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Introduction

This is a book about the history and future of the theory of knowledge
by divine illumination that St. Augustine appropriated from the Platonic
tradition in the fourth century, baptized for Christian purposcs, and passed
down to subsequent medicval thinkers, who generally regarded his account
as intelhgible and authoritative, at least undl the end of the thirteenth
century. At that time, members of the Franciscan order who had previ-
ously claimed to be the foremost champions of Augustine’s intellectual
tradition pronounced ilumination theory untenable.

In inquiring mto the history of the illumination account, I have three
main goals in mind. The first is to identfy what Augustine meant when
he spoke of divine illumination as the condition of possibility of all
human knowledge and what it would mean to update his views on this
topic in a later context. The second 1s to challenge the commeoen scholarly
assumption that thirteenth-century Franciscans, specifically Bonaventure,
were Augustine’s chief representatives in the later Middle Ages. This
argument is crucial to accomplishing the third goal of my historical
inquiry, which is to identify why Franciscans after Bonaventure aban-
doned illumination, such that a theory, of knowledge like Augustine’s is
not advocated in the present.

Throughout the historical part of the study, my arguments turn on the
contention that any given theory of knowledge by divine illumination
dertves its meaning from the theological assumpdons that underlie it and

Divine Mnaination: The Hiswory and Future of Augusting’s Theary of Knowledge,
by Lydia Schumacher
© John Wiley & Sons Ltd.



2 Divine Hwmination

must therefore be read in its preper theclogical context.' By doing this in
the case of Augustine, I stive to scttle a longstanding scholarly controversy
concerning the cognitive function the Bishop of Flippo attributes to the
divine light. By employing a theological method of inquiry 11 my study
of Anselm, morcover, 1 build a case for the claim that updating Augustine’s
thought on illumination means adopting the theological assumpticns
that found his concept of knowledge, while articulating that concept
in forms of philosophical argumentation that are relevant at a given time
— forms which may differ from Augustine’s.

On the grounds that Bonaventure adopted innovative theological
views, which generated an altogether novel account of knowledge, 1
holster the argument that the Seraphic Doctor is not in face the last greag
champion of Augustine, his appeals to Augustine’s authority notwithstand-
ing. [nstead of a sign of Benaventure’s intellectual fidelity to Augustine,
T submit that those appeals are indicative of the Franciscan’s skill at the
scholastic practice of bolstering personal opinions through cfforts to “find”
those opinions in authortative sources. To reinforce my argument that
Bomaventure is not the Augustinian of the thirteenth century, 1 demon-
strate that Thomas Aquinas fs such a figure, inasmuch as he maintains
Augustine’s theological perspective and takes that as the pomt of departure
for his efforts to translate the concept of knowledge that follows from
Angustine’s theological doctines into the philosophical terms that were
current at the time. those of Atistotle as well as many others.

Questioning yet another common scholarly opinion, T contend that
when Franciscans after Bonaventure abandoned illumination, they did not
do so because they had come to regard Augustine’s views on illumination
as outmoded. Tn point of fact, late medieval Franciscans did not even have
his wiews op illumination in mind when they prepared their critiques of

' oavid Burrell argues that it s important to trace philosophical arguments and contro-
versies to their theological roots, “since theclogians of particular doctrinal persuasions will
often be drawn to those philosophical approaches which they find consonant witdh their
beliefs,” See “Aquinas and Scotus: Contrary Patterns for Philosophical Theology.” in Faith
and Preedow: An Interfaich Perspective (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004), 91, Simlarly, Russell L.
Priedman suggests that the doctrine of the Trinity is linked to the philosuphy of knowledge
in the work of many late medieval scholars; see Medieval Tiinitarian Theology from Agquinas
o0 Cckham (Cambridge: Cambndge University Press, 2010). T am grateful to Nicholas
Adams for urging me to develop an approach to Listorical-philosophical inguiry that would
ke it possible to identify conceptual coptinuity and discontinuity amongst thinkers, even
whert they employ different and similar formns of argumentation, respectively. His guidanee
helped me see the need for a theologically contextualized reading of medieval arguments

concering divine illumination.
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the account. Rather, they reacted against Bonaventure's version of the
account, which they had come to perceive as incompatible with the novel
theory of knowledge that Bonaventure himself had dehneated. Although
they clinunated illumination as their emuinent predecessor understood
it, Bonaventure’s successors did not reject the account of knowledge
he had inveked llumination to illustrate, They only challenged the 1dZa
that divine intervention 1s the condition of possibility of knowledge as
Bonaventure basically understeod it, in the interest of promulgating what
had become the distinctly Franciscan epistemological point of view.

[n cuping from this discussion to envisage the possible fufire of
Augustine’s theory of knowledge, I have two objectives. The first is to
identify the sensc in which the Jatc medieval rejection of illumination is
and is not connected to che rise of quintessentially modern epistemological
agsumptions and the seemingly msurmountable problems they generate
including the problem of proving the rationality of faith in Godband L'ha;
of establishing the very possibility of knowing anything objectively at all
The second aim 15 to raise awareness of the Augustinian alt_errmtive o tht:
modern cpistemological outlook, which has become foreign to modem
minds on account of its late medieval decline; to call attention to the fact
that this pre-modern paradigm of knowledge docs not generate the prob-
iems that preoccupy philosophers in the present; and to argue on those
gtounds that future efforts ta resolve the cwrent problems might include
a recovery of Augustine’s theory of knowledge. In making that recovery
I will argue, a highly effective approach would involve following the’
precedent of Anselm and Aquinas by translating the bishop’s account into
forms of philosophical argumentation that are intelligible and rclevant m
the present context.

Beforc delving into the discussion of the history and future of
Augulstine’s illumination account that | have just outlined, there are a
fow gltmductm’yl matters 1 need to cover. In the frst place, T must
?nentlon the main ways Augustine describes illumination, the major
nterpretattons of his account that have been offered by late medicval
and mo.dern thinkers, and the problems that are typically associated with
Fl]e IVarmus 111t.crpretat10ns. SL.Ibscquently, [ will sketch the situation
N P

ug, a acc period. After describing the
opinions past scholars have formed about Augustine’s views on illomina-
tl;)ll and thosc of his late medieval readers, I will explain my own way
of evalvating these 1ssues, briefly summarizing the conclusions that

result from taking this approach, which will be more fully elaborated in
the following chapters.



4 Divine IHumination

Augnstine on Divine Illuminatien

In his writings, Augustine suggests that the funcuon of ﬂlun‘mmtiox?lin
cognition 1s five-fold. Tlumination serves as the source o.f‘the cofg.nltge
capacity, cognitive content, help with the process of cogmrjlon! ccmt-u- e,
and knowledge of God. The quotations below arc organized according

1 5 ssages becs common cltations in
to these categories. Many of these passages becanie

medicval scholastic works.
Cognitive capacity

. . e
Truth is found “in the trach itself, the lght of the mind.

“There is a mind capable of the intellectual light, by which we distinguish

. 353
hetween right and wrong.
Cognitive content

“T¢ hoth of us see that what you say is true and that what T say is true then

where 1 ask da we see this? [ do not see it in you, nor you il me, but

both of us see it in the immutable outh which is higher than our

- 234
minds ... the light from the Lord our God.

“The things which we behold with the mind ... we directly perceive as
present in that inner light of truth ... if one sees what 1s true ... one 13

being taught ... by the realities themselves made manifest by the enlighten-

ing action of God from within.”

2 e Trinitate 14.7.9 (CCL 50A, 434), wans. Stephen MCKCI’]H:‘L 1‘117 The Fathers c{ r.!w!
Chirch, vol. 45 (Washington, 1).C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1963): see
gras veras esse efian ipse Juvenit sive apud se sive ipsa mentis duice peiitate . ,

_ Del 12,3 (CCL 48, 3538), trans. Hemry Bettenson (London: Pengnin, 2003):

3 De dvitate
e civtfe - ) . '
Hegibilis fudis, qua discornii

De vitiis quippe wine loquiviny elis naturae, i firons inest capax infe
Justim ab infusfo. ) ' o .
5 Confessiones 12.25.35 (CCL 27, 235}, uans. Henry Chadwick (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1991): Si mubo videntus venim esse girod dicis ef ambo vidents vertin esse qriod dico, i,
, I : : ) N y

id vidomns? Nec ego ntique i fe nec e in ne, sed ambo ipsa quae supra nienies nostras

quiaese, : ‘
senini det nosti luce won contenndaniis.

est incomistabil] veritate. e erg de ipsa d
> De wiag Russ : ¢ Laihers o
the Churdr, vol. 59 (Washington, 13 C.: The Carholic University of America Press, 1968):

SGUITIN . S e : . /65)
id est fufellect atque ratione, ea quident loguiniur,

Cunr vero de Wis agitur, quae nterle coUSpciing, ‘
y . Lirgo ne hne guideni doceo vera

qitde praesentia contiemne i ifla interiore fice veritatis, gha ipse ..

dicons vera intnemtens; docetur enim non varbis weis, sed ipsis rebus deo imtis pandente manifestis,
J

istro 12,40 (CCL 29, 1978}, trans. Robert P, Russell 0.8 AL in The athers of

Introduction
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“We contemplate the inviolable truth ... in the light of the etemnal types.”

“The ideas [forms/formae, species, reasons/rationes| are certain original and
principle forms of things, i.e. reasons, fixed and unchangeable .. eternal and
existing always in the same state, contzined in the Divine Intelligence,
Though they themselves neither come into being nor pass away, neverthe-
less everything which can come into being and pass away ... is formed in
accord with these ideas .. it is by participation in these that whatever is
exists in whatever manner it does exist. .., the rational soul ... can concem-
plate these ideas ... by a certain inner and intelligible countenance, indeed
an cye of its owa ... in the measure that {the rational seul] has clung to God
— [ttis] imbued in some way and illumined by Him with lght, intelligible
light ... and discerns ... those reasons ... called ideas, or forms, or specics.”’

Cognitive process

“The earth 15 visible and light is visible but the earth cannot be seen unless
it 15 brightened by light. Se, likewise for those things, which .. everyone.
understands and acknowledges ... to be most true, one must belicve they
cannot be understood unless they are iliumined by something else as by their
own sun. Therefore just as in the sun one may remark three certain things,
namely that it s, that it shines, and that it illumines, so also in that most
hidden God whom you wish to know there are three things, namely, that
He is, that He is known, and that He makes other things to be known.”®

¢ win. 9.6.9(CCL 50, 301), wans, McKenna: sed infeniur inviolabilen: veritate ex qibd peyfecte qrat it

possimius dafindantes ow quails sit snivseuiusque howinis iens, sed quails esse semipitenis sationibus debear,

7 De diversis quaestionfbus actoginta wibus 46 (CCL 44A, 70-3), cans. David L. Mosher in
The Fathess of the Chiirei, vol. 70 (Washingron, D.C.: Catholic University of Ametica Press,
1982): ddeas ... vel formas vel species dicere, nt verbune e verbo trangferve pideamur ... Sunt namigne
ideac piincipafes quoedam formae vel rationes serwm stabiles atqire fncommutabiles, quoe fpsae formatae
fon sunt ac per hoc aefernac ac semper eodett miodo sese habentes, quoe divina iiellegmutia canfineniur.
Et cum ipsae neque oriantir sieque intercant, seawndumi eas tmmen formari dicitur omie quiod osK ef
interite potest et omne quod ovitur ef interfr, Anima vers negatur eas intwert posse nisi rationalis, ea
stii parte qua excellit, id est ipsa wenic atgue ratione, quasi quadam facie vel vanlo suo inferiore g
futellegibili . Sed anima ratienalis fnuter eas res, quae suut q deo conditae ommia stiperal et deo
proxima est, quande puri esi; eique D guanfum caritate cohaesert, in tantum ab oeo lomine o
fnielfegibili pesfusa quodanunado et inftistrata cernit non per corporeos ocrilos, sed per ipsius sl prin-
dpale quo excelflit, id est per futellegentiont suam, istas ationes, anaitin visione fit beatissima, Quas
ratfones, i dictim est, sive fdeas sive fortas sive species sive rationes lice vocare, et miulits concediinr
appelare guod Tibet, sed panucissimis videre quod verunr est.

Sofifoguia 1.8,13, tvans. Thomas ¥, Gilligan in The Fatliers of the Chuschr, vol, 5 (Washington,
D.C: Catholic University of America Press, 2008): Naw et ferva visibilis et ltix; sed tersa nisi fnce
infristrata viderl non potest. Brgo et illa, quae s disciplinis tadugiiny, atiae quisquis intellegit verissinig esse
sitdlla dubitatione concedit, credenduinm est ea now posse intellegi, wisé ab alio quasi stio sole infisuertur,
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“He who teaches us, namely, Christ ... 35 the Wisdom which every rational
soul does indeed consalt. ... 1f the soul is sometimes mistaken, this does
ot come about because of any defect on the part of the umth it consu]t'ed
just as it is not through any defect in the light cutside us that our bodily

: 9
eyes are often deceived.”

“The nature of the intellectual mind is so formed as to see those things,
which according to the disposidon of the Creator are subjoined o intel-
ligible things m the natural order, in a sort of incomore'.al .11ght‘ of its own
kind, as the eye of the flesh sees the things that lic about;t in t.h1s corpor,e’?{lJ
light, of which light it is made to be receptive and to which it is adapted.

“Vou have scen many true things and you distingnished them by that l%ght
which shone upon you when you saw theny; raise your eyes 0 that light
itself and fix them upon i, if you can. ... It is impossible, hO\-\‘f]CVC‘L', to fix
your gaze upon this, so as to behold it clearly and distinctly.”

Cognitive certitude

“That light revealed to our interior eyes these and other things that are

. ‘ 2
likewise certain.”

° ag, 11.38 (CCL 29, 196), trans. Russell: Hie autem, qui consulittir, ‘dOCL’!, qm’l mlt'merforf
homine habitare dicius cst Chidstus, id est incommutabilis dei vivtus atgiie sempierita sapienfie, qu'mu
quidem ompis rationalis aniira consrelie, sed tantinn cuwique pandifur, quaiiliing capere proprr:rlgt)rql:rtrw-x
cine malani siue bonaut velustaient potest. Bt si quando fallivie, non it vitio constffac veritatis, if
neque Tuitis quae foris est, ficis wititnt est, qriod corporei ocufi saepe Sathartnr, quany licert de rebus
yisibilibes consull fatemuy, tit eas nobis, quamiinl cenieie valetinis, ostendaf, N '
nin, 12.15.24 (CCL 50, 378), wans, McKenna Seel potins credendum est nentis il)ft\’”t’(‘mah‘s
ita conditam esse aatvany nf vebus intellegibitibns nanali ordine dispenente condifore subjiincta sic
istn wideat in quadam luce sni genevis incerpored griemaduadiit ocihis camis videf quae i hac corporen

n

bice craimadiaeent, ciins fids capax elque congrtiens est oealits, "
U e 15.27.50 (CCL 50, 532-3), twans. McKenna: Nempe eigo artlta wera widisti eaque
discrenisti ab illa fice qua obi frceme vidisti. Atiofle oarles in ipsam ficens et eos in ea fige si
pates... Sed ad hoc dilticide perspiateqite cernendu non potes ibi acieny figeve. sed illa fux quac non
esi qread t et hoe bl ostendit aliud esse illas incorporeas simultndines corporunt et alind esse verm
quod cis reprobatis fntellegentia confrentinn, o
2 gy, 15.27.50 (CCL 30A, 533), trans, McKenna: Hace et alia similiter corta octilis s

interioribiis frex ila mronstrait.
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Kunowledge of God

“It remains for it to be converted to Him by whom it was made more
and more ro live by the fount of life to see light in His light (I’salm
35:10) and to become perfect, radiant with light, and in complete
happiness.”"”

“The Light by which the soul is illumined in crder that it may see and
truly understand everything .. is God Himself .., when it ties to behold
the Light, it trembles in its weakness and finds itself unable to do so.
When it is carried off and after being withdrawn fiom the senses of the
body is made present to this vision in a more perfoct manner, it also sees
above itself that Light, in whose ilhumination it is enabled to see all the
objects that it sees and understands in itself.”!

Interpretations of Divine Illumination
in Augustine’s Thought

According to the general scholarly consensus, “no other important aspect
of Augustine’s philosophy is as difficult to understand and to explain as
this netion that God in some way illumines the mind of man.”" Because
of the many alleged ambiguities surrounding illumination theory, some
have argued that Augustine ncver intended to present a coherent and
comprehensive account of cognition; either that, or he simply assumed
that his meanmg would be intelligible to his readers.”® For one or both

15 . ; . . .
confo 15.4.5, trans, Chadwick: aui restar converti ad wini, a quo facta esr, el miapis magisque

pivere apuid foriten vitae, et i fumine eins videre Tonen et perfiet ef inlustast et bear.,

" De Genest ad Titteram 12,3159, ed P, Agaesse and A, Solignac in Qeneres de St. Arigristin,
valy 48-9; trans. John Haummond Taylor, in The Literal Meaning of Genesis. vol. 2 (New
Youk: Paulist Press, 1982) Naw flnd fan ipse Deus est, haec antein creatirn, quampis rationafis
el dutellectialis ad eivs fuaginem facta, quae cun conatir fumen Mud intueni palpicai infirmitate et
s valet, Inde est tamien quidguid insellegit siaut valet, Cumr ergo Mluc rapitur et a camalibus
stibtracta sensibus Hli visionl expressing praesentatur nos spatiis locaiibis, sed todo qradany sk, etiam
supra se videt iffud guo aditita videt quidquid etiam te se intelcgends videt

" Ronald Nash, The Light of the Mind: St Angustine’s Theory of Kuowledge {(Lexington:
University Press of Kentucky, 2003), 92; sce also Gareth B, Marthews, “Knowledge and
Mumination,” in The Canbridge Conpanion 1o Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001), 180

*ORL Allers, “St. Augustine’s Doctrne on tamiation,” Frandscan Studies 12 (1952),
27-46.
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of these reasons, some scholars have said that the bishop made no effort
to compile a doctrine of knewledge in one specﬁc work but remame.d
content to scatter his remarks about the divine light all throughoue his
writings.” o .

Although many who hold these viewpoints proclaim 1t 1111.p0551.ble ‘;md
pointless to try to decipher Augustine’s meaning concerning 1llunynat1cm,
others insist there is an account to be found in the pages of bis works
and strive to uncover it. The interpretations that have been formulated
by scholars since the later Middle Ages — when diverse opinions concern-
ing the nature of illumination began to emnerge tor .Whi;t seems to be the
Arst time — can be classified into two main categories.

Thomism

According to the interpretation of ﬂlumimtion.that falls within 'the first
category, that of the thirteenth-century t11091ogla11 Tl".iomas Aquu.las, tl’.l{-)
divine light simply imparts an intrinsic cognitive capacity to form 1de'715 131
the way Aristotle described.”® In other words, 1t is tl.le source of the mind’s
competence to form mental images of sense objects and. §ubsequ-ent1‘y
employ those umages in formulating ideas about related realities, which is
to engage in abstractive rcasoning. ‘
The interpretations that fall within the second category define ﬂlumma.—
tion in one way or another as an extrinsic inﬂgence, orlas a .forc.c that 1is
super-added to the cognitive capacity. In‘this nstance, ﬂh.mnnatmn“ does
not provide an intrinsic capacity to form ideas from experience or “from
below.” Rather, it bestows the ideas themselves. By some accounts, these
ideas that Aow from above provide the very content of thought; in others,
they regulate thought processes or verify the certitude of the thoughes the

mind formulates.

7 G .. Scheurzinger, The Gemman Controsersy on Sainf Augnstine’s Mrmination Theory
(New York: Pageant P'ress, 1960y, 11/ ﬁ ‘

15 Por 2 more elaborate treatment of the interpretations that have bean offercd in the late
modieval and madern periods, see Nash (2003) and Scheutzinger {1960). For an account
that covers the medieval period through che thirteenth century, see Lydia Schuglachcr,
“Iyivine Mumination,” in The Cxford Guide to fie Historical Reception of Augustine (Oxford:
. i jversity Press, forthcoming),

&)szijngi;ilenj aclvocates of this account include Maurice De Wulf, Charles Boyer, and

F. Cavre.
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Ontologism

On the ontelogist interpretation propounded by Renaissance figures such
as  Marsilio TFicino, the seventeenth-century philosopher Nicholas
Malebranche, and later modern scholars like Vicenzo Gioberti, G, Ubaghs,
and Johannes Hessen, the divine light immediately imparts all of che
content of knowledge, whether it be about empirical reality cor abstract
ideas formed upon the basis of expericnce.™ As a result of illumination’s
intellectual impact in these respects, all things are said to be seen “in
God,” who gives the mind His cwn ideas about everything there is.

Innatism

Ancther interpretation of illumination, perhaps the most popular amongst
contemporary scholars, holds that the light is the source of a set of innate
ideas for all things from ordinary objects to abstract concepts like good-
ness, truth, beauty, and justice.” Following Plato, Augustine apparently
held these ideas (ultimately located in the mind of God) to be essential
to human knowing, insofar as “everything which the bodily sensc touches
and which is called sensible is constantly changing ... [and] that which
does not remain stable cannot be perceived; therefore, truth in any
genuine sense is not something to be expected from the bodily senses, ™

an

Nash, The Light of the Mind, 102[f. and Scheutzinger The German Controversy an Saint
Ausgustine’s Hwninavion Theory (19603, 306,

* John Rist, Angustine: Anelent Thought Baptized (Cambridge: Cambridge Universicy Press,
1994); see also Richard Ackweorth, *'T'wo Studles in Augustine’s Thought: God and Human
Kunowledge,” “The Downside Review 75 (1657), 207-14; Vernon J. Bowrke, “Light of Love:
Augustine on Moral lumination,” Medigealin 4 (1978), 13-31; Brizn Hardin, “Skepticism,
Hlumination and Christianity in Avgustine's Contra Academicos,” Awgrstinian Studies 34:2
(2003), 197-212; Peter Iing, “Augustine on the Impossibility of Teaching,” Metapliifosophy
29 (1998), 179-95; Robert Lauder, “Auguostine: Mluminaden, Mysticism, and Person,” in
Augustine: Mystic and Mystagogue (New York: Peter Lang, 1994); Louis H. Mackey, *The
Mediator Mediared: Faith and Reason in Augustine’s e magisiro,” Franciscan Studies 42
(1982), 135-65; Gareth B. Matthews, “Knowledge and [Mumination,” 171-85; Michacl
Mendelson, "By the Things Themselves: Eudaimonismm, Direct Acquaintance, and
Muwmination in Augnstine’s De magistro,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 39:4 (2001),
467-89; Joscph Owens, “Faith, Ideas, Tumination, and Experience,” in The Cambridge
History of Later Medieval Phitosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 440-59;
Eugene TeSelle, Augnstine the Theologian (Bugene: Wipf and Sctock, 2002}, 103-7

2 diw. qu. S, trans, Mosher.
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In order to eliminate the threat of skepticism that accompanies the
affirmation thet perceptual experience of changing reality cannot afford
any true or certam knowledge, innatist Interpretets arguc, Augustine dein-
onstrates as Plato does that the mind has access to cternal and unchanging

intelligible truths.” By turning away from the changing scnses and into

the self where these ideas for things are stored, the mind recovers or is
Wumined by its deep-scated ideas and thereby gains access to the genume
knowledge of created realities that it cannot actually derive from the
experience of created reality itsell

Although Augustine rejects the supposedly Platonic notion that this act
of lumination, which Plato described in terms of recollection, involves
remembering ideas perccived In a previous hfe, he maintains that these
ideas are in some sense constitutive of the human mind.* In fact, they
are the sign of Christ’s presence m the mind. To make use of them 1s to
come under the influence of His continuous ilhunination, which saves

human knowledge from skepticism.

Franciscanism

In the standard TFranciscan interpretation, most famously  formulated
by Bonaventure, illumination s the source of certain a priori or transcen-
dental concepts. These concepts do not afford the actual content of
knowledge as in the ontclogist and mmatist interpretations. Rather, they
regulate the process of cognition so as to ensure that the concepts the
mind gencrates with respect to its experiences correspond to the divine
ideas about reality and are therefore absolutely certain, Some of
Bonaventure’s Franciscan colleagues, including William of Auvergne,
Roger Bacon, and Roger Marston, went so0 far as to say (aifer the
cleventh-century Arab scholar Avicenna) that the mind that performs
the work of the homan mind is that of God Himself.” For his own part,
Bonaventure preferred to argue that human knowing is something like a
cooperative effore or shared “concursus™ on the part of the human and

divine minds.

2 Rist, Augusiine 42fF

o Iid., 31,

% Portalie has more recently espoused this interpretation of illamination in an article
on Augustine reprinted i A Guide fo the Thought of St Augustine, trans. Ralph Bastian
(Chicago: Regnery, 1960).
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Idealism

The idealist interpretation that has recently been cspoused by Bruce

Bubacz resembles the Franciscan one in many l’espects.%

For Bubacz,
illumination 15 the source of a priori concepts, which he calls “principal
ideas.” The mind gains access to these ideas when it attends to the “inner
man” where the ideas are stored. In Bubacz’ view, the innate nature of
the principal ideas docs not undermine the empirical sources of human
knowledge. On what he calls his “cartographic model,” the principal ideas
only provide a blueprint or map for comprehending the “terrain” of
created reality and for making sense of the objects that are encountered
thers. In sum, the principal ideas act as rules of judgment. In the last
chapter of his work, Bubacz likens Augustinian illumination construed
“carcographically” to idealist epistemologies, and thus recasts the theory
in a “non-theistic” manner, which he hopes contemporary philosophers
will find plausible.

