
T H E  P H I L O S O P H Y  O F  S T .  
B O N A V E N T U R E  A N D  O F  

S T .  T H O M A S  

(Continuation) 

ST. Bonaventure’s touchatone in philosophy was exem- 
plarism. A philosophy is true or false according to its 
acceptance or refusal of the ideas. It was then natural 
that his preference would be given to Plato, who, 
because of his discovery of the reality of ideas, was 
in his eyes the most excellent philosopher, to whom 
the gift of wisdom was fittingly appropriated. Aristotle, 
on the contrary, a great scholar but a bad philosopher, 
built up a philosophy of the useless : his philosophy is irre- 
levant to the real, and hence worthless. Aquinas’s key- 
stone, on the other hand, was that doctrine, so typically 
Aristotelian, of actuality and potentiality; accordingly, it 
is no matter of surprise that he should hold Aristotle in 
such esteem, for the latter’s metaphysics and his whole 
philosophy are pervaded throughout by the doctrine of 
actuality and potentiality, built up on this as upon two 
pillars. 

To  view a problem from the wrong angle leads inevit- 
ably to disastrous consequences and utter failure. Aquinas 
made his own, as a fundamental basis of all his enquiries, 
the Aristotelian principle, stated also by Boethius, that it 
is a scholar’s duty to formulate his belief about anything 
according to its real nature.’ As each science has its 
special subject-matter, which constitutes it as a particular 
science and distinguishes it from any other, so it has to be 
dealt with according to its proper method, strictly adhered 

~ ~~ 

S. Thomas, Contra Gentiles, I ,  iii ,  referring to Aristotle’s 
Ethics, I ,  ii, 1094 b ; Boethius, De Trinitate, ii, 
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to and used rigorously according to its special nature; con- 
sequently nothing adventitiow or extraneous ought to be 
introduced in the process, if utter confusion and gross blun- 
ders are to be avoided. Not every truth is to be investi. 
gated and made known in the same way: hence philosophi- 
cal problems are to be approached in a purely philosophical 
manner, and likewise theological topics are to be dealt with 
in a theological way. 

Now there are natural truths and supernatural truths. 
T h e  former are the subject-matter of philosophy and are 
within the reach of the human mind; neither faith, nor 
divine illumination or any other added light is needed to 
enable reason to attain and grasp whatever is within its 
own sphere. T h e  others belong to theology and are its 
subject-matter, and because they surpass the power and 
capability of the human mind, are ,made known to us 
through revelation and held by faith alone. I t  follows that 
faith and reason are mutually exclusive in the sense that 
i t  is self-contradictory to assert that the same proposition 
may be held both by faith and reason at the same time, 
in the same sense and under the same aspect, since, whilst 
what we grasp by reason is evident to us, what we believe 
remains in itself obscure and we adhere to i t  simply on 
God's authority. Philosophy and theology, then, are not 
only two distinct sciences, but each one is autonomous in 
its own sphere, with its proper subject-matter, proper line 
of approach and special method of proof and process. 

But while theology and philosophy are distinct, they are 
not antagonistic, but rather in complete accord and har- 
mony one with the other. Tru th  cannot contradict truth; 
the false alone is against truth. CTod is the author of all 
knowledge, natural as well as supernatural; and, as it is 
impossible that God could contradict Himself, so it is im- 
possible that 'there could exist a contradiction between 
natural truth and truths in the supernatural order. What- 
ever, therefore, is alleged in contradiction to a revealed 
trulth is assuredly false; it does not rightly proceed from the 
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first self-evident principles instilled by nature: hence it 
lacks the force of demonstration, and is either a probable 
or a sophistical argument, and consequently it is always 
possible to overthrow it. 

Although the human mind is unable to prove and un- 
derstand the mysteries of faith, it shows us that faith is in 
conformity with reason inasmuch as it tells us that the 
divine authority, on which our rbelief rests, must be abso- 
lutely infallible, since it is essential truth. Moreover, 
human reason is able to put together probable arguments 
and reasonings in support of our faith, which reasonings, 
however weak they ma!; be, are useful so long as the human 
mind does not pride itself on having thereby compre- 
hended the truth of faith, since, though our view of the 
sublimest things is limited and weak, it is most pleasant to 
be able to catch but a glimpse of them.2 

This is, in its main lines, St. Thomas’s teaching on the 
distinction of philosophy from theology and the harmony 
between faith and reason. 

