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Introduction

Engelbert of Admont was one of the first medieval scholars to incorporate
Aristotle’s political concepts into a major political treatise, his De regimine principum,
completed in 1290. With the newly available Latin translations by William of Moerbeke
of Aristotle’s Politics (c. 1260), Nicomachean Ethics (c. 1260), and Rhetoric (c. 1270) the
great minds of the High and later Middle Ages began to utilize Aristotelian ethico-political
thought in their own political treatises.*

Following the rediscovery of Aristotle’s ethico-political works, an ‘Aristotelian
[political] revolution’ followed, in which intellectuals in the various universities of the
Latin West began to receive and explore the translations of Aristotle’s works and compile
commentaries and expositions.> An Aristotelian political tradition soon followed the
revolution. This tradition is the adaption and application of Aristotle’s political ideas as
found in his ethico-political works—e.g., ‘man as a political animal’ and the natural origin
argument for the genesis of the ‘state’; the terminology, schemata and hierarchies of forms

of government; and the concepts of principia and lex animata and their function in said

L Cf. Bernard G. Dod, “Aristoteles latinus,” The Cambridge History of Later Medieval
Philosophy: From the Rediscovery of Aristotle to the Disintegration of Scholasticism,
1100-1600, ed. Norman Kretzmann, Anthony Kenny, and Jan Pinborg (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 45-79, esp. pp. 77-78. For a much more in-depth
analysis of the development of Latin Aristotelianism and the surge in use of Aristotle’s
works in the High and later Middle Ages, cf. F. van Steenberghen, Aristotle in the West:
The Origins of Latin Aristotelianism, trans. Leonard Johnston (Louvain: E. Nauwelaerts,
1955). This work is essential to understanding the growth of Aristotelian thought (in
general) in the Latin West during this time period.

2 For more on this ‘revolution’, cf. James M. Blythe, Ideal Government and the Mixed
Constitution of the Middle Ages (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), p. 32



hierarchies—and accords with F. van Steenberghens’s ‘renascence’ of Greek thought in
the thirteenth century.?

Van Steenberghen, in creating the parameters of this tradition, posits ‘three periods
of absorption’ of Greek thought in the High Middle Ages, beginning at the end of the
twelfth-century with what he refers to as ‘assimilation’, followed by a period of
‘receptivity’ in the early to mid-thirteenth century, and the final period of ‘eclecticism’ in
the latter half of the thirteenth-century. ‘Assimilation’ is the period in which the works of
the Arabic and Jewish philosophers, primarily translations and commentaries on Aristotle’s
natural philosophy, were absorbed into the Latin West; ‘receptivity’ suggests a period of
time when the philosophers and theorists of the Latin West, predominantly at the
University of Paris, began to translate and study these works and compile their own
commentaries and expositions on Aristotle’s works; and ‘eclecticism’ denotes the stage in
which intellectuals of the Latin West began to form their own philosophies based on these
translations.*

Van Steenberghen discusses the absorption of Greek thought in general. However,
I wish to further refine this tradition, by focusing on Greek political thought, namely
Aristotle’s ethico-political works, with respect to van Steenberghen’s last stage of
absorption (or ‘renascence’): eclecticism.® It is in this stage that | believe the absorption
of Greco-political thought has come full circle in that the theorists, utilizing Aristotle’s

ethico-political works and the concepts found therein, begin to craft their own distinct

3 Van Steenberghen, Aristotle in the West (1955), pp. 24-25.

4 Ibid., pp. 39-40.

S lbid., pp. 24-40. Van Steenberghen does not specifically discuss the ‘absorption’ of
Aristotle’s Politics, however, and focuses instead on his works on natural philosophy and
metaphysics.



political philosophies based in large part by their use of Aristotelian political sources and
concepts.® It is also in this stage that the Aristotelian political tradition is more fully
realized. This tradition, for the duration of this inquest, will refer to the medieval
application of Aristotelian political concepts and arguments as taken from his ethico-
political works in the milieu (c.1265-1324) following the rediscovery of Aristotle’s ethico-
political works and the Aristotelian political revolution that followed this rediscovery. This
tradition is characterized by an eclecticism of unique political philosophies which were
dominated by Aristotelian sources and political concepts. It is in this context that I will
examine Engelbert’s De regimine principum.

By examining the entirety of Tract | and the first three chapters of Tract 1l of De
regimine principum, I will show that Engelbert relied primarily on Aristotle’s ethico-
political works—primarily his Politics—in creating his own unique political philosophy
that was more original, practical, and thoroughly Aristotelian than that of St. Thomas. This
uniqueness, originality, and practicality springs from Engelbert’s schemata and hierarchies
of forms of government (good and corrupt), as well as the functions of principia and lex
animata in his schemata and hierarchies—all taken from Aristotle’s political works. He is
also unique in his examination of mixed polities, or ‘states’ governed by the combination

of multiple simple and natural forms of government, which in turn also creates a much

® This ‘tradition’ will exclude expositions and commentaries on Aristotle’s ethico-political
works. These commentaries and expositions belong to the second stage of van
Steenberghen’s renascence: receptivity. For the present study, only ‘original’ treatises will
be studied, i.e., those works of medieval theorists in which they form their own political
philosophy based off of Aristotle’s ethico-political treatises and the concepts found therein.
This originality will be shown through the various way in which they incorporate
Aristotle’s various political concepts, or the ‘eclecticism’ of van Steenberghen.



more practical approach to governance and political philosophy. These concepts and their
use (or disuse) will be the metrics for which I measure Engelbert’s eclecticism within the
Aristotelian political tradition.

This uniqueness, originality, and practicality will more easily be proven when
compared with Engelbert’s contemporary political theorists’ treatises, namely Thomas
Aquinas’ De regno, Ad regem Cypri (c. 1265), Giles of Rome’s De regimine principum (c.
1280), and Marsilius of Padua’s Defensor Pacis (c. 1324). While there are certainly
common concepts among these theorists, specifically the ‘natural origin’ argument as taken
from Aristotle’s Politics—i.e., man as a political animal and this maxim’s role in the
creation of the ‘state’, as well as the terminology of forms of government—Engelbert
analyzes these concepts more in-depth, as can be evidenced from the aforementioned
sections of his De regimine principum.’

