiero, 1921, pp 140-155 These pages are notable for their truth and for the
wealth of Christian and human understanding which they reveal,
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Concerning Dante’s Political and
Religious Ideal

THE BEST interpreters of Dante are at one m admitting that the
roblem of the relations between Church and Empure 15 the
ocal pomnt of all Dante’s political research, but they are not at

one as to the character of these relations This 1s especially the
case with Signor Michele Barbi and Signor Bruno Nards, two
historians whose opinions 1n the matter must carry great weight
with us and whose disagreement 1s for that very reason especully
disturbmg.

In order to account for their oppasition we must first note 1ts
cause It secms to me to hie not so much m their analyses of
Dante’s works, for here they are at one, as m certain personal
inchnations which tempt them to stretch the meaning of those
works 1n opposite directions In the opmion of Signor Bruno
Nardi the mdcpendence of the State m relation to the Church
necessarily implies the autonomy of reason 1n relation to theology
For my part, I think that this excellent historan 1s entirely
right on that pomt, for 1t seems to me impossible that the State
should be absolutcly independent of the Church if philosophy,
from which the State takes its cue, 1s itsclf under the authority of
the Church ?

But Signor Bruno Nard: goes further. Followmg the natural
trend of his own thought, he adds that Dante came by such
reasonmng to accept “‘that form of polical Averrosm which
was, by contrast, to be, a httle more than ten years later, the
staping-pomt of the political doctrmes of Marsihus of Padua™.»
Conscquently what we see here 15, m his opmion, the shattermg
of the crust of mediacval thought and the blossoming of Renais-
sance thought. Undoubtedly the Divine Comedy marked a

! See above, Chap I, p 212 Cf B Nagor, I concetto dell'Impero . , 1n Saggi

di Filosofia Dantesca, p 284
3B Narpt, thid
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return to the position which the aﬁroblcm had reached i the
Middle Ages, but the Morarchy at all events advanced beyond 1.
In this work, therefore, Dante revolted, n the words of G.
Gentile, agamst “the transcendency of the schoolmen”.

It seems clear, 1n the first place, that here Signor Bruno Nardi
goes far beyond what his most lucid analysis of the works of
Dante makes 1t possible to assert. I am deliberately leaving
aside the question that he raises of a return on the of the
Dwine Comedy to an earher pomt than that reached m the
Monarchy, for the answer 1s bound up with the following problem:
Is the assertion that reason is independent of faith an imphed
revolt agamst the “transcendency of the schoolmen”: The
answer to this 1s “Not necessarily”, smce one may acknowledge
the complete independence of reason in relation to theology
while acknowledging its complete dependence on God. Now this
1s preciscly the doctrine of Dante. Hence, the conclusion reached
by Signor G. Gentile and Signor B. Nard: does not follow

Can 1t even be said that Dante comes to accept “a form of
political Averroism”: Here agamn we must elimmate the wholly
different problem as to whether this Averrossm which Dante
comes to accept 1s that from which the Averroism of Marsilius of
Padua was to take 1ts origm I do not think it 15, but that 1s
another question? Whatever the truth wath regard to this last
pomt, 1f 1t 15 2 question of a “form” of Averroism, exactly what
1s the form of Averroism involved: With a shrewdness and an
honesty that do him credit, Signor B. Nardi has noted that
Dante, “adopting an unusually bold line of thought, had infused
mnto his theological doctrine some purely Averrosstic elements,
without being guilty of heresy; m this way he was able to use the
Averrostic theory to the advantage of hus political thests without
needing to subscribe to the thesis of the umty of the mntellect
and the etermty of the human race” »

The posttion could not be more clearly stated, but 1t follows
that the form of Averroism embraced by Dante 15 a flat con-
tradiction of the two Averrostic theses par excellence—the eternity
of the human race and the umity of the active mtellect. What
peculiarly Averrosstic element, then, does Dante’s attitude still
incorporatez Is 1t the radical distinction between the twin aims
of man? Perhaps, but even this calls for a more precise definition.

1Sce above, Chap HI, p 217, note 1 * B, Nanoy, Saggs di Filosafia Dantesca, p. 266.
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Dante certainly did not accept Proposiion 176—condemned in
1277—quod felicitas habetur in ista vita, et non in alia (“that
felicity 15 enjoyed in this life, and not 1n the next”). He did not
even admit—and we have insisted on this enough—that earthly
beatitude is loftier and closcr:at:ferfection than heavenly beatitude.
On the other hand, he ce y admutted the finahty of each of
these forms of beatitude 1 1ts own order, the distinction between
and the radical independence of the reason that leads to the one
and the faith that leads to the other, the corresponding inde-
pendence of the Empire i relation to the Church, and finally
the perfect harmony between these means and ends under the
authority of the Chrisnan God.

The question therefore amounts to this* Can a doctrine of this
kind be styled Averroism: For my part, I have long been -
chned so to term 1. It 55, indeed, certam that the doctrine of the
separateness of the orders which Dante upheld 1s quite m accord-
ance with the spirit of Averroism. And yet, when I have come
to write on the question, I have certamnly had to recognize that
the perfect harmony between the orders thus separated by Dante
is somethung without parallel m the listory of Averrosm. In
short, this 1s a form of Averrosm which does not embody a
single one of the fundamental theses which were part of the
teaching of Averroes and were upheld by the Latin Averrousts
as bemg philosophically necessary, even in opposition to the
teachings of Christian theology and Revelation. Strictly con-
fined m this way to the teaching mherent m the facts, Dante’s
Averroism 1s accordingly a “form of Averroism” that is purely
formal and devoid of content. Is it worth while continuing to
call 1t Averrossm: I said that T did not think so; but Dante’s
doctrine may, 1f 1t 1s so desired, be referred to by that name,
provided that advantage 1s not taken of the concession to ascribe
to Dante Averrostic theses or Averrosstic tendencies that are
foreign to his work and to his mode of thought.

Faced with this Averroistic Dante raismg a revolt against
the transcendency of the schoolmen, Signor Michele Barb: could
hardly do other than protest. He himself 1s far from denymng the
novel character of Dante’s thesis, but he takes lus stand, wath full
justification, against those who see behind the theses propounded
mn the Monarchy some sort of naturahsm and rationabism typical
of the Renaissance or of modern times and antagomstic to
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mediacval Christianity: “When we speak of Dante’s political
thought . . . we should take good care not to dissociate 1t from
his religious thought. Whenever such a dissociation has been
effected, or attempted, the mterpretation has obviously suffered
as a result. In onrer to appreciate the obligation mcumbent on
us to preserve a sense of the mdissolubility of these two elements,
we need only reflect that the society for which Dante 1s writing
15 a Christian society, that his philosophy is Christian, and that
even where purely worldly or secular interests are mvolved we
are always dealing with a Christian secularism in the eyes of which
the worldly goal can never be separated from the heavenly goal.
Far from allowing this relationship ever to escape hus attention,
Dante is certamly to be included among those of his generation
who are most aware of 1t!"?

There 1s in those lines enough materal for two or three years
of theological controversy. Is the philosophy of Dante a Christan
philosophy: All theologians who regard the 1dea of Christian
philosophy as bemng devoid of meaning will certamly deny 1.
Of those who concede that it has a meaming quite a number wall
hesitate to give it thus title. And if 1t were a matter of securmg
agreement as to the possibility of a “Christian secularism”, what
a problem of perspective! But these theological complications
most certamly do not enter mto the thought of Signor M. Barb1.
To appreciate this we assuredly need only acknowledge that
Dante’s philosophy s that of a Christian and that, 1f there 1s any
question of secularism, Dante’s secularism 1s that of a Christian.
Now each of these pomts seems to me unassailable. As Signor
M. Barb: justly observes, “the poet always distinguishes the
human from the divine, and the truths which are essential to this
life from those which have to do with God, His essence and His
Providence, and which relate to the acquisition of eternal Iife. . . .
In Dante reason and Revelation are always alike distinct and in~
dissoluble And 1if the State 1s independent of the Church, 1t 15 not
on that account independent of God: on the contrary, 1t 1s directly
dependent on Him and on His Providence, so much so that the
clectors of the Emperor are not regarded as m a strict sense
electors, but as the denuntiatores divinae providentiae: solus eligit
Deus, solus ipse confirmat, cum superiorem non habeat” (“officers of

1 M. Barst, Nuovi problemi della critica dantesca, m Studé Danteschi, Vol XXHI, Florence,
1938, XVIL, pp $1-52
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divine Providence: God alone chooses, He alone confirms, since
He has no superior”).!

This second thesis seems no less sohidly founded than the first,
to which, however, 1t 15 n opposition; some misunderstanding
must therefore exist between the authors of the two theses.
Actually, what deters Signor Michele Barbi from going all the
way with Signor Bruno Nardi is the fact that the latter’s thesis
seems to him to exaggerate the modernity of Dante at the expense
of the traditional elements m his doctrine. We have seen that
it 18 in fact possible to eliminate one conclusion which the exegeses
of Signor Bruno Nardi do not warrant, and that in the process
not only are they not weakened but, on the contrary, they are
strengthened. Signor M. Barbi humself goes to work dufferently.
Hhs opposttion 15 not restricted to the conclusion: it goes back to
some of the grounds on which Signor B. Nard1 claims to justfy
t. His first objection 1s that “the independence of the Empire
and the autonomy of reason and philosophy are not quite the same
thing. Having been created by Providence, the Church and the
Empire are mutually independent, and they are both directly
dependent on God. But acknowledgment of this fact does not
constitute an admussion of the alleged mutual autonomy of reason
and faith” In what sense, Signor M. Barb1 goes on, 1s this
autonomy wmterpreted: Does 1t s1 , n the casc of reason,
freedom of movement in i1ts own domamn: But there 1s nothmg
audacous in that. The theologians did not deny that pohitics and
all questions relating to the aims, needs and duties of man as a
citizen of the earthly city are a field in which human reason 1s
entitled to move freely, because 1t 15 on 1ts own ground St.
Thomas, followmg Arstotle, does not hesitate to enlarge on ths
earthly feliity proportionata  humanae naturse, od  quam
scilicet homo pervenire potest per principia suae naturae On
the other hand, Dante never ignored the fact that our know-
ledge has limuts. He never hesitated to *“‘withhold his confidence
from reason 1n cases where 1t would lead to conclusions contrary
to those of faith”. How, then, could it have occurred to lum
“that to accept the principle of the independence of the Empire
1n relation to the Church was m a sense tantamount to denymng
a truth revealed by faith, and to resorting to the Averrostic

1 M. Baual, op cur, p 69. The quotation from Dante at the end occurs in De Monarchia,
I, 16
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quibble of twofold truth”» Let us therefore never forget that m
Dante's eyes all authority comes from God. As the conclusion
of the Monarchy clearly states, the aims of Church and Empire
are in no way separate; hence Dante cannot have concerved the
function of these two heads m terms of a clear-cut distinction;
rathef must he have concetved it m terms of ceascless co-
operation.?