But St. Bonaventure would not have it in this way. T h e  
point of contention lies briefly in this. The possibility of 
an autonomous philosophy not dependent on theology did 
not even arise in St. Bonaventure’s mind; in his eyes all 
evils in fact spring precisely from positing the independ- 
ence of philosophy froin theology. ‘ If God is indeed the 
proper object of philosophy, our reason, though specifically 
distinct from faith, is incompetent in fact >to construct a 
philosophy. Its ignorance of all outside its province neces- 
sarily introduces uncertainty and falsehood even within 
the bosom of what it knows: a metaphysic of pure reason, 
then, of set purpose cuts itself off from the condition in 
which its object is knowable and must fail in its enterprise, 
unless aid comes from above LO support and guide it.” 

Contra Gentiles, I ,  ii-viii; In Boet. d e  Trin., qq. 1-2; cf7. 

Gilson, op. cit., p. 104. 
Manser, Das Wesen des Thomismus, 103-1 17. 
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T o  grasp more thoroughly the p i n t  at issue and to a p  
preciate more fully the doctrinal implications in\.olved in 
this basic problem, let us yiew it in its historical setting 
and in its true light. 

It is no slight merit on the part of Professor Gilson, in 
reconstructing St. Bonaventure’s philosophy, to have intro- 
duced in some profusion-and he was the first to do so- 
the profound philosophical and theological teaching em- 
bodied in the Seraphic Doctor’s Collationes. T h e  value of 
this contribution cannot be over-estimated. Nexrertheless. 
in making use of the Collationes one or two pertinent ques- 
tions suggest themselves quite naturally to us, which ought 
to be taken into accou~it, if this far-reaching problem is to 
be viewed in its entirety and in its right perspecti1e. 

T h e  Col- 
lationes, as is well known, are not original writings, but 
reportationes; that is, they were not written and edited, 
as we have them now, by St. Bonaventure himself, but were 
taken down whilst he was delivering them by one or more 
of the socii. A reportatio was worked out in this way: 
the ‘reporter’  usually noted briefly the main lines and 
most characteristic features of a sermon or lecture; later 
on, at his leisure, he would set down with the help of these 
notes the sermon or lecture as well as he could recall to 
his mind. Obviously, then, a reportatio is supposed to 
represent faithfully the doctrine and thought of the 
preacher or lecturer, but does not necessarily record his 
actual words and phrases, which often were to a large ex- 
tent the reporter’s own. It  follows clearly that its value 
depends entirely on the faithfulness, capacity and accuracy 
of the reporter. Hence several wportationes of the same 
sermon or qunestio frequently differ widely one from the 
other. 

This is exactly what befell the Collatioiies in Hexaeme- 
Ton, which have come down to us in two different reporta- 
tiones; one was published by the Quaracchi editors of the 

T h e  first question concerns textual criticism. 
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Opera o~nnid and the other quite recently by P&re F. 
Delorine.5 T h e  latter was known to the Quaracchi edi- 
tors, but they found it  so abridged and its phrasing 
so ditferent from the text adopted by them that they dis- 
missed it as worthless. Yet its value, if we accept the re- 
porter’s evidence, is undeniable, since it seems to be the 
basis of the other, and, whaL is more important, received 
the approval of St. Bonaventure himselfn6 

A comparison between the two reportationes will prove 
most instructii.e; but above all one feature appears at once 
strikingly significant, and i t  is this. Almost all those 
strong invectiJ7es against Aristotle, the philosophers, and 
the Alberto-T homistic teaching evident in the Quaracchi 
edition, which cause so much surprise to all who know St. 
Bonaventure’s meekness and gentleness, are in the De- 
lorme’s w p n r t a t m  either altogether omitted or much 
modified. One or two instances, chosen from those pas- 
sages quoted by Gilson, will suffice for the purpose. 

T h e  strong condemnation of theologians and philo- 
sophers : 

praecessit eiiiiii impugnatio vitae Christi in moribus per theo- 
logos, et impugnatio doctrinae Christi per falsas positiones per 
artistas,‘ 

is omitted. 
philosophus dicit quoti magna delectatio est  scire quod dia- 

meter est asyineter costae ; haec delectatio sit s u a ;  mod0 come- 
dat illam, 

is so mitigated that in effect it disappears completely: 

Again, the  sarcastic remark: 

VOl. v, pp,  32’j-149, 
S. Bonazlerltzlrae Colliiiioiics irz Hexabozevon ad fidern codd.  