Formalism

Formalism 1s the intcrpr}et&tion of illumination that was advocated by the
renowned medievalist, Etienne Gilson. According to Gilson, Augustine
never gave a full-Aedged account of knowledge and iflumination. Even
so, 1t Is possible to deduce from his writngs an account of divine illumi-
nation that seeins to anticipate the more systematic theory of Bonaventure
and other Franciscans, in which the divine light 18 not only the source of
the natural light of the human intellect, but also the means through which
certain divine ideas are impressed on the mind. Although those ideas do
not produce the content of cognition itself, nor “take the place of the
intellect when it thinks the truth,”®" Gilson nonetheless affirms that the
innate ideas act as the yules by which the mind validates ideas. In this
way, he concludes, llumination plays a “formal” role in human cognition;
it “checks” the truth of the ideas the mind forms of its own accord so as
to scrve as the final guarantor of their certitude,

2 i ' .
Bruce Bubacz, Saint Angustine’s Theory of Knowledge: A Contemporary Analysis {New

York: Cdwin Mellin Press, 1981); idem , “Augustine’s Ilumination Theory and Epistemic
Structuring,” Awugustinian Studies 11 (1980), 35-48,

" Brienne Gilson, The Chiistian Philosophy of St. Augustine, trans, L, E. M. Lynch (London:
Victor Gollancz, 19613, 79, For the full discussion of lumination, sce 77-97.
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Problems in interprefation

Although all thesc interpretations of illumination assume that the divine
light is the source of the matural human capacity to make sense of the
world, only the reading of Thomas Aquinas limits the light t(.a that. Wh?t
human persens passively receive through illumination on his account is
the ability to be active knowing agents. From this perspective, the mind
is illumined in order to illumine reality as it generates its own idcas. In
the “extrinsic” interpretations, by contrast, the mind is simply Mlumined.
[t assumes a passive role in its own acts of knowing, fo the extent that
illumination provides not only a capacity to form ideas but also the ideas
themselves, which either offer the very content of thought, sustain the
process of cognition, or cstablish the certitude of human notions.

While many scholats are prepared to recognize the genius of Thoma?’
interpretation of illuminadon, and they often acknowlledge'that there is
nothing intrinsically problematic about identifying illumination with
source of the intellectual capacity, they virtually unanimously deny that
this reading captures what Augustine meant by ilumination.” Some go
so far as to say that Aquinas’ Amstotclian rendering of ilhnﬂnination. 18
“contrary to the |Platonic] spirit of Augustine’s philosophy,™ according
to which God gives 1deas to the mund “from above” as opposed to ena-
bling them to be formed by the mind itself, as if “from bclav‘v_” .

For many readers, Platonic recollection or Augustmian illumination and
Aristotelian abstraction represent mutually exciusive theories of knowl-
cdge ™ In spite of the virtues of the Aristotelian interp%'etation of Augustine,
consequently, that interpretation is not generally believed to find support
in the writings of Augustine himself®' According to some readers, Thomas

Ibid., 83—G; Lander, “Augustne: Hlumination, Mysticism, and Person,” 181; TeSelle,
Angustine the Theologian, 105,
¥ Nash, The Light of the Mind, 100.
 This view s espoused by Mary Beth Ingham and Mechthild Dryer in e Plilosophical
Pision of Johni Duns Seotns (Washington, 1D.C.: Catholic University of America D'ress, 20043,
See ;1155 Gordon Lelf The Dissolution of the Medieval Outlook: Au Essay o Imellectinal and
Spirittial Change {n the Foneteenth Ceatiry (New York: New York University Press, 1996),
The author swrites ther illumination and abstraction as “two modes of knowledge are fin-
damentally autithetical and can be legitmacely regarded as the touchstone of the difference
between Aligustindan and Aristotelian epistemology” (0.9).
5 Bhienne Gilson, “Réflexions sur la contoverse S, Thomas-S. Augustin,” in Adélanges
Mandonnet:  etides  dhistoire Nitdraive et doctiinale  du - Moyen .f-f(gv (Paris: Viin, [1930),
371-83.
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was well aware that he undermined Augustine’s real views when he for-
mulated his own thoughts on the matter.”

The interpretations that construe dlumination as some sort of extrinsic
intellectual conditioning are normally said to present viable readings of
Augustine’s texts on illumination, inasmuch as they emphasize the radical
reliance of the human intellect on the ongoing aid of the divine ideas in
what is supposed to be a characteristically Augustinian way. Unfortunately,
however, these interpretations are accompanied by numerous philosophical
problems, Where illumination offers all cognitive conrent as in the ontolo-
gist account, for instance, it appears to provide premature recourse to the
thoughts or even the visien of God. In this case and in that of the innatist
mterpretation, illumination bypasses the indispensable.cmpirical sources of
human knowledge, promoting a dualistic perspective according to which
the senses are inferior to and unnecessary for the work of the mind.

Moreover, when lumination is said to interfere with the cognitive
process, as per the Franciscan interpretation, it seems to overtake the work
that is technically proper to the mind. Here, human acts of knowing
become a “zero-sum game™ in which human and divine minds compete
to accomplish one and the same task, which is the specifically human task
of knowing. In cases where illumination serves to guarantee the truth and
certitude of the mind’s ideas, 1t is hard to say how the mind’s certainty
is anything but artificial; and if the mind’s certainty is not generated of
its own accord but imposed from the outside, knowledge becomes subject
to skepticism: the very end that illumination is introduced to help the
intellect evade.™

With the situation in the scholarship on Augustine’s illumination
account in view, it becomes fairly plain to see why questions concerning
the purpose and plausibility of Augustine’s theory of knowledge have
long remained so controversial and unresolved. The impasse m che
interpretation of Augustine’s account is atributable to the facc that
there seems to be no philosophically viable way to interpret illumination
that remains faithful to Augustine’s mtentions. The schelar must opt to
construe illumination in a manner that undermines the mind’s integrity
or to preserve that integuty at the high cost of denying that God
interferes in human cognition in the ways Augustine seems to imply that

He does.

Y Nash, The Light of the Miud, 96,

® This is how David Burrell desedbes it in Faith and Freedom, 171.

Btienne Gilson, History of Chifsiian Philosophy i the Middle Ages (New York: Random
House, 1955}, 447.

34
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Interpretations of Divine Illumination
in Medieval Thought

In the late nineteenth century, there was a great flourishing of scholarship
on the Middle Ages. Around this time, Pope Leo XIII 1ssued his encyclical
Aeterni Patris, which called Catholic thinkers to conduct new Inquiries
inte scholastic thought. His summons was motivated by the desire te
glean resources from the works of Aquinas for dealing with the challenges
to religious faith that were posed by the predominant philosaphies of
the tgmes. Around and after the tme of his call, an immense body of schoil-
arship on high medieval thought was constructed, and the academic
assumiptions that crystallized during the period — above all in the work of
Etienne Gilson — have in many cases been taken for granted by medievalists
ever since.”

For the present purposes, the most important of thesc assumptions have
to do with the division of late-medieval thinkers into “Augustinian” or
“Aristotelian” schools.™ While thirteenth-century Augustinians supposedly
advocated the illumination account, Aristotelians allegedly abandoned it.
Amongst medievalists, the accepted view is that members of the Franciscan
order, which was founded in the early thirteenth century, were the last
great proponents of the Augustinian tradition that went into decline at
the end of the century, mainly, if ironically, owing to intellectual maneu-
vers made by the Franciscans themselves.

This view is based on two further presuppositions. The first is that
Augustine never had a clearly defined theary of knowledge in mind when
he referred to illumination, The second is that Franciscans were especially
conservative scholars who wanted to give systematic expression to
Augustine’s account for the very first time.” Bonaventure is the Franciscan
who 15 believed to have accomplished this most effectively; he is the
one who codified the interpretation of Augustine according to which
the divine light is an extrinsic influence that supervises acts of knowing
in order to ensurc the truth and certitude of the mind’s concepts.

B See Gilson’s History of Clistion Philesophy in the Middle Ages; as it concerns illumiation,
the most complete accounts that have appeared in contemporary scholuship and that draw
their inspiration from Gilson arc Patrick James Doyle, “The Disintegracion of Divine
TIluminadon Theery in the Franciscan School” (Ph.D, diss,, Marquette University, 1984),
and Steven P, Marrone, The Light of Thy Countenance: Science and ihe ipowledye of Cod in
the Thirteenth Century, 2 vols (Leiden: Biill, 2001).

% Maurice De Wulf, “Augustimisme et Aristorélisme au Xllle sitcle: contribution i la
classification des écoles seolastiques,” Reviie Neoscofastigiee 8 (1901), 151-66.

7 Marrone, The Light of Thy Comenance, vol. 1, 134
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When Franciscans established themselves as conservative followers of
Augustine’s tradition, they supposedly set themselves up against “progres-
sive” members of the Dominican order, which was alse founded early m
the thirteenth century. Thomas Aquinas was perhaps the most important
scholar of that order. Together with his teacher Albert the Great, Aquinas
allegedly made a daring and drastic departure from the longstanding tradi-
tron of Augustine in his efforts to accommeodate the recently rediscovered
works of Arstotle. At the expense of eliminating Augustinian illumina-
tion, Aquinas appropriated Anstotle’s idea that the mind maintains an
independent capacity to engage in knowing by abstraction.

By inveking Augustine, most medievalists assune, Franciscans made
one last attempt to give his understanding of knowledge a chance to
compete with Aristotle’s.™ If Franciscans at the end of the thiteenth
century rejected dlumination and other traditional Augustinian arguments,
it is because they finally accepted the fact that Augustine had offered no
philosophy of knowledge as feasible as Aristotle’s.” While Augustine, as
Bonaventure interpreted him, posited an intellectually offensive divine
mterference in human knowledge, Aristotle upheld the autonomous
power of the human mind, while explaining the mind’s operations at an
unprecedented level of complexity and precision.

Since Aristotle’s ideas were more philosophically plausible than
Augustine’s, late thirteenth-century Franciscan thinkers, above all John
Duns Scotus, finally determined to abandon the tradition of Augustine,
especially his account of knowledge by illumination, as Aquinas had sup-
posedly already done. Scotus’ decision to side with Aristotle over Augustine
has led many medievalists to conclude that there is a basic break within
the Franciscan itellectual tradition itself* This break occurred as a result

¥ Dayle, “Disintegration of Divine [lumination Theory,” 4.

¥ Ibid, 114, In The Christian Philosoply of St. Augustine, Gilson writes that thirteentl-
century Pranciscans put forth “an attempr to develop an Augustinian docuine of knowledge
employing in some way the notions which had been introduced by Aristotle.” Yet “the
Midele Ages searched the writings of Augustine in vain for a theory of the formation of con-
cepts comparable o that of Aristotle,” inasmuch as 1 doctrine of abstraction is impossible to
find in Augustine, These words of Gilson are quoted by Doyle in “Disintegration of Divine
Mumination Theery in the Franciscan School,” 14-15; cf, Ltienne Gilson, “Sur quelques dit-
ficultés de I'illamination augustintenne,” Revue néoscolasiitie de phitesoplie 36 (1934), 321-31.
¥ Doyle, ‘Trisintegration of Divine Wumination Theory,” 6; Ingham and Dreyer,
Philosophical Vision of foln Drns Seotus, 22-3. Richard Cross, D Sconss (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1994), 3: “we cannet talk of a Franciscan tradition of theology that would
embrace Bonaventure and Scotus, the two most significant Franciscan theologians of the
middle ages. Scotus disagrees with Bonaventure almost as much as he disagress with the
Dominican Aquinas. On the other hand, much Franciscan theology after Scotus was driven
by the agenda set by Scows.”
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of a growing preference for Aristotle over Augustine m the thirteenth
century.!! While the earlier Franciscan school included genuine champions
of Augustine such as Bonaventure, the later school was led by the likes
of Scotus, who adopted an Aristotelianism that anticipated the rise of
modern philesophical ideologies.

Re-interpreting the History of Augustine’s
Theory of Knowledge

For all their differences, scholarly interpreters of illumination in the
thought of Augustine and his medieval readers appear to have one thing
in commeon; they secem to assume that the most effective way to analyze
arguments concerning llumination is to turn directly to them, that 1s, to
take medieval writings on illumination at face value, and to take these
face-value readings as the basis for efforts to determine what Augustine
means when he speaks of the divine light as well as to identify who
upholds his views on this topic in the later Middle Ages. From my per-
spective, this approach to mterpreting illummanon fails to take into con-~
sideration the fact that medieval philosophers from Augustine to the
thirteenth century were theologians first and foremost. In other words,
they conceived their views on divine illuminaton in keeping with pre-
conceived theological notions.

It seems reasonable to affirm that most contemporary philosophers do
not work from an explicitly theological point of view. In stark contrast
to Augustine and his medieval readers, philosophers today exhibit a ten-
dency to analyze questions of ordinary knowledge under one rubric and
questions of religious knowledge under another. Because they presuppose
these separate categories, which did not exist for Augustine and his pre-
modern interpreters, it seems unlikely that cthey will avoid projecting
their categories on to medieval texts — that is, unless they can devise a
way to interpret the texts and the theory of divine illununation discussed
in them from the theological cutleok that the authers of the texts took
for granted.

In addition to helping determine what Augustine and others meant by
fllumination, a mode of ingquiry that takes theclogical context into con-
sideration would make it possible to identify where there is continuity

9 Lefl, Dissolntion of the Medieval Onitlook, 26.
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and discontinuity of thought on illuminatdon amoengst Augustine and his
late medieval readers. The latter commonly cmployed a method of arguing
for their own opinions that invelved “finding” those opinions in the
writings of authorities who stoed for a cause with which they wished to
associate themselves — trustworthy tradition, in the case of Augustine, and
progressive thinking, in the case of Aristotle.

Since those who mveked Augustine were usually more concerned with
bolstering their views than his or those of any other autherity, it is not
entirely safe to assume that the scholars who appealed most often to
Augustine were genuinely Augustinian scholars, that is, to identify contr-
puaity of thought on the basis of face~-valuc readings of the relevant texis.
Incidentally, the same holds true in the case of charges scholastic thinkers
sometimes Jeveled against authoritics. Such challenges were not normally
dirceted against the authoritative source iself but against what was deemed
to be a questionable contemporary interpretation of that source. When a
scholar questioned an opimon atuibuted to Augustine or Anselm, for
example, he was not likely undermining the authonty of the authoritics
themselves but arguing agamst colleagues who espoused a reading of
Augustine or Anselm he found problematic. Later on, T will suggest that
this is preciscly what Aquinas was doing when he cnticized Augustine:
he was criticizing the Franciscan Augustine.

Because scholastics used the names of authorities as “code names”™ for
supporters and oppenents of the views they themselves wanted to estab-
lish, the contemporary mterpreter of scholastic texts must always bear in
mind that the substance of scholastic argument counts more than the
authonties invoked in the presentation of the argument. For this reason,
it is essential to look not merely to the philosophical terms that medieval
thinkers employed but also to the scurce of the meaning those terms and
arguments were being assigned, which in the case of divine illumination
is theological.

To this end, I am propesing te adopt a theological method in my
inquiry into the history of Augustine’s illumination theory. Where this
methed s utilized, the mvestigation of any divice llumination theory
begins with a preliminary study of the underlying doctrine of God and
the corellary doctrine of creation and above all human minds as images
of God. The latter dectrine detenmines the nature of the cognitive work
the mind performs as an image, and has implications for the way the
effects of the fall and redemption on the image, as well as the cognitive
preecess involved in re-conforming to the image, are construed.

Since illumination serves to illustrate cognition — or the process of
conforming to the image of God — my argument is that these preliminary
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theological inquiries are the key to deterrmining what the operation of the
light involves on any given account. Although undertaking such investiga-
flons might seem fike a roundabout way to arrive at an interpretation of
ilumination, and it is admittedly exceptional in the scholarship, T have
already indicated my reasons for taking this approach. In a contemporary
sitmation where the theological mindset of Augustine and his medieval
interpreters is not automatically assumed, the most direct way to discern
what they meant by illumination is in fact the roundabout way through
which the modem mind takes on the medieval thinker’s theological
point of view.

Aungustine

In the first chapter, on Augustine, [ will employ the theological method of
mterpretation outlined above to determine the function of illumination in
the bishop’s thought. In order to do this, I will conduct 2 focused study of
his treatise De Tiinitate, which will be supplemented by an excursus into
De Genesi ad litteram {(and occasionally, references to Confessiones). These
two theological works of Augustine’s maturity, which complement onc
another and were composed over roughly the same period of time, are not
normally consulted by interpreters of dlumination, who tend to cum strarght
to the most famous references to illumination Augustine makes in early
writings such as Seliloguia and De magistro.

In the first half of De Tiinitate, Augustine outlines his doctrine of God.
For this reason, my study begins there. Next, [ tum to De Gepesi ad lit-
feram, where the bishop explains what 1t means to say that the created
order and above all the human mind are made in the image of God, and
to acknowledge that the image was effaced at the fall, Returning to the
second half” of De Trinitate, 1 cover Augustine’s account of the effects
Christ’s redemptive work can have on those who lost God’s image at
the fall and discuss as he does what the gradual process of re-conforming
to that nmage entails. In this context, I explain the sense in which the
seven famous, albeit controversial, “psychological analogies” to the Trinity,
which Augustine outlines in the second half of his treatise, arc designed
to facilitate that process. Inasmuch as illumination illustrates cognition,
which is for Augustine the process of re-conforming the mind te God,
this study enables me to draw some conclustons as to what Augustne
means by illumination, especially mn Ius carly works.

This theologically contextualized investigation of illumination theory
will reveal that, contrary to popular opinion, Augustine conceived the
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light as the source of an intrinsic cognitive capacity that the mind gradu-
ally recovers as it forms a habit of operatmg by faith in God — that illu-
punation is not, therefere, some form of extrinsic intellectual conditioning,
As the study of De Tiinitate throws these things into relief, the theologi-
cally contextualized reading of the lumination account underscores the
status of De Trinitate as a pedagogical work intended te facilitate the efforts
of intcllectually-gifted readers to harness their whole minds for the under-
standing and advancement of Christian faith. Tn this way, the chapter
corroborates recent scholarly work that highlights the pastoral purpese of
the text and thereby clears it of some serious accusations that have been
leveled against 1t, accusations which only carry weight when that purpose
is overlooked.

Anselm

The second chapter, on Anselm, represents a first attempt to make a state-
ment about what it means to update Augustine’s views on knowledge and
ifumination. On the grounds that Anselm upheld Augustine’s theological
viewpoint, I will bypass some of the preliminary theelogical inquiries and
move straight inte a study of the way Anselm envisages the acts of imaging
God — or knowing — and re-conforming to His image.

The argument of this chapter turns on the contention that Anselnys
Monologion and Prosiegion fulfill much the same pedagogical purpose as the
two halves of Augustine’s De Trnitate — as Anselm himself intimates. In
the first text, Anselm delineates his obviously Augustinian doctrine of the
Trinity and creation in the mage of God. In the second, he presents his
notorious argument for the existence of God. Far from the sort of a priori
proof for God that many medem readers have imagined it to be, 1
contend that this argument is a “formula” for conforming to the image
of God — for becoming “living proof” for His existence — not unlike the
psychological analogies Augustine presents in the second half of his treatise
on the Trnity.

Ansclm claims to have received this conceptual tocl for conforming to
God in a2 moment of illumination. Furthermore, he ¢laims to present it
in the interest of helping those secking to undergo an increase in illumi-
nation, which is sumply to undergo the renewal of the image of God.
Although Anselm offers his resource in a form of argument that differs
significantly from Augustine’s, for the sake of relevance in his eleventh-
century intclicctual context, he seems to have the same theologically-
motivated goal as Augusunc in mind, which is to help his readers learn
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to see all reality in light of faich in God, as if by second nature. By trans-
lating Augustine’s message into what were then more helpful terms, I
conclude that Anselm updates Augustine’s pastoral project.

Divine illumination in transition

The vyears intervening between the death of Anschn in 1109 and 1237,
when Bonaventure became Minister General of the Franciscan order,
were years of tremendous transition in the West. The first step toward
showing that Bonaventure developed innovative views on knowledge and
ilumination involves a discussion of the changes that transpired during
this period which made it possible for him to re-define knowledge and
illumination, even on the authority of Augustine. In eatly scctions of the
chapter, 1 describe some of the most important intellectual phenomena
that occurred during this time, including the founding of the universitics,
the development of scholastic methed, and the wanshtion movement
which introduced the writings of Aralb and Greek philesophers, espe-
cially Avicenna and Aristotle, to Latin thinkers. In this context, briefly
outline Avicenna’s account of knowledge, which exerted a strong influ-
cnce on early Franciscan thought.

Later in the chapter, I cover some of the key changes that took place
in society at this time, cxplaining how the Franciscan and Dominican
orders were founded in response to some of the new religious needs.
From this peint, T proceed to discuss how the new orders of mendicant
fidars became mvolved in the life of the young Umversity of Paris. In
demonstrating how the Franciscans in particular went about the task of
establishing their own intellectual tradition in the academic context, 1 note
that they adopted the new theology of Richard of St. Victor, This theol-
ogy lent itself to the appropriation of an Avicennian philosophical outlook,
which Franciscans articulated in the terms of Augustine for the sake of
associating themselves with his longstanding tradition. The mature expres-
sion of the theological and philosophical views that early Franciscan
scholars developed can be found in the wrinngs of Bonaventure.

Bounaventure

In chapter four, [ resume the use of the full fledged theological method
of interpretation 1 employed in investigating Augustine’s thought on
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iDumination. I start by explaining the description of God’s Triune nature
which Bonaventure derives from the work of the twelfth-century mystic,
Richard of St. Victor, following the example set by his predecessors in
che first generation of Franciscan scholars, From that account, 1 demon-
strate that Bonaventure deduces a novel theory about the natural order
and the human being as creations in God's image.

[n order to give philosophical articulation to the innovative philosophi-
cal views that follow from his theological perspective, Bonaventure turns
to Avicenna, not explicitly, but implicitly, through his cfforts to codify
and elaborate the metaphysics and theory of knowledge thar had been
formulated by his Franciscan forebears. In Bonaventure’s theory of knowl-
edge, the re-interpretation of Anselm’s argument along Avicennian lines
as an a priori argument for God’s existence — the first of its kind in
the West — had an instrumental role to play in giving an account of
St. Francis’ intimate cognitive connection with God.

In keeping with the new and distinctly Franciscan understanding of
what it means to reflect God’s image or to know, T show that Bonaventure
advances ann unprecedented account of confbrmity to God in his landmark
treatise, the Inerarium mwentis In Dewrt, a work that is typically thought to
be the last and best medieval expression of the ascent to the knowledge
of God which Augustine outlined in works like De T¥inifate. There and
elsewhere, Bonaventure depicts illumination as an extrinsic divine aid that
regulates human thought processes in order to ensure that knowledge as
he defines it 15 readily attainable for these who express love for God in
a distinctly Franciscan way.

By expressing such views in the language of Augustine and Anselm,
Bonaventure lends authoritative support to his Franciscan ideals. Although
his mvocation of Augustine and Anselm has led the majority of scholars
to conclude that the Franciscan General is the last great medieval cham-
pion of the Augustinian tradition, my efforts to identify the connection
between Bonaventure’s theological assumptions and philosophical perspec-
tives confirm that he departs from the longstanding Augustinian tradition
on the authority of Augustine himself,

Aguinas

The purpose of the fOfth chapter, on Aquinas, is to throw the non-
Augistinian character of Bonaventure’s thought on illumination into fufler
relief by arguing that it is Aquinas rather than Bonaventure who works
in continuity with Augustme in the thirteenth century. While advancing
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this argument, incidentally, 1 will gesture once again toward what is
involved in updating Avgustine’s views on knowledge and illuminatiorn
in a new context. My argument for Aquinas’ Augustinianism runs counter
to the majority view, according to which Thomas abandoned traditional
Augustinian views on knowledge, mcuding illumination and an @ priori
proof for God’s existence, in favar of the Aristotelian theory of knowledge
by abstraction and a posteriorf proofs.

That argument is based on the common knoewledge that Aquinas, like
Anselm, upheld Augustine’s essential theological positions, even though
he rendered them more precise in many respects. On the uncontested
orounds that Aquinas is a theological Augustinian, I will bypass some of
the preliminary theological inquiries as 1 did in the chapter on Anselm
and turn directly to an investigation of the way Aqumas conceives the
nature of knewing or imaging God in his Summa Theologiae.

That werk, I centend, falls within a genre of pedagogical works,
together with Augustine’s De Tiinitate and Anselm’s Menologion and
Proslogion, which are designed to carry the reader all the way through the
process of conforming to the image of God. Following the cxample of
his Augustinian forebears, Aquinas seeks to facilitate this process by pro-
viding contextually relevant conceptual resources for engaging in it,
namely, his famous “five ways” of demonstrating God’s existence.
Although Aquinas admittedly rejects the Pranciscan interpretation of
Augustine’s 1deas about knowledge and illumination in his Swiima, T show
that he centinucs to advecate genuinely Augustinian notions about cogni-
fion even while advancing them in a new intellectual situation through
the invocation of authorities such as Aristotle.