In studying these sections of Engelbert’s De regimine principum and his use of
these specific concepts in conjunction with the similar sections (i.e., those dealing with the
‘political’ aspects) of the previously mentioned treatises and their use (or disuse) of these
concepts, | will be able to show Engelbert’s position within the Aristotelian political

tradition, as well as the inherent eclecticism of the this tradition.® While the similarities in

"1 will be using the 1725 Ratisbon printed edition as available at the Bayerische
Staatsbibliothek and Miinchener Digitalisierungs Zentrum Digitale Bibliothek: Engelberti
abbatis Admontensis de regimine principum tractatus, ed. Johann Georg Theophil
Huffnagl, Ratisbon, J. C. Pez, 1725 http://daten.digitale-
sammlungen.de/~db/0002/bsb00026189/images/. There are currently no translations or
critical editions of this work, all of the translations are my own. This is the same edition
that James Blythe uses for his translations as well.

81 have chosen these treatises due to the conceptual similarities they share with Engelbert’s
De regimine principum, i.e., crafting their own unique ‘political philosophy’ in conjunction
with a larger ethical ‘mirror of princes’ section, as well as the temporal proximity to said
De regimine principum. There are, of course, other theorists to consider, e.g., John of Paris



http://daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/~db/0002/bsb00026189/images/
http://daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/~db/0002/bsb00026189/images/

Avistotelian sources and concepts (namely terminology of forms and the natural origin
argument) shows a continuity in this tradition, Engelbert’s application of these sources
and other Aristotelian concepts (e.g., lex animata and principia) in his De regimine
principum implies a multifaceted tradition based on differing understanding of Aristotle’s
ethico-political works, and therefore an eclectic nature of this tradition. Engelbert, due to
his originality and practicality in his political philosophy as evidenced from his De
regimine principum and his use of the aforementioned concepts, is therefore transformative
to the Aristotelian political tradition: it is through his original and practical application of
these sources and the concepts found therein that this tradition was able to move from the
realm of theoretical alone to the realm of practice as well.

The first chapter of this inquiry will first discuss the historiography of Engelbert—
primarily the scholarship dealing with his De regimine principum—followed by a
biography of the man himself and a brief survey of his works. Thereafter I will detail the
1725 Ratisbon printed edition used for my research, followed by a list of important terms
and their definitions that will be used throughout. Chapter Two will then be dedicated
solely to the summary of the entire first tract and the first three chapters of Tract 11 of De

regimine principum.®

and Ptolemy of Lucca, when discussing the ‘Aristotelian political revolution’ and an
inclusion of their treatises would certainly expand the base of comparison. However, for
present purposes Blythe does an adequate job in discussing these two theorists and spends
a great deal of time discussing their role in said revolution (Cf. Blythe, Ideal Government
(1992), Chapters 6 and 8).

% These sections of De regimine principum, i.e., the entire first tract and first three chapters
of Tract I, have been chosen due to the fact that they deal solely with Engelbert’s ‘political
science’ and philosophy—namely the origins, concepts, and descriptions of forms of
government (e.g. natural origin argument, hierarchies, principia, etc.). The remainder of
his treatise is concerned primarily with the virtues and vices of the ‘prince’, i.e., the ‘mirror
of princes’ and the more ‘advisory’ section for a ruler.



Based on the summary of Engelbert’s work in Chapter II of my study, Chapter 111
will explore the sources and specific concepts pertinent to the thesis of my research—i.e.,
the concept of man as a political animal and the natural origin of the political community;
the terminology, schemata, and hierarchies of forms of government, mixed and unmixed
(simple, natural); and the function(s) of principa and lex animata in determining said
schemata and hierarchies. These are all found within the sections of De regimine
principum under investigation.

The final chapter will then discuss Thomas’, Giles’, and Marsilius’ political
treatises named above and discuss each of their uses (or lack thereof) of the same sources
and concepts. These findings will then be compared to those of the previous chapter. The
sources and concepts investigated in Chapters Il and IV will help determine the
‘influence(s)’ of each theorist, or rather how each theorist ‘received’ particular authorities
and used them and their concepts in their own treatises—more specifically Aristotle and
his works and concepts—and therefore how these theorists both produced the Aristotelian
political tradition and kindled the eclecticism of this tradition.

For Chapters III and IV, in which the ‘influence’ of each theorist is discussed, I will
employ a method drawn from reception theory, and particularly that of historical reception,
based on the charting and analysis of of citations.!® The method of source counting is
straightforward: whenever the author of a treatise mentions by name (or moniker, as is
generally the case with Aristolte and “the Philosopher”), this marks a citation. There are

two different kinds of citations: full and half citations. Generally, the title and book number

10 For more on reception theory, see Karla Pollmann’s introduction in The Oxford Guide
to the Historical Reception of Augustine, Vol. I, ed. Karla Pollmann, et al., (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013).



will also be given, particularly with the works of Aristotle. “As the Philosopher says in
Book IV of the Politics” is an example of a full citation. A half-citation would simply
leave out the book and/or work, e.g., “As the Philosopher says...” Both kinds of citations
are counted. However, the ‘work’ attributed to the half-citation is counted as ‘unnamed’
or ‘unspecified’.

There are certainly positive and negative aspects to the method of charting citations
and its implications. An easily noticeable negative aspect is that citation(s) do not equate
to ‘influence’. Simply because an author cites an authority doesn’t mean that he was
influenced by this authority. However, this negative aspect can be ameliorated by
examining the context surrounding the citation. For example, is the author negating the
argument made by the authority? If so, then there is still influence, albeit a negative
influence. However, as we shall see with the theorists listed above and under investigation,
this is rarely (if ever) the case within the Aristotelian political tradition. All of the theorists,
particularly Engelbert, put forth an argument—generally the argument of the authority—
and back said argument with a citation from the authority. This is certainly a positive
influence.

The positive aspects of this method of citation charting and the implications of
reception and/or influence surpass the negative. The most prominent positive aspect is that
this method provides the only palpable, concrete evidence that is available to prove any
sort of reception or influence (whether positive or negative); it is the only explicit
indication that a particular author knew of an authority, whether that be a specific work or
the author of the work himself. It is the only proof that, say, Engelbert had read Aristotle’s

Politics that we can point to and assert an influence.



Never before have these aspects of Engelbert, his De regimine principum, or the
Aristotelian political tradition in the context of van Steenberghen’s stage of eclecticism
been studied. Engelbert himself is often neglected, or at best been cursorily reviewed; his
De regimine principum is even more disregarded and rarely studied in the context of the
Aristotelian political tradition. His reception of authorities and the influences found in De
regimine principum has never been examined, particularly with regard to his political
science section (i.e., the tracts under investigation). There is no vernacular translation of
De regimine principum—thus my own translation—and most of the work done on this
treatise previous to my own findings has been done with this treatise in absentia and/or
based off of the translations from the Latin of other scholars. My research wishes to fill
those gaps in the scholarship not only on Engelbert—a theorist in the Aristotelian political
tradition who deserves much more attention and a more prominent place in said tradition—
but also the gaps in the scholarship of the development of the transmission and reception
of Aristotle, the tradition that followed, and the rise of practical political philosophy, which
is the foundation of modern Western political science, and in all of which Engelbert’s De

regimine principum played a significant role.