M S S .  edidit F. Delorme, 0,F.M. .4d Claras Aquas, 1934. 
Delorme, o p .  ci t . ,  p .  2733 c f r ,  the editor’s Pvnefntio, pp. x- 

xvi,  where the relation between both repor fa t io i ies  is discussed. 
’ Coll. I ,  11. 9, Quaracchi edit . ,  p, 3 3 0 .  
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non sic de triangulo, de quo licet alicjualiter delectetur sciens 
quare tres hahet angulos intrinsecos aequipolleiites duobus rec- 
tis extrinsecis, tainen ignorans non tristatur.8 

Further, that other famous phrase against Aquinas's thesis 
of the unity of substantial form in one and the same in- 
dividual : 

insanum est dicere, quod ultima forma addatur materiae 
primae sine aliquo quod sit dispositio vel in potentia ad illam, 
vel nulla forma interiecta, 

becomes : 

hic nota quod non est verum quod ultima . . . , I)  

the opposition to the thesis is the same, but its harshness 
is quite smoothed away. 

There is no need to multiply instances, for the same 
coiitrast persists throug.hout the whole work; neither do I 
propose to discuss which of the two reportationes repre- 
sents more approximately the Saint's actual wording, or 
which is niore in harmony with all that we know of him. 
My only p i n t  here is that the actual phrasing of a repor- 
tatio is never to be stressed as if i t  were the faithful echo 
of the original; what must be taken exclusively into con- 
sideration are the ideas themselves rather than the fashion 
in which they are expressed.'O 

This leads us to a no less relevant question, namely to 
determine St. Honaventure's purpose and aims in the 
Collationes and t o  define the special literary genus to 
which they belong. Just as it is not the same thing to 
write a history or a historical novel, a popular book on 
animals or a technical treatise on zoology, even if the his- 
torical novel contains inany historical events, or the popu- 

Coll. X V I I ,  11. 7, Quar., p. 410; Delorme, p,  196. 
(I Coll. I V ,  n .  10, Quar . ,  p.  3 j1  ; Delorme, p. 54. 

Cjr .  the pertinent remark of the Quaracchi editors : ' Unde 
sequitur, u t  verba scripti non sint premenda.' Vol. V, ,p. xxxviii. 
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lar book accurate scientific data; likewise, i t  is not irrele- 
vant to trace and define the purpose and object of the work 
and the peculiar frame of min.d of the author. 

T h e  Collationes were usually held, and still are held 
by many, to be mystical works; Gilson ranges them 
amongst the philosophical and theological writings. A new 
theory has been suggested quite recently that they were 
simply polemical treatises for the purpose of fighting the 
unorthodox doctrines of the Averroists as well as of St. 
Albert the Great and St. Thomas Aquinas. Accordingly, 
P6re Jules d’Albi,” considering the Collationes as sermons 
addressed to the University of Paris, claims that St. Bona- 
yenture‘s aim was exclusively con,troversial, to engage in 
combat against, and to denounce, the current errors as 
taught by the Xverroists and by St. Thomas alike. Tini-  
vella” hesitatingly proposes that the attempt to separate 
philosophy from theo1og)- undertaken by the Averroists and 
by the Ah-istotelian-Thomistic school-though in different 
ways and \\-it11 different aims-was merely the means to .a 
further end. T h e  true object \\-as to show in a wide syn- 
thesis the means by which man, the -microcosm, may attain 
to perfection; how even profane science leads through 
Christ to Christian wisdom. I n  expounding his thesis he 
does not fail, when occasion oflers, to single out and oppose 
those false doctrines which alienate man from that goal. 

In  my opinion, the Collationes are neither University 
sermons nor philosophical or theological treatises. From 
the mistaken idea that they were solemn sermons addressed 

Jules d’.Albi, 0.M.Cap. Saint Boiinaenflrve et Zes Zuttes 
doctr.itzaZes de 1267-1277. Tamines-Paris, 1923, cc. vii-viii. This 
work contains some good t.hir,gs which are, unfortunately, 
spoiled by the bias, the uncritical method and the combative 

l 3  F. Tinivella, O.F.M. D e  ir1Lfiossibili sapientiae ndeptione in 
pliilosopllia pagalla i i txfa Collatiotzes in Hexaeriieron S. Bona- 
: w i t w a e ,  in ‘Atzronianzrm,’ 1 1  (1936, pp. 31-33. .4n accurate 
s tudy ,  conscientious and balanced on the whole). 