Divine illinination in decline

The purpose of the sixth chapter is to explain why late thirteenth-century
Franciscans, above all John Thuns Scotus, finally abandoned the account
of knowledge by dlumination. My study begins with a brief treatment of
Peter John Olivi, a controversial Franciscan figure who came under che
influence of Bonaventure’s teachings during his studies in Paris, and who
was the first to call attention to inconsistencies in the interpretation of
illumination as an extrinsic or supcrvisory influence that his Franciscan
master had espoused. Although Bonaventure had welcomed the interfer-
ence of the divine in human knowing, taking it as a sign of the mind’s
intimate relationship with God, successors such as Olwvi regarded that
intervention as intellectually offensive and philosophically problematic,
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In the wake of Olivi’s critique, Henry of (Ghent, 2 member of
the clergy and a great Franciscan sympathizer, recast the role of illumina-
tion in the hope of enabling the account as Bonaventure more or less
understood it to evade the problems Olivi had justly associated with i,
John Duns Scotus rejected all forms of illomination theory derived
from Bonaventure once and for all when he pronounced Henry’s attempts
to argue for illumination irreparably flawed. Although Scotus and many
of his Franciscan contemporaries abandoned illumination, [ will note
that the version of the account they rejected was not Augustine’s but
Bonaventure's, or the reduced version of Bonaventure's theory that was
formulated by Henry of Ghent. (fontr;xry to comunon opinion, conse-
quently, Augustine’s account was never pronounced implausible; it was
simply obscured,

Though late thirteenth-century Franciscans ceased to invoke illumina-
rion, [ contend that they continued to proffer the Franciscan definition
of knowledge that had been essential to their intellectual tradition from
the start. By eradicating what came to be regarded as a philosophical
inconsistency in Bonaventure’s definition of knowledge, they only carried
his account te its logical conclusion, positioning it to prevail against com-
peting accounts, above all, that of Aquinas.

Toward the end of this chapter, 1 will highlight how efforts to interpret
the philosophical views of key medieval thinkers like Augustine, Anselm,
Bonaventure, and Aquinas in their proper theological context tends to
reconfigure the picture of the late medieval intellectual landscape that is
generally portrayed in the scholarly literature. In fact, those efforts rein-
force the reverse of many common opinions about the character of late
medieval thought. They confirm, for example, that lumination was not
some kind of extrinsic and thus implausible intellectual mfluence for
Augustine, but the source of an intrinstc cognitive capacity that is gradu-
ally recovered as the mind regains the ability to work for its originally
intended purpose, namely, for the glory of God; that Aquinas rather than
Bonaventure upheld a genwinely Augustiman outlook on knowledge; that
there is not so great a break between the schools of Bonaventure and
Scotus as is normally supposed; in summary, that the standard divisions
between “Augustinian” and “Anstotchan” philosophers of the Middle
Ages are not entirely tenable and might plausibly be replaced with theologi-
cal categories.

The introduction of theological categories would call for a distinc-
tion between Augustinian theologians who put Aristotle and many
other thinkers to use in advancing an apologetic agenda, and Victorine
theologians who put Avicenna into the service of ardculating a certain
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spirituality. In other werds, it would lead contemporary scholars to draw
the lines of medieval schools of thought between Dominicans and
Franciscans rather than Aristotelians and Awgustinians, and thus to study
late medieval intellectual phenomena from the perspective of late medieval
thinkers, that is, from a perspective that is theological,

In closing this chapter T will note that, in rccent years, numerous
scholars have called attention to the fact that many of the philosophical
views that late medieval Pranciscans such as John Duns Scotus promoted
bear striking resemblance to those that came te dominate in the modern
period, many of which have had problematic repercussions. In light of
that, I will evaluate the extent to which a connection between latc medi-
eval Franciscan and modern thought can and cannot be made. Here, my
main line of argument will be that Franciscan ideals, cspecially epistemo-
logical ones, served and sull serve a highly beneficial purpose within the
context of Franciscan faith, If they came to cause problems, this can only
be because the ideals were removed from their original context and uscd
for purposcs that the Franciscans themselves never envisaged or intended,

Divine illumination: the future of Aungustine’s
theory of knowledge

Although T resist holding Franciscan thinkers accountable for the later
de-contextualization of their views, [ will nevertheless acknowledge in the
last chapter of this book that the de-contextualization of the Franciscan
philosophy of knowledge did apparently occur. Furthermore, [ will briefly
describe the epistemological consequences of this intellectual phenomenon,
above all, the genesss of the problems of proving the rationality of faith
and the very possibility of knowledge that plague philosophers today.

As T will have hinted earlier, knowledge as Aungustine and his fellowers
understood it does not create such insurmountable problems. In light of
that, T will suggest in concluding that contemporary philosophers may
wish to go about addressing these problems in a new way in future. This
way would not involve relying on or reacting against the epistemological
presuppositions that have been handed down as a result of certain late
medieval epistemological developments, but recovering  Augustine’s
account of knowledge by illumination after the manner of Anselm and
Aquinas, namely, by translating it into philosophical terms that are intel-
ligible and relevant today.

Augustine (AD 354—430)

Introduction

When scholars tum to mterpret Augustine’s account of knowledge by
llumination, they usually look first at works such as Seliloguia, and above
all De magistro, which he composed shortly after his conversion in 386,
for these contain some of the most well-known and extended passages
dealing explicitly with illumination. Those who consult later works nor-
mally only do se to obtain additional references to the divine light rather
than theological context. If neglecung to consider Augustinian illumina-
tion within its proper theological framework complicates the effort to
interpret its function, as I have already suggested, then one may wonder
why the schelarly habit of taking Augustine’s illumination arguments at
face value has not been challenged in the past.

So far as [ can tell, there are at least two main reasons why divine
Hlumination has not yet been the subject of a theological interpretation,
The first 1s that the treatse where Augustunc offers che theological context
most pertinent to the interpretation of llumination, namely De Trinifate,
has been criticized on the basis of misapprehensions for quite some time.
For the most part, the account of the relevant sections of De Trinitaie 1
offer in this chapter presupposes the unity and coherence of the work,
which schelars n the fairly recent past have called into question, along
with the doctrine of the Trinity that is developed in the first half of the

Divie Muiiination: The History and Donwre of Augusiine’s Theory of Knowledge,
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book and the seven psychological analogies to the Trinity that are deline-
ated in the second.’

The reason my cngagement in the controversies surroundmg De
Trinitate is lmited 15 that T assume knowledge of the comprehensive work
other scholars have done to settle those controversies. While Rowan
Williams, Lewis Ayres, and Michel René Barnes have addressed the prob-
lems associated with Augustine’s Trinitarian theology and theological
anthropeology, both these and others have met the charges agamst the
psychological analogies by showing that the treatise is a progressive line
of inquiry designed to reform the reader into the image of God.?

Assuming that it 15 such an inquiry, I elaborate on the ways in which
the treatisc is designed to carry the reader through the process of conform-
ing to the image of God, in an effort to interpret the doctrine of llumi-
nation that serves to dustrate that process. Apart from the groundbreaking
efforts of other scholars who have worked on Augustine’s theology, this
effort to read his account of dlununation m its theological context would
not be posstble, The fact that these efforts have been put forward only
tatrly recently may be one reason why a reading of illuminatdon that is
attentive to the theological context of' De Trinitate has not been given in
the past.

In her recent book, Carol Harrisen discusses a second aspect of the
situation in Augustinian studies that has undoubtedly encouraged the
scholarly tendency to read Augustine’s writings on dlumination, especially
the early ones, without reference to the theological context he later elu-
cidates in works like De Trinitate. For over a century, she explains, scholars
have operated on the assumption that Augustine underwent an intellectual
revolution just before he became Bishop of Hippo in 396. In writings,

Incidentally, Augustine appropriated and wansformed some of these analogies from the
lare antique philosophical taditon, as Edward Booth notes in “St. Augustine’s ‘notitia sui’
related to Aristotle and the Early Neo-Platonists,” cluigristinfana 29 (1979), 97-124.
®  For responses to the criticisms associated with Augnstine’s Trinitardan theology, sce
Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth Centnry 'tvinitadan Theology
{Oxford: Oxford Universicy Press, 2002); idem., Augustine and the Trinfty (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010); Michel René Barnes, “Augustine in Contemporary
Trinitarian Theology,” Theological Stidies 56:2 (1995), 237-50; idem,, “Rereading Augustine
on the Trinity,” in The Twinity: An Interdisciplinary Sympositinn on the Trinfty (Oxford; Oxford
University Press, 2002}; Luigl Gloia, The Theological Epistemofogy of Augusiine’s De Trinitate
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009); Rowan Williams, “De Trinitate,” in Awngristine
throtigh the Ages (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999). For works that address the charges againse
the psychologieal analogies, see the nores to 567 “Criticisms of the psychological analo-
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including the Counfessiones, dating from this time, Augustine began to work
out his mature theological perspective. Because the doctrines he codified
during this period are supposedly unidentifiable in the more “philosophi-
cal” writings that date to the decade after his conversion in 386, scholars
virtually universally sce 396 rather than 386 as the real turning-point in
his thought.”

As Harrison points out, Peter Brown, in his immensely influential
bjography of Augustne, perpetuated this notion that there are “two
Augustines”: the Augustine of the early works, a young devotec of
Christian philosophy, and the Augustne of 396 and onwards, a mature
and devout clergyman.* Following the publication of Brown’s book in
1967, Harrison observes that the “two Augustines” theory became estab-
Jished in the scholarship. As a result, the author of the early works came
to be considered as “no more and no less than a philosopher.”™

Because Augustine supposedly remained under the spell of Neo-
Platonism during the first decade of his Chnstian life, his early writings
are said to be “of doubtful significance for appreciating his maturc
thought.”® According to Harrison, the “two Augustines” thesis is simply
a revised version of the old and long since dispatched idea that Augustine
converted to Neo-Platonism rather than Christianity in 3867 However,
she thinks the “two Augustines” theory undermines “the nature and
importance of his conversion in 386 m a manner just as radical as thosc
who held that Auguostine was initially converted to Neo-Platonism.”

As Harrison indicates, Brown admits in the 2000 edition of his biogra-
phy that the “two Augustines” thesis was more of a theoretical experiment
than a statement of face.” By tus dime, however, his thesis had already
earned universal acclaim.' In the effort to counteract the scholarly effects
of the wide acceptance of that thesis, Harrison contends that the real revo-
lution in Augustine’s thought happened in 386. Just prior to that tme,
Platonism had freed him from a false Manichean concept of God as “an

Carol Harrison, Rethiniking Angustine's Early Theology: An Arguent for Continuity (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000).
' Peter Brown, Augistine of Hippo: A Biography (Berkeley: University of California 1'ress,
1967).
> Harrisen, Rethinking Augusine’s Earfy Theology. 4.

“ Ibid., .
" Ibid., 18.
¥ Ibid., &.
" Ibid., 17.
" 1hid, 15
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"V and had instilled in him a sense of

infinitely diffused material substance,
God’s transcendence and of the reliance of all reality on Him. By reading
the books of the Platonists, Augustune was prepared to rcalize at his conver-
sion that faith in the Triunc Incarnate God fulfills the Platonic visien.
When he went on to construct lus theology, he did so on a foundation
laid in the Garden of Milan.

Harrison contends that Augustine’s mature understanding of sin, grace,
free will, and so on, is mchoately present in his early works. In this way,
she advances an argument for the continuity between the early and late
theological thought of St. Augustine. The argument of this chapter, not
unlike Harrisen’s, turns on the assumption that there is continuity in
Augustine’s thought.” While her goal was to “find” Augustine’s later theo-
logical thought in his eatly writings, mine is to show that the early works
m which Augustine first and perhaps most forcibly articulates his theory of
knowledge by illumination can and should be rcad in the theological
context of the later works, which shed light on the logic of the account.

Around the time of his conversion, it would seem that Augustine came
to see that faith in Christ enacts the Platonic theory of knowledge by
Mumination, the conteurs of which had beceme clear to him through the
prior reading of Platonist works. Although he had yet to explain for the
sake of his readers how exactly the Christian doctrines of Trinity and
Incarnation enact the account, Augustine gestures in the early works toward
the distinctly Christian conception of illumination he already has in mind.

If Augustme’s nitial references to divine lumination have not yet been
retrospectively read in their theological context, this must ke to some

" Ayres, Nicaea and Iis Legacy, 366; cf. conf 7.10.16H.
Y Tt | prol. 3, Augustine testifies to the continuity of his thought; of, ep,143,2, 1437,
224.2, | am gratelul to Karla Pollmann for bunging these texts to my attention. See her
article, “Alivn sub sireo pomine: Augustine Between His Own Self-Fashioning and His Later
Recepuon,” Zeischiift fiir Antilees Christesstuen ZJoimal for Ancfent Chyistanity 14 (20109,
409-24. Although Aungustine 15 wilhing to admit that he changed the way he presented
some of his ideas over the course of his caveer, he explains that those changes do not
represent fundamental shifts in his perspective. Rather, they are indicative of the fact that
he made progress in understanding ideas he entertained from the fist, For turther support
for this claim, one might look to the refn entry on gy, wheve Augustine expresses satis-
faction with the work and makes no amendments to it. In the retraction on sef., moreover,
he affirms that what he wrote about tllumination in this work is consistent wich what he
wrote about it in fiw. In the entry on . itself, the bishop states that he wrote the
work for the audience he had addressed in his eadier philosophical dialogues, which was
inclusive of all believers who longed to understand how their faith pertains to their intel-
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extent attributable to the wide acceptance of the “two Augustines” theory
_ the tenability of which Harrison has now decisively challenged — which
has prompted scholars m the past to regard works from the two “phases”
of Aungustine’s career in scparation. The groundbreaking work she and
others have recently accomplished s the foundation on which T will
proceed to present a theologically contextualized rendering of Augustine’s
iPJumination theory, which starts with the account of the Trinitarian doc-
rrine he delineates in the first half of De Trnitate,

The Doctrine of God

One pomt Augustine makes abundantly clear in De Trinitate is that the
nature of God is not like the nature of any thing that human beings
know."” By contrast to material beings that come into existence at a point
in time and gradually become the finite creatures they were made to be
— development that 1s made possible by the cooperation of their compo-
nent parts — God 1s an immaterial Being that never changes, He 1s not
constituted by parts but is one thing, which is all chat is Good, all the
time: infinite and eternal.'” To sum up: He is simple, and it is His sim-
plicity that renders Him unknowable to those beings that occupy the
realm of diverse things He has madc.

Inn the first half of his treatise on the Trinity, Augustine acknowledges
that some find the notion of divine simplicity difficult to reconcile with
the Catholic tcaching that God is Triune. In response to those who
supposc that the plurality of Persons threatens the unity of the divine
being and divine action, Augustine argues that the participation of the
three Persons 1s precisely what makes it possible to affirm that there is
one God who always does one thing, which is to know and make known
His own glory.”

[n elaborating this claim, Augustine distinguishes between the substance
of God and the relations in God. Whatever can be said of the sub-
stance of God, such as that He 1s Good or that Fle acts for His own glory,
the bishop writes, can be affirmed of all three Persons.'® Whatever can
be said specifically of one Person — such as that the Father is the unbegot-
ten beginning who generates the Son; that the Son proceceds from the

frin. 1.1.3; 2.8.14.

Y gin, 5.1,
B pin. 6.7.5.
B i, 5.8.9.
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Father;" or that the Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son and
therefore proceeds from both, binding them togecher™ — is said relatively
of the Person in question,”

Far from undermining the singularity of the divine substance and divine
action, Augustine contends that the three Persons enact it as they subsist
i thewr different relations. When the Father communicates Himself or
His glory to the Son, the Son expresses what He receives, which iy
nothing but the Spirit of God that gestures back toward the divine glory
the Father first made manifest. Because the Father works through the Son
in the Spirit, such that the three work inseparably, it is possible to affinn
that there is one God whose nature is to know and make known His
own glory,” Because “the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit constitute
a divine unity of one and the same substance in an indivisible equality,”

m summary, “they are not three gods but one God.”?!

Creation in the Image of God
The natural ovder

Augustine’s most claborate account of God’s creation is found in the
twelve books of his De Genesi ad fisterans. In that treatise, the bishop begins
lus discussion of God’s creanve work with an cxplanation of the rale that
each Person of the Trnity played in creation. This cxplanation comes by
way of the excgesis of Genesis 1:3. “then God szid, Jet there be light'!"?
According to Augustine, all three Persons were involved in this initial
proclamation of light, inasmuch as the Word the Father uttered was His
Son, who gave outward expression to the Spirit that is eternally expressed
within the Godhead,”

The Triune proclamation of the Uncreated Light gave tise to a created

light, which participated in the Uncrcated Light that was nonetheless

" pin. 5.13.14.
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e, 501112,
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distinct from and undininished by the light it cngendered. Augustine
speculates that the created light must have consisted in creatures that exist
in a spiritual mode of being like that of God Himself, a mode that entails
constant orientation toward the knowledge of God and so is at once
intc]lectual.24 To put it more precisely, God’s words “let there be light”
ilumined the angels to participate in the eternal vision God has of
Himself. God did not speak those words inte time, Augustine insists, but
issued his proclamation of light on the first day of creation, which was
prior to the start of tme.

On that day, the Genesis account relates thqt God separated the light
from the darkness. The darkness as Augustine describes it consisted in the
absence of light or “nothingness” that arose where there was that which
God and spiritual beings like Him are not, namecly, formlessness and
mutability. Presumably, then, darkness became separable from light as a
result of the fall of the devil and a third of the angels.”® Although what
was inherently formless could not impese form on 1self, Augustine notes
chat it was naturally reccptive to the modification and imposition of
form.* It was thercfore from this stuff of nothing that God created the
world.”

At this stage in his argument, Augustine makes a point of stressing the
significance of the doctrine of creation ex nififfo. Because God did not
fashion created reality from His own immaterial substance but smmply
imposed His form on matter, he contends, there is a radical disparity
between the nature of the Creator and His creatures. The creation of
these creatures does not detract from God’s being or render Him depend-
ent onn what He made, even though it renders what He made dependent
on Him. So far as God caused matter that was vircually nothing to become
something, to the extent it was formed nothingness, God caused creatures
to become images of Him who is ever an image of them.”

When God gave form to what was formless, Augustine elaborates, the
creatures that resulted retained both the mutability characteristic of form-
lessness and the immutability they derived from their form. The form or
essence of each creature ensured that its parts were always structured to
comprise onc and the same kind of being that was suited to perform the
same sorts of operations. Owing to the interplay of immutabilicy and

G, fitr. 1510, 1.9.153; of conf 12,1521, 12.17.24, 13.3.4,
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mutability, however, creatures were constrained gradually to develop into
their forms. The forms God imparted were not fully actualized, in othe,
words. Instead, they instilled in creatures the potential to become the
things they were made to be — the potential for their actual “existence”
to catch up, as it were, with the essence they were designed to instantiage.
For this rcason, Augustine writes that creation from nothing must e
creation in time.™ For time cnacts the possibility of change.

In order to explain how creatures grow into their designated forms,
Augustine introduces his doctime of “causal,” “eternal,” or “semingl”
reasons {rationes seminales). A causal reason, he states, is simply the form
the creature has the potential to actualize as it develops in the course
¥ When God created the heavens and earth at the first moment
in time, He brought all the causal reasons into effect at once, thus enace—
ing the potential existence of all things, As the creation nmrative of
Liclesiasticus 18 teaches, He created all things simultaneously.”’ Althougl

of time.

this is true from the pemspective of Him who stands outside of time and
cternally sees the potential of all things in act, the Genesis account of
creation in the course of time is also true from the standpoint of the
creatures situated within it

Augustine’s description of the way creatures actualize the potential that
a causal reason mstills comes m the form of comments on Wisdom 171:20,
This verse states that God ordered all things in virtue of measure, number,
and  weight  {mensura, minmerus, pondis) > On  Augustine’s  account,
“measure” 1s a being’s finite limit or maximum potential. “Number” is
the form or causal reason the creature has the potendal to fully instantiate.
Weight is the characteristic operation of the creature, through which it
increases m number and approximates its measure.” Number gauges the
extent to which a creature has met its measure by operating in accordance
with its weight and thus mediates between measure and weighe, facilitating
a creature’s efforts to become what it was made to be, that is, to reach
its measure.

[n order for beings to actualize the potential to be what they were
made to be through the cooperation of measure, number, and weight,

B conf 12.8.8, 12.11.14; Gu. linr. 1.14.28.
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See Carol Harrison, “Mcasure, Number, and Weight in Saint Aungustne’s Aesthetics,”
Angustiniantin 28 (1998), 5391-602.
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Auaustine (nsists that a Being must exist which is not in the process of
£ LYy . , . .

| bmmg the particular type of being it was made to be but which is
WO &

Jways already what it is, which 1s all that there 1s — a being whose number
}\ crernally equal to an infinite measure because His weight is Himself.
fn other words, there must be a “Measure without measure,” a “Number
,out pumber, by which all things are fommned, but that receives no

and 2 “Weight without weight,” to which beings are drawn, but
EERE]

witl
foro,”
which s not drawn to any other,

According to Augustine, the Triune God is this Being who is Measure,
Number, and Weight, who is not becoming Himself, but is “Being [tself”
(esse ipstn), inasmuch as the Son is the exact Iik?ness ‘of the Father in the
spirit.” Alchough there may appear to be many fimte mstances of measure
.t increase in number by carrying weight, Augustine argues that they
mply different manifestations of one Measure, Number, and Weight,

th
are si
which pre-contains and makes possible without predetermuining all finite
modes of measure, all increase in number, and all operation in accordance
with weight. If the causal reasons that impart measure, number, and
weight (o peu'ticular created beings are described as eternal, it 18 owing to
the fact that the one who imparts them is cternal. His cternal and fully
werualized existence 1s the reason why beings not fully actualized can
progressively become so, given time, through the cooperation of three
clements: measure, number, and weight.

As they thus participate in their own modes of being, Augustinc
afHirmis that creatures participate in the divine mode of being, which is to
be one thing in virtue of the invelvement of three elements. By becoming
the singular entities they were made by God to be, creatures become
like Him in the way and to the extent they can; they serve to refiect
Hint. Thus, although God Himself cannot be known in this life, inasmuch
as He exists in an eternal and unchangeabje manner “far different from:
beings which are made ... and cannot be spoken of in any way with
human fanguage without recourse to expression of tme and space,””
Augustine insists that the goodness of His sunple nature can be mdirectly
perceived as creatures improvingly exhibit their own simplicity. They
leave traces of Him in the world, not because they disclose Him in
part or in full, but because the very structure of their being is analegous
to His,
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While Augustine believes all creatures are analogues to their Creator,
he does not think they all are analogous at the same level. Rather, he
states that creatures express the goodness of God “according to the
appointed capacity granted to each entity according to its genus.”® Even
though all substances are naturally good, Augustine affirms that seme
“abide close to God in the graded hicrarchy of being, or stand further
away from Him.™ Put differently, there are levels to the goodness of
what God has made.

One reason Augustine thinks the account of creation in time is impor-
tant is chat it discloses the hierarchical order God established, Tn the first
place, God produced vegetation, or non-sentient, non-rational creatures,
and called them good. He then created che animals, or sentient, non-
rational creatures, and called them good. Finally, He made human bemgs
sentient, rational creatures and called them very good, locating them at
the top of the hierarchy of being and indicadng that they have a unique
role to play in the governance of the natural order.

The human being

While the first six books of De Genesi ad litteram treat the creation of the
natural order in God’s image, the last six explain what it means for human
beings to be made in the image of God. On Augustine’s account, being
made in God’s image means being made with an abiity to do the one
thing God does, which 15 sunply to know and make known the glory of
(3od. For the mind te attain to God, in face, 15 for it to meect its measure.
In Auvgustune’s explanation, love for God compels the mind to do this,
that i, to move in keeping with its weight, through the acquisition of
knowledge, which represents an increase in number,*

Human beings gradually become what they were made to be, namely,
knowers of God, through thc cooperation of measurc, number, and
welght, or the mind, its knowledge, and its love, as they cmploy their
capacity to engage in a unifying mode of cogniton that, like God’s, is
facilitated by three elements, doing so in view of the fact that there is
one God who is the source of this capacity and the goal of its use,

¥ Ga. life, 4.17.29, trans. Taylor,
¥ conf 12.28.38, trans. Chadwick.
G i, 3.20.30
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Augustine calls the first element or “mode” of cognition “corporeal
vision” (ratio). In this mode, the mind passively receives empirical data
through scnse perception.™ The second mode is spiricual vision {/ntellectus),
otherwise known as the imagination.” Since the five sense-perceptive
faculties are not suited to generating images of cxperienced realities them-
selves, this 1s something the spiit accomplishes, as it perceives created
realities by means of the body and makes mental images (phantasing of
them."

Although the imagination is the faculty that, by definition, engages in
the consideration of bodies that are absent, Augustine notes that it is
possible to do this m any one of three ways. The imagination can be
used simply to recall objects that have been perccived in the past, insofar
as the images of objects the mind forms on experencing them give
the objects a spiritual existence in the mind, which allows the mind to
retain them in the memory even when they are no longer physically
present.”

Additonally, the imaginative faculty can be employed to “arbitrarily
™ that s, to
combine and multiply and vary images of things that have been perceived

or fancifully fashion objects which have no real existence,

in order to form images of things that have not been or cannot be per-
ceived in reality. Although the resources for human cognition are limited
to what the mind passively receives by way of the senscs, Augustine
affirms that it is possible to exceed the limitations imposed by the corpo-
real faculties in the act of thinking imaginatively about corporeal realicy.”’

The imaginative power to utilize images of objects that have becn seen
for the purpose of conceptualizing ones that have not been seen is the
satne power that makes it possible to envision a future course of events
or pian of action in the third use of the imagination Augustine mentions. *®
As he points out, the imagination is the faculty that enacts the possibility
of human ingenuity and creativity,"

On the basis of multiple 1mages of related objects, Augustine explains,
the mind has the power conceptually to “combine and separate” related
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and unrelated things and thus unite and distinguish them under universal
concepts.™ Tn this third mode of intellectual vision (intelligentia), the mind
determines the formi or “causal reason” a creaturc cxhibits, comparing
creatures with different forms on the basis of different measures and com-
paring creatures that possess the same form on the grounds of differcnces
in number and weight.