Here agamn, what 1s certam and what is notz What is not
certamn 1s that in msisting on a clear-cut disunction between faith
and reason Dante leaves himself no alternative but to resort to
the Averroistic quibble of twofold truth. In the first place,
Signor B. Nardi long since demonstrated that even the Averrousts
never, m the strictest sense, gave currency to such a doctrme.
Whatever they themselves may have thought, they always sad
that philosophy 1s necessary, but that faith alone reveals the
truth.? In subscribing to Averroism, therefore, Dante did not
force himself to uphold a doctrine of twofold truth. Moreover,
as Signor M. Barb1 himself has observed, Signor B. Nard1 does
not mamntam that the drawing of a distinction between philo-~
sophy and theology imphes, m Dante’s mind, any contradiction
between their respective teachings. And the same thing might
be said of the distnction between Church and Empire. The
problem thereforc amounts to this 2 What meaning should we
ascribe to this “autonomy”—to use a modern term—which
philosophy and the Empire enjoy:

In this matter the poet’s writings compel an mterpretation
mid-way between those of our two Dantologists. In order to
find 1t we must first free our thoughts from any preoccupation
with Thomism or Averroism. We must concern ourselves only
with Dante, and with what he says and does. In essence, what

1M Bagrsj, op ot, pp

70-71

*B NARDY, Intorno alle dottrine filosofiche ds Pletro & Abano, from the Nuova Rivista
Storica, V, 2-3, Milan, Albnghi Segat, 1921, pp 34~35, cf likewise pp 48-40 In
the very same year I for my part reached the same conclusion (¢f La doctrine de la double
vénté, 1n Etudes de Philosophe Médiévale, Strasbourg, 1921, pp $I~75) Most of the
historians who have since then reopened the question have mterpreted the pomtion of
the Latin Averrosts in the same way

3 am assummg, of course, that no account will be taken of the overbold nders which
Signor B Nardi adds to lus admurable exegeses, with which they have no real connection.
To regard the Emperor as a primary redeemer of humamty, to s of nature as
“seeking the remedy for its own wounds in 1self™, to call the Emperor the “first Messiah™
who prepares the way for the second Redeemer, Chrst—this 1 2 confusion of the
orders Signor M Barbs has, incidentally, provided an admarable expontion of all that
needs to be said on this pont m op cit, pp. 7173,
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he does 15 to determine functions and fields of jurisdiction. When he
speaks of phulosophy Dante seeks far less to define its essence and
1its substance than to determume its object and its task. In his eyes
its object and 1ts task are to endow man with the earthly fehary
whach he 1s capable of enjoymng 1n this Iife. The highest form
of fehaty 1s the fehaty of the speculative life. In this particular,
however, philosophy 1s not very successful. Too many problems
—and they ate precisely those which concern the loftiest subjects—
transcend our reason for our natural desire for knowledge to
be crowned with a wholly beatfic success. True, faith comes
to our aid wherever our reason fails us, but the privilege of
believing 1s nat the happmess of knowmg. In short, reason
can certamly endow us with an imperfect speculative felicity
m this life, but not wath a perfect speculative glmty.

It 15 quite a different matter m the practical sphere of life, and
it 1s not hard to see why. If it 1s a question of organizing human
hife with 2 view to earthly happiness, reason does not come up
against the msoluble problem of comprehending those pure
mtelligibles which consist i the soul, the Angelic Being and
God, 1ts only remaiming concern 1s man—carthly man viewed
agamst the background of his earthly hfe. Hence, since 1t 1s
this time wholly adequate, 1t should be able to provide a satis-
factory solution to the problem of the earthly fehcity which man
may find n the practical sphere of hfe. Ths, as we have seen,
1s what Dante m cffect maintams. The essential postulate of his
thesss, therefore, 1s simply this: that natural reason is perfectly
competent to confer on man earthly felicity in the sphere of action.
This sphere of action 15 the sphere of politics, together with 1ts
sine qua non, the sphere of ethics I cannot see that Dante ever
said anything else: he hardly stopped repeating this between the
begmning of the Banquet and the Divine Comedy. Anythmg else
that he 1s made to say, mcluding what I myself make him say, 1s an
terpretation of what he himself said. For Dante does not say
that reason 135 “m revolt agamst transcendency”, or that 1t 1s
* distinct and mndissoluble”. What he does not say of reason
he does not say of the Empire either. All these simple formulas
are too restricted or too comprehensive to match his thought
adequately. We should find agreement easier to secure if we
honestly accepted ths fact for a start. And if, m addition, we
accepted this second fact—that even when he quotes Averroes
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or St. Thomas, Dante 13 responsible for Dante’s thought alone—1
verily believe that we should sooner or later discover the hustorical
truth that we are seeking.

To me, at all events, this truth appears in the following light.
To the very unequivocal and pertinent question put by Signor
Michele Barb: the answer must be given that in Dante’s eyes
what we, merely for the sake of convenience, call the autonomy
of reason m fact consists by no means in the night to adopt a
Iine of thought that runs counter to the revelations of faith, and
that the autonomy of the Empire by no means consists in the
night to govern m a manner hostile to the Church. Not only
does Dante demand nothing of the kind, but the mere itl)ssxbdlty
of such a state of affurs would be enough to rumn his entire
system. Universal order, as concetved by Dante, presupposes
and requires perfect and spontancous harmony between reason
and faith, between philosophy and theology, as a guarantee of the
harmony which he aims to see estabhshecr between the Empare
and the Church If, then, as 1s mevitable, we seek to under-
stand his position by placing 1t in its historical relationship to
others, 1t seems very difficult to connect it with that ofP the
Averroists, whose doctrme was founded on the established fact
that, on a certam number of important questions, the teachings
of farth and of reason are not the same. If this 1s conceded to
them, 1t must mevitably be asked who 1s 1 possession of the
absolute truth on these questions. If the answer 1s “philosophy”,
then the Empire shoulg rule the Church If 1t 15 “theology”,
then the Church should rule the Empirc. In both cases the struc-
ture erected by Dantc falls to the ground. Accordmgly, this
cannot have been what he had m mind.

Thus, it scems that we are obliged to adopt the other hypo-
thests, namely that Dante held the same views on the subject as
all the Christian theologians and philosophers of his time. And
yet, just when we are on the pomt of reaching this concluston,
a serious difficulty holds us up. If Dante agreed with St. Thomas
m s interpretation of philosophy’s relationship to theology,
how 1s 1t that he did not agree with hum 1n hus interpretation of
the Empire’s relationship to the Church: For no one disputes
the fact that, m the mnds of both, the two theses are connected.
Starting from the same premuses, they can only have reached
different conclusions if one or the other was guilty of some
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ralogism. I confess that I do not see which of them it can
Eavc been. In point of fact, their premises are not the same.
That Dante discovered ready to hand that perfect harmony
between reason and faith which 1s to hum an 1mpenious necessity
was due to the work of St. Thomas Aquinas. In lus eyes philo-
sophy lives in spontaneous harmony with theology because he
1dentifies philosophy with Aristotle and the Anstotle of history
with the Anstotle of St. Thomas Aqumas. In this sense, 1t 15
strictly true to say that Dante’s attitude to philosophy actually
presupposes the existence of Thomism. It 1s not, however,
identical with 1t, because Dante claims the benefits of the work
accomplished by St. Thomas while rejecting onc of the esscntial
conditions of their realization that dommation of fih:losophy
by theology which mevitably entails dommnation of the Empire
by the Church.

Heaven forbid that at thus pomt I should once mote re-open
the never-ending controversy on “Christian philosophy””! No
matter what views one may hold on the question, t]l:e twofold
fact remamns that, whatever the sense m which he meant it, St.
Thomas formulated this dictum concerning theology Aliae
scientiae dicuntur ancillae hujus (“The other sciences are called the
handmaids of this one”),* and that this dictum was never
formulated by Dante Indeed, we have secn that he replaced 1t
with another, having a different meaning * Hence, although
harmony between reason and faith, as conceived by St. Thomas,
may be spontaneous, 1t does not exclude that subordmation of
the first to the second which, in his doctrme, 1s the subordmation
of the natural order to the supernatural order. That 1s why,
St. Thomas’s opinion, the moral and political order cannot be
final 1t 1s subordinate to the religious order as bemng the supreme
order; earthly fchaty cannot be fial: 1t 1s subordinate to heavenly
fchaty as bemng the supreme goal; the moral and political order
cannot be regarded as wholly selfsufficient m its own sphere,
because, even to attamn its goal gua nature, naturc now stands
mn need of grace.® The whole of Thomistic nature 1s goveraned

1St THOMAS AQUINAS, Sum theol , Pais I, qu. 1, art s, Sed Contra

* See above, Chap II, pp x14-120

3 The gulf that divides Dante’s conclusion from St Thomas’s has been very well
indicated by Signor Francesco BrcoLs, Sulla filosofia politica di Dante, m Il pensiera pohitico
di Dante, Alpes, Milan, 1928, Vol II, pp 245-246 (Tlus article 1s a crinque of Sebas-
tiano VeNt0's work, La filosofia politica di Dante nel De Monarchia studiata in se stessa
e m relazione alla pubblicistica medievale da San Tommaso @ Marsihio di Padova, Tumnn,
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from on high and 1s, as it were, moulded by the supernatural;
the harmony between the two orders is therefore the result of
true co-operation, not the consequence of a divine decree which
ensures once and for all the pre-cstablished concord between
nature, regarded as self-sufficient m the natural sphere, and the
supernatural, regarded as bemng confined within the supernatural
sphere. In this matter Dante merely obeyed the tradition that
requires an heir to accept lus mheritance and to spurn the cffort
that has built 1t up. Seemg that harmony between faith and
reason 1§ hcnccfortfl assured, he scizes upon that harmony but
rejects the jurisdictional nerarchy that has made 1t possible.

If n this Dantc was wrong, he had many excuses fgr adopting
such a course In any case, the question here 1s not whether he
was wrong 1n adopting it, but whether he did adopt it. From
whatever angle I look at his writings, I fad to see how 1t could
be doubted that he did so When the Averrousts separate the
orders their purpose 1s to set them n opposition, when St.
Thomas distingushes and graduates the orders his purpose 1s to
unite them, Dante separates the orders m the hope of recon-
ciing them Most certamly, God—the Chrstian God—is the
keystone of Dante’s system, hence, lus thought 1s that of a
Christian. And yet the Christian God of Dante 1s mterested at
least as much mn protecting the Empire from the Church as 1
protecting the Church from the Empire. And I well know that
Jjustice would have 1t so! But He protects the Empire n the way
that Dante prescribes Whether t.gls way 1s the right one or not
1t 1s not our task here to determme, but 1t 1s certainly not the
way of cither an Averroist or a disciple of St. Thomas Aquinas.