’ spirit of the author. 
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to the whole University of Paris the belief arose that they 
were meant as a direct attack on the Faculty of Arts and 
the Aristotelian-Thornistic sdiool. C'ndoubtedly, St. Bona- 
venture did not facour this new intellectual movement and 
resisted it with ail his power; this, however, was not the 
main purpose of his Collutiones. Again, as one would ex- 
pect from such an eminent Doctor, they are evidently 
saturated with philosophical and theological wisdom; yet 
they are not, strictly speaking, philosophical or theological 
treatises. In  point of fact they are purely and simply 
collationes in the true meaning of the word; to wit, in- 
formal discourses, familiar instructions or conferences on 
spiritual or mystical topics, held usually at evening in the 
refectory after supper, or in the chapter room, or in the 
lecture hall, but never, or very seldom, in the church.13 
T o  the Franciscan friars asseizibled in Paris for their 
studies, and exclusively to them, St. Bonaventure addressed 
in Lent, 1267, his Collutiones d e  Decem Prneceptis,'* in 
Lent, 1268, his De septern Donis Spiritus Suncti," and 
again in 1273 (April 9th-May 28th) his In Hexuemeron.'6 
' T o  this measureless and unceasing effoi-t we owe his most 
personal works, in which the hunian J irtues and the super- 
natural aids they receive are ranged in order according to 
an architecture ever more comprehensive and more per- 
fectly balanced, up  to the perfection 01 the Hexuememn- 

l3 Vide a good description of ' collationes 
editors, Prolegonzerza, c.  vi, Vol. V ,  p. xxxvi .  

by the Quaracchi 

In the Quaracchi edit. of the O p e r a  omriia, V, pp. j07-532. 
I b i d . ,  pp, 457-503, By a strange oversight, both in the 

French and in the English editions of Gilson's Phil. of S. Bon., 
the title of this work is given throughout as D e  decern Donis 
s,s. 

For the date of the Col- 
Intiorws cfr. t'. (;lorieux, Lrz da te  des Collatioiies ' d e  S .  
Bonave,rtzrre, in 'Archivum Hist. Franciscanum,' 22 (xgzg), pp, 
257-272. 

l 6  See 1117. 4 ; tnd j, s r i p m ,  p. 2j3. 
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the masterpiece which death did not allow him to com- 
plete.' 

It would be preposterous to suppose that St. Bonaven- 
ture, instructing his friars, professors and students in the 
greatest house of studies of the Franciscan Order, in  the 
midst of heated controversies, would not denounce vigor- 
ously and oppose unflinchingly the dangerous doctrines, 
or what he  regarded as such, of his day. Knowing the un-  
compromising answer lie gal-e to the problem of the rela- 
tions between faith and reason, we should naturally expect 
h im to discuss and solve it according to his own teaching. 
Hi3 cornrnentaq. on the Sentences, Gilson assures us, con- 
tained, \.irtually or actually, all the ultimate lines along 
which his thought xvas to deL-elop. ' But as we come closer 
to the year 1270, we find him increasingly concerned to 
arri\.e at a definiti1.e statement of his thought on this ques- 
tion of the exact place that belongs to philosophy as of 
right. It Teas not S t .  BonaJ.enture ivho changed, bu t  the 
lcorld that changed about him.'1u I should go further and 
sa!, Ti-ith Tinix.ella, that the controversies of the day pro- 
\.ided him with the occasion of dealing with certain topics 
as subject-matter for his Collntiones. And not only the 
question of tlte relation of philosophy to theology, bu t  all 
the problems relevant to his theme, like poverty and spiri- 
tual perfection, are discussed and dealt with. 

Sei-ertheless, this is far remoired, much too far removed, 
from the other picture in  which St. Bonaventure is pre- 
sented to us as sounding the trumpet and calling upon 
master of the IJniversity and ecclesiastical authorities to 
fight Xristotle, Siger de Brabant and Thomas Aquinas. It 
lvas oTving to his Collaliones, we are told, which the whole 

'' Gilson, o p .  c i i . ,  p.  36.  As a slight detail of fact, the Col- 
la t iones  in He.Yoei)ieiw)i Tvere not left unfinished by St .  Bona- 
venture's death, which occurred a )'ear later, July Ijth, 1274, 
but b!. his elevation to the Cardinalate on May d t h ,  1273. 

l S  Gilson, i b i d . ,  p.  29; see also p. 3 j .  
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intellectual Parisian world rushed to lislen to,’# that he en- 
gaged in the fierce battle which led on to, and was crowned 
by, the famous condemnations of 1270 and 1077. 

But, in truth, the Collationes are not a plan of campaign. 
St. Bonaventure did not mean to wage war, but to propose 
to his friars, profmors and students (the future teachers in 
the schools of the Order all over the world), in the intimacy 
of the monastery, by means of informal, familiar instruc- 
tions, the Franciscan ideal of study. St. Francis, who seems 
to have reached the degree of the contemplative, is pro- 
posed as their pattern.Po He refused to enter into discussion 
with the Sultan, because faith is above reason, being proved 
by revelation and miracles Again, to show that to 
acquire the spiritual food of the perfect much labour is 
required, he introduces a saying of the Blessed Francis that 
before bread is ready for food several processes implying 
hard work are needed.P’ T o  encourage them in the struggle 
against evil, he again adduces the example of St. Francis, 
who was prepared to fight even against rjooo  devil^.'^ No 
outsiders were present at his talks, but the brethren assem- 
bled in great number; for the Collatioizes in Hexnemeron 
there were about 160, amongst them several masters and 
bachelors in Di~inity.’~ Of their number, perhaps, were 
Walter of Bruges, John Pecham, William de la Mare, 
Matthew d’Aquasparta, Roger of: Marston, who at one time 