To think (cogere) along these lines, Augustine writes, s to “gather
together 1deas which the memory contains in a dispersed and disordered
way, and by concentrating attention, arrange them m order as if ready to
hand, stored in the very memory where previously they lay hidden, scat-
tered, and neg]ected.”ﬂ In other words, it is to engage in abstraction.
According to Augustine, any idea that has been abstracted can be called
upon in further efforts to make sense of images that come through new
experiences. Through those experiences, conversely, the mind’s ideas are
expanded and revised over the course of time.

An incidental point that comes into relief here 1s that Angustine does
not reject sense knowledge or confirm his adherence to a theory of innate
ideas when he denies the possibility of deriving ideas from the incessantly
changing sense realm and insists that this can only be accomplished by
the intcllect.® When the details of the theory of knowledge he presents
in De Genesi ad litieram are taken into consideration, Augustine’s claim
concerning the unreliable nature of sense knowledge need not be taken
to undermine the importance of the empirical sources but merely to
establish that the sense—perceptive facultics that provide the resources for
the formation of ideas are not suited to perform the work of the intel-
lectual faculty to form ideas.™

The frequent references Augustine makes in his writmgs to human
knowledge of the “ideas™ or “reasons” for reality, which ultimately exist
in the mind of God, have led many readers of Augustine to conclude that
he thinks God actually impresses ideas on the mind that serve as the rules
or laws by which it judges reality or even affords those judgments them-
sclves — that His influence on the mind 1s an extrinsic one,™ The point
the foregoing discussion has underscored, however, is that God does not
so much impart the reasons or rules of judgment themselves — innate ideas

M win, 11815,
B gonf 10,11.18, trans. Chadwick.
=i qu. Y.

2 de 1127
S pin, 9.6.9-20, 12.2.2.

Augustine 37

like goodness, beauty, justice, and so on — but an intrinsic intellectual
capacity to formulate such reasons.™

Those rcasons, unlike God's, are based on experience and are subject
to change with further experience. As such, they are in the full posscssion
of the mind that produces them; God does not directly impose them
nor directly intervene in the intellectual processcs that produce them.
Even so, however, the mind that forms its ideas in the awarencss of God
conies of its own accord to know what God ctemally knows, namely,
His goodness through all its diverse manifestations. In that sensc, it can
be said to know what God knows and to owe its success in knowing to
divine aid. This is not because God imposes His knowledge on the mind,
but because He enables the mind to participate of its own accord in a
unifying pattern of cognition analogous to that of Him who thinks one
thing — Himself — in virtuc of the plurality of Persons involved in His
cognitive act, and thus to come to see the divine goodness He already
sees in full.* :

In employing this cogmtive ability to engage m abstractive or unifying
acts of reasoning, which “has been impressed vpon human nature as if it
were a law,” Augustine writes that the mind reflects the image of God,
The ability to do this is facilitated by corporeal and spiritual vision, which
constitute what Augustine calls the “lower reason” that seeks knowledge
of the natural order {scientia), by contrast to higher rcason, the proper
objects of which are not corporeal but incorporeal *

Since the mind cannot grasp the incorporeal God so long as it forms
coneepts wbout the realm of corporeal things He has made, Augustine
states that it knows Him in the present by forming incorporeal ideas about
the things it can see through thinking in unifying tcrms in view of the
existence of the one God who is the ultimate Good.” By doing this, the
intellect judges those things as He does, namely, as manifestations of His

5 - . L .
" What comes through divine grace, in other words, is simply human nature; Henri de

Lubac famously argued this with reference to Auvgustine and Aquinas in his The Mysiery of
the Supernatiral (New York: Herder and Herder, 2000),

* God's primary causality gives creatures the power to be secondary causes. In other
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goodness, In forming ideas about the manner and degree to which things
perform a function that s good, Augustine writes, the mind forms an
indirect idea of the Goodness of God, which is to say that it gains insight
inte the wisdom (sapientic) of God. This idea grows as 1ts knowledge of
reality grows.

Although the “matter” for that thought comes into the mind from
without, Augustine observes that, “the ntellect completes its operation
within, and nothing in it lies outside the nature of the mind itself.” On
those grounds, he infers that the final mode of vision in which God’s
goodness is known need not pass away, even when the first two modes
of vision that operate on corporeal bodies do. When the corporeal order
is replaced with an incorporeal one, Augustine writes, the intellect will
go on opcerating for eternity on spiritual realities in @ manner continuons
with the way it worked with respect to corporeal bodies in time.” In
paradise, the three modes of vision will be perfected.”

As human persons employ the God-given power to identify His
Geodness in the goods He has made, that is, to order various goods
according to their type and level of goodness, they acquire a view of
all things in their proper order, a divine perspective on the goodness
of the natural order that doubles as the knowledge of the Goodness of
God that is currently attainable. This is the wise outlook that is
needed in order to exercise dominion over creation and thus do what
GGod wants human beimngs to do, which is to call His creation good, as
He does.™ '

Since the mind that operates in the Light of the knowledge ot (rod’s
ultimate Goodness evaluatcs finite goods in view of the fact that they
oeriginate from an all-anclusive good, it is kept from reducing the ultimate
good to any pacticular finite good and thus frem entertaining narrow-
minded ideas of what is good that prevent it from finding the good in
all things. Since human happiness hinges on the experience of reality as
good, Augustine writes, those who think about realicy n terms of the
existennce of a supremely good God become free to find happiness in all
things.” By maintaining this perspective on reality and thus enjoying a
constant experience of goodness in the present, hbuman beings reflect the
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image of God and prepare to encounter the Reality of His Goodness.®
They begin to participate already in an eternal life that consists in knowing
God.”

The Fall and Redemption

When God gave human beings lower and higher reason, He gave them
faculties designed to grasp corporeal realities as well as a faculty that
remains fixed on God; in short, He gave them faculties that are subject
to change and one facuity that is not and is thercfore apt to supervise the
mind’s assessment of reality. Although the mutability of the human mind
was not originally a detriment to it, since it cnabled human beings to be
creative and to grow in knowledge, the interplay of the mutable and the
immutakle in human nature 15 what eventually made it conceivable for
the fist man and woman to fall away from God.

In forfeitmg the knowledge of God as Highest Good at their [,

Augustine writes, the first human beings lost the imowledge of themselves
as creatures made in His image for the purpose of glorifying Him. As «
result, their overriding desire to please God was replaced by a desire to
please themselves through the pursuit and attainment of those things they
thought would bring them the greatest immediate happiness.”® This desirc
caused the first man and woman and all human beings after them auto-
matically to perceive tangible things and temporal circumstances as the
ultimate realities that only God is, and thus to operatc on the assumption
that such things have the power to make or break human happiness.”
Ironically, Angustine observes, the fallen human proclivity for pursuing
personal happiness often leads to great unhappiness, inasmuch as it enslaves
people to desires for finite goods that are either fleeting or hard to find
in fallen circumstances, compelling them to organize their whole lives
around the attainment of pleasures that cannot be guaranteed.”™ So far as
human beings try to be useful to themselves by looking out for their own
interests, placing hopes for contentment in fleeting things, they end
up undernmining their own happiness.”' Even more ironically, most arc
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left perplexed when they find that their efforts to prioritize personal hap-
piness fail to bring the desired fulfillment.”

In many passages, Augustine refers to evil as a prnvation of the good
and denies chat is has any positive existence.” Far from denying the det-
rimental effects of sin in doing so, Augustine rightly underscores the face
that sin diminishes the freedom er ability human beings have to be them-
selves. By fostering the fear of not obtaining or losing the temporal and
transicnt things in which hopes for happiness have been placed, sin inhibits
and distorts the free expression of the human spic.

Apart from promoting personal unhappiness, the fallen tendency to go
after finite goods as if they were infinite ones frequentdy creates conflict
amongst those with different notions of what is good and what brings
happiness.” It promotes attitudes like envy and pride and the destructive
behaviors these attitudes engender. In summary, sin makes it impossible
for people to find the good in all things and in other people, making it
impossible for them to find happiness both in the temporal circumstances
and eternally.”

In his De Trinftate, Augustine explains how the Son of God restored
the knowledge of God as the Highest Good that He originally imparted
to human beings He made in His image.” Since the scope of human
knowledge had been restricted to corporeal goods after the knowledge of
the incorporeal Good was lost at the fll, the Son of God took on bodily
form.” In that form, Augustine insists, Christ maintained his divine form.
That is to say, He continued His eternal work of reflecting the Spirit“of
God, who gestures toward the Father: His work of being the Image of
the Trinity.

For Augustine, no contradiction 1s inherent in the claim that Christ
was fully man and fully God, inasmuch as human beings were created
with the potential to know God fully. In assuming a human bedy, the
Son did not abandon his divinity; He only actualized the potential for the
full knowledge of God that human beings are bound to realize eschato-
logically. Insofar as the Son accomplished this feat in the form of a man,
Augustine wiites, one can affirm that the Father was greater than Him,
albeit in a qualified sense. For inasmuch as He retained His divine form
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through His life on earth, He and the Spirit He expressed remained co-
equal with the Father ac all times.”

By coming to reveal God m the form of a man who expressed the
Spirit of God to the glory of the Father, the Incarnate Son fully revealed
for the first time that the naturc of God is Triune.” Because He
revealed the Triune nature of God while in the form of a human person,
the Incarnate Son at once rcvealed that all human persons are made in
the image of the Trinity and are therefore designed to work as He does,
that 1s, to bring glory to the Father in all the work the human spirit
(animus = spirit, mind) undertales.™

When Christ ascended into heaven, withdrawing the fully actualized
presence of God’s Spirit from a human person inhabiting the world, and
sent His Spirit upon His followers at Pentecost, He reinstated the potential
of all human persons to live by the Spirit He expressed, the Spirit that
secks to do the Father’s will ® By placing faith in Christ, Augustine
teaches, the mind remembers that it was made in the image of God and
thus for the purpose of considering all things in light of the knowledge
of His goodness.™

In making this discovery, the mind realizes that its ultimate cognitive
objective 15 to know the Good it cannot yet know in full and to evaluate
the created goods it can know now with that goal in mind.” Although
faith raises awareness of the image, Augustine emphasizes that it docs not
immediately break fallen habits and restore the image in full. On his
account, it remains for faith to be made completely effective through
ongoing efforts to re-learn the skill of using the cognitive powers that
were given by the Son in the spitit He modeled, glorifying the Father,
until doing so is sccond nature, such that the image is constantly reflected.
It remains, in other words, for the people of faith te learn to take full
advantage of the grace God unfailingly gives.

If Christ did not mstantaneously restore human beings to their original
state of happiness on accomplishing the redemption of humankind once
and for all, Augustme states that it was so that they nught re-learn to be
exactly what He originally made them to be, namely, pcople who consist-
ently work of their own accerd in the spirit that prioritizes the Highest
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GGood over temporal goods — that God’s purposes might be fulfilled,
Although laborious, Augustine thinks human efforts to reform a habit of
reasoning in light of the knowledge of Ged are nonetheless gratifying, inas-
much as they help the laborer appreciate what it means to be made in God’s
Image in a way that was not possible before the fall. For in the struggle to
re-conform to the lost image of God, the people of God gain the opporwu-
nity to expericnce a double measure of the grace God unfailingly gives,

Conforming to the Image of God

In what follows, I will argue that the seven psychological analogies which
Augustine delineates in the second half of his treatise on the Trinity are
designed to lead the reader all the way through the process whereby a
habit of reasoning under the influence of faith in the Father’s ulumate
goodness 1s formed. That habit, of course, is one of thinking in 2 manner
analogous to Christ, who constantly expressed His Spirit to the Father’s
glory — who always bears the image of the Trinity.™ In short, it is a process
of conforming to the image of God, or learning to glorify Him as con-
stantly as He glorifies Himself Although Augustine’s analogies have long
been subjected to serious criticisms, recent research has revealed that those
criticisms were often based on misapprehensions of the text, which resulted
from a failure to understand it as something like the guide to conforming
to the image of God it is now starting to be understood to be.”

Intellect, knowledge, love (mens, notitia, amor)

The first psychological analogy to the Trnity Augustine introduces s that
of the mind, its knowledge, and its love, which respectively correspond
to the measure, number, and weight of the human being.% With this
trinity, he retnforces the point that the mtellect only ever accumulates
knowledge that it desires to accumulate, or knowledge of what it tuly
loves, If the intellect prizes temporal attainments above all else, the mpli-
cation 1s that it 15 bound to refer all its actions to achieving thosc things
rather than God. For this reason, it will never attain God.”

M g, 11.5.8-9.
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If the iotellect places its faith in God, indicating that its desire is to
know and love Him above ail else, however, the knowledge of Hin as
Highest Good is reinstated upon it. As a result, this knowledge can be
applied in acts of knowing the things He is not, namely, the created order
and the circumstances that transpire in it Bach time the mind brings
faith in God to bear in this way, its fallen tendency to operate on the
assumption that the objects of experience have the power to make or
break its happiness is checked: in this, the effects of the fall arc partially
overcame. The image 1s restored to some extent, and faith is made cffec-
tive as reason’s perspective on reality is aligned to the professed belief in
the Triune God as the Highest Good. The first psychological analogy is
presented m an cffore to summon readers to embark on the cognitive
process through which these changes transpire.

Memory, understanding, will
(memoria, intelligentia, voluntas)

The second trinity of memory, understanding, and will seems to be the
means through which Augustine explams how knowledge is actually
acquired and the image of God reflected and renewed in the mode of
intellectual vision.”” On Augustne’s account, the memory retains all the
information that has been acquired through the three modes of cogni-
tion.™ It preserves the understanding or judgments that have been attained
through intellectual abstraction — actual matters of knowledge — as well
as a great deal of cognitive resources that create the potential for new
discoveries to be made: all the experiences 2 person has had, the thoughts
and feelings that were associated with those experiences, desires for certain
kinds of experience, skills acquired through experience, and stories about
others” expericnces.”’

The mind alse contains information that has come to it in the past but
has not yet been scrutinized because it was not thought important or
understood at the time it was acquired. This happens, for example, when
one person says somcthing to another who is not paying attention and
therefore cannot account for what was said when asked to do s0.2 As
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Augustine emphasizes, people only tend to pay attention to input when
their will compels them to do so. The will is what forms the intellect’s
desires for understanding. The understanding the mind already has, con-
versely, is indicative of the kind of understanding the will tends to desire,
[t attunes the will o seck new understanding that satisfies those same
fundamental destres.

Whenever the memeoery becomes aware of something that the mind’s
current understanding cannot explain but has been predisposed by the will
to desirc to explain, a will for new understanding arises. The sense of
dissatisfaction or restlessness that accompanies the sudden realization that
the understanding is inadequate to the will for understanding incites the
mind to search through the resources in the memory that were previously
unnoticed, unused, or thought unimportant in order to render the new
experience intelligible,”

If the resources needed to answer the question which the will ainis to
address cannot be found in the memory, the will may direct the intellect
to go out in scarch of new information that seems to serve that end.”
Sirce this is often neccssary, Augustine points out that the quest for
understanding is not entirely straightforward. The intellect gains under-
standing not by fully obtining it at the outset of an mquiry, but by
acknowledging at that point that it does not already know what it desires
to know, That desire for understanding, which is indicative of faith that
the understanding 1s attainable, compels the mind to convert what 1t does
know into speculations about the truth that is as yet unknown.

To illustratc this, Augustine cites as an example how he tried te form
a picture of the city of Alexandria, which he had never seen, on the basis
of his knowledge of the city of Carthage, which he had seen.” In order
to do this, he sought information about Alexandria and sought to compare
it with what he knew about Carthage and other cities in general, The
discovery of something new about cities in general or about Alexandna
in particular caused him to adjust or even reject existing opinions about
Alexandria in order to render them morc precise. In time, he says, he
developed a maore accurate picture of Alexandria, which not only increased
his desire to go there, but also instilied in him the confidence he would
need to navigate it on arrival — to find things there as he would have
expected them to be,

93 onf. 10.8.12
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Although he acknowledges that he had to hold many incomplete or
“erroneous” ideas provisionally in the course of coming to a clearer con-
ception of Alexandria, Augustine insists that these ideas were not detri-
mental but beneficial to his efforts to acquire knowledge, because they
enabled him to procced by degrees toward better understanding.”
provisional ideas, he notes, are “in some respects true precisely because
they are in other respects false.””” By “false,” Augustine stmply means less
than totally true. Smce the knowledge that something is falsc 1s knowledge
of the sense in which it is less chan entirely true, however, Augustine
regards it as knowledge of the way in which an idea can come closer to
the truth.”™ Tt is knowledge that is not to be dreaded but welcomed,

inasimuch as things cannot succeed in becoming “what they want or ought
399

Such

to be as long as they refuse to be false,

According to Augustine, the only way to err, such that what is false
utter]y fails to bear the truth and is patently false, is to scttle on 2 notion
of the truth that obviously falls short of the desired cruth, that is, inten-
tionally and counter-intuitively to obstruct the way to truth through the
passivity of apachy or the activity of lying to oneself and others sbout the
nature of the truth.'” Because what is found out to be false — opinions
held, then doubted — has a truth-bearing function, it does not hinder
attemipts to gain understanding. Rather, it indicates that the mind is
actively and effectively engaged in knowmg. As Augustine sums up: “if T
doubt, | exist.” {si fallor, sum)""

[n affirming this, Augustine suggests that the way. toward attaining any
desired understanding is basically a way of “negation” in which the intel-
lect converts the things it knows, which are not the things it desires to
know, but has faith that it can and will know, into speculations about the
truth it wishes to know, testing, revising, and rejecting possible answers
until it senses that it has alighted on the object of its faith and desire.

On this model of knowing, all knowmg entads a process of “faith
seeking understanding” (fides guaerens intellectiim), because it begins with
an unfulfilled cognitive objective, which 1s reached by degrees as the
intellect employs its knowledge to pursue understanding of the unknown,
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to wit, an object of faith. Inasmuch as the mind knows what its cognitive
objective is and belicves in the attainability of that cobjective which
governs all its actions, it can be said to “know” that objective by anticipa-
tion or faith — potentally — if not yet actually or explicitly. The underlying
distinction between potential and actual knowledge — or faith and under-
standing — is what cnables Augustine to affm that the mind may simul-
tancously know and not know the objects of its knowledge and thus to
resolve the notorieus Platonic paradex of inquiry, according to which the
mind must already know X in order to be able to identify it, yet need
not discover X if it already knows it.'”

Each time the intcllect forms or adjusts a provisional idea about some-
thing it secks to know, Augustine states that the result is the product of
“that which was hidden mn the memory in a dispersed and disordered way
before [the thought] was conceived, the |understanding), which arises
from memory in the thought when it 1s percetved, and the will which
combines both and so from these two and itself as a third completes one
single thing.”'™ He calls the resulting instance of understanding a “trinity
of understanding.”" On his account, the trinities of the understanding
return to the memory where they come into contact with the resources
that are already stored therc. In that context, they may prompt the will
to pursuc new understanding, which it could not have thonght to pursue
previously, such that the process of concept production that is facilitated
by the cooperation of memory, understanding, and will, begins all over
again, causing the trimties of thought to be combined in new ways, to
expand, continually change, and multiply ad infinitum.'”

The more automatically a trinity of thought — or idea — is brought to
bear in efforts to make sense of new experiences, Augusune goes on
to say, the more deeply rooted in the memory it can be said to be. The
more the mind puts its faith in its ideas by memorizing how to operate in
accordance with them, moreover, the more 1t can be described as certain
concerning thetr truth. The mind that has memorized how to implement
the rules and vocabulary of foreign language, to take Augustine’s example,
applies them as a matter of habit and fuently speaks the language. Its con-
fidence in the certifiable nature of those rules arises from its effective use

of them for the purposes of interpersonal communication.'™
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By this account, certitude, like knowledge itself, is not an all or nothing
affair, but a matter of degrees. In cases Like langunage learning, the mind
can be said to know the language better and with greater certainty the
less it needs to pause to think about the rules and vocabulary. Stopping
to think about these things 1s actually a sign that knowledge 1s still defi-
cient m some tespect. The less time the intellect has to spend determining
whether or how to regard reality in light of certain ideas and the more
easily it simply acts on those ideas, the more understanding and certainty
it can be said to have with respect to them. To sum up: the evidence
that the memory has truly grasped an idea is in the impact it has on human
behavior. Ideas that have been genuinely interiorized are exteriorized, and
cheir justification is in the effects of their exteriorization.

Turning the subject slightly, Augustine contends that the most basic
memory the mind contains is the thought of the object it desires most,
that is, the object it believes will bring it the greatest happiness.'”” That
thought dictates everything the mind does. When the mind rcmembers
that its desire for happiness is indicative of a desire not for any temporal
attainment but for God, as per the first psychological analogy, the forgot-
ten thought of Him is reinstated in the memory. This recollection puts
the mind in a position to bring faith in God to bear in every cognitive
effort that 1s cooperatively undertaken by the memory, the understanding,
and the will, that is, to perferm its “unifymng” acts of cognition in ultimate
terms of the existence of the one trne God

Although these acts of knowing reveal nothing about the nature of the
unknown God Himself, they allow the mind to experience the world in
the light of the knowledge of His Goodness and to therefore identify the
zood in or make the best of all things.'” To put it in other words, faith
affects the way the mind perceives things, and that way of seeing things
doubles as the knewledge of God that 1s presently attainable through what
“God is not” but what has been made possible by His creative hand. To
sum up, faith enables engagement in the enterprise of “nepative theology”
that 15 enacted by the positive affirmation of (God’s Triune nature and by
the Incarnation of the Son.

Although mitial faith restores the knowledge of the Triune, Incarnate
God as the intellect’s ultimate cognitive goal, Augustine points cut that
the recollection of Him is inevitably only a faint one at first, Even though
faith removes the cause of the mind’s disecase, which is the loss of the
knowledge of God, that discasc has vet to be completely healed, as
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the mind recovers awareness in all things of Him as the real source of
human happiness.'"” As with any act of “faith seeking understanding,” it
waits for the object of faith to be fully known, and the object of faich i
increasingly known as the mund brings its desire to know that chject, in
this case God, to bear in its efforts to know other things.'" That desire
directs the mind to attend to some things and 1gnore others. It determines
what the mind percecives and the way it percerves it. It checks the inor-
dinate desire for temporal things, and transfers those desires from “tem-
potal to eternal things, from visible to intelligible things, from carnal to
spiritual things.”'" '

On Augustine’s account, the mind that perseveres n performing its
work in the Spirit of Christ that esteems the Father to be the highest
goad, performs its work in remembrance of Christ and thereby memorizes
how to think after the manner of Christ, praying as much as it thinks.'”
Each time the mind cultivates the habit of seeing things from the perspec-
tive of Him who remained confident that the Father’s good purposcs are
always fulfilled, even in the hour of Iis death, it checks the ingrained
habit of operating according to its own norms; it overcomes the limsted
concepts of what s good that have no phce in the mind of Christ; 1t
increasingly realizes through its acts of reasomng the profundity of the
faith 1t professes. In all this, it gradually becomes more conformed te the
image of Christ who is the image of God. To sum up: the human mind
becomes an ever better analogy of the mind of Chnst, who never sought
to serve Himself but only His Father God.

Ability, learning, use (ingenium, doctrina, usus)

The next analogy Augustine presents is that of ability, learning, and use.
With this analogy, he acknowledges that there are many different ways
of putting memory, understanding, and will to work — many means of
directing thoughts and actions to the Father, through the Son, in the
human spirit or mind. Although he affirms that all people with faich share
the objecuve of knowing God, Augustine emphasizes that each one inevi-
tably strives to obtamn that objective in accordance with an individual level
and type of ability, applying the faith m different sttuations and in different
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ways. For this reason, he concludes that the faith which the faithful share
is not one in number, but one in kind.

For the same reason, he allows that therc are as many ways to work
in the spirit of Christ as there are huwman spirits, where the way in which
one imitates Christ can both inspire and insouct others how to do the
same in their own distinctive ways. Since no one who has faith has
achieved the goal of knowing God that all with faith share, Augustine
obscrves that the efforts to reason in faith that one makes in one way can
inform those of another working to do so in another. Tn the Christian
community, the different types and level of ability are not a cause for
competition but celebration, inasmuch as the way onc person imitates
Christ can stimulate another to imitate Him in yer another of countless
possible ways.

Corporeal and spivitnal analogies

As the intellect learns to work habitually in accordance with its abilitics
from the standpoint of faith, Augustine notes that it learns to know and
make known what is eternal, namely God, through the knowledge of
what 1s temporal; 1t gains wisdom through science. As the intellect is
redeemed by Christ, in other words, the facuities of sensation and imagi-
nation that previously distracted it rom God are redeemed as well. They
serve their onginally intended purpose, which was to enable the mtellect
to discover Ged in the world He made in preparation for knowing Hun
i Himself,'"”

Because the fust and second ways of knowing are gradually recovered
together with the third, Augustine argues that analogics to the Trinity can
be detected not only in the memeory, understanding, and will, that is, in
intellectual vision, but also in corporeal vision, which consists in the sight
of the eyes, the object scen, and the perceptive faculties’ attention to an
object;' " as well as in spiritual vision, which involves the memory of sense
perceptiens, the internal comparison of perceptions, and the production
of an image,'"”

Although the corporeal and spiritual — scientific — facultdes cannot
rightly be said to bear the image of God, since the natural order on which
they operate will one day pass away, Augustine aftirms that they are
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properly described as analogues, becausc they will be perfected even as
they are replaced with two related faculties, which will carry on operating
in an incorporeal order as the “imperfect” faculties worked 1n the corpo-
rcal one,

From this point in his discussion, the bishop proceeds to treat the topics
of knowledge and wisdom, as well as ther inter-relationship, offering
what seems to be the mature statement of the vicws on these issues he
espouscd in early “philosophical” works like D¢ ordine and De beata vita.'"
In the former, Augustine had stressed the importance of acquiring scien-
tific training, or the ability to identify order in creation, prior to engaging
in philosophical speculation about the principles that underlie the natural
order, an mquiry that falls within the domain of wisdoni."'” There, he
argued that the most effective way to fomm a habit of identifying order
in the cosmos is through a course of study in the liberal arts (i.e. the
frfvinny, grammar, logic, rhetoric, and the guadrivivnr anthmete, geometry,
music, astronomy).