Bocca, 1921 1 do not know thus last-named book ) For a survey of Dante’s political
doctrine considered 1 atself and not simply, as i the present work, with respect to what
1t tells us of Dante’s atatude to philosophy, the student will have to consule Signor F
Ercoix’s classic treatise, Le fre f:{n del pensiero politico di Dante, m op cit, Vol 11,
273-407 That Dante’s political thought developed m the way the author describes
not been umversally adnutted, but, whatever opmion one may hold on this question,
duscussion of which must be left to Dantologists, the work 1s full of helpful views, which
would th:,ull be helpful even to anyone who did not accept the general thess upheld by
1ts au T,



v

Concerning the Averroism of Siger of
Brabant

WE AR 1gnorant as to what Dante knew of Siger’s doctrine,
and as'to how he construed what he may have known; and
present-day histortans are not agreed as to the meanmg of that
doctrine. Here, then, we are drifting m a sea of uncertamty.
Nevertheless, as every shght varation m the view taken of Siger
affects the explanation offered of the part that Dante makes him
play, 1t 1s essential that we should take up a position of our own,
if only to make our point of view more intelligible and to avord
laying oursclves open to the reproach that we are ignorant of
certamn difficulties although, in petto, we think we have taken them
mto account

Scholars scem to be at onc nowadays m admutting that Siger
was both the object and the vicum of the two adverse judgments
pronounced on certain Averroistic theses by the Bishop of Parss,
Btienne Tempier, m 1270 and 1277. It has hikewise been adnutted
since the publication of the memorable articles by Father M.
Chossat, S.J., that a work by Siger on Arstotle’s De Anima must
have existed, that 1t was wnitten before the judgment of 1270,
and that 1n 1t the philosopher gave unqualified expression to the
doctrine that the human mtellect 1s a separate substance, one and
mdivisible throughout the human race. It 1s also admutted, if
we disregard a iw munor disagreements, that this lost treatise
1s that, or onc of those, which St. Thomas Aqumnas was attacking
when he wrote the treatise De unitate intellectus which was perhaps
one of the grounds of the judgment of 1270. Finally, 1t1s geneta.lfy
conceded that after this judgment, and as a reply to St. Thomas’s
treatisc, Siger wrote the Quaestiones de anima ntellectiva which
werc published by Father Mandonnet.!

! There was ongnally a Mandonnet-Bacumker controversy, which was heightened
by the publication of F BruckmthLren's book, Untersuchungen uber Sigers (von Brabant)
Amma mtellectiwa, Mumch, 1908 Father Mandonnet ﬁ.ngly saw here a conspiracy

< 3o8
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It 15 here that our difficulties begin. One wonders, m fact,
to what extent Siger modified his attitude in these Quaestiones,
1.e. to what extent he qualified his Averroism mn order to meet
St. Thomas’s objections and to trim hus sails to the judgment of
1270. In publishing this work Father Mandonnet roundly
declared that in it Siger was proclaiming the orthodox Averroistic
doctrine of the umty of the mtellective soul. However, to say
nothing of the F. Bruckmiiller episode, which belongs rather to the
prehustory of the problem, Father Chossat pomts out with much
subtlety that Father Mandonnet had over-simphfied the attitude
adopted by Siger m this work. Indeed, if we examune the crucial
questions III and VII closely, we establish that, in the former,
Siger does 1n fact uphold the doctrine of the separate mtellective
soul, but that, mn the latter, he no longer expressly proclaims the
doctrine of the umty of that soul. I beheve, moreover, that
Father Chossat’s remarks are not only just but very suggestive,
and that lus articles will have to be regarded as marking the
mnation of the mnquirtes, of which there are already signs, con-
cerning the multiformity of thirteehth~century Latin Averrosm.

Nevertheless, 1t still remains open to question whether Father
Chossat 1 Jus turn has not over-simphfied Siger’s attitude. If
he 15 to be believed, mn these questions our philosopher finally
“took hus stand agamnst the doctrme of the umty of the mtellect”.*
Father Chossat’s main argument 1n support of this thesss 1s that,
at the cnd of question VII, Siger of Brabant formulated a ccrtamn
number of objections, which he himself regarded as “msuper-
able”, to the Averrosstic doctrine of the umty of the human
intellect *

In reality, this 1s not quite how matters present themselves.
In question VII Siger begms by mamtaming that the human
mtellect 15 smgle and mdivisible, as he had mamtaned even
before 1270. It 1s true—and 1t 1s Father Chossat’s great merit
that he emphasized the pomnt—that Siger modifies the terms of
his doctrine mn such a way that he 1s able to uphold ths thesis
without having to deny that the intellective soul 1s the mould

(Siger de Brabant et I'averrotome latin au XIIIe sidcle, T ouvain, 1911, Vol 1, p. 180, note 6).
The real discussion begins, however, with the admurable articles by Father M CHOSSAT,
S ], Samt Thomas &’ Aqumn et Siger de Brabant, in Reyue de Philosophse, Vol. XXIV (1914),
PP $53-575, and Vol. XXV (1914), pp. 25-43.

1 M. CHOSSAT, art. cit., p. 38, note 1

3M CHOSSAT, art cit, P 42.

b 3
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mn which the indivadual is cast. In order to bring off this feat of
legerdemam Siger declares that, although it 15 not a mould in the
sense that it moulds man, the mtellective soul may be described
as a mould 1 so far as 1t operates within every man (intrinsecus
operans). Having sad this Siger adds that there reman objections
to his thesis that are very hard to overcome and, after formulating
them without replymg to them, he concludes that m face of
such a dilemma the best course 1s to place one’s reliance on faith,

Such bemng the facts, there 1s some doubt as to the exact
imphcation of Siger’s attitude mn these Quaestiones. One may
regard the formulas that he uses as a trick to justufy, at the cost
of some verbal concessions, the doctrine of the umty of the
intellect, this is what Father Mandonnet did; perhaps he was
night, but there 15 no evidence that he was. One may regard
them as the prudent disclaimer of an embarrassed professor who,
without openly recanting, indicates to all with cyes to see that
he has altcred lus opmion; this 15 what Father Chossat did;
perhaps he was night, but there 18 no evidence that he was.
Either mterpretation 1s a presumption on the text. And I well
know that we are bound to stretch 1ts meaning 1n one way or
another if we are to understand 1t, but I beg leave to observe
that Father Chossat argues as if Father Mandonnet alone had
presumed on the text, whereas he himself does the same thing.

Farst let us note that Siger’s ultimate appeal to faith on this
question, far from suggesting a volfe-face on the philosopher’s
part, tempts one rather to think that at that time he was stdl
m the charactenstic position of the Latn Averrowst, in which
the teaching of philosophy m a certam matter 1s not m harmony
with the tcaching of faith Siger nught easily have said that,
since faith rejected, or obliged a Christian to reject, the doctrme
of the umty of the mtellect, he himself regarded that thesss as
philosophically false. We may suppose that he thought so, but
'we may not assert positively that he said so. All that 15 certan
15 that this man, who admuttedly, 1n 2 work no longer extant, for
a time proclaimed the doctrine of the umty of the mtellect, and
was condemned on this head n 1270, continues mn the Quaestiones
to proclaim that the metellect is a separate substance and to demon-
stratc that this substance 1s single and indiviaible It 1s likewse
certain that, philosophically, &e doctrine of the umty of the
mtellect now seems to him difficult to uphold m face of 2 number
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of objections which he leaves unanswered. But first of all
he says that he has regarded the question as debatable 4 longo
tempore; furthermore, even after the judgment of 1270 Siger
does not, m the Quaestiones edited by Father Mandonnet, proclaim
that the doctrine of the unity of the mtellect 1s 2 philosophical
error, or, consequently, that the plurality of mtellects 1s philo-
sophically certamn. His hesitation, which 15 indisputable, leaves
him still uncertain m this matter save as regards faith,

We ought therefore to concede to Father M. Chossat the pomt
which, inadentally, constitutes the essence of hus thesis, namely
that the Quaestiones published by Father Mandonnet were written
after, not before, the De unitate intellectus of St. Thomas Aquinas.
We shall also recogmize, as he does, that m this work Siger’s
Averroism proves to be more cautious and more hesitant than
the formulas of Father Mandonnet, with therr msufficently
subtle variations, might lead us to suppose.* These are important
findings, and we are indebted for them to this excellent historian.
And yet, Just as he did not really take lus stand aganst the doctrme
of the umity of the active mtellect, so Siger of Brabant did not
represent lus objections to 1t as “msuperable”. He leaves them
unanswered—that 15 a fact, he decclares them to be multum
difficsles—that 1s another fact; but that 1s all. A man who
begns by expounding a doctrme for upholding which he has
already been censured, and then formulates objections to it that
are very hard to overcome, but does not overcome them, 1s
certainly cmbarrassed, but he 1s not exactly faced with “m-
sugcrab ¢” objections. If Siger had regarded them as insuper-
able he ought to have regarded his thesis as disproved, and
he ought to have abandoned 1t; and yet, philosophically speaking,
he did not do so. Let us once more recall the formula that he
uses Et ideo dico propter difficultatem praemissorum et quorumdam
aliorum, quod mihi dubium fuit a longo tempore, quid via rationis
naturalis sn praedicto problemate sit tenendum, et quid senserit
Philosophus de dicta quaestione; et in tali dubio fidei adhaeren-
dum est, quae omnem rationem humanam superat (“And there-
fore I say, on account of the complexity of the premuses
and of certain other matters, that I lgad long been doubtful
as to what should be regarded as the way of natural reason
m the afore-mentioncd problem, and as to what the Philosopher

1 M. CHOSSAT, art at., p. 39.
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felt with regard to the said question: and in face of such a doubt
2 man must adhere to fath, which utterly transcends human
reason”).! Did Siger believe he could overcome these objections,
and is it possible that he reframed from domg so out of prudence?
1 do not know, for he has not told us. Did he, on the contrary,
regard these objections as absolutely insuperablez No one 1s
entitled to maintan that such was his opmion, for he did not
say so.