Sairit Honunenture, in ‘ Dictionnaire 

2o In H e x . ,  coll. XXII, n. 2 2 ,  Delorme, p. 256; Quaracchi, 

311bid., coll. XIX, n. 14, Delornie, p. 217; Quar., p. 422. 
‘ 3 1 b i d , ,  roll. 111, n. I ,  Delorme, p. 3 3 ;  Quar., p. 343. 
13 Ibid., coll. SVIII,  n. 23, Delorme, p. z o g ;  Quar., p. 418. 
24 Delorme, o p .  d., p. 2 7 5 .  Cfv.  also Tinivella, op. cit.,  

p. 33. It is clear from the context that the masters and bache- 
lors present were not sect~lurs, but friars : ‘ praesentibus aliqui- 
bus magistris et baccalnuriis theologiae et aliis fratribus.’ 

E. Longprd, O.F.M. 
d’histoire et tie gdographic ccclCsiastiques, IX, coll. 777. 

P. 440- 
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or the other were in Paris between 1267 and 1273, each 
one of them amongst the staunchest supporters of the 
Augustinian-Franciscan tradition, 

St. Banal-enture ei olves, in these series of conferences, 
the theme that Christ is our one Master. He  is the only 
Doctor who has, indeed, the words of life; in Him alone is 
true wisdom, because He alone is the tree of life. There- 
fore study for men devoted by profession of life to the 
pursuit of perfection, as were the Franciscans, must be 
pursued on the lines of Di.i.ine Scriptures and theology. 
Many dangers beset the student: too much curiosity, too 
much care, too much anxiety in searching after learning, 
the strhing to know everything. Even in theological 
studies there is sometimes danger, if one seeks too eagerly 
after countless questions and the Summae h4agistrorum; 
students arc not seldom drawn away from the Scriptures 
because they find the Sunirnae more attractive, more satis- 
fying to their curiosity. S o t  even the study of the Fathers 
of the Church is free from danger; home in fact prefer them 
to the Scriptures, since their style seems to them more beau- 
tiful. Xbor c all is to be ajoided the spending of time on 
useless studies and absorption in too many and diverse 
speculatiuns. Life is short; it is quite enough to know the 
truth necessary for eternal sahation. Why, then, wear out 
your d q s  in unnecesiary studies ? Like those children, 
\vho after wandering for long in various streets, forget their 
way home, so he who goes in pursuit of many and diverse 
sciences finds himself lost in the labyrinth of Daedalus.'' 
Sot that secular learning is to be condemned in itself, yet 
i t  must not be pursued for itself, but exclusively as a means 
h r  refuting errurs, or for the  better understanding of 
divine teaching. T h e  tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil planted by God in the garden of Eden was pleasant to 
the sight and good for food; nevertheless, it was forbidden 

25 In H e x . ,  coll. S V I I ,  n. ' 5 ,  Delorme, p. zoo; Quaracchi, 
P -  413, 
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to eat its fruit. Likewise, secular sciences are a delight 
to the eyes and most attractiie, but full of dangers; hence 
they are to be touched upon from distance and always 
in passing and with fear. St. Bonaventure is aware that 
sometimes it is necessary and lawful to study these nzerces 
Atgypti, inasmuch as it is lawful ' to despoil the Egyptians 
and enrich the Hebrews '; but he is never wear) of warn- 
ing masters arid students of the perils inhering in such a 
pursuit. He shows from past and present history the 
dreadful errors into which Aristotle and the philosophers, 
and their followers, in the past as well as in his own days, 
were plunged. It is, then, no wonder that he dwells at 
length upon the errors of his own time and inveighs so 
strongly against them. Yet his indianation is aroused most 
severely in denouncing those religious, who by profession 
are bound to dedicate themselves chiefly to the study of 
the Scriptures, yet, forgetful of their state and Order, give 
themselve5 instead entirely to scientias inhonestas, 

qui ex prufessione sui status e t  Ordinis principaliter sacrae 
Scripturae sunt et debelit esse mariti : ex quorum coniugio nas- 
citur Esau pilosus, strips nefanda ventrem matris Ecclesiae 
concutiens, venaticus, in habltatione divisus.'6 