Although these studies must precede the study of the principles that
account for the natural order, Augustine affirms that some cursary concept
of the source of that order — some wisdom -- is needed even for pursuing
knowledge. For if yeung minds go out in search of knowledge while
lacking awareness of God’s wisdom, they may come to the conclusion
that there is no ultdmate purpose to the acquisition of knowledge and thus
fail to do anything useful with it.""® Alternatively, they may feel they have
the liberty to define wisdom as they wish and grow inordinately proud
of their own understanding. Otherwise, they may become so disturbed
by the disordered state of the fallen world as to declare that there are no
principles of order — no underlying wisdom — ac all.'”

While Augustine acknowledges that some, like the Platonists, find a
way to give a sound explanation of the principles that uphold the
natural order, he notes their failure to account adequately for the identity
of the dwvine being that sustains that order as well as His ability to
intervene in it. Because they do not provide such a fully satisfying
account, which is in fact offered by the Christian dectrines of Trinity and
Incarnation, Augustine argues that the Platonists fail to enact their true
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anderstanding.” Even though Augustine praises the Platonists for their
intellectual achievements, consequentdy, he struggles to call the wisdom
of philosophers genuine, inasmuch as they do not name the source of
their wisdom., '

Augustine describes the dangers associated with embarking on the
pursuit of knowledge without a preliminary notion of wisdom 1 order
to underscore the importance of beginning with the belicf that wisdom
belongs to the Triune God. There are two ways Augustine thinks a
person of faith can adhere to divine wisdom- the way of authority and
the way of reason. The first way more or less bypasses the road to wisdom
through knowledge outlined above. It is the shortest and safest way of
achieving wisdom because it mvolves holding fast to wisdem and never
letting go of 1t

Many of the faithful take this first way. “Although they are exceedingly
strong i the faith itself,” Augustine writcs, “they are not exceed-
ingly strong n science,”™ Though the wisdom of Christ predisposes
them to affizm that there are indeed principles of order, above all, the
goodness of God, that underlie reality, they arc not particularly nclined
to cxplore those principles and their profound implications.’® For their
purposes, it 1s enough te know what Christ revealed, which is that God
is the Highest Good and that He works all things for Good;'™ that
nothing can therefore make or break human happiness;'™ that supposed
evils can fulfill divime purposes just as much as apparent goods, inordi-
nately desired, can hinder the realization of those. pm‘poses.'26 For the
people of faith, in fact, the “evil” or difficult circumstances through which
“good” things are taken away can be regarded as goods, nasmuch as they
check the human tendency to sec those goods as the sele source of human
contentment and lead the faithful to the realization that héppmess COISISts
in clinging to no one thing but receiving all things as gracious gifts from
a good God.

While the way of authority schools people of faith in the wisdom they
need to survive this life and arrive in the next one, Augustine does not
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think it fosters the highest possible level of enjoyment of the present life
for which human beings were made. While the way of authority takes
priority in the order of operation since faith is the forcrunner of under-
standing, consequently, the way of rcason is the more highly prized object
of desire.'” This is because the way of reason leads one to the eternal,
not by passing over but by passing through the temporal; it thercby pro-
motes the happy life of using all things on earth to enjoy God, which
human beings were originally intended to live. Those that desire such a
life are instructed not merely to belicve that God is the source of
order but also to seek to grasp the profundity of that belief by bringing
it to bear on the very study of His order, however they are gifted to
undertake it

Although those who take the way of authonty have the potential to
reflect GGod’s image just as constantly as those on the way of reason, such
that there is no objective discrepancy as regards the clarity of the image,
there is a subjectively realizable difference, which thosc that take the way
of reason become awarc of when they find what happiness accompanies
discoveries of the implications of God’s wisdom for science, faith for
the endeavors of human rcason.'” Those that bring their faith to bear
on efforts to explore reality make this discovery each time they locate
a principle of order underlying reality and discern how to identify that
principle with the work of the Father, through the Son, in the Holy
Spirit, which is precisely the principle that Christ revealed.'”

As they do this, the study of order becomes the sort of enterprise in
negative theology that Augustine encourages his readers to undertake in
the secend half of De Trinitate, that is, an inquiry in which all things that
are “not God” are regarded under the formality of a positive affirmation
of the existence of a Triune God who made Humsclf Incarnate. In medi-
ating or doubling as the knowledge of God, these studies anticipate the
attainment of that knowledge, rendering both the intellectual pursuats and
the faith profoundly meaningful to the mquirers who come to find God
in all things."”™

Although the circumstances in which this is done may change, Augustine
insists that the perspective cultivated by those with faith need never alter, "'
Thesc can “survey all things and find nothing unarranged, unclassed, or

1 opd. 2.9.26.

R beata v, 2.9; of. trin, 134071
¥ ard, 2,16,

B ord 2.2.4,

M opd, 2.6.18.

Augustine 53

unassigned to its own place.””z They consistently find traces of spiritual
things in material things;'” they conforin to God rather than the world
in every encounter with reality.'™ The steadfastness of their cutlook pre-
pares them to gaze unflinchingly on God. In the present, it enables them
to find the purpose in everything, and thus, to enjoy life and be happy.'”

To Augustine’s mind, this wise outlook on reality is what equips those
who maintain it to “help the godly and defend against the godless.”'*
For a perspective on the temporal that is informed by the eternal prepares
those that have it to address questions about the relationship between faith
and life that may arise amongst believers, In addition to its instructive
power in the Christian context, Augustine suggests that a wise perspective
is the source of persuasive power in the context of dialoguc with unbe-
lieving thinkers. Lt allows the wise to address the same questions that
concern philosophers from the standpoint of faith and to appropriate
“pagan” philosophical insights in the process 7

In deing this, the faithful can challenge and correct the mistakes of
philosophers even while substantiating their true insights, as Augustine did
with the philosophy of the Neo-Platonists. In De Trinitate, Augustine
testifies that lus purpose is to provide his erudite Christian rcaders with
the conceptual tools to grow in Christian wisdom, that is, to form a habit
of reconciling reason and faith in the only place possible, namely in their
own minds, s¢ as to be ready on demand to bring faith in Christ to bear
in dealng with any dilemma that might arise from dialogue with those
that have or lack faith. By learning to bring the wisdom of God to bear
on practical or “scientific” matrers, Augustine concludes, believers in
Christ carry on His redemptive work in the world, even as they discover
how to recetve all that the world offers as a gift that allows for the enjoy-
ment of God, just as God originally intended.

Memory, understanding, and love of the self
fmeminit sui, intellegit se, diligit se)

On the argument [ have been advancing, the five psychological analogies
that have been discussed thus far are designed to help readers of De
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Trinitate memorize how to perform acts of reasoning, as they are gifted
to perform them, under the influence of faith in Ged’s ultimate goodness,
When the mind fully remembers, understands, and loves God in this way,
Augustine writes, 1t simultaneously remembers, understands, and loves
itself. such that the sixth psychological analogy becomes apparent on it.'**
This is true because the mind that remembers God at once remembers
that its purpose is to work for His glory rather than its own.

So long as the mind operates on the mistaken noticn that its first task
is to fulfill its own immediate desires, 1t remains subject to fallen attitudes
like envy, pride, and fear, which prevent it from freely employing its
abilities. So long as, and to the extent that it 1s sclfish, in other words, it
is inhibited from being itself. By making a commitment to unlearn the
fallen habit of clinging to temporal things — to sacrifice itself — and to
cling instead in faith to the God Christ revealed, the mind chooses to
follow Him figuratively to Golgotha from Gethsemane, where He gave
up the will to do His own will."”

Far from a decision to abandon an individual identity, the mind’s deci-
ston to traverse this sacrificial path only represents a decision to abandon
the enslaving sentments that encumbered the fiee expression of the human
spirit. As the empty tomb at the end of Christ’s own sacrificial path con-
firms, this loss of the self is really the resurrection of the self. In point of
fact, it is 2 gain, where what 15 gained is the freedom of the human spirit
to glory in God at all times."* The mind that memorizes how to glorify
God in its own way, and thereby memorizes how to imitate Christ, is one
that memotizes how to express itself without hindrance, that is, to be tsclf.
To sum up, a mind conformed to Christ 15 pre-disposed to reccive all
events as a pracious gift that reinforces the belief in the goodness of God.

Unlike a mind seill subject to sin, which is constantly preoccupied with
itself and its own concerns, the self that has memorized how to be itself
need not think of itself, for 1t automatically knows how to respond in
any circumstance that may arisc.""! By recovering the mage of God, it
recovers the freedom of the will to direct the intellect anywhere and
discern the nature and degree to which God’s goodness is exhibited in
the things that come into-view and to judge wisely on those grounds how
to order them with respect to one another.
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Just as wisdom helps the mind discern the finite purpose of differcnt
things and use them accordingly, so Augustine explains that it further
enables the intellect to come to terms with itself as a finite crcature that
is capable of mcecting some needs, not others; to behave in keeping with
its Lmitations; and in doing this, to serve others i the way and to the
extent it can — no more, no less.™ As the mind rcconclﬂfm itself’ to
¢he ways in which it is and is not suited to serve the world, letting go
of the buman tendency to over or under estimate personal abilitics,
Augustine writes, the intellect also learns to leave room for others to be
their unique selves.

Instead of attempting to persuade them to do things in onc’s own way,
one learns to respect others’ limitations and to encourage them to make
the most of the gifts they actually have. In learning how te love God
and thereby self, in summary, cne may finally realize what it means to
love cnuc's neighbors as onesslf, which is to love them not as one wants
to love them but in the way their own natures dictate that they should
be loved.

By helping his readers overcome hindrances to being themselves
through efforts to teach them how to regain a predispos:tion to work at
all times in the spirit of Christ, Augustine describes the cxperience indi-
viduals must undergo, namely, the restoration of the image of God, in
order to draw close to others." It is in being renewed and conformed
to Christ’s image, Augustine affirms, that the intellect is prepared not only
for relationship with other human bemgs but above all for an ultdmate
encounter with the reality of God that accomplishes the perfection of the
image.'™ For when Christ returns and the necd for faith passes away, the
memory, understanding, and love of the self — which is the memory,
understanding, and love of the faith one placed in God during life — will
be transformed into a scventh and final Trinitarian analogue which
will determine the way in which the mind will know and love the Triune
God for eterniry.'*

The whele goal of De Trinitate, Augustine concludes, is to re-train
readess to live contmually by faith m God with respect to temporal
things. To do this is to form the habit that brings the mind to the heighe
of the ascent to God it can rcach in this life through the steps that arc
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represented by the first six psycholegical analogies. The attainment of chat
height is what allows the intellect to make a seamless transition to the
immediace vision of the Trinity at the end of time, when the mind will
become marked with the seventh and last psychological analogy. The idea
behind Augusting’s treatise, then, is to enable human beings to learn to
enjoy God as they are able to do so to the greatest possible extent in the

.. . . N
present, so as to maximize the cxperience of Him for eternity ™

Criticisms of the psychological analogies

The foregoing treatment of Augustine’s psychological analogies rests on
the assumption that those analogtes outline the cognitive process involved
in conforming to the image of God. Although a reading of the latter half
of De Trinitate that proceeds along these lines has recently been developed
by a number of other scholars, it has by no means been the predominant
reading of the recent past."”” Moreover, the readings that have prevailed
have been highly critical of the project Augustine supposedly undertakes
in presenting his analogies.

Chief amongst the accusations that have been dirccted against
Augustine’s analogies is the one that holds that they promote an intro-
verted mdividualism. In encouraging his readers to reflect on themselves
as images of God, Augustine purportedly implies that human beings necd
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Jook no further than themselves to find the foundations for all knowl-
edge, and that they should withdraw from reality and human relation-
ships in order to tap mto their innate and fully actualized intellectual -
powers.HB [n doing this, Augustine is thought to have instigated the
“em to the subject” that took place in the thought of Descartes and
Kant.'* Inasmuch as reflection on the image of God entails virtual reflec-
tion on God Himself, Augustine is also said to have argued for the
possibility of knewing God purely rationally and thus to have founded
the discipline of natural theology, in which the existence of God is
supposedly established without reference to the revelation of God the
Son or to experience.

The account of the analogies | and others before me have endeavored
to give indicates that Augustine actually subverts the very crends he has
been accused of setting. Far from implying that human beings possess fully
actualized cognitive powers, he suggests that the power to know, which
is a power to know with a view to the cxistence of God, is one thar
must be gradually recovered by bringing faith m the revelation of Christ
to bear m ordinary experience. Since the knowledge of God, like His
image on the cognitive capacity, is somecthing that must be gradually
recovered, Augustine cannot be accused of giving any natural theological
argument that provides definitive knowledge of God cutside the context
of faith and human cxperience.

Furthermore, though Augustine exhorts his readers to progressively
recover the image of God and thus to recover their humanity individually,
those that rightly interpret and follow these instructions do not withdraw
from the world, but attain the position in which it becomes possible to
enter mre genuine human relationships — something one cannot do to
the extent one remains un-conformed te God's image and thus self-
absorbed or unsure of cneself. In Augustine’s account, human beings
conform to Christ not by engaging i static and solipsistic reflection but
through participation in a dynamic process of Christian transformation
that enacts the possibility of human communiry.

" For example, Catherine La Cugna, Olivier Du Roy, Colin Guuton, Karl Raliner.
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Divine lumination

In both De Trinitate and De Geriesi ad litteram Augustine invekes illumina-
tion to illustrate the work of the human intellect as the imago dei.”™ These
references invite the reader to interpret illumination as 1t is mentioned in
ecarlier works like De magistro and Selfloguia in a larger theological context,
that is, as an illustration of the process mvolved in conforming to God’s
image, or recovering the cognitive capaciry by repaining the ability o use
it for its proper purpose, This is the sort of interpretation of illumination
I will offer in what follows,

De magistro

In De magistio, Augustine recounts a dialogue between himself and his son
Adeodatus concerning the nature of signs and the possibility of teaching
and learning using signs, especially words."” Toward the end of the dis-
cussion, the father and son conclude that it is impossible to teach selely
by means of signs. Although teachers can create an environment that is
conducive to comprehending signs and can stimulate their students to
attend to the realities the signs signify, their efforts merely give students
the potential to learn the meaning of the signs under consideration. For
they cannot cnforce learming on students that have no drive to discover
or that lack the skills or know]edge that might be needed to help them
make sense of the signs.”

Only willing and capable learners are in a position to benefit from the
guidance and expertise of their teachers. If a teacher calls on such students
to draw a conclusion about the meaning of signs that the students do not
know on the basis of ones they do, they will be able to give a response.
Furthermore, they will be able to anticipate, comprehend, and disagree
with their teacher’s interpretation of various signs. In light of all this,
Augustine and Adeodatus emphasize that the efficacy of teaching is just
as contingent on the teachable spirit of the students as it 15 on the skills
of the teacher.

From this point, Augustine proceeds to claim that divine lumination
enacts the possibility of the teaching and learning, which would not
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otherwise be possible. He describes Churist as the inner Teacher, the light
41l consult to gain undeumndmg * Chuist, Augustine states, both bestowed
“the light of the mind by His enlightening act” 5 at creation and reminded
that the light was dwelling within at His [ncarnation."” Because of His
fllumination, human minds may continually experience the cnlightening
sction of God."™*

When De magistro is interpreted at face value, these citations may scem
to support some of the extrinsic interpretations of lumination I have
mentienied. However, a reading of the text that takes into account
Augustine’s maturc theological treatises makes it possible to affivm that
the function of Christ’s illumination in human knowing as it 1s envisioned
in this dialogue is simply to dlumine the Triune nature of God and His
image o1 the human mind i m. the same instance — to llumine an intrinsic
intellectnal capacity and its Triune source.'¥

Augustmc already hints at this m the Sofifoquia, where he spcaks of
God as “the intelligible Light, from whom and through whom and in
whon all things intelligibly shine.” 2158 Just as there are three things in the
suny, “‘that it is, that it shines, and that it lumines,” he writes, “so also
in that most hidden God there are three things, namely, that He Is, that
He is known, and that He makes other things to be known.”" In making
these claims, Auvgustine speaks obliquely of the three Persons of the
Trinity that the Person of Jesus Christ revealed as He illumined God's
Triune nature. He suggests, moreover, that the doctrine of the Trimity is
required to epact the account of knowledge by illumination which the
Platonists espoused.

As the image of the Trinity, Christ demonstrated that reflecting the
image means expressing the spirit or intrinsic intellectual ability He gave
at creation for the purpose He exemplified through His Incarnate life,
which is to illumine the nature of the Father. By this account, divine
illumination works two ways: Chrst illumines human minds so that they
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can illumine the divine being. Augustine wholeheartedly affirms that all
are made in the image of God and therefore possess the ability to llumine
reality, This Is why it is both possible and necessary for people with faith
to learn from, converse with, and by these means influence those that
reason without faith. Nevertheless, he struggles to call the latter wuly
lumined, inasmuch as they do not recognize the light through which
they know and are thereforc particularly prone to “reduce” the light by
which they judge to some particular, created Light.

The tendency to do this is exactly the one human beings acquired at
the fall. As a result of the fall, they began to judge the world by restric-
tive ideas and thus m an exclusive light, Tnstead of judging the relative
worth of things, they employed the capacity for judgment to be judg-
mental. In this way, they lost the ability to learn from and to teach one
another. Christ reinstated the ability to learn and to comumunicate with
others when He modelled the openness of mind chat makes it possible to
find the good — and God — in all things. He revealed that those with
divergent interests can pursue their interests with the shared goal of glo-
rifying the God who gave them those interests as ways to discover Him
and to inspire others to do the same. Far from suspending normal human
patterns of interpersonal communication, the theologically contextualized
interpretation of Deé magistre confirms that Christ restores them for those
who recover the capacity He originally gave them to know God by learn-
ing to work for His glory. ’

Soliloquia

According to Augustine in Solifoquia, the process of recovery begins when
mitial faich opens or cleanses the cycs of the mind, converting them from
darkness to the light of the realization that the mind is created 1 God’s
image in order to know like God, and eventually, to know God.™ This
realization entails another, namely, that the material things that are seen
all around are not ultimate; that the “interior eyes are judges of the exte-
tior ones” and that “the former [should be preferred] to the latter.””'™
Although the openng or ¢leansing of the eyes through faith instigaces the
process of the mind’s conversion to the light, it does not at once adjust
it fully to the light. Although remstated, the image of God on the mind
1s still an effaced one, or as Augustine claborates, the all-encompassing
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Light of God 1s too bright for those whose limited concepts of goodness
apd light have left them unaccustomed to it.'*

Stated otherwise, the newly illunined are still “bent over™ {(incuivatis
5¢) particular goods; their heads are bowed and eyes covered for protection
from the light thar reveals the goodness of all things which is as yet too
bright for them to bear. In order to stand upright and actually see the -
world in this light of faith, Augustine exhorts the llumined to invite
the influence of morc dlumination, which is rto undergo the renewal
of the image of God.'"™ On his account, the eves of the mind adjust to
the vision of the wotld at ever higher, more inclusive grades of Iight by
judging whatever can be seen under the level of light they are able to
bear. Judging by the light means acknowledging that nothing that is seen
by the light is itself an all-consuming light by which to judge the world.
The light by which all things are perceived and distinguished is not dif-
fused in any special place."™ The low grade of light at which the mind
initally sees resulls in narrow-minded judgments, since darkness excludes
what light subsumes and appropriately includes. Dimness of vision pre-
vents the mind from grasping fully that the unspeakable and incompre-
hensible light of minds encompasses far more than the light of one outlook
ever could - from secing that there is more than one road to wisdom and
allowing others to guide and be gmded toward thar hght “according to
their health and endurance.”® Darkened vision, in summary, makes the
mind unsure about what can be subsumed under the light, fostering aver-
sicns and fears and inhibiting the buman ability to navigate the world
confidently in the knowledge that there is a place for everything in it in
the divine order, and thus to i1dentify God’s goodness in all things.

BEven so, viston at a low grade of llumination naturally leads to wision
at a higher degree of light. The mind cannot stay in the dimness of light
forever if it faithfully adheres to the knowledge that the light includes all
things but 1s reduced to none, for it is impossible to forget what it was
ke to come to see more cleatly and to realize where vision remained
obscure, The contrast between darkness and light trains the cyes of the
mind to move by trial and error out of darkness and into brighter levels
of light that dispel the shadows that prevent the realization that the light
is an all-inclusive one, in which a greater share can be gained as one learns

sl 1.8.15.
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from others how that light operates. Each time the intellect attempts to
judge in the light, it cultivates the habit of doing se, undergoing the
renewal of God’s image and bringing that blurry image inte clearer focos,

As the mind comes to an ever better realization of the fact that there
s a place for all things under the common light, Augustine elaborates,
the head is lifted by degrees and the hands drawn away from the cyey
until the illumined stands upright with arms outstretched so as to see all
that surrcunds it under the constant ray of divine light that exposes the
distinctive purpose and waorth of all things. Augustine calls attention to
the fact that chose who assume this cognitive stance poise with eyes and
mind and heart and anms wide open as Chust did when He accomplished
" Following in His steps, they
become free to maneuver the world without the inhibitions of narraw-

mindedness and fear that formerly tainced the light of the mind and to
(a7

the redemption of mankind on the cross.

find what is good in all circumstances.

In doing that, Augustine believes that people of faith gain the abilicy
to further the redemptive work of Christ, and thus encourage others to
see things in His light. Although the circumstances in which. this is done
may change, Augustinc insists that an illumined perspective on the cir-
cumstances themseives nced not shift any more than the Son’s steady gaze
on the Father in the Spirit. Changes in circumstance, far from upsetting
the illumined outleok, can only broaden the scope of llumined judg-
ment.'® As this happens, Augustine affirms, “cach one according to his
strength grows more proficicnt ... and [prepares to| socner or later behold
the sun without finching and with immense delight.”'* Each one, in
other words, prepares at their own pace and in accordance with their own
abilities to sece God.

Defining Augustinian illumination

What has been said to this point serves to bolster the contention that
lumination for Augustine is the source of an intrinsic cognitive capacity
rather than any sort of intellectually offensive extrinsic conditioning. So
construed, illumination evades the problems commonly associated with
the claims that the divine light interferes in the process of cognition or
that it imposes the very content or certitude of thoughts. By defining

Lo ep. 140, 26.
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Jluptination as the source of the mind’s ability, however, T do not intend
to imply that Augustnian Humination has no bearing on cognitive proc-
esses, content, or certainty. This is manifestly not the case, inasmuch as
the cognitive capacity is one that must be gradually recovered as the mind
culeivates a habit of reasoning in the light of faith in God.

As the mind does this, Augustine relates that it begins to cmploy the
inpate ability the Son gave to think in terms of unifying categories, in
ultimate terms of the existence of one God, and thus to think in the way
the Incarnate Son Himself exemplified: in the Spirit that glorifies God the
Eather. Tn the sense that the mind seeking to recover its capacity must
follow Christ’s example concerning how to think, Christ affects cognitive
processes, ot by performing them on behalf of the mind but by putting
the 1mind in the position to perform them of its own accord by way of
the example He set at His Incarnation.

As the mind imitates Christ’s way of kneowing, it gains greater insight
into the object of His knowledge, which 1 the goodness of God the
Father — not yet directly, of course, but indirectly, as it realizes the impact
faith in Him has on its efforts to form ideas about reality. By forming
ideas in the way the Father does, namely, through the Son and in His
Spirit, the intellect increasingly participates at its own initiative in an
cternal life that consists in contemplating the idea of God. While the
search for God’s Truth may be in the making of the mind that undertakes
it, the Truth that is discovered is not the mind’s invention. Rather, the
mind through its own workings conceptually alights on an aspect of the
way God has made thmgs to be: good.

For this reason, one can afirm that lumination bears en the content
of thought, not because God imposes thoughts on the human mind but
because the intellect, to the extent it has recovered its capacity, comes to
know what God alrcady knows 1n full, which 1s quite sumply the goodness
of GGod, as it can be perceived through the mediation of natural expen-
ences scrutinized from the standpoint of faith. Although the knowledge
or through

H

of Truth is something that is sought after “from below’
the use of the natural capacity to comprehend natural reality, one can
still affirm in a qualified sense that 1t is something that is reccived from
above, to the extent that the mind acknowledges that the employment
of its natural capacity represents a partcipation in the knowledge of what
is above.

The more the mind participates in the knowledge of God as it pres-
ently can, leaming to sec the signs of God’s goodness everywhere it turns
to look, the more the mind becomes confident m the veracity of the 1dea
it entertained from the beginning, which is that God is good. The “proof”
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for the tuth of the doctrines of Trnity and Incarnation, consequently, is
in the effects the application of those doctrines on the mind that uses
them to find the good — and God — in all things, overcoming in the
process the idea that the circumstances can make or break happiness while
discerning how to make the best of all circumstances and find happiness
in them.