Chapter |

Engelbert of Admont

Historiography

In the literature of medieval political thought examining and surveying the great
thinkers of the later Middle Ages, Engelbert is often either only briefly mentioned or simply
omitted.r When he is discussed, his later—and often assumed more mature—political
treatise Tractatus de ortu et progressu statu et fine Romani imperii (c. 1308-1313, and
henceforth De ortu) is generally the emphasis and De regimine principum is rarely
mentioned. This could be due to the fact that the former treatise was later published in
several additions.? In any case, Engelbert’s political thought cannot be adequately depicted

without giving central focus to his De regimine principum. Thus this thesis.?

1 Engelbert has become more popular in the surveys of medieval political thought in the
last few decades or so. However, as stated above, he is still rarely mentioned and when he
is it is incidentally and almost always concerning De ortu. Cf., M. Wilks, Problem of
Sovereignty in the Later Middle Ages, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963);
The Cambridge History of Medieval Political Thought ¢.350-c.450, ed. J. H. Burns
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), sc. Chapters 13 and 14; A. Black,
Political Thought in Europe 1250-1450 (Cambridge: University of Cambridge Press,
1992); U. Backes, Political Extremes: A Conceptual History from Antiquity to the Present
(New York: Routledge, 2010).

2 George B. Fowler, Intellectual Interests of Engelbert of Admont (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1947), p. 199.

3 For more information regarding De ortu, cf. A. Posch, Die Staats- und kirchenpolitische
Stellung Engelberts von Admont (Paderborn, 1920); M. Hamm, “Engelbert von Admont
als Staatstheoretiker,” Studien und Mitteilungen zur Geschichte des Benediktiner-Ordens
und seiner Zweige, Vol. 85 (1974), pp. 343-495; H. Schmidinger, Romana Regia Potestas:
Staats- und Reichsdenken bei Engelbert von Admont und Enea Silvio Piccolomini.
Vortréage der Aneas-Silvius-Stiftung an der Universtat Basel, Vol. 8 (Basel and Stuttgart:
Verlag Helbing und Lichtenhahn, 1978).



George Bingham Fowler’s Intellectual Interests of Engelbert of Admont (1947)
presents us with perhaps the most comprehensive study of Engelbert. Relying heavily on
Engelbert’s letter to his friend, Ulrich of Vienna, a doctor of canon law and rector of St.
Stephen’s school in Vienna,* as a primary background source and the secondary authorities
(e.g., A. Posch and J. Wichner), Fowler offers us not only a detailed biography previously
unavailable in English, but also an exhaustive analysis of Engelbert’s intellectual prowess.
From musical theory to natural philosophy and psychology, Fowler examines the wide
scope of the works of Engelbert and the topics that he studied in order to emphasize firstly
the importance of Engelbert to medieval intellectual history, and secondly the need to place
him in a more prominent position within this larger context. Fowler is able to place him in
this context of medieval intellectual history by comparing the topical works of Engelbert
with his contemporaries, stressing the major points of departure between him and others in
their texts, thus illustrating the importance of Engelbert.

Fowler, while certainly not neglecting De regimine principum, concentrates a
majority of Chapter IX dealing with government and society on De ortu in order to stress
the intellectual importance of Engelbert—again, as stated above, generally regarded as
Engelbert’s most mature political treatise. Somewhat problematic is the fact that when he
is actually dealing with De regimine principum, he is utilizing the translation of another
due to the fact that he wasn’t able to attain a copy of either manuscript or printed edition,

which leaves open the opportunity for a more critical analysis of this treatise.® Interestingly

4 For more on Ulrich of Vienna, cf. Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), pp. 31-34.

> Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 206 states that only one published copy in
Regensburg seems to exist in total. Throughout Chapters VI and IX (the former examining
‘Education and Moral Ideals’) Fowler relies on the translation of R. Limmer in
Bildungszustande und Bildungsideen des 13, Jahrhunderts (Munich, 1928).

10



enough, Fowler delves into De regimine principum more thoroughly in Chapter VI in
which he discusses Engelbert’s pedagogical and moral theories. This is no surprise as a
majority of the treatise has been considered to fall under the category of speculum
principum, or ‘mirror of princes,” which outlines the virtues and vices of a good ruler in
conjunction with his office.

Perhaps the most useful element of Fowler’s monograph is his meticulous appendix
cataloguing every known work of Engelbert.® This appendix serves as a register for all
extent manuscripts, as well as the published editions of his works. That being said,
Fowler’s import to the scholarship of Engelbert cannot be underestimated. He is the first
to write a broad and inclusive analysis of nearly all of Engelbert’s work, as well as the first
to write in English a comprehensive and detailed biography of Engelbert.

James M. Blythe’s Ideal Government and the Mixed Constitution in the Middle
Ages (1992) is the most systematic of all the studies of Engelbert’s De regimine principum
to date. This book, while not analyzing Engelbert exclusively, deals with many theorists
from the Middle Ages and argues that the Aristotelian notion of the mixed constitution
springs from the head of Thomas Aquinas and continues on through to John of Paris.’
Blythe begins his work in surveying the idea of the mixed constitution in Antiquity and the
early Middle Ages, analyzing the theories of Plato, Aristotle, Polybius, and Cicero. Blythe
confirms that due to lack of medieval translations of the political writings Polybius, as well
as most of Plato’s and Cicero’s works (except through intermediary references), Aristotle

was certainly the most influential classical theorist utilized by the medieval scholars

® For a brief discussion of Fowler’s appendix, see p. 20, fn. 36 (infra).
" James M. Blythe, Ideal Government (1992), p. 35.

11



dealing with mixed and unmixed constitutions.® Blythe then continues to investigate the
theories of Thomas, Giles of Rome, Peter of Auvergne, Ptolemy of Lucca, Engelbert, and
John of Paris individually, comparing their theories chronologically.

The chapter on Engelbert is of obvious paramount importance for this study, and
Blythe’s evaluation of De regimine principum is quite illuminating. While he focuses
almost entirely on the first tract of this treatise, he does not ignore completely the rest of it.
Blythe cites Tract I thirty-three times and Tract 1l twice. Blythe cites Tract Il five times,
but these references predominantly deal with the ways in which a king should implement
laws in order to maintain his position and image as a good king.® This is an obvious
correlation due to the fact that he is investigating the political theory of Engelbert—the
principal subject of the first tract, the rest of the treatise being predominantly a ‘mirror of
princes’.