These are not the expressions of a controversialist whose 
exclusive or main aim is to denounce the errors of his 
opponents; but of a nrystical doctor instructing his audi- 
ence in the way of life; of a Minister General, a father who, 
aware of the risks to which his children were exposed, 
trembles for them and attempts to preserve them by guid- 
ing them amidst the darkness and dangers of the way and 
by giving definite rules for following the right path. They 
are the more sincere and persuasive since they proceed 
from that inner conviction resulting from all his studies 
and the whole of his life. They are the fruit of that mysti- 
cal experience in which the soul, immersed in the con- 

P 

26 Ibid. ,  coll. I\;, n .  16, Delorme, p. jg; Quaracchi omitted. 
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:emplation of CBd, becomes weary of anything else besides 
God. Hence St. Bonaventure’s exclamation: Is there a 
need of the light of a candle when the sun is shining? It 
is the same mystical experience that made St. Thomas, just 
h ree  months before his death, put aside his pen and re- 
p r d  all his writings as straw in comparison to the vision 
of God shown to him on St. Nicholas’ day. 

It follows from the foregoing that in interpreting the 
Collationes such phrases as insunum est, and other strong 
expressions, are not to be unduly stressed. Further, the 
supposed exclusive or main controversial aim of denounc- 
ing the Faculty of Arts, or the Aristotelian-Thomistic 
school, is not to be s3 viewed as to give a false perspective 
to the whole, turning the mystical into the polemical. Still, 
the fact remains that the outlook of St. Bonaventure and 
of St. Thomas on the chief point at issue, namely the re- 
lation of philosophy to theology, was definitely diverse. 

Both Doctors aimed to serve the same cause, that of God, 
of the Church, of truth; but they viewed it from a different 
angle and their primary preoccupation was not the same. 

Both agreed that theology was the supreme wisdom to 
which all other sciences owed due respect and honour, or 
according to the cherished phrase of the time, theology 
was the queen, whereas other sciences were only her hand- 
maids, phi1osof)lzia thaologiae ancilla. Both denounced 
the Averroist tendency and effort to render philosophy 
absolutely independent of faith and theology. Obviously, 
nothing is further from the truth than to represent Aquinas 
as a modem rationalist, or a free-thinker, unconcerned 
with what faith has to say on the matter, proclaiming the 
complete and supreme autonomy of philosophy from theo- 
logy, denying any subordination of reason to faith. St. 
Thomas was, and meant to be, above all a Catholic Doctor. 
Their diversity consists mostly in defining the kind of ser- 
vice the ‘handmaid’ (to retain the same metaphor) is 
supposed to render to her ‘ queen.’ St. Bonaventure re- 
cognizes her freedom in theory, but in practice denied h a  
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any liberty of movement and action independently of her 
mistress; indeed, he regarded her as a true 'slave.' St. 
Thomas, on the contrary, looked at her rather as a lady- 
in-waiting to the queen, or, according to Origen's graphic 
expression, as an assistant or colleague in the same work, 
the search for truth. Whereas St. Bonaventure does not 
leave to philosophy any field of its own over which theo- 
logy does not exercise jurisdiction, Aquinas allows it a 
complete freedom of action and movement in its own 
domain, within its own limits and in its proper sphere. 

St. Thomas was convinced of the inherent weakness of 
human intellect and of the liability to error in philosophi- 
cal speculation, particularly in consequence of original sin. 
That is why he repeatedly states that the divine clemency 
fittingly revealed to man even that truth about divine 
thin'gs which reason can reach by itself, so that all may 
share in the knowledge of God easily, and without error 
or doubt." This, however, does not alter that freedom of 
philosophy whereby it has its own independent domain 
with its own subject-matter, method and aims. 

St. Bonaventure's preoccupation was lest students might 
be attracted towards sources of errors, if their masters were 
to praise philosophers too highly. Seeing Aristotle so great 
and reliable in other sciences, they might be unable to be- 
lieve that he did not speak the truth on all questions 
alike.28 Consequently, he insists in showing at length the 
dreadful errors in which philosophers were plunged; ' and 
these errors are not yet dead: the key of the bottomless 
pit has not turned upon them.' 