As the tuth of Chrstian faith is remforced for the believing mind by
these means, the opportunity to demonstrate its viability in the face of
unbelievers also arises, For the capacicy to put all things into a perspective
that locates the good in them — the capacity to “redeem” them — is a
testament to the powerful effect that faith m the Triune, Incarnate God
can have whenever it is invoked.'™ While those who are aware that God
is an all-inclusive good can identify the sense in which God can bring
good from virtually anything, and in that, find a way to overcomec dif-
ficulties and reconcile differences in perspective, those that are not aware
of the all-inclusive nature of that light, who tend to reduce it to some
finite light, do not have the resources to embrace all that surrcunds. By
making use of the rescurces of faith te redeem the circumstances and
incorporate the idcas of others, as Augustine did with the idcas of the
Platonists, for cxample, the people of faith acquire a charitable attitude of
open-mindedness that s conducrve to promotmg unity and peace and that
serves as the source of their faith’s persuasive power. '

That atticude is one of the effects of faith in Geod, which provides
perhaps the most convincing evidence tor the truth of Christian doctrine
that can be produced in an order where God Himself is never fully dis-
closed. Since those effects can only be 1dentified by 2 human mind that
1s affected by faith and that 1s prepared to give an account of the object
of faith by which it 1s affected — the Triune God — and how it is affected
— through the Incarnation of God’s Son — Augushine insists thac those
wishing to lead others to belief in God muse go about this in the way
Christ modeled: not by shining the light of faith in the eyes of those who
reason in the dark, but by showing how effective it is to walk in the light
that makes the way forward clear and fosters fellowship with others. He
urges his readers to persuade others to believe through the application of
the belief in the goodness of God, which produces certainty about the
goodness of all that happens in reality, which in turn reinforces belief 1n
the goodness of God. Here, dllumination can be sald to afford cognitive
certitude not because this 1s imposed from the outside but because the
mind that recovers its capacity incvitably experiences a directly propor-
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tonal increase in certainty with respect to belief in God. The certainty
that results from sceing reality by the light of faith doubles as the confi-
dence in the Light Itself that remains as yet unseen but will surely be seen
by the eyes that adjust to 1t by faich."”"

All this may be summarized by saving that divine illumination is the
source of an intrinsic intellectual capacity all human beings have to illu-
mine the natore of God. So censtrued the theory cvades the problems
rypicaﬂy associated with interpretations that treat the divine light as though
it were some sott of extrinsic force. Those interpretations have not done
justice to the later developed theological context of the account Augustine
most famously mentions in early “philesophical” works, Tnasmuch as the
capacity that comes through illumination s ¢ne that must be gradually
recovered, however, 1t 1s possible to affirm that illomination enters inco
cognition in the three other ways Augustine admittedly mentions, namely,
as an ongoing help in the cognitive process and as the source of cognitive
content and of certitude. This is not because Christ the illuminator
directly instigates or interferes with the cognitive process or impases ideas
and certainty about them, but because the human nund can only recover
its capacity by following the example He set through engagement in a
process of cognition that is analogous to His and that results in a growing
understanding of and certainty about the Being of God that He always
knows in full.

With all this in view, one can conclude that the illumination of Christ
does not bear on cognition in any way that undermines the autonomy or
intcgrity of the intellect but in a way that reinstates it, at least for the
intellect that stokes rather than extinguishes His light through a decision
to work with faith in Fim.'”? On Angustine’s account, all that comes to
the mtellect from the outside is the power to be renewed on the inside;
this 15 the power to llumne the divine being that is received through
divine illummation — the power to know like God and thus know God,
Here at last the logic of Augustine’s claim that divine illumination is the
condition of possibility of all human knowledge comes into relief — for
unless God gives the capacity to know Him and it is used to the end of
knowing Him, there is no such thing as knowing or knowledge at all
After all, there is nothing to see in the dark.

beaty v, 4.35.
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Anselm (ap 1033-1109)

Introduction

When it comes to forms of philosophical argument, the writings of St.
Ansclim of Canterbury do not obviously resemble those of St Augustine,
In spite of the obvious methodological discrepancies berween the two
thinkers, there is hardly anything controversial about the claim that the
eleventh-century Benedictine was Augustine’s foremost representative in
the early medieval period, when it would appear that Augustine’s theo-
logical outlook was widely, if not universally, presupposed.”

Although the lines of continuity between Augustine and Anselm are
often drawn on the basis of assumptions concerning the contours of
Augustine’s theught that T have questioned, my main concern in this
chapter is not to cxplain or take issuc with other readings of Anselm.
Instcad, my goal is to demonstrate that Anselm does indeed think along
the lines of Augustine, as I have interpreted Augustine, on the matter of
divine illwmination, an aspect of the Benedictine’s thought that has
reccived little to no scholarly attention. Assuming that Anselm adheres to
an essentially Augustinian Trinitardan theology, [ will move almost straight
into investigating Iis understanding of what s involved in reflecting the
image of God, recovering that image which was effaced at the fall, and
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undergoing an experience of divine illumination, a metaphor Anselm
7

invokes to Hllustrate the process of recovery.

The main reason for conducting this analysis of Anselm’s thought on
jlumpnation, rather than proceeding directly to evaluate the thirtcenth-
century developments more pertinent to the inquiry into the decline of
the dlumination account, 1s to establish on fairly non-controversial grounds
what it means to work in continuity with Augustine’s thought on knowl-
edge and dlumination. On my understanding, doing this means adhering
to the bishep’s theclogical assumptions and translating the concept of
haman knowing that can be derived from them into contempeorarily rel-
evant terins, even ones that differ from Augustine’s own,

Since the study of St. Anselm illustrates what it means to update the
(hought of Augustine in a new context, it will facilitate the cffort T make
later on to adwvance the potentially controversial argument that Thomas
Aguinas rather than Bonaventure is Augustine’s main champion in the
thirteenth century. The study of Anselm will ground this argument on
another level, inasmuch as Franciscan thinkers like Bonaventure. appropri-
ated his work as part of the project of asscciating themselves with the
intellectual tradition of Augustine, for it will eventually reveal that the
Pranciscan usc of Anselm, like that of Augustine, was not necessarily a
faithful one. Thercfore, the theologically grounded account of Anselm’s
view on Wumination which T give in this chapter lays the foundation for
subsequent work to make a case for the claim that Franciscans did not
bolster traditional Augustiman ideas, even as Anselm presented them.

Before I delve mto this study of Anselm’s thought, a word about the
intellectual context in which he werked 15 in order. Anselm lLived at the
end of a peried n history during which Western civilization had been
subject to an immense amount of division and unrest. The sociopolitical
tide was already turning for the worse during the last days of Augustine,
who watched the Roman Empire enter the initial stages of its decline duc
to barbarian invasions as he composed his De civitate Dei. In that treatise,
he exhorts his readers to bear in mind that the “city of God” will not
come to the same end as the “city of man” in which it is presently siru-
ated, and he encourages them to face the twials of the times with that
truth in view. He urges his readers, m summary, to maintain an illumined
outlook on reality.

Brian Leftow, “Anselm’s Perfeci-Being ‘I'heology,” in The Cantbridge Companion o
Anseln (Camnbridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 132 Katherin A, Rogers, Perfect
feing Theology (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000); Visser and Williams, Ausehi,
[33—44.
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Although invasions of the Empire eventually led to the division of its
once vast territory, undermining political and economic stability and
decentralizing learning in the process, the darkness that overshadowed the
city of man as a result of all this did not at once prevail in the city of
God, just as Augustine had predicted. Tf anything, the uncertain times
threw the constancy of the light into sharper relief. Statesmen such as
Boethius and Cassiodorus, for exanple, testfied that an illumined outlook
is what enabled them to negotiate the volatile political circumstances of
the day.’

The sixth-century pope Gregory the Grear also admitted to relying on
illumination in his efforts to lead the Church through thesc times. Gregory
even preached 2 message of Augustinian illumination, calling the faithful
to repent of placing their hopes in the present Life and thus make them-
selves receptive to the inner Light of God that puts tumultuous external
circumstances into a right perspective.” In his hagiographical writings,
Gregory presents St. Benedict as the model of an Jlumined mindset.” He
recounts a vision in which Benedict perceived the whole world gathered
under one brilliant beam of light which showed how to manage great
challenges and serve others who were facing them.

Tn 529, Benedict had founded his first monastic community. Many of
the many abbeys that were opened across the Western world between
550 and 1150, and even beyond the original borders of the former Roman
Empire, were associated with his order. In between the regular periods
of prayer prescribed by the liturgy of the hours, Benedictine monks pored
over and painstakingly copicd and commented on the classic works of the
Christian tradition, especially those of Augustine. They also labored to
support themselves. Through their intellectual, economic, and agricultural
enterprises, the Benedictines came to hold “a prominent position in the
social landscape of Furope as landowning corporations, ecclesiastical
In an era characterized by uncer-

214

patrens, and [proponents of] learning.
tainty and disunity, the Benedictine abbeys scattered throughout Western
Clristendom created intellectual, religious, and social continuity. In
sumumary, Bencdict’s illumined outlook, brought to bear on a grand scale,
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contributed to the preservation and perpetuation of Christian thought and
culture in the early Middle Ages. In view of this, one might go so far as
to say that the application of Augustine’s account of illwmination is what
caw medieval thinkers through the period that intervened between the
deztly of Augustine and the lifespan of Anselim.

Just prior to the time of Anselm, the light began to return to the city
of man, in conmjunction witl the rise of the Holy Roman Empire. During
the rule of Charlemagne and his successors, the West started to enjoy a
measure of government-driven political, economic, and intellectual stabil-
ity once again. For his own part, Charlemagne initiated a revival of learn-
ing by founding schools based in the local cathedrals, where select members
of the clergy could receive basic training in the liberal arts, Scripture, and
the Church Fathers, and thus become more competent administrators of
church affairs.” He appointed Alcuin of York as master of the arts for
members of his own court; he collected che classical texrs that. were
available in Latin at the time, including Bocthius’ Latin translation of
Aristotle’s six logical treatises {Organon), Boethius’ own philosophical and
theological works, and a few works by Cicere and Plato;® and he com-
missioned independent scholars to complete new translations, One of the
most important of these was John Scotus Eriugena’s Latin version
of the works of Pseudo-Dionysius.

Prior to the Carolingian renaissance, scholars working in the monastic
setting had focused their inteilectual energies on the study of Scripture
and the Fathers. That is not to say that they had no training in the Jiberal
arts or that their research was not well-informed or comprehensive,
but it is to suggest that, with exceptions like Isidore of Seville and
the Venerable Bede, the pursuit of sapientic rather than scentia was the
order of the day.” By the eleventh century, the trends that were set
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during the Carolingian renaissance had become norms. Scholarly work
was undertaken in monasteries as well as in cathedral scheools and the
rapidly proliferating intellectual circles that were sheltered by no institu-
tion but were governed by a master of the arts who determined the course
of study his pupils would undertake. "

In miost of these institutions, there was & growing interest in the libera]
arts and philosophy and in the logical or dialectical methods of inquiry
that were employed in these disciplines. By Anselm’s day, this develop-
ment had rendered it necessary to re-appraise the rclationship between
science and wisdom, reason and faith." After so long a time on the “way
of autherity,” as Augustine had called it, eleventh-century scholars faced
the challenge of determining what it would mean in their context to take
his “way of reason.”

Naturally, there were those who favored the use of logic in the study
of Scripture as well as those that opposed it to varying degrees. Contrary
to what has been supposed for some time, however, the so-called “dia-
lecticians” did not construe reason as the only source of truth, and the
“anti-dialecticians” did not declare rcason superfluous for the purposes
of faith.'”® Stated otherwise, eleventh-century thinkers did not operate
on rationalist and fideist assumptions about the mutually exclusive nature
of reason and faith that modern thinkers tend to presuppose. On the
contrary, they commonly affinmed that faith and reason are mutually
interdependent. They only disagreed when it came to deciding where and
how to lay the emphasis."

Through his studies at the Benedictine abbey of Bec, Anselm would
have become well-versed in Augustine’s thought before he succecded lus
master Lanfranc as prior there.'" As prior and later abbot, Anselm com-
posed treatises that have been called the “most perfect definitions” of
Aupustine’s views.”” In the process, he built the abbey’s reputation as ope
of the foremost centers of learning in Burope, until he was appointed
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Archbishop of Canterbury m 1093, For these rcasons, the monks whe
were in his care at Bec requested that he explain, in the light of the
contemporary controversies, how they might come to know God through
the use of reason and logic.’

The response Anselm offered can be found in his Monologion and its
sequel, the Proslogion. In the vreface to the Monologion, Anselm intimates
that his purpose in the weatise is effectively to update the De Trinifate,
where Augustine gave his account of God, the image of God, and the
proCess of re-conforming to the image of Ged. In that work and others,
Augustine had indicated that the ways of authority and reason are equally
legitimate ways to GGod, inasmuch as they begin and end with the wisdom
that God is the Highest Good, that He is so because He is Triune, and
that this is known because He made Himself Tncarnate.

Even so, Augustine argued that the way of reason, which proceeds
from wisdom through science back to wisdom, can be a far more satisfy-
ing way to take, inasmuch as it reveals the profound depths of the wisdom
of God that cannot be fathomed on the way of authority. Augustine had
advanced such arguments on the basis of Scriptural autheority. However,
those arguments were of lumited use to Anselm’s monks, who were
already convinced that the way of authority was a viable one. Although
they merely needed to be reminded of what Augustine had communicated
in De Trinitate, they nceded the reminder to come in a new form, which
would reveal how the conclusions they took on 1L1t1011ty could be
reached by reason as well as by faith,

The Monofogion represents Anselm’s attemnpt to summarize Augustine’s
De Tiinitate briefly in the contextually relevant way his readers required.”
lnstead of building arguments on the basis of Scriptural auchority, Anselm
chose to present arguments from “rcason alone™ (sola ratione). When dis-
cussing the logic behind divine actions, hie cites “necessary reasons” (rationes
necessariae). When explaining what is proper action for human beings
created in God’s image, Anselm presents arguments from fittingness (con-
venfeniia). 'The only authority Anselm names explicitly is Augustine himsclf,
and even his name appears a merc eight times in six passages, all of which
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are found in the Monologion or Proslagion and refer to De Trinitate." By
appealing to what is logically necessary or fitting rather than to authority,
Ansclm threw the contours of some essential Augustinian positions into
relief in a way that ilustrated how to take Augustine’s way of reason.

Although he apparently tried to tackle the whole task of modernizing
Augustine’s treatise on the Trinity in the Monologion itself, Ansclm states
at the outset of the Proslogion that in his own opinion he did not success-
fully do so. Even though he had given a satisfactory account of the Triune
God and creation in God’s image through the use of reason alone in that
context, he hints that he had not adequately or at least concisely done
the same when it came to demonstrating how te confonm to God’s image,
In other words, he had not provided 2 catalyst for the rencwal of the
image, as Augustine had done with his psychological analogies.

For a long time, Anselm says be sought to no avail for a single logical
argument (tmim arguinentinm) or single formula, as the phrase can be trans-
lated, which his readers could employ in their efforts to conform to God."
Just after he had given up on the project, the idea came to him in a fash
of insight that disclosed the famous proof for the existence of God he
proceeded to outline in the Proslogion. Tnn that brief treatise, Anselm com-
pleted i his own way the project Augustine had undertaken in the latter
half of his De Trinitate and which he himself had begun in the Monologion.

[n spite of Ansclm’s instructions to read the Monologion and Proslogion
as counterparts to the two halves of Augustme’s De Trinftate, and thus to
interpret the latter and the famous “proof” for the existence of God its
second chapter contains as a guide to conforming to God's mage, most
modern interpreters have not taken into consideration the relevance of
Augustine’s work, much less the other twenty-five chapters of the Proslogion
itself, One possible reason for this oversight has already been mentioned,
which is that Augustine’s De Trinitate has been misunderstood and crti-
cized on the basis of misapprehensions until only very recently. This situ-
ation in the scholarship on Augustine’s thought seems to have discouraged
or at least failed to promote any attempts that might have been made to
give a reading of Anselm’s Proslogion that is informed by an understanding
of Augustine’s treatise on the Trinity.

Another reason why the proof Anselm presents in chapter two has not
been evalvated in relation to Augustine’s De Trinitate and the rest of the
Proslogion itself is that it has been retrospectively read through the lens of
one specific late medieval meerpretation. In later chapters, T will claborate
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on just what that lens was. In this context, suffice it to say that Anselm’s
argument, which was largely neglected during the twelfth century, was
adopted in the early thirteenth century by Franciscan scholars who inter—
preted it as an a priori argument for God's existence — the first of its kind
in the West — which affords total and immediate access to the knowledge
that Ged exists through intellectual reflection on God, as part of an effort
to account for St. Franeis’ constant cognitive connection with God.™

Once nmodern thinkers removed Ansehn’s proof so construcd from the
context of Franciscan faith and life, many came to believe that such a
priori proof for (God could be offered on the basis of reason zlone, without
recourse to faith in God’s revelarion or to experience. In offering such a
proof, Anselm is supposed to have given an ontological proof for God,
as Augustine allegedly did with his psychological analogies, that is, a proof
that provides full access to the knowledge of God purely rationally, or
through reflection on Him or more specifically His image on the mind.
This interpretation of Anselm’s argument which makes no reference to
Augustine is the one that been presupposed cver since, both by the schol-
ars that have advocated the argument and by those who have challenged
its viabiliry.”'

Although some theclogians in the fairly recent past have observed that
an apricristic reading of Anselm is inconsistent with his outlock — that
the argument was designed to make faith intelligible to those that already
adhere to it and was not an enterprse in natural theology aimed to con-
vince unbelievers of truth about God on purely rational grounds — they
have not always explained in great detail how exactly the argument helps
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render faith intelligible > Building on the insights of those who have come
hefore me, | will endeavor to do this as I give an account of what i
mvolved in imaging God, according to Anselm, and describe how the
Proslogion and its proof provide a resource for those seeking to engage 1
the process of recovering the image of God, which Anselm illustrates by
appealing to divine ilumination,

The Image of God

Like Augustine, Ansclm affirms that human beings are created in the
image of a God who is simple. 2 God who is one thing, which 15 all chat
is good, all the tme or — as later thinkers would put it — whose essence
is His existence. Since God need not undergo change m order to be what
He is, He is the Highest Geod there is.% On Anselm’s account, this God
knows and makes known His supreme goodness — that is, the Truth — in
virtue of the fact that He is Triune.*

Although the beings God creates are nothing like Him — He 1s what
He is, which is an infinitc and eternal Truth, while they must become
what they were made to be — finite and temporal things — Ansclm nev-
ertheless affirms that created realities are like Flim inasmuch as He gives
them a single way of exhibiting truth (“rectitude”™ or “correctness”),” in
virtue of the nvolvement of numerous component parts.” Through the
collaboration of those parts, creatures perform their proper functions
and become by degrees the specific beings they were made to be. In this
way, Ansclm writes, creaturcly “existence”  approximates creaturely
esscnce; creatures participate in thew own ways of being true. By doing
this, they participate in the way and to the cxtent they can in the unend-
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ing Truth that pre-contains and makes possible without predetermining
all manifestations of and growth in truth. To sum up, the things that have
the potential to exhibic cruth in a limited sense become more analogous
to God, who bears no resemblance to the things He has made inasmuch
as He 1s actual, absolute Truth.

While the fundamental discrepancy between divine and created natures
prevents human beings from forming thoughts that capture anything
directly about God, Ansclm nonetheless affirms thar human beings can
know God by pursuing knowledge of the things that are accessible to
them in view of the fact that no finite instance of truth is or can capture
the all-inclusive Truth-in-Ttself that God is > Such an approach to knowing
fosters an understanding of all things in their just or proper order,”

By attaining this sort of understandmg, Anselm indicates, human
beings do what (God made them to do and wants them to do.” That
is not to say that they have no freedom. To the contrary, human
freedom 1s affimed in this statement, insofar as doing what God made
one to do prevents one from entertaining the narrow-mmded ideas as
to what 15 true that keeps the mind from finding what is good, and
therefore happiness, wherever it turns its attention.™

Of course, Anselm acknowledges that the ability to obey Geod is one
that human beings lost at the fall when they failed to regard God as the
nltimate source of their happiness, choosing to believe instead that things
other than God can afford complete happiness. As a result of this loss,
humanity forfeited the mnage of Ged, together with. the power to regain
it.”! For this rcason, Ansclm states that the image had to be restored by
the cne who originally gave it, namcly, the Son of God.” Mereover, it
needed to be restored by a son of man, since it was man and not God
who had caused the loss in the first place.” This is why Anselm affirms
that God the Son became a man. In doing this, the Son reinstated the
human capacity to reflect the image of God by reflecting that image in
the form of a human person.™
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Toward the end of the AMerologion, Anselm exhorts his readers to follow
Christ’s example in order to recover the lost image. He observes that it
is one thing to profess belief in God’s supreme goodness — to recall ane’s
creation in God’s image — and quite another to live in accordance with
this belief — and so acoually refiect the image. If human beings seck to
have an cffective faith, Ansclm contends, they must think and act like
what they say about God is oue, else they appear not to believe and
possess a dead faith *

Conforming to the Image of God

The Proslogion picks up where Monologion leaves off. In the frequently
neglected first chapter of this work, Anselm confesses that in his fallen
state, he has lost the ability to know God and thus to do that for which
he was made.”® He admits that the image of God on his mind is so eftaced
and worn away by vice that 1t cannot reflect the reality of God in this
life or the next unless God Himself renews and reforms it. For this reason,
Anselm pleads with God to show him how to underge the renewal of
the image. This open-minded atutude of repentance put Anselm in the
rght frame of mind to receive the understanding he sought — the single
argument — which he proceeds to present in chapter two. The premises
and conclusion of the argument can be summarized as follows:

1, God 1s a Being than which none greater can be thought, ie. the
Supreme DBewng.

2. The Supreme Being exists in the mind.

It is greater to exist in reality than only in the mind.

God exists in reality as well as in the mind because He is the Supreme

Sl

Being, and the Supreme Being must be whatever it is best to be.

With this argument, Anselm concisely states whae Christians believe
about the Triune God, namely, that He is supreme. On the monlk’s
account, the meaning of the thought that God supremely exists entails
the belief that He does in fact exist in rcality, inasmuch as it is best to
exist m reality, and God is what is best, or supreme, by definition. As
Ansclin had explained along Augustinian lines in the Monologion, God 13
one thing — all that is good — all the time, by contrast to creatures that
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come into existence at a poeint in time and become the finite beings they
were made to be in the course of time.

Unless His exastence as the infinite and eternal Good-in-Ttself is posited,
there is 1o way to account for the source of all the finite and temporal
goods 1n reality as well as the human ability to know them, though not
Him, inasmuch as the knowledge of finite and infinite, developing and
totalized realities, is mutually exclusive. This God who is greater than can
e conceived — the God of Christian belief — must exist in reality as He
does in thought, to wit, supremely, else He would not be the Supreme
Being that He is, and it would be impossible to explain the existence of
all known beings.

The point of the third chapter of the Proslogion, it would appear, is to
start spellmg out the implicadons of this argument for those who grasp
its first premise, according to which God is the Supremec Bemg, as per
premise two, 1ot unlike Augustine had done in the second half of his De
Trinitate after delineating his doctrine of God in the first. The main impli-
cation of the argument for those who apprehend God’s supremacy is that
they cannot deny that He exists in reality, smce the thought of His
supremacy cntails His reality. In order to deny that He really exists,
Anselm argues in chapter four, one would have to fail or refuse to under—
stand the meaning of what is being said about Him. Although Anselm

" affirms that 1t s nonsensical or foolish in one sense to hear of God and

then resist believing in Him whose supreme existence is the sole way to
account for the existence of all things, he further contends that it is foolish
or at best inconsistent in another respect to affirm that (God exists and
subsequently behave as if onc thinks otherwise,

Since God’s existence in reality logically follows from His existence in
thought, Anselm implicitly concludes in chapter four that it is fitting for
those who claim to think that God is the Supreme Being to act as though
that belief 1s true. While those who refise, albeit foolishly, to assent to
God's existence may stake their hopes on temporal things instead of on
Him and thereby act as though He does not supremely exist, this behavior
involves a logical inconsistency for anyone who genuincly professes to
believe that God exists. So-called believers who deny that God is real by
their patterns of thought and action are for Ansclm just as foolish as the
ones who deny God altogether, if not more so, inasmuch as they negate
their own truth claims and live a lie.

The message Anselm has communtcated to this point in his Proslogion
can be summarized as follows: God supremely exists, Those who refuse
to accept this refise to acknowledge the transcendent condition of pos-
sibility of their own immanent cxistence as well as the existence of all
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things, which is toolish. Those that do accept it should behave in ways
that ave consistent with the belief that God exists. That 1s te say, they
should bring the thought of Ged as Highest Good to bear in reality, or
in acts of reasoning about ordinary circumstances. By doing this, inciden-
tally, they may reveal to fools whe lack faith how sensible it 15 to assess
the immanent in light of trust in the transcendent extstence of God.

Although he urges his readers to be consistent with respect to their
belief in God, and to bear witness to the truth of their belief by these
means, Anseln is by no means unawarc of the fact that Chrstian believers
do net always act as if what they say 15 true; that their testumony often
leaves much to be desired. In fact, he seems to have formulated his wium
agguinentin or Usingle formula” precisely because he was aware that in
their fallen state, those who profess faith frequently fail to live in a way
that is fitung for people of faith.