Following the theme of his work—i.e., the Aristotelian mixed constitution—Blythe
attempts to determine where exactly Engelbert stands on the spectrum of this tradition, or
rather how devoted Engelbert is to Aristotle’s schema of governments by analyzing the
similarities and dissimilarities of not only Engelbert and Aristotle, but Engelbert’s
contemporaries as well. Blythe states that Engelbert is unique in many facets: Engelbert
“characteristically” doesn’t cite Christian authorities; he has a relativistic approach to the

best form of governing due to the relativity of the common good; Engelbert employs a

8 Ibid., p. 5.
° For an example of Blythe’s usage of ‘mirror of princes’ tracts to back the ‘political
science’ section, see ibid., p. 131, fn. 36.

12



seven-fold classification of polities; and he emphasizes the role of the family as analogous
to the forms of government.*0

Lastly, there is Karl Ubl’s Engelbert von Admont: Ein Gelehrter im Spannungsfeld
von Aristotelismus und chrislicher Uberlieferung (2000) which is the most recent inquiry
of Engelbert dealing with De regimine principum. Ubl’s biography of Engelbert, while
essentially no different than Fowler’s—Ubl cites Fowler and Blythe extensively
throughout his dissertation—is detailed and extensive. However, the most intriguing
elements of Ubl’s work is Chapter 3 in which he considers De regimine principum
specifically, as well as the “first phase of the reception of Aristotle” and the position of
Engelbert within this phase with regard to the moral and political teachings of Aristotle’s
newly translated works. However, Ubl is more concerned with the moral aspect, focusing
on the ‘mirror of princes’ tracts—the bulk of De regimine principum—and Engelbert’s
subsequent work, Speculum virtutum, a treatise that Ubl refers to as “lay ethics” as opposed

to De regimine principum, which he refers to as “ethics of princes.”

Life
Engelbert of Admont was born in ¢. 1250 in the Duchy of Styria to a noble Austrian
family. In 1267, Engelbert was enrolled among the Benedictine Order at Admont Abbey
monastery, an abbey founded September 29, 1074 by monks from St. Peter’s in Salzburg.?

By 1271, Engelbert began studying at the Cathedral School of St. Veit in Prague. It is here

10 Ibid., pp. 119, 121-22, 132. See below in Chapter Il for my argument that Engelbert
advocated a nine-fold classification/schema.
1 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), pp. 19-20.

13



that Engelbert is said to have been introduced to Aristotle for the first time. At the
Cathedral School of St. Veit, Engelbert studied logic and grammar under Masters Osconus
and Bohemilum, as well as the natural philosophy of Aristotle in lectures under the tutelage
of Master Gregory de Hasenberg, who for a time was the physician of Duke Albert of
Austria IV (d. 1239/40).1?

Not long after in 1274, Engelbert—along with all students from the Duchies of
Austria and Styria (both in the dominion of the Habsburgs)—was forced to leave St. Veit’s
and Prague due to the war between King Ottokar 11 of Bohemia (d. 1278) and Rudolf | of
Habsburg (d. 1291), the latter having just recently been confirmed King of the Romans at
the Second Council of Lyon (1274), thus ending the Interregnum.® It was during this time
of exile that Engelbert wrote a dedicatory poem to Rudolf of Habsburg, honoring his recent
election. The poem, De electione regis Rudolfi, is quite telling of Engelbert’s political
predilections, praising the leader of his home duchy for acquiring the most prestigious title
and office and thus becoming the first Habsburg emperor. In Engelbert’s later recollections

in his letters to Master Ulrich, he states that he was urged to write the poem by a Bishop

12“Engelberti epistola ad magistrum Ulrichum,” published in Thesaurus anecdotorum
novissimus, ed. B. Pez, Vol. | (henceforth TAN LI), col. 429B: “Sed anno Domini
MCCLXXI tribus annis ante celebrationem Generalis Concilii Lugdunensis sub Gregorio
Papa X transtuleram me ad studium versus Pragam, ubi per illud tempus sub Magistro
Osconso & Magistro Bohemilo in castro Bragensi legentibus Gramaticam & Logicam
studui & profeci in tantum, quod inter socios non fui minimus reputatus. Et ibidem tunc
etiam primo audivi Libros Naturales a Magistro Gregorio tunc Canonico & Scholastico
Bragensi, postmodum Episcopo facto ibidem.”; Cf. Fowler, Intellectual Interests, p. 20;
For the Habsburgs, cf. Adam Wandruszka, The House of Habsburg, trans. Cathleen and
Hans Epstein (New York: Anchor/Double Day Books, 1965).

13 TAN LI, col. 430A: “Et cum celebrato Conclilo praedicto rumor publicus venisset
Bragam de Rege Rudolpho electo, & per Apostolicum confirmato, statim oportebat nos
omnes scholars de Austria & Stiria Bragae studentes de terra recedere & exire.”; cf. Fowler,
Intellectual Interests (1947), pp. 20-21.

14



John of Chiemsee, chancellor to Rudolf, and later Bishop of Gurk. However, De electione
regis Rudolfi would not be completed until 1287.%4

After Rudolf’s victory over Ottokar in 1278, Engelbert left for Padua to continue
his education. While in Padua, Engelbert studied a variety of topics, which is reflected in
his later works. Under the instruction of William of Brescia, otherwise known as Guilleme
de Corvi, or “The Aggregator,” Engelbert studied logic and philosophy until roughly 1281.

Engelbert would later write how influential his studies under Master William were to him.1®

4 TAN LI, col. 432A-432B: “Primo ergo, antequam Paduam veni ad studium, adhuc domi
manens occasione se offerente per adventum tunc electi Regis Rudolphi in Austriam,
compsui ad instantiam Domini Johannis tunc Chiemensis Episcopi, Cancellarii ipsius
Regis Rudolphi primum meum Opusculum de Electione ipsius Regis Rudolph, quod
incipit: Sclavica qui tumidi confregit cornua Sceptri. Et cum de paelio & Victoria ipsius
Regis contra regem Bohemiae Ottakarum incepissem secundam partam eiusdem Operis de
eodem praelio & conflictu, obtuit se casus, quo me cum aliis sociis expectare non
valentibus ire ad Paduam oportebat: in eodem tempore intermisso.”; cf. Fowler, pp. 21-22.
This poem to Rudolf of Austria is no longer extant. The only proof we have that it existed
is contained within Engelbert’s letter to Ulrich and his list contained therein of his literary
activity. Inthis letter, Engelbert recites the first few lines of the poem and briefly describes
its contents.