In  contrast, St. Thomas dwells with emphasis on the 
harmony of reason with faith, on the impossibility that 
divine revelation could be contrary to our natural know- 
ledge. His only anxiety was the purity of faith and the 

27 Contra Gentiles, I, iv; In Boethiurn de Trin., q. 3 ,  a. I ;  
S. Theol. I ,  q. I ,  a. I .  

See Blackfriars, March, p. 163. 
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proper place and honour. due to theology. The  insuffi- 
ciency of reasoning in support of Catholic truths he always 
considered as giving ‘ occasio irrisionis infidelium.’ Hence 
the rejection of St. Anselm’s proofs of the existence of God, 
and current arguments used to refute the eternity of the 
world; he felt indignant at the ridicule to which theology 
was exposed by those who claimed to prove that the world 
had no origin by frivolous arguments : 

et  hoc expresse apparet in rationibus hic inductis, quae derisi- 
tiles sunt et  nullius m ~ m e n t i . ’ ~  

For the rest, he will give complete freedom in every sphere 
of speculation where faith is not concerned. The  only 
restrictions are the demands of reason and truth. It is of 
very little importance what Aristotle or Plato might say 
on this or that question; what really does matter is what 
the truth is.so The purpose of the study of philosophy 
is not that we may know what opinions men have held, 
5ut what the truth about things really is.31 No other fear 
ever troubled him. For those who feared that Aristotle 
I\-ould entice students he would have given the same 
answer that Clement of Alexandria gave to the Christians 
of his days: ‘ Some people are as terrified of Greek philo- 
sophy as children are of  hobgoblin^.'^' 

ao St. Thorn., Quodlibet 111, p. 31 : Utrum mundum non esse 
aeternum possit demonstrari. Disputed at Easter, 1270, against 
Gerard D’Abbeville; cfr. P. Glorieux, Pour une edition de 
Gerard d’Abbeville, in ‘ Recherches de Theologie ancienne et 
mCdievales,’ 9 (1937)~ pp. 58-60. Cfr. I, p. 46, a. 2 :  ‘ Dicen- 
durn quod mundum non semper fuisse sola fide tenetur, et de- 
monstrative probari non potest ’ ; Contra Gentiles, 11, 38 ; De 
aetemitate mundi contra murmiirantes. 

3 0  St. Thomas, Declaratio yicadraginta duo quaestionum, .q. 
33.  The whole opuscule is to be read ; it is most illuminating wlth 
regard to this question. 

‘ l I n  de Coelo et Mundo, 1, !wt. 22. 

32Clement Alex., Strotn., VI, 10 (P.G. 9, 301). 
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St. Thomas agrees with St. Bonaventure that the true 
object of metaphysics is God. It is the special business of 
the metaphysician to consider the highest causes, as Ark- 
totle puts it,:'3 to wit, the last end and the first beginning 
of all beings; therefore, being and its first causes are the 
subject-matter of metaphysics. But philosophical specula- 
tion must rise up  from being in general to the supreme 
cause of all beings. Again, truth corresponds to being. 
Now First Philosophy, as Aristotle says, is the knowledge 
of truth, not of any truth, but of that truth which is the 
source and the principle of all truth, namely God. T h e  
supreme object, therefore, of metaphysics is &d3*; hence 
the whole setting of the First Philosophy is directed to- 
wards the knowledge of God as to the last end, and accord- 
ingly is rightly termed the Divine Science.ss 

However, this must not lead us into confusing the 
domain of philosophy with that of theology. Besides the 
fact that there are countless problems which form an essen- 
tial or integral part of philosophy but do not appentain 
to theology, even where their speculation covers a com- 
mon ground philosophy differs in kind from theology, and 
in no way is the former to be treated as a branch or parti- 
cular department of the latter. Both view the same topic 
from different angles, they proceed in working it out 
through different principles, their scope is different. T h e  
theologian's speculation tends towards God as He is in 
Himself and known to us by faith, and towards creatures 
in respect of their relation to God, or as means conducing 
to God and to eternal salvation; in a word, his field of 
learning is the supernatural, or the natural as an object 
of Divine revelation. T h e  philosopher's consideration, on 
the other hand, is directed to Gad inasmuch as He is know- 

Is Metaphysics,  A, i ,  981 b ; i i ,  g8z b .  
s4 Contra Gentiles,  I ,  i ;  Zq ZZ S e n t . ,  Prol . ,  cf r .  In Metnph., 

3 5  Contra Gentiles, 111, xxv ( ed i t ,  minor Leon,, p. z5a b ) .  
IV, lect. i .  
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able by human reason and by natural means as the 
supreme Being, the first Cause, the last End of all things. 
It is therefore beyond question that the subject-matter of 
philosophy and theology, though materially <the same in 
certain respects, is formally and specifically distinct, as are 
their methods and approach.36 

Obviously, since hunian reason derives the source of its 
knowledge from sensible things, which bear but an imper- 
fect likeness to God, the philosopher’s speculation on things 
divine prove to be an imperfect and inadequate manifes- 
tation of God’s substance. Consequently philosophy is in- 
competent to demonstrate or grasp God as He is in Him- 
self; this task belongs to theology alone, which is there- 
fore rightly styled the greatest wisdom and the queen of 
all sciences, whereas philosophy is merely her ‘ handmaid,’ 
a n ~ i l l a . ~ ~  