}if it 18 too much to assert, as Father Chossat does, that here
Siger was “taking his stand agamst the doctrme of the unity of
the mtellect”, 1t is also too much to maimtamn, at any rate on the
evidence of these Quaestiones, that Siger steadfastly asserts “that
philosophical theories are false 1 so far as they contradict the
Christian Revelation . . .”* Like all Averrossts, Siger does
indeed say that he regards the teaching of faith as true, and that
he does not speak 1 his own name, but 1 the name of the
philosophers. He does not say, however, that, even where 1t
contradicts the truth revealed by faith, the teaching of the
philosophers 1s false. Even m the passage in Mandonnet, op. ct.,
Vol. 1, p. 163. Quod st quis dicat hoc esse erroneum .
(“That 1fp any man declare this to be false ferroneum] . . .”),
Siger docs not accept responsibility for the term erroneum, all
that he says, here as elsewhere, 1s that he 1s concerned not with
truth but with philosophy.

We ought therefore to make a careful distnction, if, that 1s,
we wish to observe the letter of the text. In these Quaestiones
Siger never represented as truc a single philosophical conclusion
that 1s 1 opposition to the teaching ofP faith, on the contrary,
1n cases of conflict, he regularly asserted that truth 1s on the side
of faith, m this sense we may, m fact, say that mn his eyes “faith
and truth comaide”. But Siger never, for that matter, gave 1t as
s personal opmion that ie teaching of philosophy 1s false,
even where 1t 1s mconsistent with the revelations of fath He
was certamly able to say quod nostra intentio principalis non
est inquirere qualiter se habeat veritas de anima (“‘that our chief
intention 1s not to mquire as to the nature of the truth concerning
. 6; P. ManDoNNET, Siger de Brabant ct Paverrotsme latn au XIlle sikcle, Vol 1, p.

*F VAN STEENBERGHEN, Les oeuvres et la doctrme de Siger de Brabant, Brussels, 1938,

p 72 The author, nadentally, regards the new set of Quaestiones attnbuted to Siger as
authentic, and this fact naturally affects hus view of Siger's work
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the soul”),* but he did not say, cither in this work or in any
other that I know of, that the teaching of phdosoghy on this
subject was false. Nothing would have been easier for hum than
to say thus; let us note simply that he did not say it, and that all
the mdications are that he avoided the formula.

The inevitable objection 1s that, whatever Siger may have
written, this nevertheless was what he thought. If faith reveals
the truth, how could philosophy be inconsistent with the revela-
tions of faith without being fljlsce I confess, indeed, that I do not
see how it could; but that 1s precisely the reason why I am not
an Averrosst. And 1t 1s also the reason why, if I were n the
same position as Siger, I should openly propound the following
conclusions* The teaching of faith 1s true; therefore the teaching
of philosophy 1s false. Yet Siger does not argue along these Ines,
but rather as follows: The teaching of faith 15 true; here the
teaching of philosophy 15 inconsistent with the teaching of faith;
but philosophy only knows what natural reason is capable of knowing
about the natural order, and here it 1s the supernatural order that is in
possession of the truth "'We are therefore a long way from a doctrine
which says that natural knowledge 1s m accordance with super-
natural truth. It 15 not even a question of a doctrme which says
that supcrnatural truth wrtuaﬂy mmplies the natural falaty of
natural knowledge. In Siger’s opmmon philosophical reason
describes nature as it 15, or as 1t would be but for the existence
of a God Whose supernatural power has replaced nature with a
real order which Revelation alone enables us to comprehend.
How can we mamtain that the natural order 1s the true one, when
faith assures us that the real order 1s also the true one: And
yet, rationally speaking, what philosophy tells us about nature 1s
precisely what natural reason should think when discoursing
on nature, even 1f what it thinks contradicts Revelation. The fact
that revealed truth 1s contrary to what natural reason thmks does
not entitle natural reason to think differently, because, being
natural reason, 1t cannot think differently.

That 1s why, 1n lus three-point description of Siger’s attitude,
M. F. Van Steenberghen seems to me to be quite right as regards
the last two pomnts, but not, perhaps, as regards the first one,
viz. that “no inconsistency 1s possible between revealed truth
and the truch that 1s discovered by reason. For the truth is what

1P MANDONNET, op cit, Vol. I, p, 163,
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is, and God cannot reconcile things that are contradictory, or
cause what exists not to exist, or make the impossible possible™.1
Siger’s attitude cannot be properly expressed in these terms—
not, at all events, on the evidence ofxgxe Quaestiones published
by Father Mandonnet. The thing which strikes him 1 rather the
fact that what presents stself to philosophical reason as naturally
impossible 15 nevertheless real, and therefore true, from the pomt
of view of faith, gmded by Revelation. That there 15, 1n Siger’s
eyes, no contradiction between the truth that 1s discovered by
reason and revealed truth 1s a literal fact, but it 1s a fact only
because Siger always ceases to describe a rational conclusion as
true directly 1t contradicts Revelation. Now true or not, his
conclusion none the less remams m hus eyes entirely rational.
Although there 15 no inconsistency to be found in his writings
between a rational truth which he rejects, and revealed truth, 1n
which he puts his trust, there 1s still an utter inconsistency between

hilosophy and Revelation, between the order of natural possi-
ﬁi.hty known to reason and that of supernatural reahty which
faith knows to enshrine the truth. Hence, the world m which
Siger moves, 1f, that 15, hus words are a faithful expression of lus
opinions, may be described as a natural order, as to the nature
of which, in the vast majority of cases, reason and faith
find themselves 1n_spontaneous agreement, although, m a few
cases, they are no longer so In such cases what can the philo-
sopher do? To um nature remains nature and, since philosophy
1s merely "the description of the natural order by natural reason,
his philosophy 15 neither obliged nor even able to change To his
way of thimking what has has;fened 1s simply that God has
wrought a muracle, that Revelation shows 1t to us, and that
through faith we should take 1t as a certamn fact that m this m-
stance God has freely replaced the natural order which ought to
exist, but does not, with a supematural order which, 1n a natural
sense, ought not to exist and yet does. To the Christan Aver-
rosst the problem presents itself in the form of a choice, not
between the false and the true, but between the matural and
the miraculous.

One can understand now the nature of the reproach levelled
by the Averrost agamst his Christian opponents; 1t 1s that they
seck natural explanations for things which the philosopher can

1F. VAN STEENBERGHEN, op cif, p 179. -
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only consider real if they are regarded as miracles. What, then,
can he himself think of his philosophy: That it embodies the
truth? Certanly not, since he knows that the truc reality is
different from the reality with which his reason is acquamted.
It 15 nevertheless understandable that he takes care not to term
his phulosophy false, for, philosophucally and rationally speaking,
1t 18 srreproachable and mcapable of being changed. It accurately
describes the world as 1t would be if the divine power had not
endowed 1t with a structure which natural reason cannot compre-
hend or 1n any way explamn.

Nothing could be more significant 1 this connection than the
attitude adopted by Siger on the question (such a dangerous one
from his pomnt of view)- “How 1s the intellective soul the perfect
expression of the body and its mould:” In principle, the answer
1s clear. Philosophically speaking, the mtellective soul is a separate
mould. Undoubtedly Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas
assert the contrary, but istt viri deficiunt ab intentione Philosophi,
nec intentum determinant (“these men betray the Philosopher’s
mntention, and do not clearly indicate his meaning”).t What,
then, 1s the reproach that Siger levels agamst them: Simply
that they want to make Amstotle say not what philosophy
says, but what Revelation says. That is quite another matter!
Quaerimus enim hic solum intentionen philosophorum et praecipue
Anstotelis, esti forte Philosophus senserit aliter quam veritas se
habeat, et per revelationem aliqua de amma tradita sint, quae per’
rationes naturales concludy non possunt. Sed nihil ad nos nunc
de muraculis, cum de naturalibus naturaliter disseramus. (“For
here we are seeking only the mtention of the Philosophers
and cspecially that of Arstotle, although perhaps the Philoso-

her’s feclings were at vamance with the truth, and there
ﬁave been handed down through Revelation certain beliefs
concerning the soul which cannot be confirmed by natural
reason. But we are not at present concerned with miracles, since we
are discussing natural things in natural terms”).*

To stress this last sentence 15 undoubtedly a better course than
to comment on it. We should not translate into terms of truth
and falsity the opposition established by Siger between the
reason-philosophy-nature group on the one hand and the

1P MANDONNET, op at, Vol I, p 152
P MANDONNET, op ot., Vol II, pp 153-154,
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revelation-truth-miracle group on the other. Siger believes that
the mtellective soul 1s the mould that moulds the body; but to
him this 1s a muracle, and wherever muracles take place 1t is 1n
them that the truth resides. But, 1t will be asked, what happens
to everything else, then: Nothing: everything else remains what
1t was, v1z. nature. Now, whether it exasts or not, nature 1s the
only thing with which we may as phxlosophcrs concern ourselves,
cum de naturalibus naturaliter disseramus (“smce we are discussing
natural things mn natural terms”).

St. Thomas Aquinas does not seem to have repled to the new
arguments employed by Siger. Yet no one doubts that the
doctrine of the Quaestiones seemed to hum practically as false as
the one that he had refuted before 1270, As for Siger’s attitude
touching the relationship of reason to farth, 1t differs greatly
from St. Thomas’s, since what seems to St. Thomas to pertan
to nature and philosophy presents stself to Siger’s 1mind as some-
thing supernatural and muraculous. After 1270, therefore, the
problem raised by St. Thomas’s glorification of Siger m Dante’s
Paradiso seems to retain 1ts former paradoxacal character, and thus,
if 1t commends 1t to us as an object of curiosity, does not facilitate
its solution



v

Concerning the Thomism of Siger of
Brabant

UNTiL very recently the presence of Siger of Brabant in the
Dantesque paradise confronted historans with an mtncate but
clearly defined problem: How did Dante come to beatfy and
glonfy an Averroist: Smée the problem has been handed down
to me m this form, it 1s on the basis of such an assumption that
I have myself discussed 1t Certain of Dante’s expositors are
convinced that the poet was a Thomust, accordingly they try
to explan the fact that a Thomust has located an Averroist in
paradise. Others, taking the presence of a well-known Averroist
mn Dante’s paradise as thewr starting-pomnt, regard it, on the
contrary, as an ndication that Dante was not such a confirmed
Thomust as has been claimed; accordingly they scour the poet’s
works for anything that may be mterpreted as a sign that he held
non-Thomustic opimions. Moreover, they are not unsuccessful,
but this fact 1s of little moment, for the problem has taken on a
new aspect smce the recent assertion of the Abbé F. Van Steen™
berghen, m the very stimulating book which I have already
mentioned,! that at the end of his hife Siger of Brabant humself
was converted to Thomusm. In that case there 1s no longer any
difficulty to overcome* a Thomust glorifies a Thomist—that 15
m order, and nothing could be more natural.