15 TAN L1, col. 430B: “Ego itaque tunc Paduam veniens, ut praedixi, continuavi stadium
ibidem in Logica & Philosophia quinque annis sub Magistro Wilhelmo de Brixia tunc acto
ad salarium legente ibidem, viro magnae reputationis, postmodum facto Parisius Canonico
per Dominum Bonifacium Papam, & Medico etiam effecto ipsius Domini Papae, postquam
a Padua recedens conventum suscepit in Medicinis Bononiae sub Magistro Tatheo Medico
praecipuo tunc ibidem.”; cf. Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 22. Nowhere in
Engelbert’s letter to Ulrich do we find him specifically mentioning that he had studied at
the University; he only specifically mentions that he had studied theology in the Dominican
convent at Padua (see below, fn. 17). While it is certainly possible that Engelbert could
have studied the arts at the university, Padua had not received permission to teach theology
until 1363 in a papal Bull from Urban V. Cf. Hastings Rashdall, The Universities of Europe
in the Middle Ages, Vol II, ed. F. M. Powicke and A. B. Emden (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1936), p. 15. It would appear that Fowler is only assuming that Engelbert had studied
at the university. I acknowledge that this is a possibility, but only that he may have studied
the arts alone, and did not receive an advanced degree (i.e., Theology) from the university.
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Sometime in 1283, Engelbert embarked on a trip to Venice to purchase many books for the
Admont library.16

After these first few years, Engelbert then studied theology with the Dominicans at
one of their Paduan convents from 1283 to 1287. 17 It is here that historians believe
Engelbert acquired a taste of Thomism, the north Italian Dominican schools being very
accepting and open to all of Thomas Aquinas’ teachings, despite the Paris Condemnations
of 1277.1® Fowler maintains (which seems to be the consensus of Engelbert historians)
that Engelbert’s later writings show “unmistakably” the results of studying under the
Dominicans and the acquisition of Thomistic philosophy.® After studying for four years
with the Dominican masters, Engelbert departed Italy for his home in 1287.2°

There has been some speculation concerning the dating of Engelbert’s time in Italy.
Fowler and H. Widmann, two of the leading authorities on this matter, based on the letter
of Engelbert and other contemporary sources, place his return from Italy in 1287—the same

time that he finished his poem De electione regis Rudolfi.?* What seems to be the overall

16 1bid., pp. 23, fn. 23; I have at this time not been able to trace where Fowler received this
information other than a footnote referring to Lynn Thorndike, A History of Magic and
Experimental Science, Vol. 111 (New York, 1923-41), p. 433.

" TAN L1, col. 430C-431A: “Deinde post quinquennium audivi Theologiam Paduae in
domo Praedicatorum sub Magistris Lectoribus. Tunc ibidem in eodem studio continuo
quatuor annos mansi.”; cf. Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 23.

18 For more on Dominican education in Northern Italy, cf. M. Michéle Mulchahey, “First
the bow is bent in study “: Dominican Education before 1350 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute
of Mediaeval Studies, 1998), esp. pp. 382, 439.

19 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 23.

20 |bid., p. 25.

21 For more on dating of Engelbert’s return as well as his election to Abbot of St. Peter’s
and later Abbot of Admont, cf. Fowler, pp. 25-26, fn. 30 and p. 27, fn. 35. Other than the
date given above by Engelbert’s own account of when he left for Prague (i.e., 1271), he
does not provide us with exact dates. Based on the exhaustive research of Fowler in
conferring with the previous authorities regarding this matter, 1 am inclined to follow his
dating schema.
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consensus of the historians of Engelbert is that he was in Italy from c. 1278 to c. 1287,
roughly nine years between the University of Padua and his Dominican schooling. Fowler,
as do others, states that during these years Engelbert travelled frequently—either back
home for brief periods, to Venice to purchase books for Admont, or to Ratisbon for
undisclosed purposes.??

Not long after his return in 1288, Engelbert was appointed Abbot of St. Peter’s in
Salzburg, the parent cloister of Admont Abbey, by Archbishop Rudolf von Hohenegg.?® It
was during his tenure at St. Peter’s that Engelbert wrote his first major treatise, De regimine
principium, completed in 1290.

In 1297, Engelbert accepted more responsibility and was appointed Abbot of
Admont. Engelbert’s ascension to this prestigious position was certainly a political matter:
Duke Albert of Austria, Rudolf I’s son and successor, had an openly hostile relationship
with the See of Salzburg over issues of succession to the bishopric of Salzburg: Albert
opposed the election of Conrad IV and backed his own candidate, Abbot Henry Il of

Admont. Conrad IV won the election and sought confirmation from the pope, which he

22 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), pp. 23-25, fn. 29. Again, there is some contention
concerning Engelbert’s travels. Cf. J. Wichner, Geschichte des Benediktinerstiftes Admont,
Vol. 1l (Graz, 1874-78), p. 402, fn. 267. Fowler states that even Wichner believes in the
strong possibility of Engelbert returning home to visit on numerous occasions.

23 Again, dating is an issue for Engelbert’s return to Austria. I am continuing to follow
Fowler’s timeline (p. 13, fns. 26 and 27 supra). Wichner, Geschitchte (1874-78), and A.
Posch “deny the identity of Engelbert, abbot of St. Peter’s from 1288-97, with the man who
in 1297 became abbot of Admont. It is true that the annalists at St. Peter’s did not know of
this identity and that Engelbert makes no mention in his letter of this letter to Ulrich of ever
having been head of that ancient foundation.... The fact that Engelbert is silent about his
years at Salzburg is of no more significance than his failure to mention his election as abbot
of Admont, in his letter to Ulrich. It should also be noted that this letter is primarily
concerned with his literary activity.” Fowler states that Widmann, et al. definitively proved
these dates. (Fowler, pp. 25-26, fn. 30). The absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.
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later received. In 1297, this feud came to a head with the assassination of Henry 1, after
which Archbishop Conrad IV appointed Engelbert to the position of Abbot of Admont,
who was apparently liked by both Duke Albert and the monks of the Admont monastery.?*

After Engelbert’s election to Abbot of Admont, he was a political figure. Due to
his new status, in 1297—the year Engelbert was made abbot—he witnessed the pact ending
the feud between the two powers that put him in office, Archbishop Conrad and Duke
Albert. Engelbert also oversaw land deals between his abbey and Duke Albert in 1298.%°
Due to the rise of ministeriales near Admont, in 1318 Engelbert instituted an offertory in
order to ensure a steady income to pay for food and clothing for his monks.?¢ It was also
during this time that Engelbert travelled to Ratisbon to enlist the aid of the local bishop,
his dominus specialis Heinrich von Rottenneck.?” Other than this noted trip, Engelbert
rarely seems to have left his cloister after his appointment.28

There seems to be little information concerning Engelbert’s later life. We do know
that upon his return from Italy, he devoted himself to his studies and began to write

prolifically.?® In 1325, Engelbert wrote to his dear friend, Master Ulrich of Vienna, in

24 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 27, fn. 34, following H. Widmann, Geschichte
Salzburgs, Vol. Il (Gotha, 1909).