Anselm is conscious that because of their fallen condition, Christans
must be regularly reminded to repent from operating on the assumption
that they know best and turn their desires over to the God who knows
best, because He is the best.”” Anselm offers such a reminder as he outlines
a chain of reasoning — a formula, as it were — the use of which would
facilitate efforts to break the pridefil habit of thinking in terms of the
all-importance of the self and its desires while forming the habit of rcgallrdﬁ
ing all things in the light of the supreme greatness of God.

Although initial faith reinstates the thought of God as Highest Good
that was forgotten at the fall, that is, the awareness of His image, Anselm
recognizes that the consequence of the fall, which was the effacement of
the image and thus the loss of the ability to bring the knowledge of God
to bear in knowmng the world, is not totally overcome in the same
instance. It remains for people of faith to make faith effective by forming
a habit of reasoning in faith, or by undergoing the renewal of the image,
as Anselm stresses at the end of the Monologion and at the start of the
Prosiogion.

As a concise and valid syllogism, Anselm’s argumient was one that those
with basic training in logic could easily memorize and udlize in striving
to cultivate this habit of reasoning in the light of the knowledge of God’s
supremacy and thereby break the habir of reasoning without it. Tn evaluat-
ing any sitwation, they simply needed to pause and run through the basic
cognitive steps which Anselm describes, acknowledging (1} that Ged is
the Supreme Being; (2) that they believe this; and (3) that it is therefore
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right for them to act as though they believe this in the reality of the
circumstances under consideration.

Those who follow through on these cognitive steps, Anselm implies,
reconcile faith in God with reason by allowing faith to shape thewr outlook
on whatever they happen to be thinking about. Although the ohjects of
their rational acts are narural rather than supernatural, meaning that God’s
essence is not disclosed through them, these acts nonetheless enable those
who engage in them to apprehend God indirectly, through the perspective
en ordinary life that faith in Him atfords.

Through this perspecuve, formed by those who use the argument to
reconcile faith and reasen, Anselm suggests that the rationality or intel-
ligibility of the faith s perceived as the mind realizes the power that faith
has to promote efforts to put things in a proper or rational perspective,
That power lies in faith’s penchant for preventing the mind from operat-
ing on the fallen assumption that temporal circumstances can make or
break human happiness. These who habitually operate on that assumption
tend to go to ali sorts of extremes to satisfy their immediate desires, often
doing harm to themselves and others in the process. Paradoxically, this
quest for personal happiness can never afford lasting happiness, inasmuch
as the objects of the quest are temporal attainments that are either fleeting
or hard to find in fallen circumstances. Such a self-serving quest is ironi-

" cally irrational because it is a quest for things that cannot always be

secured, and is likely for that very reasor to result in the discontentment,
envy, and fear that disrupt the stability of the mind,

In clear contrast to this, the mind that stakes all hopes for happiness not
on the present circumstances but on the Ged whoe is beyond them does
not put its sanity at the mercy of those circumstances but makes the cir-
cumstances subject to itseif. As it crusts in the geodness of a God who works
all things for good, it becomes able to make the best of any given situation
and thus to see the situation from the “divine perspective” that doubles as
the knowledge of God that is attainable in this life. Each time it dees so,
incidentally, it experiences the renewal of the image of God and reflects
that image with greater constancy and clarity. 1t discovers that its faith is
rational because 1t taps mto the power faith has to render reason sound,

The significance of the oft-neglected chapters five to twenty-six of the
Proslogion comes into relief here, so far as these describe the repercussions
of efforts to brmg faith in God’s existence to bear in real life. The main
effect of such efforts is that those who make them become cver more
certain of God’s existence. For they become increasingly cognizant of the
evidence of God’s goodncss, that 15, His essence, which is everywhere to
be found. By operating on the assumption that a God exists who is always
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Good, Anselin elaborates, the faithfullearn to perceive that all—encompassing
attribute of His through all its various aspects and thus acquire the ability
to resolve some apparent contradictions m God’s character, such as His
Justice and His willingness to allow good to come to the unjust, or His
mercy and His willingness to permit injustices to be done to the good *

When faith informs efforts to make sense of these things, it reminds
the believer that God works all things for good and therefore makes it
possible to interpret His mercy as justice, His justice as mercy, and the
mjustices that can never be atimbuted to Him as a means to accomplishing
the ends of both justice and mercy. When circumstances change so as
seemingly to reveal more of His justice than His mercy, the belief in His
goodness prevents the mind from thinking Him unmerciful and fosters it
ability to find the goodness of the God who is scen at no one place and
time in all places and times and thus to knew Him as He really 1s: omni-
present and eternal.™

Through the on-geing use of the argument for God’s existence, in
summary, the mind cultivates a predisposition to discern God’s essence,
which 1s goodness, shining through all things: to receive every event as
a gracious gift from His hands. In the same mstance, it unlearns its fallen
tendency to operate on the assumption “I know best” while learning to
think automatically in light of the fact that God knows best. As indirect
experiences of God’s essence become coextensive with direct experiences
of the world, the mind’s confidence in the soundness of the argument for
His supremcly good existence is reinforced. The results of this confidence
are thoughts and actions that are compatible with the idea that God is
the supreme good, or conformity to the image of Him who always thinks
and acts in the knowledge of His supreme goodness and consequently,
for His glory.

As the usc of the argument promotes efforts to find the good and
glorify God in all circumstances, Anselm further notes thac it fosters hap-
piness, since happiness hinges on the cxperience of reality as good. By
finding contentment mn all things, Anselm insinuates that human minds
know Geod in the sense they presently can and prepare for the joy of
gazing on the essence of the Good God Himself." This inner transforma-
tion which Anselm intends his argument to bring about for his rcaders
affccts more than them as individuals, however. For as faithful people
discover the intelligibility of their belief by bringing it to bear on the
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objects of their knowledge, they simultaneously make faith intelligible in
the face of others. They reveal through their perspective on the things in
the world that those who lack faith also consider what a positive impact
faith can have on cfforts to make scnse of things that the faichful and
Githless alike experience. They illustrate how faith checks irrational
behaviors and fosters mtegrity and clarity of mind; they show that, inas-
much as faith forces the mind to be reasonable in evaluating its objects,
it is rational to believe in God. .

By habitually allowing faith to inform their ordinary lives, Christian
believers fulfill the ultimate purpose of the argument Anselm presents in
chapter two of his Proslegion. As a result of using that proof concerning
God’s existence as the standard by which to form their patterns of thinking
and living, they transform their habits into the sort of “living proof” for
God that cannot help but be compelling, even if it is rejected. By offering
themselves to God in this way, they offer the only rangible evidence that
can substantiace the claim that there 15 a God short of an order in which
God Himself appears. For this reason, and for the sake of their own hap-
piness, Anselm urges readers of his Proslogion not to lead foolish lives that
are inconsistent with their professed belief in God, but ta learn to reason
with faith and to use the conceptual tools he gives them to do so.

So construed, Anselm’s argoment 15 far from an centerprise in natural
thealogy that provides total and immediate access to proof that God exists,
solely on the basis of the definition of His nature, and thus purely ration-
ally, without recourse to reveladon and without any bearing on experi-
ence, In point of fact, Anselm’s arpument hangs on the revelation of God’s
supremacy through Christ, who s the Image of God inasmuch as He
cternally expresses the Spirie that acknowledges the supremacy of the
Father, and who therefore is the supreme model of what it means to
reascn in the iight of God’s supremacy. Furthermore, the argument has
everything to do with real-life experience, msofar as it is designed to help
those with faith in God find God i all things and thereby discover the
intelligibility of their faith while making it intelligible to others,

Although Anselm admittedly draws the conclusion that God supremecly
cxists from the very definition of God as the Supreme Being, what has
been said thus far serves to confirm that he does not thereby provide an a
priori proof, which gives full recourse ta the knowledge that God exists,
much less independently of revelation. To atfirm that he does, one would
have to extract chapter two from the rest of the treatise, which suggests
that the proof is a catalyst for the gradual recevery of a constant (o prior)
iwareness of God through the awareness of the world, This removal is in

fact one that many late medieval and modem readers have made, When
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the whole of the Proslagion, as well as the coniext provided by the
Monologion and Augustine’s De Trinitate is taken into account, however,
the second chapter emerges as a statcment of what Christians believe the
snknown, unseen God to be, that serves as an intellectual standard to
which they may raisc their minds by bringing belief in Him to bear in their
lives in increasing measure, until they obtain the constant awareness of His
workings in the world that is a foretaste of the immediate awareness of
Him that they will come to enjoy at His eschatological appearance.

Divine Mumination

In the preface to the Proslogion, Anselm states that the formula for con-
forming to (God’s image which he presents in this treatise came to him
in a flash of insight cr illumination.*' Throughout the treatise, moreover,
he invokes divine illumination in ways that suggest that he regards it as
an iliustration of the process of conforming to God’s image that he sceks
‘o facilitate there. Hiis intelieceual fidelity to Augustine is therefore con-
firmed, not because he explicitly defends the Augustinian character of his
views on illumination, but simply because lie uses the account in the same
way as Augustine and thus reveals that he presupposes the Augustinian
upderstanding of what the purpose of illumination 1s.

Early on in the Proslegion, Anselm acknowledges that human beings
have been “deprived of light and surrounded with darkness ... cast down
from the vision of God into the present blindness” as a result of the fall;?
in short, that they have lost the image of God. [n an initial profession of
faith, Anselm asks God to enlighten his blinded eyes. Yet he admiits that
the consequences of the fall are not immediately overcome through that
profession, For this reason, he recognizes that he must re-learn to regard
all of reality in the light of faith. To this end, he entreats God to help
him learn to see things in the divinc light and thereby raise his eyes
upwards so that he can eventually gaze on God.

From this point, Anselm proceeds to present his famous formula, which
facilitates the renewal of God’s image and thus the growth of the mind’s
ability to sec reality in the light of the belief that God is the Supreme
Good, which is divine illuminaton. Subsequently, he expounds sonie of
the implications that the more consistent use of that formula, or the
increase in illumination, have on the mind’s perspective. When the intel-
lect neglects the use of the argument and therefore fails to consider its

i P preface.
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objects in the light of belief in God, Anselm writes, it plunges back into
its own darkness. It cannort find the good, or God, in things.™

However, when it applies the argument — and the knowledge that the
inaccessible light of God s an all-inelusive one that cannot be llédll(:(:‘d to
anything ‘in particular — it finds God’s light and consequently, truth, eve-
rywhere It turns its gaze, even as it overcomes the false and fallen notion
that any finite truth is so great a light by which to judge the world.™
The more habitually the mind does this, the more constant its vision by
the light becomes. The more easily the intellect sees the good in Wl‘lz-ltever
comes before its attention. Mumined vision, conversely, renders intelligi-
ble the belief in the mmaccessible divine light to which the mind adhercf“5
Although the light the mind sees is not the light of God Himself, sin-cc
this is too much for human eyes to bear, the vision of reality in th7c-: light
of the reality of God is a vision which allows the intellcct to anticipate
the vision of the light itself'® Cognitive operation on the assuimnption that
all truth is God’s truth, in brief, predisposcs the mind to encounter the
God who is Truth.

Anselm the Augustinian

Although there are differcnces in opinion when it comes to identifying
what it means to be a follower of Augustne, there is hardly anything
controversial about the idea that Anselm is a genuine representative of
Augustine’s intellectual tradition. The argument of this chapter has turned
on the assumption that working in continuity with Augustine invelves
adopting his theological dectrines and allowing thoese doctrines to dictate
the meaning and purpose of philosophical arguments concerning issucs
like the nature of human knowledge

ge.

What I have endeavoured to show is that this is exactly what Anselm
did when he drew on the resources of logic and dialectic, Through a\rtru—.
ments advanced on the basis of “reason alone,” Ansclm convéved Thc
sense of Augustine’s views on the nature of God, the image (;f God
the effects of the fall and redemption on the image, and the cognitivf;
precess involved in re-conforming to the image in a way that was more
relevant for his readers. Far from an a priori proof that makes no recourse

TP 4,
" Ibid.
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to revelation or experience, I have argued that Anselm’s argument is a
formula for conforming to Geod's image, aleng the limes of Augustine’s
psychological analogies. With that famous argument, .Anselm outlines a
chain of reasoning that can be followed ro re-train the intellect to evaluate
temporal clrcumstances in light of the ruth that God is supreme and thar
the circumstances under consideration cannot therefore make or break
human happiness. o

The cultivation and formation of the habit of bringing faith in God's
supreme existence to bear on ordipary acts of reasoning allows thc. mind
to identify how God is working His good purposes through thc. circum-
stances that arise, and thus to make the best of them or to receive them
as a gift. As the mind improves at this art of rcconc.lhng reason and f.-éllt’h
in the only place possible, that s, in its owil perspectlvc: it discovers faith’s
power to help 1t evaluate reality in a clear and open-mln(.icd manner, and
thereby realizes the intelligibility or rationality of its falth. In i:h(la same
instance, it produces thoughts and actions that are C(JHS‘LSE(:‘HF V\.flth the
professed belief in God. By living a consistent life, or by thinking and
acting in a manner that is fictng for those who claim that a God supremely
exists, those that have faith do what Anseim urged and enabled them to
do with his argument, which s to provide the “living preof” for His
existence that cannot go unnoticed, even if it is rejected.

In Anselm’s thought as in Augustine’s, illunupation serves to illL1it1'e1t,c
the process through which the mind undergees the 1’cne.\-val of. God's
image unil a habic of reasoning in faith is formed and th§ image 1s con-
stantly reflected in each and every cognitive act. Eor the ujmd 18 1Hl.111u11ed
to the degree that it regards real circumstances in the ll‘ghF of faith. By
explaining the conception of human knowmg that s ﬂlulstrat.ed by
divine illumination in terms that were intclligible and helpful in his own
context, Anselm updated Aungustine’s account of knowledge by divine

illumimation.

"

3

Divine Hlumination in Transition

(ap 1109-1257)

Introducticon

The years intervening between the death of Anselm in 1109 and 1257,
when Bonaventure was elected Minister (General of the Franciscan Qrder,
were years of great transition in the West. The purpose of this chaprer s
to explain the events that ook place during this time that had an effect
on the histerical reception of Augustine’s illumination account, particu-
larly in Franciscan thought. Those events mclude the founding of new

" schools and universitics; the development of scholastic method; the Latin

translation of Greek and Arabic texts, especially those written by Avicenna;
and the establishment of the Dominican and Franciscan religious orders
which became involved in the life of the new universities, establishing
distinct intellectual traditions within them.

New Schools

At the dawn of the twelfth century, the West was entering inte “a phase
of extraordinary economic and demographic expansion which was to
coninue gathering momentum for the next two hundred yeas. ™
The increase m commercial and mdustrial activity gave rise to a class of

[ , rm , .
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tradesmen and artisans who congregated in the rapidly proliferating towns,
Amongst members of the burgeoning middle class, it became increasingly
common to pursue an education at one of the growing number of schools
organized by independent masters of the liberal arts. By th? turn o‘f the
thirteenth century, so many of these schools had sprung up m the city of
Paris that the king declared them a consortium of masters and students:
a university.’

In the university and Jocal schools, scholars employed 2 method
of inquiry that had been developed by the ewelfth-century thinker .Plcter
Abelard, namely, the scholastic method. Whether the method was Iutlhzed
i oral disputations or in written works, it involved the same basic steps.
The first step was to make a succinct assertion about some subjeq @d
support it with statements drawn from the writings Of.auth.ontatwe
figures such as Augustine, Aristotle, Boethius, or l’seleoTD1911§731L1s. T11c
second step was to raise possible objections to the initial assertion,
drawing on other authoritics to do so. The last step was tc address
the objection and in the process bolster, nuance, reject, or re-define the
originally stated view.

In his frmous work Sic et non, Abelard compiled key passages from
authoritative sources, organizing them according to topic and juxtaposing
those that appeared to contradict one another. His purpose in doing this
was to facilitate his students’ efforts to apply the scholastc method to
their study of Scripture and the Fathers. At the time, Abt?lard’f. methods
were highly controversial. His famous opponent, the Clstgrcmﬁ 1119nk
Bernard of Clairvaux, called attention to the risks involved in removing
authoritative citations from their original context and authorizing
seudents to evaluate them critically. From Bernard's perspective, Abelard’s
methods were likely to lead to the distornon or even the rcjection of
Christian truth. o ‘

In response to this sccusation, Abelard insisted that his intention was
not to undermine fundamenta! truths, but to inspire his students to attain
a deeper understanding of their cogency and implication.s ‘.by grapp]ing
with apparent contradictions in scholarly opinion and clan.fymg p§)111.ts of
ambiguity.” 1o order to do this, students would have to give prelumgary
assent to the authoritative status, meaning, and context of the works cited
in the Sic ¢f non. Even so, the use of the method would force them to

® Roger Cunningham and Androw French, Before Science: The Irvention of the Fiiars’
Natuval Philosaphy (Aldershot: Scholar Press, 1996}, 63.
> Ibid., 58.
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push beyond indiscriminate acceptance of peints taken on authority,
which was precisely the goal of Abelard’s instruction.’

Though Abclard and numevous other twelfth-century scholars prepared
compendia of authoritative sepfenfine or opinions, the most comprehensive
and widely circulated collection was Peter Lombard’s four books of
Sentences. The first boolk of Lombard’s Sentences contains kev passages
on the topic of God’s nature; the sccond inchides texts on creation and
the fall; the third, redemption; and the fourth, the sacraments and escha-
tology. Though Tombard drew quotations from the Glossa ordinaria — the
standard edition of the Bible at the time — and many of the patristic
authorities aquoted in its margins, as well as from contempaoraries
like Hugh of St. Victor and Peter Abelard, his prmcipal source was
St. Augustine, quotations ffom whonm number almost 1,100.°

Althovugh Lombard published a finalized version of his work in 1158,
the tradition of commentating on it did not begin until the 1220s. In
that decade, Alexander of Hales, who was at the time one of the most
celebrated and sophisticated theologians at the University of Paris, com-
posed the first major commentary on Lombard’s Sentences. In addition
to this, Alexander organized his lectures around the themes covered in
the Sentences instead of around Scripture — a controversial move at first
- and utilized the work in fuctlitating the disputations chat he contributed
to establishing as the corc of a university education.

In ways like these, Alexander helped to found the discipline of system-
atic theology;” he also set the precedent for all future work in the field
of theology.® After Alexander, tost academic theologlans used the
Sentences as an cofficial textbook. Moereover, candidates seeking to qualify
as masters i theology were required to writc a commentary on the
Sentences — the medieval equivalent to a doctoral thesis — in order to
chtain their degree.

In composing a commentary on the Sentences, a scholar demonstrated
his understanding of the doctrines covered in that work by calling on old

Jaroslav Pelikan, The Chistian Tradition, vol. 3: The Growih of Medieval Theolagy 600~
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and new authorities in order to tease out or update those doctrines.
Although chis use of the scholastic method made it possible to render
traditional ideals more comprehensible, it also created an opportunity for
scholars to read new philosophical ideals into traditional terms and argu-
ments. The freedom it afforded, in shoxt, was a freedom either to advarce
or supplant longstanding theological and philosophical presuppositions.
The first outcome was the one Abclard apparenty aimed for; the second
was the one that Bernard expected, and feared.

New Translations

By the first quarter of the thirteenth century, a wealth of new materal
had become available to Latin scholars, including thosc preparing Sentence
commentaries. During the earlier Middle Ages, Islamic forces had over-
taken some formerly Christian ternitories and had established their own
centers of learning. When Westerners reclauned some of these Moorish
strongholds, especially Sicaily, Italy, and Toledo, Spain in the twelfth
century, they gained access to the Greek and Arabic works that were
available in these places.

Work ensued at once to translate the Greek and Avabic works that had
been discovered. Owing to its close relations with Byzantium, “Italy was
the privileged land for Greco-Latin translations.”” By 1160, James of
Venice had translated numerous works of Aristotle, including De anima. "
By the late twelfth century, moreover, the translation of Aristotle’s mag-
isterial Metaphysics was virtually complete.!” Most of the translation from
Arabic to Tatin took place in Toledo. Between 1152 and 1166, Dominicus
Gundissalinus, Archdeacon of Toledo, commissioned a group of scholars
to undertake the translation of Avicenna’s vast philosophical encyclopedia,
which included treatises on topics such as metaphysics, psychology, theol-
ogy, science, and medicine.”> Gerard of Cremona was the most prolific
translacor in the group; records indicate that he translated seventy-one

" Marie-Therese [ Alverny, “Trapslations and Translators,” in Renaissauce and Renewal it
the “Tvelfth Cennry (Oxford: Clarenden, 1982), 458.
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Philesophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 46. John of Venice also trans-
lated Ardstotle’s Physics, Sephistical Refitations, Posterior Znalytics, and Parva notnralia.

" DAlverny, “Translations and Translators,” 436; alse nearly complete were the fst
three hooks of the Nicomachear ihics and the Prior Analytics.
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Arabic texts.” In addition, Gerard produced his own versions of a number
of Aristotle’s works and cranslated the Neo-Platonic Liber de causis, an
Arabic paraphrase of Proclus’ Elements of Theology.™

Although modemn scholarship often gives the impression that Latin
thinkers were mainly interested in incorporating the rediscovered worls
of Aristotle and that most Arab scholars were mere commentators on
Aristotle, the historical evidence indicates that Western scholars working
in the first part of the translation movement (c.1150-¢.1250) were most
intercsted in the writings of Arab thinkers, above all, Avicenna. The
treatises on science and medicine Avicenna ncluded in his encyclopedia
had no mival in Anstotelian or existing Latin literature. In addition to these
treatises, Avicenna’s more purely philosophical works held a special appeal
for many Western scholars, for rcasons that will become clear toward the
end of this chapter.

The availability and quality of Avicenna’s writings was another factor
that encouraged Latin mterest in them. By 1166, Avicenna’s ocuvre had
appeared in a complete and impeccable translatien, while all of Aristotle’s
works were not finished until decades later. When the Aristotelian transla-
tions were at last completed, morcover, they were so riddled with errors
that many scholars hesitated even to try to mterpret them, at least until
improved translations were produced in and after the 1250s. Prior to that
time, scholars simply tended to derive their ideas about Aristotle and Plato
from Avicenna; conversely, they had a habit of actributing Avicennian
ideas to the rwo Greek philesophers. '

This is highly significant, given that Avicenna — contrary to popular
opilnion — Was [0 IErc Comentator ¢n Aristotle.' In works that bear
some of the same titles as those of Aristotle, such as De anfina and
Metaphysics, he presents an interpretation of Aristotle as well as of Plato
that differ greatly from mterpretations chat had hitherto circulated in the
West and that diverged even from the plain sense of the pertinent primary
texts, In short, he proffers a philosophical system that is his own, although
he admittedly learned much from some of his Arab predecessors.'”
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Far from focusing only on Aristotle, Latin scholars labored to locate
thetr thonght in relation to this Avicennian system, at lcast until the 12405
and 1250s. In that time frame, the first major Dominican scholar Albest
the Great instigaced work to interpret Aristotle in his own right, as part
of an effort to formulate a philosophical system consistent with Christian
thought. The efforts of Albert and others to mterpret Ardstotle were
facilitated by further developments in the Latin translation movernent. In
the 12205 and 1230s, Michae! Scot had translated the conumentaries on
Axistotle written by Averrocs, an Arab scholar who was still worling in
Toledo when the translation project began.”® Those commentaries pro-
vided both a model and a source for thirteenth-century scholastic com-
mentators on Aristotie.? In the 12505, William of Moerbeke completed
new and far more refined translations of Aristotle’s texts. Tn 1268, Thomas
Aguinas traced the Liber de causis to Proclean sources, challenging the
common assumption that this worl was one of Anstotle’s — an assumption
that had until that time been fostering a distorted perception of
Aristotelianist.

These intellectual events contributed to a mid-thirtcenth-century shift
‘0 interest toward the works of Aristotle and Averroes and the interpretive
issues and philosophical problems their writings er:gcm:]ered.20 Because of
cuch events, the era of Avicenna gave way to that of Aristotle. Though
Aristotle’s works became the canon of university education from that
point forwards, it is crucial t© recognize the extent to which Avicenna’s
thought preoccupied Latin scholars 1n the previous century. For it was
during that period that the structures of Avicenna’s thought were incor-
porated into Latin, and especially Franciscan thought, wherc they would
continue to provide a conceptual foundation and framewerk even when
attention turned toward Aristotle, to the effect that lingering debts to
Avicenna often went pnmentioned.™

The philosophy of Avicenna

In the light of the Avicennian background of Latin and especially Franciscan
thought, it is relevant to give a briet account of the aspects of the Arab’s
philosophy that would eventnally have an impact on the late medieval

¥y Alverny, “Translations and Translators,” 456.
19 Hasse, Avicenna’s De Anima, 75.
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reception of fllumination. T will therefore outline the contours of the
theory of knowledge Avicenna presents in his De aiima (c. 1027}, at least
in the abridged version of the text that he himself prepared on the basis
of the eriginal version, which appeared in his comprehensive ohilosophical
encyclopedia.”

Like so many ancient and medieval theorists of knowledge, Avicenna
speaks of three types or modes of knowledge, The first, of course, 1s sense
perception, which Avicenna calls the “external sense,” and which consists
in the abilides to see, hear, smell, taste, and touch.” The second faculty
is that of internal sensation or imagination, The fist of the nternal senses
is the common scnse. The common sense receives all the information
that is transferred to it from the five cxternal senses. Its apprehensions
exactly reflect the objects the external senses perceive. For this reason,
Avicenna affirms chat the common sense not only receives mformation
about empirical objects but also coerdinates all the different elements that
constitute that object. Without this sense, the “animal soul,” as Avicenna
calls it, would see cach of the parts or fomms that comprise itz objects
individually. For cxample, it would see hardness, roughness, brownness,
woodenness, and so on, instead of a trec.