I keenly regret that I only became acquamted with this work
after I had completed my own. It 1s true that I should in any
case have been mn a weak posiion when 1t came to discussmg 1t.
Since 1ts conclusions destroy the thesis which I uphold, I have
too great an mterest m deemmg them open to question to be
able to discuss them without being suspected of prejudice. Fur-
thermore, we are concerned here with a problem of lterary
history, which should be dealt wath for 1ts own sake by s ts
in the subject, regardless of any other consideration. I should

! See above, Chap IV, p 29, note.
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therefore hike simply to summarize the position in the matter
as I know 1t, and then to offer 2 few comments suggested by the
facts at present known.

In 1924 Mgr. Martin Grabmann, the scholar whose contribu-
tion to the historiography of mediacval thought has been so
outstanding, announced the discovery of a whole series of un-
published works by Siger of Brabant,* contamed m the Latin
manuscript 9559 at Mumch® These wrtings mnclude some
Quaestiones in libros Aristotelis De Anima, which M. F. Van
Steenberghen published n 1931 1n hus Siger de Brabant d’aprés ses
oeuvres inédites. ‘The publicanon of these Quaestiones raised a
curtous problem, for if we refer to Book I, qu. 7—Utrum
mtellectus sit idem numero 1 omnibus hominibus (“Whether the
mtellect 15 one and the same 1n all men”)—we cstabhsh that
here the author of the treatise definitely opposes Averroes on
this pomt: Quamvis via Commentatoris probabilitatem habet,
non tamen est vera (“Although the Commentator’s thesis 1s
plausible, 1t 1s not 1 accordance with truth™).? It would seem
to follow from tlus that, at some point m lus life, and probably
towards 1ts end, Siger of Brabant deserted Averroes andP adopted
the atutude of St. Thomas Aqunas, at least m one essential
particular.

‘We should note, moreover, that mn this first volume, which
15 devoted to the publication or analysis of Siger’s unpublished
works, M F Van Steenberghen did not need to discuss the
problems of doctrinal history which this question rases. He
therefore did not do so, nghtly postponing the exammation of
the question until later. None, however, will doubt that he was
aware of its existence. It was therefore with full knowledge of
the facts that he published these Questions under Siger’s name,
without at the time expressing any doubt as to their anthennicity.

1M GraBMANN, Neuaufgefundene Werke des Siger von Brabant und Boetius von Dacsen,
in Sitzungsberichte der Bayerichen Akademe der Wissenschaften, phulosophisch-hustorische
Abteilung, 1929, 7, Mumich, 1929, and the same author’s Neuaufgefundene *“Quaestiones”
Siger von Brabant zu den Werken des Anstoteles, m Miscellanea Ehrle, Vol 1, Rome, 1924,
PP 103-147
s 1 S%c tll;f bt::kdoiré the works connha;dned in this manuscript in SEVAN Smﬂmcnnu:ll"s'

1ger de Brabant d’aprés ses oewvres inddites, pp s—6 Regardin questions previo
discovered by Mgr A Peizeg, see sbid, p 6 Other works lglave since been attributed
to Siger by F STEGMULLER, Neugefundene Quaestionen des Siger von Brabant, in Recherches
de Thiéologse ancienne et médiévale, M (1931), pp 158-182 This artaicle contains a detasled
summary of thus problem of literary history (pp. 158-162)

#F VAN STEENBERGHEN, Siger de Brabant d’aprds ses oeuvres inédites, p. 133.
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Mgr. Martin Grabmann had regarded them as undoubtedly
authentic and, whatever he himself may have thought at
this period, M. F. Van Steenberghen does not seem to me to
have evinced the least uncertamnty on this pomt when publishing
them,

I leave 1t to the reader to imagine how Dantologists were
affected when their serenity was unexpectedly shattered by this
thunderbolt. If the Abbé Van Stcenberglhen had hoped that he
was gomg to be allowed to continue huis work m peace until
he had published Volume II, he must have been bitterly dis-
illussioned. The 1dea of Siger of Brabant as a convert to Thomism
that emecrged from lis book was precisely what Father Busnell:
was waiting for to enable him to crush Signor Bruno Nardw
“Was waiting for’”” 1s not quite the right term, for undoubtedly
he had never dared to hope for such an eventuality. However
that may be, this fervent believer in the Thonusm of Dante at
once anticipated some conclustons which, there 15 no doubt,
M. Van Steenberghen had already conceived as at any rate
possible, and declared that these Questions expressed Siger’s
final opmion. If the philosopher was ultimately converted to
Thomism, the tercets which Dante devotes to hum are easily
explaned; we may even say, adds Father Busnelly, that “they
take on a defimtely and profoundly true meaning, because they
imply that Thomas Aquinas (who eulogizes hum m heaven)
knew of Siger’s renunciation of an exaggerated form of Aver-
roism i favour of the true Amstotehan doctrme as he himself
mterpreted 1t”.2 In short, 1t 1s imphed that St. Thomas was
glonfymg his own victory over Siger m beatifying him m this
way.

A rejomder was to be expected from Signor Bruno Nards, but
undoubtedly its form had not been anticipated, for he countered
by bluntly disputing the authenticity of these Questions. Among
the various arguments which he adduced mn support of hus thesis
there 1s one which should be 1solated on account of its importance,
for no one to my knowledge has hitherto disputed it and its

1G. Buswaw, S |, La Cwsltd cattolica, 1932, Vol I p 135 This pamd,g:u uoted
by Bruno Nawoi, Il preteso tomismo di Sigieri ds Brabante (in Giornale crstico della _;lllmﬁd
wahana, Second Scnes, IIf (1036-XVI), p 20) A similar conclusion was at that ime
offered for consderation by Laa Perucii, Il tomusmo di Sigieri e P'elogio dantesco (in
Giornale dantesco, Vol XXXVI, Nuova Serse, VI, pp 105~168) The pasage 1s quoted
by B NasoL, op af,p 30.
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opponents scem to me to confine themselves, even to-day, to
limiting 1ts field of apphcation. This argument 13 as follows:
In the Munich MS. 9559, the only work bearing the name of
Siger 1s the group of Questions on the Metaphysics of Aristotle;
as for the others, which include the now famous Quaestiones in
libros Aristotelis De Amma, they are anonymous. Thus, Mgr. M.
Grabmann, with the Abbé Van Steenberghen followmg mn his
wake, has taken 1t for granted that the author of one of these
treatises was also the author of the others, although this 1s by no
means obvious.

It might be thought that 1f the subject-matter of these Questions
had been Averrostic i character, Signor B. Nardi would
probably not have dreamt of bringing up this difficulty; but 1¢ 1
only fair to acknowledge that to attribute to Siger of Brabant,
without any decisive external evidence, a treatise that contradicts
his doctrine was 4 light-hearted interpretation of a somewhat
heavy responsibility 1 We ought, I think, to admut that, since
the fact to which Signor B. Nard calls attention 1s not disputed,
we cannot expect hum to prove that these Questions are not the
work of Siger; 1t 1s the duty of those who regard them as authentic
to prove that they are so.

In pomt of fact, the argument has gone home When the
Abbé Van Steenberghen declares that “not one of Signor Nardr’s
arguments constitutes a scrious obstacle to the attribution of
these Quaestiones to Siger of Brabant”,* hus observation may
apply to the five objections that he discusses, but not to the one
that he does not discuss, for the very good reason that its strength
has led him to represent as only morally certam? the authenticity
of a work which Mgr. M. Grabmann accepts as indubitably
authentic, and which M. Van Steenberghen himself has published
under the name of Siger of Brabant. Whatever Signor Bruno

1B Narpl, op cit, pp 31-35

*F VanN STEENBERGHEN, Les oeuvres et la doctrine de Siger de Brabant, p 40

#See above, Chap IV, p 259, note Sumlarly, Lea Perugmy, who bad at once seen
n the assumption that the Quaestiones are authentic all 1ts implications as regards the
Dante-Siger problem, hastened to declare, m face of B Nardy's counter-offensive, that to
discuss this pownt was, “4uf not 1dle and strange, at all events premature” (in Sophia, V,
1-2, pp 159~161) Signor B Nardi, who has re-opened the question 1n this connection,
concludes afresh “The Quaestiones on the De Amma published by Steenberghen are
anonymous i the two manuscripts of which we to-day have knowledge, there 13 nothing,
esther 1 the technique or 1n the seyle, much less in the subject-matter, which entitles
us to attnbute them to Siger™ (Giornale critico della filosofia ftaliana, Seconda Serie, Vol
V, 1937-XVIH, pp 160-164, end of the article)
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Nardr's opponents may say, they have felt the weight of the
argument, for no one to-day mantains that the authenucity of
these Questions 1s beyond dispute.

I too cannot feel disturbed by M. Van Steenberghen’s ob-
servation “that Signor Nardi disputes the authentiaty of these
Quaestiones for the sake of his poﬁermc with Father Busnelh and
other Italian Dantophiles”.t It goes without sayng that Signor
B. Nard1 does not wish to see proven a thesis which, if 1t were
vahd, would considerably weaken his interpretation of Dante.
That, however, 1s not the question. Ever since the appearance of
hus first essays on the réle of Siger of Brabant mn the Divine Comedy
(1912) Signor B. Nard: has shown himself to be not only an
erudite historian, but one whose opmions are remarkably well-
balanced. Never has he been known to represent Dante as an
Averroist. Even m those days he maintamed sumply that, “taken
as a whole, Dante's philosophy does not mdicate that he adhered
to any of the systems already established.” As an antidote to the
belict that Dante was a thorough-going Thonust us thesis re-
mamns vahd I think so at all events, but even if his thesis were
false I think 1t would be gomng too far to say that he disputes the
authenticity of the Quacstiones for the sake of his polemic. M. F.
Van Steenberghen knows better than anyone the terms of the
problem. If there were a manuscript which attributed these
Questions to Siger, Signor B Nard1 would perhaps continue to
cntertam doubts (for 1t 1s fairly common knowledge that suche
attributions are somctimes erroncous), but the problem would
be transformed It would be his duty to prove that these Ques-
tions are not the work of Siger of Brabant. To say, as he docs,
that there is up to now no proof that they are his work 1s to state
a fact No polemic on any question 1s needed to explan that if
an anonymous treatise, contanmg a doctrine at variance with
that of the philosopher who 1s regarded as 1ts author, 1s attnbuted
to him objections must mevitably be raised.