25 |bid., p. 28, fn. 38

26 Ibid., p. 29. For more on the ministeriales during this time period, see Benjamin Arnold,
German Knighthood 1050-1300 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985); John B. Freed, "Nobles,
Ministerials and Knights in the Archdiocese of Salzburg™ Speculum 62:3 (July 1987)
pp. 575-611.

27“Engelberti tractatus de statu defunctorum,” published in Bibliotheca ascetica antiquo-
nova (henceforth BA 1X), ed. B. Pez, Vol. IX: “Piae memoriae dominus Hainricus,
episcopus quondam Ratisbonensis, meus dominus specialis,” (p. 185); Fowler, p. 29, fn.
45,

28 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 30.

2 TAN LI, col. 431A: “Et deinde ad claustrum meum rediens in Admundam totum studium
meum posui ad Originalia inquirenda & perlegenda: quorum Deo dante pervidi & perlegi
numerum competentem, & inveni in quibusdam eorum multa breviter & succincte posita
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which he discusses his life, studies (where and with whom and when), as well as a
comprehensive list of his corpus, itemized according to topic.3 Ulrich was a Master at the
St. Stephen’s in Vienna for roughly forty years, and the two men may have possibly studied
at St. Stephen’s together in their youth.3! Regardless of this speculation, what is known is
the two were very close; Engelbert addresses Ulrich as scholasticus and magister in his
letter.3?

In 1327, when Engelbert was about seventy years old, he resigned from his position
as Abbot of Admont and retired to Gallenstein Schloss, assured by Archbishop Frederick
of Salzburg a living in the monastery’s infirmary in order to dedicate his remaining years

to his studies and writing.3® A few years later on May 15, 1331, Engelbert died at

& dicta, quae aliquarum difficilium Queastionum non expressis nominatim, nec indicatis
eorum auctoritatibus posuerunt, quod forsitan factum est gratia brevitatis.”

30 TAN L1, cols. 432C-436A contains this list. This source, cited throughout is by far the
most definitive with concern to Engelbert’s autobiography. The purpose of his letter to
Ulrich: “Ex iam praeteritis adhuc usque mutuae amicitiae beneficiis & indiciis ad invicem
exhibitis & perceptis nulli dignius aut utilius judicavi ea, quae circa meum studium &
profectum qualemcunque ad ipso juventutis meae primordio sunt peracta, ex ordine
determinare ac fide certissima enarrare, preacipue ex eo, quod plurimi admirentur de meis
opusculis & tractatibus, quos aliquos edidi, & non nullos vobis ut amico communicandos
& transmittendos, quotiens dignum duxi, ut amico & viro litterato, & in Philosophiae ac
Theologiae studio experto commendabiliter & probabto.” (TAN LI, col. 429A-429B).
Below, in cols. 431B-432A, Englbert lists his three ‘desires’ that cause him to list his
works.

31 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), pp. 31-32.

32TAN LI, Incipit: “Magnae scientiae & prudentiae ac discretionis viro, amico suo speciali,
Magistro Ulrico, Scholastico Wiennensi Engelbertus, licet immeritus Abbas Monasterii
Admontensis Ord.S.Benedicti Salzburgensis Diaecefis quicquid animo est optabile ad
salutem hominis utriusque.”; Fowler, p. 32.

3 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 36; Regensten der Erzbischofe und des
Domkapitels von Salzburg, III, no. 585: “F[reidericus] d.g., etc. Confitemur et
recognoscimus ac constare volumus universis presentes literas inspecturis, quod cum
dilectus in Ch. [Engelbertus] quondam abbas monasterii [Admontensis] propter senectutem
et fragilitatem corpoream, ut a curis temporalibus absolutus quieti contemplationi vacare
et scribendis libris sollicius operam dare possit, abbatiae dignitati cessisset ac dilectus in
Ch. [Eccardus] abbas ibidem canonice successisset eidem; ne idem [Engelbertus] pro
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Gallenstein Schloss, finding his resting place in the chapel to the Virgin in the church of

the Admont monastery.®* The following anonymous couplet was later written for him:

“Est Engelbertus Domini bonitate refertus,

Dulci doctrina peragrans documenta superna.”3

Works
Engelbert was a prolific author of several topics. Ranging in scope from theological
topics such as the natures of the Trinity, the Miracles of Christ, and Divine Providence, to
subjects of musical theory, a commentary on Aristotle’s de Mundo, and the longevity of
man before the Flood, Fowler lists forty-four authenticated works of Engelbert, as well as
twenty-four dubious or spurious writings attributed to him.%¢ Engelbert lists a majority of
his corpus in his letter to Ulrich, and this is the source used by Fowler to authenticate

Engelbert’s works, as well as various library catalogues of Admont (specifically the 1370

defectu inpedimentum haberet aut in vituperium ipsius monasterii post longos labores et
multa merita penuriam pateretur praehibitis deliberationis et tractatu dilegentibus cum
praefato [Eccardo] abate et convent monasterii praelibati de illorum unanimi beneplacito
et consensus constituimus, ordinavimus et mandavimus, quod illi absque difficultate
qualibet ministretur et porrigatur, quamdiu vixerit, proviso et procuratio infrascripta.”
(Quoted from Fowler, pp. 35-36, fn. 73.)

34 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), p. 36, fn. 77.

3TAN 1.1, Nota: “Hactenus Epistola Engelberti, ut equidem extat in antiquiori Codice
Admontensi ad finem saeculi decimi quarti exarato. Eadem habetur in Collectaneo de
Scriptoribus Ecclesiasticis Modesti Puterer, circa annum Domini 1530. Coenobitae
Admontensis, sed admodum interpolate. Epistolae Modestus hoc Epigramma in laudem
Engelberti haud dubie pridem coneinnatum subjungit.”; Cf. Fowler, Intellectual Interests
(1947), p. 36, fn. 79; MGH (Scriptores), XIlII, p. 356, lines 41-42 of Versus de abbatibus
Admuntensibus.