Yet, however imperfect and inadequate the natural 
knowledge of God may be, it neither follows t h a  it is false, 
nor that human reason, without the aid of faith, is incom- 
petent to build up a philosophy, within its own limits and 
in ilts proper sphere. Its incompleteness, and the fact that 
many a philosopher had erred on several, and often most 
important, topics, do not render the philosophical edifice, 
or parts of it, doomed to failure. Of course natural philo- 
sophy does not, by itself, lead to the knowledge of the 
Blessed Trinity, or of Christ, or of eternal reward or pun- 
ishment, I t  is true that we do not find any mention of the 
devil in Aristotle. But one may pertinently ask whether 
these and similar topics really enter into the field of philo. 
riophical speculation as such. T o  each science is reserved 
its proper domain and its own sphere of action and inves- 
tigation, outside which it has no business to interfere. As 
Cardinal Newman says : ‘ From religious investigations, as 

s8 Summa Theologica, I, q. I, a. I ,  particularly ad nm; a. 7 ;  
- 

Contra Gentiles, 11, iv. 
Contra Gentiles, 11, iv; I ,  q. I ,  a, 6, 
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such, physics must be excluded, and from physical, as such, 
religion; and if we mix them we shall spoil both. T h e  
theologian, speaking of Divine Omnipotence, for the time 
simply ignores the laws of nature as existing restraints upon 
its exercise; and the physical philosopher, on the other 
hand, in his experiments upon natural phenomena, is 
simply ascertaining those laws, putting aside the question 
of that Omnipotence. If the theologian, in tracing the 
ways of Providence, were stopped with abjections grounded 
on the impossibility of physical miracles, he would justly 
protest against the interruption; and were the philosopher, 
who was determining the motion of the heavenly bodies, 
to be questioned about their Final or their First Cause, 
he too would suffer an illogical interruption . . . . T h e  
inquiry into final causes €or the moment passes over the 
existence of established laws; the inquiry into physical, 
passes over for the moment the existence of God.' 

Professor Gilson, in that excellent work, T h e  Unity of 
Philosophical Experience, justly remarks: ' If you want a 
theology in order to bring all other sciences back to God, 
your first requisite is of course a theology; and if you want 
to refer your philosophy to God, what you need first is a 
philosophy-a philosophy, I repeat, that is wholly and ex- 
clusively a philosophy, and which because it is a philosophy 
can be related to theology without being reduced to it. 
Despite his marvellous gifts as a theologian and as a philo- 
sopher, it must be said that St. Bonaventure's remarkable 
achievements in )both sciences would have been still greater 
had he not failed to perceive that difficulty.' 39 

In conclusion, we may ask whether St. Bonaventure's 
teaching is opposed to that of St. Thomas. I feel inclined 
to endorse Gilson's statement that ' they neither conflict 

SBCard .  J .  H. Newman, T h e  ldea  of a Uniuersity. London, 

39 E. Gilson, T h e  Unity of Philosophical Experience. London, 
1902, pp. 221-222. Cfr.  St. Thomas, Contra Gent . ,  11, iv. 

1938; p. 51' 
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nor coincide.' They represent two diverse points of view, 
:wo diverse approaches, and therefore mark two diverse 
~ttitudes." St. Bona] enture's outlook is that of St. Augus- 
:ine, of St. Bernard, of St. Francis of Assisi, of the Imitatio 
Chr is t i :  a philosophy is Tvorth studying only if it posits 
Christ as its centre; philosophy and secular learning are 
only a means to rise to Heayen. St. Bonaventure is a great 
philosopher, but his philosophy is not a philosophy qua 
philosophy, but a philosophy of Mysticism. St. Thomas's 
outlook was that of a metaphysician; his search was the 
quest for truth, not of an)' truth, but simply and purely 
of the truth, His philosophy is not merely a philosophy, 
Sut philosophy qua  philosophy; his intention was to con- 
jtrL1ct a metaphysics in complete harmony and accord with 
faith, but formally and specifically distinct from theology, 
a metaph) sicsqun metaphysics. This he did."' 

DAKIEL A. CALLUS, O.P. 

4 0  For  the distinction between dinerent and diverse, cfr. St. 
Thomas, Summa Theologica, I ,  q.  3 ,  a.  8 ad 3m. 

41 For the significance of St. Thomas' synthesis see E. Gilson, 
La  signification historiqzie d u  Thonzisme, in ' Etudes de Phil, 
Med.,' Strasbourg, 1921, pp. 76-124. 