I find 1t hard to adnut, moreover, that at this ime of day even
one of the parties involved i the controversy 1s wholly dis-
interested. In publishing these Questions M. Van Steenberghen
claims that they are authentic; if they arc, Signor B. Nard: will
have to revise hus mterpretation of a whole series of facts of

which he 15 certan; his very knowledge of these facts encourages
1F. VAN STEENBERGHEN, Les ocuvres et la doctrine de Siger de Brabant, p 2.
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him to shield them from the fact which is opposed to them. If
he has good reason for regarding it as a pseudo-fact, why should
he not say so2 It 1s the same in my case. Ever since, m 1932, I
became acquainted with the Questions De Anima published by
M. Van Steenberghen under the name of Siger, 1 have felt con-
vinced that they are not authentic. Prejudice: Certainly. The
conclusions to which I had already been led by my study of the
Monarchy encouraged me to regard Siger as representing m the
Paradiso a separatist doctrine embracing Church and State,
theology and philosophy, and envisaging somethmg far more
radical than the disincuons whose validity 1s upheld by St.
Thomas Aqunas. Yet onc could, without giving way to any

rsonal predilections, fecl astonished that a philosopher should
ﬁve reversed his opmions so completely m such an 1mportant
matter, and that he should have done so without even deeming
1t advisable to mention the fact. I had not thought of Signor B.
Nardr’s principal argument—that the manuscripts make no
reference to authorship. I frankly admut that I welcomed 1t
gratefully: 1t provided an objective justification of my feeling of
mcredulity.

Nor 1s the Abbé Van Steenberghen without an mtellectual
mterest mn this controversy. He published these Questions con-
cerning the De Anima under the name of Siger, as 1f the problem
of their authenticity did not even need to be brought up Perhaps
*he proposed to bring 1t up later. However that may be, we may
ask ourselves whether he had, m 1931, foreseen the objection that
was to be raised m 1932 by Signor B. Nardi. If he did foresee
it, he treated 1t as an exaggerated musgiving which could m
practice be distmssed wathout discussion. His position 1s no longer
the same to-day. Faced with Signor B. Nards’s objections, he
pleads his own cause, brnging to his advocacy no less self-
mterest than his fellows bring to theirs, and able though his
Pro domo sua 1, 1t 15 none the less an apology.

1t docs not, however, follow from this that the Abbé Van
Stecnberghen’s ripostes carry no weight. On the contrary, I
for my part consider that pages 146-160 of his book on Siger’s
Human Psychology show an mtelligence and an mgenwity that
are truly admirable. It would be impossible to turn the hesitant
stram 1 Siger’s 1deas as we know them to better account as
evidence of the complete volte-face with which 1t 15 desired to
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credit him. Moreover, we are concerned here with an actual
fact. ¥f this philosopher had been an Averrosst with no theoretical
scruples throughout the precedm, of his ltfe, lus alleged
renunciation of Averroism would be quite mnconcervable; but
Siger as he is described to us, on the evidence of his authentic
works, 1s certamly indecisive and restless, and the possiblity that
he finally altcred his opmions cannot be demied. In short, M. F.
Van Stcenberghen has shown very clearly that Siger’s ultmate
conversion to Thomism cannot be ruled out a priori as 1m~
probable, in view of what we know of him from other sources.
And this 15 a fact of inportance

Nevertheless, the problem as to whether this conversion may
possibly have taken place stll awats soluion. We therefore
find oursclves faced once more with the question of the authen-
tiaty of the Quaestiones which have been pubhshed under hus
name. Their presence m a manuscript ngch contamns other
works, of which one at least 15 attnibuted to Siger, while the rest
are Averrosstic m onigm, certamly tempts one to attribute them
to Siger. This, madentally, 1s the reason why Mgr. Grabmann
and the Abbé Van Steenberghen have done so It 1s even possible
that the copyist believed he wrote them, but this m atsclf by no
means proves that he did so, and the theory still awaits con-
firmation.

The objections of a stylistic order raised by Signor B. Nard:
leave me quite unmoved. If the Quaestiones de Anima are spurious,
what may be mferred from the peculianties of their wording:
Scemingly nothng. M. Van Steenberghen’s reply on this pomt
seems to me unassalable, and 1n any case wrefutable ' In the
same way, with regard to the psychological possibihty that Siger
finally altered us opmions, M. Van Stecnberghen wins a pomt.
That makes two—and they are not ummportant ones—mn reply
to the objections of Signor B. Nardi? On the other hand, the
posttive argument which Signor B. Nard: has denived from the
testmony of John Baconthorp, Gilles de Rome and Jean de
Jandun scems to me to preserve 1its full force.? In fact, not only
do these writings say nothing about Siger’s adherence to Thomism,
or even to a quasi~Thormsm, but Baconthorp represents him as

30p cit, p. 32

:Op. cit, pp 35-36

The references are given i B Nazopy, Il preteso tomismo , PP 33~34 For the
other side of the question sce F VAN STEBNBERGHEN, pp 37-38.
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having been affected by the judgment of 1270, Gilles de Rome
says c%at he knew hum as an upholder of an Averroistic thesis
and Jean de Jandun defends hum agamst the enemies of Aristotle
and of the Commentator. If our philosopher later recanted,
there 1s nothing to indicate that these three witnesses were ever
aware of it. The objection that therr tesumony “mn no way
rules out a subsequent evolution of Siger’s thought™ 1s no more
than the truth, but the fact that a hypothesis 1s not ruled out by
what 1s known to be true leaves 1t wio]ly 1 the realm of possi-
bality; 1t does not constitute a shred of proof. Moreover, the
evidence adduced by Signor B. Nard, if it does not render
the hypothesis 1 question 1mpossible, makes 1t far less likely.
John Baconthorp died mn 1348, Gilles de Rome in 1316 and Jean
de d{a::dun about 1328; these threc witnesses seem to know
nothing of any recantation on the part of Siger of Brabant, who
died before 1285, and their silence 1s rather a strong indication
that such an event never really took place. To reply to this that
“the fact that no marked traces remamn n Paris of the Brabantine
teacher’s last writings and in particular of his last lectures 1s
easily accounted for by the events of 1277 and by hus premature
disappearance”? 1s to take what 1s a very odd explanation as a
matter of course. Thus, can 1t be that, because Averroism was
condemned m 1277, the recantation of one of the principal
Averrowsts, embodicd n a treatise that 15 supposed to have
cpme down to us, has passed unnoticed> How arc we to believe
that his opponents, overjoyed at their triumph, did not on the
contrary proclaim 1t from the house-tops? It 1s rather as 1f one
were to say that M. Alfred Loisy had recanted his biblical exegesss,
but that, Zecause modernism had been condemned, no one has ever
mentioned the fact. This third round 1s all in favour of Signor
B. Nards

It 1s the same with the fourth. M. F. Van Stcenberghen
considers “that there 15 no reason to locate the composition of the
Quaestiones de Anima after 1277”.3 I regret thus for the sake of
hus thess. In any case, 1t 15 entirely to his credit that he upholds

1 My copy of Jean de Jandun’s edition of the De Amma (Venetus, apudgunm, 1544)
gaves the name “Remigus de Brabanna” (fo 52, vo 2, foot of the page), but the Jncipst
of the treatise, as quoted by him, 18 certainly that of the Quaestiones de Anima intellectiva
published by Father Mandonnet under the name of Siger (Siger de Brabant, Vol. I, p
145) There 15 accordingly no doubt on this pomnt

3F VAN STERNBERGHEN, Les oeuvres et la doctrine de Siger de Brabant, p 38

3 Op., dit., p. 38
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such an opmion, If, hike him, I believed that these Questions
were the work of Siger, I should certainly put them after 1277,
for the simple reason that I do not see how thc'Lcould be put
earhier. The judgment of 1277 was, according to the manuscripts,
directed Contra Segerum et Boetium hereticos (" Agamst the heretics
Siger and Boethus™), or Contra Magistrum Sogerum (“Aganst
Siger the teacher™), or Contra errores Boetii et Sigeri (“‘Against
the false beliefs of Boethius and Siger”). The fact that a list of
the condemned propositions describes Boethius of Dacia as
principalis assertor istorum articulorum (*‘the chief advocate of these
articles”) does not mean that where Siger’s name occurs 1t 15
suppressed.!  Apropos of which I have already asked how
Siger's arraignment, his condemnation, the summons served on
him to appear beforc the Court of Inquiry and finally hus flight
are to be accounted for if he had already apostatized from
Averroism on a crucial pomt involving virtually all the rest of
that doctrme.® The reply given to thus 1s that St. Thomas too
was affected by the judgment. The two cases are, however,
rather different. We are told of “the upshot of the trial”, but
we do not know exactly what 1t was so far as Siger was con-
cemned and, 1n the casc of Thomas Aquinas, a trial did not even
take place. M. F. Van Steenberghen 1s entirely right in saying that,
besides Averroism, the judgment affected Anstotelism, even m
its non-Averrbistic aspects, but not m the same degree or 1n the
same way. Between a Thomas Aqumas who, though he has
never repudiated any of the theses which he 1s accused of up-
holding, 1s not summoned before the Court of the Inqusitor of
France or any other country, and a Siger of Brabant who,
though he repudiated his false beliefs, 15 supposed none the less
to have been summoned before that Court, 1t 1s not easy to make
a comparson.

1B Hauréau, quoted by P MANDONNET, Siger de Brabant, 2nd ed, Vol I, p 220,
Cf F VAN STEENBERGHEN, op cif, p 39, note 1

2 See above, Chap 1V, p 266, note,

*M F Van Steenbex;il:en suggests (op cit.,, p 39) that Siger was sull vulnerable in
1277, for he had pot at that “renounced any subi ] part of | dox Ansto-
tehsm” Thus 15 poasible, but, i1f so, 1t 13 no longer clear 1n what sense Siger could have
become that “disciple of Thomas Aquinas and an obedient son of the Church” (p. 183)
the eulogy of whom, coming from St Thomas i the Paradiso, “1s no longer 1o any way
disconcerting” (p 182) In such a case, moreover, his condemnation would not have
been due to “lus past false beliefs” (p. 30), but to lus present ones, If, therefore, lus
condemnation 1s accounted for, lus presence in the Paradiso still ratses a problem, it wall
only czase to do so 1f lus condemnation remams unaccounted for
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Again, the wnter adds, Dante’s attitude towards Siger 1s
easily accounted for “if the Brabantine teacher revealed a ten-
dency to modify hus false beliefs and especially his belef in the
umity of the mtellect, which was a flat contradicuon of the
Chnstian mnterpretation”.! To be sure, Dante and St. Thomas
are at one m their opposition to this thesis; 1f 1t 1s proved that
Siger recanted i, we can understand more easily how Dante
caused Siger to be glonfied by St. Thomas Aqumas. But the
removal of this difficulty inevitably gives nise to another. St.
Thomas docs not prasse Siger for having repudiated false beliefs,
but for having suffered m the cause of certam truths. I therefore
ask: What are thesc truths: For my part, I can only conceive
of one the separatism advocated by certamn Aristotehans. Where-
upon 1t will be said that St Thomas did not interpret 1t i the
samc sense. And this also 1s true, but, i any event, 1t 15 1m~
possiblc to reconcile the political philosophies of Dante and St.
Thomas Aqumas. Accordngly there 1s 2 difficulty etther way.
We may choose between scveral hypotheses Dante glorifies
Siger because he 1s not acquamted with hus doctrine, but that 15
very improbable, Dante makes St Thomas praise him for having
suffered m the cause of the very truths which St. Thomas himself
proclaimed—but it was for upholding other doctrincs than thesc
that Siger was summoned before the Court of Inquiry; Dante
makes St. Thomas praise a philosopher who was converted to
Thomism, but he himself dfd not everywhere give Thomism
his support, and he extolled Siger m 2 context {(Gratian, Solomon)
which suggests that his mterest mught have been aroused by his
scparatism, finally, Dante nught be cxtolling Siger as a repre-
sentative of that separatism, but he does not accept his phulosophy,
and he causes his prases to be sung by onc of s opponents,
St. Thomas Aquinas.