36 Fowler, Intellectual Interests (1947), pp. 183-221 (Appendix A). Fowler contains an
exhaustive appendix of manuscripts and early printed editions of all works attributed to
Englebert.
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and 1380 catalogues).®” Fowler’s Intellectual Interests of Engelbert of Admont (1947) is
an excellent survey of his omnia opera. However, Fowler does not discuss the ‘influences’
of Engelbert as evidenced in these works, primarily Aristotle. Much more research is
needed for this endeavor. This thesis, focusing on Engelbert’s De regimine principum
(Engelbert’s first major treatise), is an attempt to study the Aristotelian influence and its

function in his works.

The Text

As specified above, the text used as the primary source for this inquiry is the 1725
Ratisbon printed edition. This text was published as Engelberti abbatis Admontis de
regimine principum tractatus and edited by Johann Georg Huffnagl from the copy prepared
by Anthelm, a Carthusian mon of Aggsbach and prepared for a Father Bernard Pez, the
same editor of Thesaurus anecdotorum novissimus (TAN) (1721-29).38 According to
Fowler, there are nine locations and thirteen extant manuscripts: Admont (3), Bamberg (1),
Durnstein (1), Gaming (1), Klagenfurt (1), Melk (1), Rein (2), Sankt Florian (1), and

Vienna (2).%°

37 1bid., p. 183. TAN LI, cols. 432-434 Engelbert lists his works and categorizes them
according to ‘Theology’, ‘Natural Philosophy’, and ‘Moral Philosophy’. Engelbert lists his
De regimine principum under Moral Philosophy.

3 Ibid., pp. 205-206.

39Tt should be noted that this is based on Fowler’s work from 1947. This is the most recent
scholarship listing extant works of Engelbert and there has yet to be a more up-to-date list
since then.
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The text in use is dedicated to Sigismund Frederick, Archduke of Austria and the
patron of the publishers.*® The dedication runs for about six pages of the opening passages.
The editor, J. G. Huffnagl, desires that the archduke and his progeny consult Engelbert’s
work, specifically his ‘mirror of princes’ section for guidance in leadership.%* The editor
follows this dedication section with testimonia eruditorum virorum. Within this
‘testimony’—or list of documents in which Engelbert and/or his works are discussed—we
find Bernard Pez’s Thesaurus anecdotorum novissimus.*?

Throughout the remainder of my thesis, | will be quoting the text exactly as it is
printed. Whenever italics are used, unless specifically noted, these are as the editor
published them. These italicized words and phrases are not the emphases of Engelbert
himself, but rather of the editor. This is the same with all capitalization, punctuation, etc.
I am not editing this text in any way, but | do note inconsistencies in the text.*® A collative
study of the extant manuscripts of De regimine principum would remedy these issues, and

lead to the creation of a much needed critical edition.

40 Engelbert of Admont, De regimine principum, p. 8. This is interesting: this text is
dedicated to Sigismund Frederick (Francis), who died in almost fifty years exactly before
the publishing of this text.

41 Ibid., pp. 10-13: “Quo vero animo, Comes Excellentissime, hoc Engerberti Abbatis Opus
cum adjunctis ex Philosophia Positionibus sis accepturus, tam verendum non est, guam nec
ulli cuiquam de Tua in viros virtutum literarumque Gloria illustres voluntate humanitateque
dubitandum. Cui autem praeterquam Tibi, Fautor Gratiosissime, possent aptius hi, qui de
Principum Regimine sunt, Tractatus inscribi, ut qui regendi arte, prudentia, longo denique
rerum usu quam maxime excellas?”

42 1bid., pp. 14-29. Other testimonia include Johannes Trithemius’ Liber de Scriptores
Ecclesiasticis, Antonius Possevinus’ Apparatu Sacro, Gerardus Joannes Vossius’ De
Historicis Latinis, Natalis Alexander’s Historia Ecclesiastica, Ludovicus Ellies du Pin’s
Nova Bibliotheca Scriptorum Ecclesiasticarum, Joannes Gottfridus Olearius’ Bibliotheca
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticarum, and Casimirus Oudinus’ Commentaria de Scriptores
Ecclesiasticis. The only testimonia that mentions De regimine principum is Bernard Pez’s.
43 See specifically Chapter Il, p. 30, fn. 24.
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Key Terms

Lastly, | have here included a list of important terms that are difficult to translate
exactly into English. These terms are essential for understanding Engelbert’s (and others”)
positions, and as such are fundamental to my investigation. Some of these terms, e.g.
principia, | have chosen to leave in the original Latin due to the complex nature of their
translations and/or the deficiency with which an English translation would render; an
English translation could cause a more obscure definition for particular terms. Other Latin
terms, while they translate more easily, have multiple synonymous English definitions,
which I have included in my list. These terms and their definitions come from not only my

analysis of the text, but are in agreement with the secondary literature as well.

Regimen: government; form of government; synonymous with the ‘constitution’ of
Aristotle.  Engelbert uses this term when describing the simple, natural forms of
governance (i.e., Monarchia, Aristocratia, Democratia, and Oligarchia/Olicratia.
Engelbert often refers to the forms of governance as regimen Politici, or ‘political
government’, which is one of the three forms of governance that dominate the triplex vitae
hominis, or the ‘three-fold life of man’, i.e., the singular (vita singularis), the domestic [or
household] (vita domestica), and the civil or political (vita civilis). Throughout my inquest,
I will be using ‘form of government’ when discussing regimen. These forms make up any
‘polity’ (infra), which is a state-like entity composed of one or more forms of government

(regimen).
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Politia: *polity’, or any state-like, self-governing entity and/or political community
that is made up of one or more (i.e., unmixed or mixed) regimen, or ‘form of government’.
Polity is also understood to be a specific form of government that is synonymous with
‘good democracy’ or a ‘republic’—as opposed to Democracy, a ‘corrupted’ form—
according to Aristotle’s Politics (and other theorists’ contemporary to Engelbert based on
their understanding of Aristotle’s work). However, Engelbert understood it to be a more
general political entity. The term ‘polity” will be used interchangeably with ‘state’

throughout this work.

Principatus: ’rule’ or ‘ruling element’ in a given regimen or politia. The ‘ruling
element’ is either one, many, or few, as Engelbert outlines in Chapter V of Tract I. Each
principatus accords with a regimen (i.e., one, or king, with the Monarchy), but each politia
can be made up of one or many principatus. In the inquiry that follows, I also use to term
‘principate’ synonymously with ‘rule’ or ‘ruling element’—or the more specific element,

e.g. optimates, consuls, aristocrats, etc. for Aristocracy.

Principia: ’first principles’ or ‘foundational elements’ that advance the political
community towards the ‘common good’, which is relative and distinct to each simple and
natural regimen (e.g., Monarchy and Reason). These ‘first principles’ are (theoretically)
unique to each simple and natural form of government, and as such determine the ‘value’,
or position of each simple and natural constitution, in Engelbert’s schema and hierarchy of
forms. Due to the difficult nature of translating this term into an English correspondent

term or phrase, | will use principium, -ia throughout this inquiry.
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Lex animata: ‘living law’; this term, which is discussed in further detail in Chapter
Il of my inquiry, is a classical concept that claims that the ruler of a particular political
community embodies the laws of said community and as such acts as the personification
of the law. This term is most often attributed to a king in the monarchic form of

government.

Regimen regalis, regnum, Monarchia: regal government, kingdom, and monarchy
(respectively), or rule by a king (or a single individual). These three terms are all
synonymous and used interchangeably by Engelbert throughout his treatise. The regnum,
or ‘kingdom’, is ruled by a monarch in the Monarchia, or regimen regalis (‘regal

rule/government’).

With these terms here defined, we are now ready to summarize and explain

Engelbert’s De regimine principum itself in the following chapter, which will provide the

basis for the analysis in Chapters I11 and IV of this thesis.
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Chapter I

De regimine principum

Engelbert’s De regimine principum can be divided into essentially two
components: the first, containing the entirety of Tract | and the first chapters of Tract Il,
investigates the fundamental origins and elements of the communities of man, focusing
primarily on the political community; the second component, which comprises a majority
of the treatise, is considered to fall under the speculum principum category of literature
popular during the High and later Middle Ages.!

Here | will offer detailed summaries of all eighteen chapters of Tract | and the first
three chapters of Tract II. This critical analysis of this component of Engelbert’s treatise
will exponentially improve our ability to understand—and thus potentially reveal—
Engelbert’s contribution to the field of political philosophy in the late thirteenth and early
fourteenth centuries after the rediscovery of Aristotle’s political and ethical works in the
mid-thirteenth century. This will allow us to place Engelbert within the Aristotelian
political tradition and the application of Aristotelian political principles and theorems to
the field of the political philosophy of the High and later Middle Ages.?

De regimine principum begins with a chapter titled “What is it to rule and what is
a government?”, in which Engelbert begins with an argument from nature, based on
Aristotle. He discusses the need for natural things (such as trees) to not “bend beyond the

ends of its kind and nature” and how this allows for them to be more complete or perfect.

! For more regarding the speculum principum of De regimine principum cf. Karl Ubl,
Engelbert von Admont (2000).
2 Cf. Introduction, pp. 1-3.
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The necessity to not “go beyond the extremes” and maintain the middle way is then
examined. He correlates this to morality and the best form of it being that which is “ordered
to its end, as an effect of its end.”®

Engelbert then considers the Aristotelian Four Causes, stressing that the material
and formal causes of a thing are intrinsic, while the efficient and final causes are extrinsic,
referencing Aristotle’s Physics Book Il. He states that the efficient cause is that which
leads the form from potential matter to act. The formal cause is the nature of a thing, which
leads a thing into its own end and final perfection.*

This leads Engelbert to discuss briefly the nature of a ‘thing’. The nature, and thus
final form of mankind is the ‘rational soul’. ‘“Reason leads men, desire directs brutes.”
This is a typical and well-known maxim attributed to Aristotle: Reason—or rather the
ability to reason—as the fundamental difference between man and beast. The ‘rational

soul’ is the “final form and nature of man”. °

3 Engelbert, De regimine principum (J. Huffnagl: Ratison, 1725), pp. 7-8: “...quod in
naturalibus unamquamaque rem ex eo dicimus rectam, quod perfecta est in suae specie
forma, non declinans extra terminos sui generis & naturae: sicut inter aliquas arbores
eiusdem speciei...tanquam in media linea existens. .. In naturalibus enim ipsae formae sunt
fines & perfectiones. Similiter & in moralibus unumquodque dicitur perfectum tunc,
quando conjungitur suo fini: quia finis est ultimum & optimum uniuscuiusque rei, &
propter quod est ipsa res, & secundum quod perfecta dicitur. Ergo & rectum dicitur in his
unumgquodque proprie quando tendit quasi in media linea ad finem suum non declinando
extra ipsum. Medium autem in moralibus est id, quod ordinatur in finem ut effectivum
ipsius finis...”

4 Ibid., p. 8: “cum ergo inter quatuor causas uniuscuiusque rei materia & forma sint esse
intra, efficiens vero & finis sint esse extra, sicut dicitur Secundo Physicorum: sicut ergo
efficiens est id, quod educit formam de potentia materiae ad actum, sic & forma, quae est
natura rei, est istud principium, quod ducit rem in finem suum & ad suam perfectionem
ultimum...”

5 lbid., p. 9: “In animalibus vero brutis appetitus sensitivus est principium ducens &
dirigens ipsum ad consequendum finem suum. In hominibus autem ratio est illud, quod
ducit & dirigit hominem, ut contigat finem & perfectionem suam ultimam, quantum ad
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In Chapter Il of Tract | Engelbert builds off of the causes emphasized in the
previous chapter—i.e., that the efficient cause is needed to guide the formal to the final
cause—and claims that “every state of man needs a ruler.” He plots out the ‘three-fold
lives’ of man: the individual, domestic, and civil.® In each of these ‘lives’ Engelbert says
there needs to be a ruler based on a three-fold reasoning: first, that we need someone to
lead us to a state of perfection (efficient), which he hinted at in the first chapter by stating
that we need an outside (or extrinsic) cause to bring us to our final cause—or our ‘end’.
Engelbert also claims that appointment to the position of ruler (the extrinsic cause) needs
to be from above in a hierarchical fashion.” The second reason is due to the fact that the
‘limit’ needs to be maintained. Again, this brings us back to the first chapter when he is
discussing the middle way; a ruler is needed in order to avoid error which is caused by
deviation from the middle way.® Also, Engelbert states that happiness is the end to human

custom and works, which cannot be fulfilled without a ruler to keep others from deviation

bonum humanum, cum anima rationalis sit ultima forma & natura hominis, per quam differt
a brutis.”

6 Ibid., p. 9: “...sciendum est, quod vita hominis, secundum quod colligi potest ex dictis
Philosophi in Ethicis & Politicis, considerari potest dupliciter: vel quoad seipsum, quae
vocatur vita singularis: vel quoad alios, & hoc dupliciter: vel quoad domum & familiam
propriam, quae appellatur vita domestica seu familiaris: vel quoad vicinos & concives,
quae dicitur vita civilis. Quod autem necesse sit, omnes homines regi ab aliquo in
quocunque statuum praedictorum vitae humanae...”

" bid.,