There is conscquently no solution to the problem that covers
all the facts without lecaving any unaccounted for. Whichever
one we choose, we arc bound to make an adjustment i order
to show how, no matter what appearances may suggest, it will
explamn such and such a fact which stands n 1ts way. I can there~
fore only repeat, in conclusion, what I first said mn the mtroduction

1F VAN STEENBERGHEN, op cit, p 39 Yam duregarding the “Fufth difficulty” (op-
ct, pp 39-40), which scems to be of no great umportance, for 1t mvolves a theory of
sonal psychology which the mndividual will always mterpret m the sense suggested

y hus own thess.



ECLAIRCISSEMENTS 12

to thus book: Our task 1s not to find one solution which fits better
than the rest one or two of the facts of the problem—that 15 not
dufficult—but to find the one that best fits all those facts, at any
rate as we know them. That Siger of Brabant became late in
hife a disciple of St. Thomas 1s not yet established as one of the
facts of the problem; accordingly the time has not yet come to
try to solve 1t on the assumption that such 1s the case; and even
if 1t were, ths new fact woufd certainly encourage us to seek the
solution to the problem m a new quarter, but we should mn that
very process come up agamnst new dafficulnies. Consequently,
the hope that 1t may facibitate the solution of our problem cannot
be held to constitute any presumptive evidence m 1ts favour, for
there 1s no guarantee that such a hope 15 well founded.
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see Hi .

Contemplation, superior to action, 130~31,
142, independent of action, 13940, 18
dgpendent on theology, 133, 138, 1ts
special form of beatitude, 140, see
Beatitude

Corregger, Corregier, 2446, 248

Crys the highest heaven, 103, or
Primum Mobile, 104, symbohizes ethics,
104-5, moved by the Empyrean, 114,
120, hinut of astronomy, 154

D

Dante, and the donng gentile, 6, 7-8, 9o,
91-3; among the poets, 31-2, and
the consolations of philosophy, 8, 934,
was a layman, 36, 8¢, clenui vocation,
25-g: omunor cleric, 29~31, supposedly
abandoned theology, 8, 41-5; symbol-
1zes homo viator, 293, and s clencal
vocation, 13, 41-2, unwilling to reveal
that he has abandoned 1it, 43-3, his
studies, 9-10, 25, 36, 94~$, and the

Domimeans, 33, 37, 38, and the Fran-
cscans, 37, us 26-0, autoscopic
hallucination, 38, and the death of
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€
Beatnice, 42—, 44—5; and Forese Donad,
mmd Cavalcenny, a7, 62; and his
, 1$5-6, 381; admires Thomas
Aguinas, 158, 163, 15 not op to
theology, 348, and the S; , 21T
was not Siger’s pupil, 262, not 2 heretic,
299; dud not betray Beatrice, 43, 45;
neglects Beatrice, 43, 62~s, 90~1, re-
spects the dufferent forms of authonty,
130, 152, 1§4, 170~71, see Authonty,
philoso, crss, 68, 92-8, huw
Christisn seculansm, 300~1, reads the
Fthica ad Nicomachum, 109-11, 218-a1;
and scholastic transcendency, 299; mot
an Averrout, 1267, 138, 157-8, 162,
160~71, 213-18, 220-1, 298-307, 321,
nor an Augustinian, 227, nor & Thomust,
137-8, 153-4, 158-9, 183—4, 199, 200,
, nor a rationalst, 1§I-3, owes
s separatism to 221, not an
adherent of any school, 758, lhmuts of
philosophy, 289, Christian philosophy,
15960, 305—7, hus true character, 281,
a reformer, 170, a judge, 234, on the
Index, 223~4

Decretalists, 182-3, 224, 252, 253
Darector of conscience, or spinitual father
of Dante, 37-8; sup, y a Domm-
can, 37, and Dante’s Minor Ordination,
39-40; confused with Beatrice’s father

403

Divine Comedy, meaning of 1ts conclusion,
4750, 277-81, meanmg of 1ts com-
mencement, 64-6, its place m Dante's
Iife, 66-8, peopled entirely by hving
bengs, 72-4, not tfied with
Thomum, though the reverse 1s true,
239, does not constitute a system, 281,
289-90, number of the protagomsts,
233-9, genera) meaning, 277-81, Dante’s
place in the poem, 72

Donna Gentile, symbol of philosophy, -6,
62, 142, purely fictihous character, 87,
89, supplants Beatrice, 87-9; the same
m the Vita Nuova and m the Convivio,
87-93.,‘]:‘" phyasa ., 87—:;.
94, 96, appeatance, 87, love
wisdom, 94, her tides of honour, 95;
foreordamned by God to be a maracle,
118, 119

E

Eagle, symbol of the Empire, 276, 203
Eatasy, St.JPaul'i, 49, Dm:;:i' 66, 868, 99

tion-emotion, 69, 71

Emperor, for, mlms;
governs in accordance wi y,
196, subject to Anstotle 10 matters of
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philosophy, 145-6, 156, 164; and, gus
Emperoz, to God alo;
201, chosen by God,
wills, 147, 196, has no feelings of greed,
176-8, protector of States, 173, deter-
mines and promulgates the law, 147,
149, has no enemues, 177, subject to the
Pope as to a father, 185-6, 187, 189-90,
1969, Pope of humanity, 164, 179~80,
servant all, 180, unknown to St
Thomas, 172-3, 179, arbiter between
powers, 173, of the Pope,
148-9, lumts of authomty, 148~9,
ensures freedom m all s x78,
27

Empx7re. new problem, 163-4, 172~80, and
one that donunates Dantc’s mind, 224,
Dante’s enduring passion, 162, inde-

t of the Church, 14850, 154,

1867, replica of the Church, 164, under
the influence of the Church, 185, 186,
distinct, not subordmnate, 154, 190, 1ts
adversanes, 182-3, nccessary to
Church and to philosophy, 196, requires
harmony between philosophy and theo-
logy, 217, bound up with philosophy,
97, 196-8 Germamc Roman Empire,
172-80, 204, humts the arts and functions
of humamity 149

Empyrean, heaven of the theologians,
102-3, II3, 139, 154, identsfied with
theology, 11215, heaven of the Blessed,
114, docs not exert 2 positive action, 113,
120

Ethica ad Nicomachum, s influence on
Dante, 107, 109-11, I34-5, 165, 217-20

Ethics, governs the other scicnees, 104-6,
110, 125, and metaphysics, ro07-8,
brought to perfection by Anstotle, 144,
beauty of wisdom, 121, source of
beatitude, 10811, 141-2, 164~5, 2
pecularly human suence, 122, 134, has
a purely human goal, 153-4, its auto-
nomy, 1§9-60, detcrnunes the ideal man,
188-9, subyected by God to Anstotle,

143-5
3
Fatherhood, as a defimtion of the Papacy,

189-90

Faith, surer than reason, 126, 15 i har-
mony with reason, 157-8, 301-7

Feliaity, see Beatieude

Final goals, Dante’s behef in two final
goals, 153~4, 191-2, 1g4-5, 196-200,
means to their attament, 195~6, St
Thomas'’s belief that there 1s only one,
192-3, 209-10, 219, and pohtics, 219;

h of the D ulfima, 200,

a3s

uitima and the conceptions of umity
P“mvolved.zop-zo,aeeBeanmde

number of 1ts stars, 1034

Florence, i» the ume of Dante, 17-18,
108-9, number of its mhabitants, 28,
its nxty Lades, 17, founded by the
Devil, 253, erroncomsly confused with
the selva, G4

Free will, 178

G

Gentilezza, see Nobility

Gurdle, sign of ecclesiastical celibacy, 33,
various girdles, 33~4, and the panther,
33, and pulitary belt, 34-5, Francscan

s 37

God, cteator of wisdom, 119, 123—4,
cadu:e of causes, 106, :hehulumate beats=
tude, 133, supreme authority in every
sphere, 190, 199, 213, lord and master
m all spheres, 1489, 155-6, 182, 1B5~6,
desires nothing contrary to nature, 182,
houts nature, 148-9, exccutor of Dante’s
exalted purpose, 277, 278

Grace, 1ts effects on the soul, ¢, and nature
m pohtics, 187-8, 1 philosophy, 312-14,
luninates the Emperor, 1856, 196~8

Grammar, studied by Dante, 10, 25,
defined by Qumtihan, 94, corresponds
to the Moon, 102

Greed, opposed to justice, 176, 224, 248,
252, 276, 292, despises the umque
digmity of man, 177, 1mpervious to
persuasion, 183, sce She-wolf

Greeting, Beatrice's, 26, 38 +

Guclfism, attributed to Dante, 759

Guides, necessary to Dante, 155-6, ther
role, 235, 237

H
Heaven, Heavens, symbol of the saences,

100-§

Hcll.i!;ode of the transgressors of justice,
155

Hicrarchy, the hicrarchies of digmty do
not gwve rse to any hicrarchies of
3 141, 153, 173, except where
God 1s mvolved, 153, hierarchy of the
wltima, 203-8

Hutory, history of letters and aumliary
sciences, §0-T

Hunan Good, 110, 111, 112

Humanity, umversal commumty, 164,
171, 173-4, analogous to the Church,
xsgm-:i 179-80, its final goal, 167-8, s
sp activity, 168, 173-4, not unagined
by Anstotle, 166
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1deas, arc angels, 139; are the gods and
of the pug'sn world, 139; idea
mergabey, 13 s, ugm snd
bi  123-7, 137-B, sgns
proofs, Ias; evident i St Thomas's

eyes, 125
Tmperlatum, 189, sce Emprre
Intellect, active mntellect, 137-8, posmble
mtellect, 167—70, 309-10, symbolism,
231-3; vanety of intellects, 254-$
ences, see Angels
Inwnidios: veri, 258, 266

J

Jerusalem, mystical city, 203-4
‘:udgmmt. and free 178

fup ponds to G Yy, 102
Junsdiction (Faelds of), essential problem
to Dante, 303—4, of the spiritual world
over the temporal and of theology over
philosophy, 211, of umiversal nature,
149, of the Emperor, 148-9, ther
allocation, 151, 157, see Anstotle, Pope,

cs

Justice, ats defimtion, 1756, creator of
order and happimess, 109, 218, legal
justice, 1767, 13 an absolute, 175-6, 15
virtue 1n its entirety, 109, 176-7, the
most human of the wvirtues, 139,
dormunant theme, 181, 278-81, creator
of the orders of reality, 1556, 1ts special
meanmg n Dante, 279-80, governs the
Disvine Comedy, 277

L

Ladies, are not women, 14-T§, the sixty
Ladies, 17-21, Lady No 9, 19-20, Lady
No 30, 19-20, unknown personage
wdentified with Beatrice, 23§

Lethe, 98

Light of Glory, 45~8

Love, chivalrous love, §7-61, source of
“valore”, 61, and artistic creation, §7-
61, 60~71, 282-8, contemplation emo-
uon, 69, finality of the poet’s love, 60-1,
for a blest woman, 72, 87-92, of philo-

som. 90-3

Lumbare, 33, 37

1 1e8, great |

185-7
M
Man, his nature, 191-2, his place in the

world, 167-8, polincal ammal, 143:
authonity m the human order, 18389
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Mary (mother of Christ), tﬂl‘ woman,

Mercury, corresponds to Daalectics, 103
Metaphysics, more divine than human,
105-8, I10~11, 121~2, 133~42, goddess
of the 108, Th meta~
physics, 107--8, 121, 1ts limutations, 122,
12§-6, 141-2, ¥52, 153, 165, has an
indistinct vision of the pure Intelligibles,

127-9

Miky Way, 103-4, symbolizes Meta~
physics, 104

Mmor Orders, asenbed to Dante, 29-31

Mirabile Visione, 62, 86, 87, 88, 90, 92

Miracles, 118-19, and truth, 312-1§

Modes of hiterary expression, 290-1

Monarchy, date of composition, 162, 1ts
object, 163-5, Dante’s adversaries mn
the treatise, 182, 199, political treatise,
170-1, meatmng of 1ts conclusion, 198-9,
complementary to the Banguet, 199,
necessity of the monarchy, 171-80

Moon, corresponds to Grammar, 102, has
a hight of its own, 1856, does not exist
by wvirtue of the sun, 186

Mother, of Dante, 74, 80

Movement, 1ts three categones, 103-4

N

Natural desire, imated by nature, 141
Nature, its relationship to grace, 201-2,
restricted by laws, 149, nature and the
ultimate goal, 191, and truth m Aver-
rosm, 312-13, umversal nature, 149
Nobibity, its defimbion, 142-3, 156-7
Nova, Nuova, meamng of the word, 22

(o]

Obedience, due to Anstotle, 1446
Orders, disinction and mdependence,
116~-18, 140-1, 147-8, 153~4, 160~1,
188-91,201-24, principle of unity, 188-9,
209-10, safeguarded by God, 155-6;
supemnatural order, 214, of substance,
188-9, of relationshup, 189-9o, duality
of Church and Empize, 196-7, Jewish,
pagan and Christian, 209-10

P

Peace, 170, 174, 177
Philosophers, do not govern the State,
21112
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Philosophy, laymen's science, 85, 94;
inucun};:lewmmy. 11, 13; its chfficulty
for Dante, 93; s sixty parts, 30-1, its
mqnbhnce to Beattice, 93, 95-6, its
beatific quality, 91-3, 94-7,
God, false

followed by Dante, 97-8; aids theology
m the manner of 3 muracle, 117~20, fore-
ordaned by God to fulfil such an end,
118, 120, :dentical with Anstotle, 165,
18 not the handmaid of theology, 119~
20, 160~1, 272-3, m harmony with
theology, 158, 159~61, a1s; harmony
mred by Dante’s doctrine, 215-16,
revealed

161,

reqt
the three sects, 1323, wholly

by the philosophers, 195,

of the Empire, 148, 1ts

hnked with that of the Empire, 196~7,
211, 372~3, 302-3, 304-6,
philosophy, 159-60, 305~7, sce Donna
Gentile

Political Augustinism, 202-6

Politics, and wvirtue of Justice, rog-io,
groundwork laid 1n the Ethics, 10910,
21920, ensures the good of humamty,
110, 218, 219, 1ts goal, 218-19, has man’s
final goal in view, 219, fint of the
sciences, 110

Pope, his authonity, 149-s0, 2212, lus
samthness, 179, Peter’s successor, 180,
184; gwdes the Church through faith,
196-7, lunits of hus authority, 148-sr,
183-4, 210-11, St Thomas’s defimtion
of lus authonty, 184, 193-4, 20910, a
kmng by virtue of lus presthood, 208,
ndirect power, 207-10, shents the
power of Peter, not that of Chrst,
183~4, has a paternal mfluence over the
Emperor, 185-6, bas no authonty over
the realm of nature, 150

Power, the two powers, 187-8, direct or
indirect power, 20710

Pricsthoods, their powers, 209-10

Priestly conception of the world, 201-3,

205-6

Primum Mobsle, see Crystalline

Protestants, disscrunate the Monarchy, 224

Protonot, identified with the Word, 114
Q

Quadtivium, 101-2

Queens, the sixty queens, 17-19, 116-17
R

Rationalism, 151-3, 159

Recason, atded by fath, 1223, 125, 127-8,
151~4, cannot seethe Intelbgibles, 127-9,
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himits, ; m harmony with faith,
‘xus-]-s. ax ;—f:;;’in:uolubla zom revela-
tion,

301
Relationalups, of substance, authority and
WA. 189-90
Rehgion, Averrosuc conccption, 313,
tegected by Dante, 214
Remorse, source of mspiration, 66
Respublica Christiana, 164
Revelation, see Reason, Metaphyncs,

Theology
Rhetoric, and the third heaven, 94, 102
Rules of wmterpretation, 89-90, 267-8, 295

S

St James's Road, 103, see Miky Way

Saturn, co to Astronomy, 102

Sthiera, meaning of the word, 31, 32, 35

Scences, classification, 100-6; the sixty
saences, 17-19, 1I4-17, ate queens,
116-17

Scuola, wrongly followed by Dante, 97,
does not refer to a moral fault, 97-8

Selva oscura, 64, 65, 202 and note

She-wolf, 292, 293, 294, symbolizes greed
or wjustice, 176

Siger of Brabant, mtm“ pure philo-
sophy, 97, lis symbohsm, 257-81, 15 2
moderate, 259, 272, 2745, 311, 332~3,
lus condemnation, 264, and St Thomas,
272~3, lus place m the Comedy, 97, 275,
his Averrosm, 308-16, 324—s, problem
of s conversion to Thomism, 317-37,
relattonship to his place 1 the Comedy,
266, 319

Sin, symbolism, 63, 64 .

Smarrimento, 8-9

Smule, ats symbolism, 230-1

Solomon, ideal type of a kuing, 243, 2537,
more beautsful hight than St Thomas,
257, hus sixty queens, 17, 19, 115-16

Soul, i#ts onigin, 152, 1ts 1mmortality, sec
Immortality

Stars, their influence, 101

State, parallelism between 1ts relationship
to the Church and that of phulosophy to
theology, 201, mcluded m the Church,

2046

Step, symbolizes assumption of the dia-
conate, 29-30

Straniars, 98

Sun, two suns, 322-3, symbolizes the
Papacy, 1856, corresponds to Anth-
metic, 102

Symbolical numbers, 18-20, and ther
multples, 18, sec Symbolsm

Symbolism, symbohsm of numbers, 20,
aa7-33, of the pumber 22,000, 103, 35
aot allegory, 53~4, 70-1, 267-75, of the



338

characters in Dante, 266-8; of persons
and thmgs, 291-7; its hmuts, 226-7;
symbolutic diversion, 19

T

‘Theology, transcends the saences, 17, 19,
116-21, 122, 219, pure dove, 19, 114,
116, 140, 18 the teaching of Chnst, 115,
far removed from confhict, a haven of
peace, 114, 117, wdependent of philo-
sophy, 157, 18 not queen of the sciences,
119-20, 15 so accordimg to Thomas
Aquinas, 116

Thomas Aqumas, form m which s
suntlincss was expressed, 48, subject to
Arstotle 1n matters of phalosophy, 153,
165, made no mention of a umversal
community, 166-7, opposition to Dante,
1534, 159-6F, 179, 1834, 194, 200-I,
213, 233~4, recognizes only one final

goal, 1924
Tonsure, symbol of connnence, 34
Transcendency 1 scholasticism, 162-3

Trvium, 101~3
Truth, 1s the good of the mtellect, 301 and
nof

te
Two aties, reduced to one, 20§

Twofold truth, 261, 302-3, 310-16, or the
natural and the muraculous, 31314

U

Uniforsmity, 1ts principle, 1889

v
Vaneggia, 242-3, 247
Veltro, 276
Venus, cor ds to Rh , 103

Vile, Vilmente, 8, 62, 90
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Virgil, Dante’s iberator, 64-6, 68, peit »
of pocts, 33; a sage, 181, It
expect Beatrice, 162-3; heralds te
Monarchy, 175, 181

Virtue, on, 1I10~1I, the moral
virtues are the most bumaen, 110-11,
112, 131, wholly within our power, 111,
113, 134, 13$, 136, not so 1 view f
St Thomas, 136-8, basis of humun
happiness, 1645, virtues of the heathen,
123, 1deal virtuous man, 189-90

Vita Nuova, 1ts putation 13 sy!
21-2, 25, 36, 91, except as regards the
death of Beatnice, 22, meaning of the
title, 22 and note, problem of com-
position, §6-7, 65, 86~7, poetic auto-
biography, 91, compaubility wath the
Banguet, 91-2

tnlipal

w

‘Will, symbolism, 232-3

‘Wisdom, 1s plulosophy, 118, embraces the
scences, 121, absorbs them, 205-6

World, structure of Daate’s world, 188- ,
215-6, 221-2, medneval, 146, Aug >
tinan, 202—4, Bacoman, 205-6; Thon.s-
tic, 206-12, requres harmony between
reason and faith, 2135, 217, 1s founded on
Justice, and 15 destroyed by treachery,
280-1

Y
Young Man clad in whte, 1s 2 Dominican
37-8, Dante’s spirstual father, 38-41,
Beatrice’s father, 40-1
z

Zcal, cxcessive zeal for the power of the
keys, 182, 183