Although the common sense represents the forms that constitute sense
objects, it is unable to retain those forms. The retentive imagination is
the faculey that keeps the forms of things even after the external senses
have lost contact with them. It preserves the knowledge of objects together
with all the determining attributes or accidents that distinguish them — the
image of the tree as well as its shape, size, and celor. The images stored
in the retentive imagination arc wansmitted to the compositive imagina-
tion m animals and the cogitative faculty m humans, This faculty makes
it possible to separate the particular forms that can be identified 1w any
given being, to recombine forms that have been separated, and make
images of things that have not yet been experienced cr that may not
even exist.

The next faculty of estimation assigns positive or negative connotations
to the forms that have been apprehended. Lt identifies things as helpfll
or as dangerous, for instance, and thus transtorms the images of forms
into what Avicenna calls “intentions.” Intentions — which are arguably
the most distinctive feature of Avicenna’s psychology — are what enable
a sheep, for example, to anticipate that a wolf it encounters may be

The exegesis provided will follow the tansladon made by Rahman in Avicennn’s
Psycholagy.
2 -

[bid., 25-9.
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dangerous even before this proves to be the case.! According to Avicenna,
an intention is the final product of external and internal sensation; it i
the perfect image of a particular form that is derived from an encounter
with a material instantiation of the form. Although the intemnal senses
enable the animal soul to consider the forms independently from the
material objects, Avicenna stresses that those forms are still regarded as
particulars at this phase in the cognitive process.

While the process of abstracting universals has begun, at least for the
one with a rational in addition to an animal soul, that process cannot be
completed by the animal soul. Instead, the intentions are stored in the
fitth and final faculty associated with the internal senses — the memory
— where they are made available to the rational soul. According to
Avicenna, there are two “faces” to the rational soul: a theoretical and a
practical.” The theoretical face is tumed upwards toward the realm of
universal forms, while the practical face is turned downwards. Tt uses the
universals which the theorctical faculty acquires to deal with matters per-
taining to bodily life.

Although the theoretical intellect obtains from the memory the inten-
tions — ultimately based on sense perceptions — that provide the matcrial
for its operations, Avicenna stresses that it does not require the body or
any of the senses in order to perform those operations.” In point of fact,
the theoretical faculty is utterly disconnected from the body and could
only be hindered by interference from the body. Any reliance on and
relation to the body can only be mentioned with reference to the practical
faculry.

This argument for a rather strong form of mind=body dualism s further
reinforced by the “flymng man” illustration Avicenna introdoces m the
context of the De aninia as well as clsewhere in his writings.” In present-
ing this thought experiment, which has been compared to Descartes’
famous cogito etgo sum (VT think therefore 1 am”), Avicenna wonders if a
man who was created flying in the air and who could not therefore feel
his body would still affirm the existence of his rational soul. The philoso-
pher insists that the “flying man” would mdeed do se, because his inability
to feel his body has no bearing on and poses no hindrance to his ability

1 Ihid., 30-1.

# Ibid., 32-3.
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to sense with his mind. [n positing that the rational soul is effectively
detachable from the body, Avicenna argues implicitly for the immortality
of the soul, that is, for the mind’s ability to survive after the death of
the ]:Jod\/'.28 i

Following the discussion of the two faces of the soul, Avicenna explains
how the theoretical faculty abstracts universals.” By his account, there are
four intellects involved in abstraction, or better, four phases in the process
of procuring an abstract concept,™ The first three create the potential for
obtaining such 2 concept; as such, they arc said to censtitute the “potential
intellect.” The last is the stage in which the abstract concept is actually
acquired; for this reason, it is called the active intellect. The first intellect
is called the material mtellect (intellectits materialisy, and Avicenna likens it
to the primitve intcllectual state of human beings before they reach the
age of reason, or morg concretely, to the potential an infant has eventually
to learn to write,

When the soul reaches the age of reason, the matenal intellect receives
what Avicenna calls primary intelligibles, which are analogous to the
knowledge of the principles of writing, such as the letters of the alphabet
or the proper use of writing instrumnents, which heighten the human
persen’s potential to write,”! The primary intelligible forms or innate
concepts that are possessed by what is now called the habitual mtellect
(intellectus in habili) arc not themselves the universal concepts that will
result from abstraction; instead they are guides tor abstraction. The first
intelligible {piinier cognitiin) the habitual intellect intuits is the concept of
Being Ttself (cns).” Avicenna argues that Being is the first object of the
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intellect on the grounds that the knowledge of it 1y the necessary condi-
tien for the knowledge of any particular being that comes from the source
of all beings. Since God 1s this source, Avicenna contends that the mind
may derive proof for His existence a prioii or without recourse to experi-
ence, simply by reflecting on its intuitive knowledge of Being. In arguing
this, Avicenna became one if not the first of philosophers to present an
ontological proot, or a proof that confirms the existence of God on the
basis of a ratonal analysis of the concept of God.™

In addition to advocating an ontclogical proof, Avicenna argues thag
the intellect can derive proof for the existence of God from the knowl-
edge of any particular created being. Inasmuch as the knowledge of
the existence of these beings presupposes the preliminary knowledge
of the existence of Being, the ontological proof effectively contains cos-
maological proof.‘34 By espousing ontological and cosmological arguments,
Avicenna clearly distinguished his vicws on theistic proof from those of
Averroes and Aristotle, who held that the way to arguc for the existence
of God was not from cause to effects (Being to beings) but from effects
to their cause, and who affuimed on those grounds that the project of
proving God’s cxistence does not fall within the domain of metaphysics,
per Avicenna, but of physics.

Besides Being, Avicenna argues that the intellect knows the transcen-
dental properties of Being, such as one, true, and good.” The intuitive
knowledge of these primary intelligible concepts is what helps the mind
strip an intention of its particularizing features or material determinations
(location, time, shape, and so on), so as to scize conceptual hold of the
essence that is at the core of the intention, that is, the peculiar manner
in which the being exhibits umity, truth, and goodness. This “stripped
down” version of the intention 1s the abstract or discmbodied concept
that Avicenna calls a secondary intelligible form: a universal.™ According
to him, only one intention is necded to procure an abstract concept. A
slight detour into Avicenna’s metaphysics will reveal why.

¥ Herbert Davidson, “Avicenna’s Proof of the Lxistence of God as a Necessarily Existent

Being,” in Islanie Philosopliical 'Theology, cd. Parviz Movewedge (Albany: State University
of New York Press, 1979), 180; Jules Janssens, Ibn Sina aud His Influence on the Armbic and
Latin World (Aldershot. Ashgate, 2000), 4; Lenn Goodman, Awicenna {Ithaca: Comell
University Press, 1996), 76.

M. Mamwra, “Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency for God's Existence in the
Metaphysics of the Shifd’,” Medieval Swidies 42 (1980), 337-52.

¥ Goodman, Awicering, 130

*® Gilson, History of Chuistian Philosaphy in the Middie Ages (New York: Random House, 1955), 200.
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One of Avicenna’s greatest contributions to the history of thought was
the metaphysical distinction he drew between “essence” and “axistence.”
He was the first to define God explicitly as the being whose essence
simply 18 His existence, although earlicr thinkers admittedly anticipated
(s claim., To affirm that God’s essence is His existence js basically to
offirm that God always completely 15 what He is, which is all that 15, or
Being [tself. When He created the world, Avicenna argucs, God created
a large mass of formless “existence” called prime matter. Prime matter had
a1 negative or privative existence only in the sense that it was receptive
to the impression of forms; otherwise, it was substantially positive.

According to Avicenna, the forms or essences that God impresses on to
prime matter exist in the same “absolute” mode of being as God Himself;
for them as for Him, in other words, essence equals existence.” When forms
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are instantiated, consequently, the resulting instantiations fully conferm to
the forms aftcr which they are patterned, such that all that belongs to the
forms or essences belongs to the corresponding cxisting things.”

On this account, the difference between creatures and their Creator
does not come down to a difference between beings that develop mto
their essences through increasing participation in a particular mode of
extstence artd 2 Being that is not subject to development at all, as it did
for Augustine and many other pre-modern chinkers. Rather, created forms
differ from God only inasmuch as they arce finite and material instances
of what He is infinitely and immaterially. Here, God and His creatures
atc not totally differcnt but the same (univocal) kinds of being. As Being
Itself, God is the sum total of all the beings that de extst and could pos-
sibly exast. By impressing essences on to prime matter, He chooses to
confer the property of existence to some of the essences i His mind,
which do not have te be." Imsmuch as prime matter underlies all the
beings God creates, those beings are tied together in one interdependent
network of bemgs that speak to the existence of Being.

One implication of Avicenna’s “essentialist” metaplysics, according to
which forms subsist in a fixed or absclute sense, is that any creature that

T David B, Burrell C.8.C., Kuowing the Unlnowable God: Ibn-Sina, Maimenides, Aguinas
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1980), 19-34; Goodman, Awvicenna, 67,
F. Rahman, “Essence and Existence in Avicenna,” Mediceval and Renaissance Stiedies 4
{1938), 1-16,

 Burrell, Kitawing the Unknowable Ged, 38,

¥ Gilsan, History of Christian Phifosoply in the Middle Ages, 191.

M Ibid., 191-2; Burrell, Kirowing the Unknowable Ged, 35; idem., “Creation and Actualism:
The Dialectical Dimension of Philosophical Theology,” in aiih and Freedom; Ar Interfaith
Peispective, 76-90; Goodman, Avicetina, 77,
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has a plurality of properties necessarily possesses a plurality of substantia]
forms.* Where there are distinet attributes, m other words, there are
distinct forms. When a creature szems to change in color or shape or so
forth, consequently, the change is not owing to the creature’s develop-
ment into a single form, but to the coming and going of forms — activity
which is determined by a “governing form,”
in the case of human bemngs. Since Avicenna conccives God as the effi-

which is the rational sou]

cient causc that impresses forms on to matter, giving existence to essences,
he concludes that the divine being is the direct cause of every change a
creature undergoes.*

In affirming this, Avicenna introduces a novel notion of divine causality
that “exhibits a tendency to invade the order of nacural causality™ and
that stands m clear contrast to the account of divine cavsation that many
pre-modern thinkers had given. Augustine, for one, had intimated that
God gives each creature a single substantial form and thereby gives it the
potential to actualize that form or essence through cn-going participation
in the mode of existence or characteristic behaviors that are determined
by the essence. Although the changes the creature undergocs can be indi-
rectly attributed to the moving hand of God, inasmuch as He inidally gave
the creature the ability to be iself] they are not said to be brought about
by a God who is directly removing an old form or impressing a new one
every time an alteration occurs, per Avicenna. In short, the changes in
form in Augustine’s thought appear to be accidental, not substantial,

The background knowledge of Avicenna’s essentialist outlook discloses
the reason why the philosopher argues that only onc intention is necded
in order to seize hold of its underlving essence. Since instantiations of
cssences are full instantiations, even if they are obscured by other attached
forms, the fullness of the cssence under consideration i1s bound to be
perceived as soon as those attachments are removed. Whenever the mind
removes material determinations associated with a form so as to grasp the
“thing in itelf,” Avicenna affirms that it makes contact with the essence
as 1t exists i the mind of God. Here at last, when the intellect achieves

' On Avicenna’s essentialism sce Janssens, fbn Sina and His Inffuence on flie Avabic and Larin

1i7orld, 2.
M. Marmura, “The Metaphvsics of Efficient Causality in Avicenna,” in Iskenic Theology
and Philosophy, ed. M. Mannmura {Albany: State University of New York Press, 1984),
172-87.

* Gilson, History of Chuistian Phitesoply in the Middie Ages, 210-11. See also Jaceb
Schmutz, “La Doctrine mediévale des causes et la théologie de la nature pure (X1le-XVIle
siceles),” Rewvwe Thomiste 101 (2001), 217-64.
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ihe status of acquired or active intellect, the essence exists in the three
gtates in which Avicenna affirms it can conceivably exist, namely, in the
mind of God, instantiated in a concrete object, and in the human intel-
lect.* For Avicenna, an essence comes to exist in the human intellect as
well as in the divine intellect and in reality not because the mind actively
forms its own concept of some reality but because it rids itself of the
matetial distractions that inhibited its ability to receive passively the concept
of the thing in ity disembodied or completely abstract form — the
covcept that the God wha 1s the “Giver of Forms” has in mind Himself.*

Since the human act of knowing involves nothing but making a con-
nection with this Giver of Forns, who 15 the only mind that is always in
sct and so 1s constantly aware of all things in therr universal form, Avicenna
goes $O far as to say that human beings do not possess individualized actlive
intellects. If anything is proper to them personally, it 15 merely the trpartite
passive intellect; the only time the human mind can rightly be called active
is when it gets i touch with the Active Intellect by purging itself of the
material distractions that prevent it from making that connection. This
rite of purification is one that God Himself makes possible by imposing
the primary knowledge of Being, through which He guides the intellect
to the sccondary knowledge of beings as He knows them, through a
cooperative effort or shared concursus.

Once a connecticn with the Active Intcllect has been established,
Avicenna statcs that it is preserved in the cffective intellect (Mrellectus in
effect), which is the third of the potential intellects and thus techl}icaﬂy
prior to the fourth and active intellect. The philosopher likens the effec-
tive intellect to the state of one who has learnced to write and has written
in the past but is not presently doing so. Although the secondary intel-
ligible idea itsell is not retained, the connection to the divine that is
needed to access it is, so that the nund can automatically re-make the
connection whenever 1t pleases, as opposed to going through the whole
process of acquiting the abstract concept again. Although the process of
connecting with and receiving from the Active Intellect is laborious for
many, it is virtually effortless for some who possess what Avicenna calls
the sacred intellect, which allows them to bypass the phases of potency
in knowledge and maintain a constant connection with the Active Intellect,
enjoying immediate or intuitive insight into the meaning of all things

As he draws his discussion of the four intellects to a close, Avicenna
appeals to the common pre-modern trope of illumination to illustrate all

¥ Rahman {ed.), Avicenna’s Psychology, 689,

¥ Gilson, Hisiary of Christian Phifosophy in the Middle Ages, 205,
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that he has said about human knowledge. In his description, the Active
Intellect, or God, illumines the mind with the primary intelligible forims,
which are like the capacity for vision. These in turn enable the mind tg
perceive the sccondary intelligible forms, which Avicenna compares to the
objects the sun brings to light — objects that arc ultimately retained in the
Active Intellect. Because the light of that Intellect provides both the capacity
to know and the objects of knowledge, Avicenna concludes that its cencur-
rence in knowing is the condition of possibilicy of all human knowledge.

Although this tour of Avicenna’s philosophy has been fairly short, it
should suffice to suggest that his thought. especially on knowledge, is
innovative on a number of levels. In his De anima, Avicenna does not
merely rehearse the arguments that Arstotle presents in his own work by
that title.”® The fundamental tenet of Aristotle’s psychology was of course
that all knowledge must begin with the senses. According to Aristotle,
the imagination makes images (phaniasinata or sense species) of its empirical
objects, and these are stored in the “passive intellect,” which is 50 called
on account of the face that the mind does not usually have much control
over the experiences that come to it from cthe outside, which will end up
being its resources for intellectual cognition.

Anstotle centrasts such simple apprehension or knowledge of a “singu-
lar™ entity with the act of complex apprehension in which the agent ntel-
lect infers a universal concept (intelligible species) on the basis of multiple
images of related things. The intelligible species — an idea or universal — i
stored in the possible intellect or memory, where it can be drawn upon
in future efforts to make sense of new experiences. Through new experi-
ences, conversely, the mind expands and revises the original species.

I the Aristotelian account, the species 15 said to be similar to its object
to the extent that it capturcs the object in all its conceivable manifesta-
tions; it is not “like” the object in the sense of corresponding fully to
1t, insofar as it is impossible for one person to experience any cognitive
object in all its conceivable spatio-temporal manifestations. Far from a
“thing in itsclf” to be grasped, the intelligible species as Aristotle secms
to understand it 1s a tool that enables the mind to account for new mani-
festations of an object. Abstraction is simply the unifying cognitive process
of formularing the provisional and ever-expanding universal concept that
constitutes that conceptual tool.

o Aristotle, On the Soul, trans. JLA. Smith in The Camplete. Works of Avistotfe, vol. 1
(Princeton: Prnceton University Pross, 1984). A helpful summary s provided in Leen
Spruit, Specics intelligibiliss From Perception to Knowdedge, vol. 1 (Leiden: Brill, 1994), intro-

duction and chapter 1.
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Because zbstraction so construed is an on-going process of forming and
reforming ideas on the basis of experiences, the senses and the intellect
gre here in constant communication, albeit through the mediation of the
imagination. In this case, consequently, there is no hint of the dualism
that characterizes the account of Avicenna. In describing abstraction 2s an
event in which the abstract or disembodicd form of an object is received
through an ilumination from above rather than formulated through the
operations of human reasen, Avicenna completely redefines the Aristotelian
idea of abstraction.”’ He begins to do this in his discussion of the images
or intentions that are the basis for abstraction. In affirming that the inten-
ton fully captures the cssence of its object, albeit together with other
superfiuous attributes, Avicenna shifts the focus away from the “func-
tional” character to the contents of ideas — from the on-going activity of
abstraction to the abstract concept or “thing in itself.”™

Although scholars have often spoken in the past as though there was
only one account of abstraction that became available in the late medieval
period, that is, the Aristotelian account, the foregoing discussion suggests
that there were two: the Aristotelian as well as the Avicennian. By briefly
describing these accounts of abstraction, I have been hinting at my view
that the Artstotelian understanding of abstraction is more compatible with
the Augustinian, not to mentien the Platonic, understanding of the mind’s
cognitive work than the Avicennian one.™ Augustine, as T have inter-
preted him, defmes human cognirion in terms of an on-going engagement
in a unifying mode of cognitien, rather than a cnce-and-for-all grasp of
a totalized “ching in itself.” For him, knowing the forms of things through
lumination does not invelve receiving them from God but making them
from below through the use of 2 God-given capacity to do so.

N ) . - . .
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Such conclusions run counter to the view commonly held amougst
medievalists, according to which Augustine’s illumination account is more
closely related to Avicenna’s theory about ideas that How down fiom
above than it is to Aristotle’s conception of the way ideas a formed by
the mind from below, Because scholars have long operated on the assump-
tion that there is a conceptual affinity between Augustine and Avicenng,
many of them have described illumination and abstraction as mutaally
exclusive accounts of knowledge.

If lumination in Augustine’s thought is something like T have described,
however, then the opposite of the received view proves true: Augustinian
Mumination and Aristotclian abstraction — not to mention Platonic recol-
lection — are the accounts that exhibit definite conceptual continuity,
notwithstanding obvious terminological and methodelogical differences.
Furthermore, such “pre-modern”™ accounts can be clearly distinguished
from the account of Avicenna, who forged a new path in the field of
cognitive theory, which many Franciscans would eventually traverse.

New Religious Challenges

As transiations of Arabic and Greek texts poured into the Latin West, as
enrolment in the schools and universitics increased, and as standards of lit-
eracy and living more generally rose over the course of the twelfth and early
thirteenth centuries, there was a simultaneous decrease in church attend-
ance. 'This decline in religious participation had much to do with the fact
that the parochial clergy were unpreparcd to meet the needs of the edu-
cated, town-dwelling class that was quickly replacing the rural and relatively
unlearned population of the past.” Although some parish priests received
training in the cathedral schools, most of those who did were hired to
perform administrative duties for the church er state. The typical clergyman
had little more education than the members of his congregation.

If the intellectual and in many cases moral ineptitude of the clergy was
not enough to discourage the middle class from going to church, then
the old spiritual ideal of retreat from the world that many clergymen
continued to propound was.”' This ideal was not only impracticable for
the late medieval laity; it was also a direct affront to their lifestyle and
vocational choices. As the prevailing lack of meaningful spiritual direction
put people off to the idea of church involvement, it also contributed to

' See Lawrence, 1he Friars, 18.
o Ibid,, 15.
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the tise of radical religious movements.® During the latcer half of the
pwelfth century, lay ministers who neither solicited nor possessed official
autherization began to wander around Europe preaching and in many
cases spreading false teachings. The charisma and commitment of these
jtinerant preachers attracted many followers.

The Cathars were by far the most influential heretical group in opera-
ton at the time. As dualists, they believed in two divine forces, one good
and one evil, and they saw the material world as the product of the evil
power. The leaders of the sect drew on Scripture and on Aristotle’s philo-
sophical works to support their positions. Tn addition to erudition, they
exhibiced discipline, commitment, and moral character — all the virtues
the Catholic clergy were perceived to lack. In fact, the negligence of che
Catbolic prelates who governed Italy and southern France was arguably
what made it possible for the Cathar heresy to spread so rampantly in
those regions.

By 1215, the religious situation in Western Europe had become eritical.
In this year, the Fourth Lateran Council convened to enact a compre-
hensive plan to educate the parish clergy, curtail their immoral behaviour
and the power struggles amongst them, prevent the spread of radical
religious movements and heresics, and draw the laity back into the
Church, mainly by means of a mandate to receive communion and attend
confession at least once a year,*

New Religious Orders

Although the plan of the Lateran counciilors met with mild success at best,
help soon came from other quarters. In the first part of the thirteenth
century, two new religious orders were founded - the Dominicans and
Franciscans — and the “fitars preachers” and “friars minor,” as they were
respectively called soon began to play a major role in reversing the anti-
religions trends of the age.” Although the Dominicans and Franciscans
cstablished their orders within the same timefame and had much in
common — both made a radical departure from the monastic tradition of

¥ Ibid, 1-25.
P 1bid,, 218,

See the averview in Michael Rebson, “A Ministiry of Preachers and Confessors: The
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the past, abandoning enclosure for life 1n the towns and exchanging industry
for mendicancy — they began separately and with very different purposes.

Dominic Guzman founded his order as a response to the situation with
the Cachars in southern France.”™ [nitially, his vision was to train preachers
who were equipped to address the arguments the Cathars advanced on
the basis of the authority of Scripture and Aristotle, with counter.
arguments derived from the same sources. Quickly, this vision expanded
so that it involved addressing any intellectual challenge to the faith what
soever, In keeping with this vision, Dominic sought to establish a study
centre in every town where therc was a major school so that his preachers
could prepare for their task and be available to interact with the local
intellectuals.”

The founder of the Franciscan order was Francis of Assisi, the son of
a wealthy Italian cloth merchant, Late in his youth, Francis had begun to
grow disillusioned with the self-indulgent life he hrad led to that point,
and he started to scek God’s direction for his life”” During one of his
regular visits to the ruined church of San Damiano outside Assisi, Francis
had an encounter with Christ that provided this direction, While praying
before the altar, he heard the icon of the crucified command him three
times to repair the ruined house of Geod.

Francis interpreted this as a command to deliver a message of repent-
ance, so he began to wander the countryside preaching and performing
acts of service wherever he could. He and the disciples who soon joined
him took seriously Christ’s instructions to abandon all possessions.™ Every
day, they relicd on the good will of the people they met for their provi-
sions. By hving in such poverty and humility, they sought literally to
imitate the life of Christ, who abandoned His glory when He came to
carth. Following Christ, they aimed to see even the lowliest creatures as
reflections of God’s love and to love them accordingly.”

Through the preaching of Prancis and his followers, vast numbers of
laypeople were persuaded to join the Franciscans and to help them estab-
lish new outposts across Europe. As both the Franciscans and Dominicans
moved into the major cities of Europe, they earned a reputation as preach-
ers who could be depended on to impart and uphold Christian eruth, hear

$ WAL Hinnebusch, The History of dhe Dowinican Ovder: Origins and Growth 1o 1500
(Staten Island: Alba House, 1966}

3 Cupningham and French, Before Sdenice, 151; see also chaprers 7-8.

S John Moorman, A History af flie Franciscot Order {Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 5.
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confessions, adnunister the sacraments, and so on. Because they were com-
pensating so effectively for the deficzencies of the institutional Church, the
popes and prelates of the period came to rely primarily on them to meet
the pastoral demands of the patishes and camy out the Lateran reforms.

New Intellectual Traditions

In an effort to ensure that the fitars were well-equipped to complete
ministerial rasks, ecclesial authorities urged and assisted them to cstablish
themselves in local study centers and in the universities, where recruics
could be trained to rcach an educated society.” When it came to planning
acadennic endeavors, the Dominicans did not need much help. On moving
to a new town, their first course of action was to set up a study housc
and organize themsclves for the scholarly pursuits that were so integral to
thetr mission. With this mission in mind, the Dominicans headed for the
university towns at the first opportuﬁity.

On arrving 1 Paris in 1217 and Oxford i 1221, they established
independent schools where they could oversee the studies their novices
undertook in preparation for preaching. Since Dominic had orginally
been an Augustinian canon, his followers adopted Augustine’s theology
from the outset. On Augustinian theological assumptions, they proceeded
to investigate and incorporate the sources that were of interest to their
conversation partness, in order to be ready to address the challenges to
the faith those interlocutors posed. From the first, in fact, the hallmark
of the Dominzcan intellectual tradition was the underlying assumption that
there is something in every philosophical truth that can be identified as
God’s Truth, and that identifying and embracing that truth s the way to
lead unbelieving minds to the Truth,

Although the Franciscans appeared in the university towns not long
after the Dominicans, armving at Paris in 1219 and Oxford in 1224, they
did not start by establishing study centres in those locations.' Francis had
actually forbidden his followers from doing this, not because he despised
studies in principle, but because he supposed that chey would interfere
with the life of poverty and humility he wanted the fiars minor to lead.
By the time the minorites arrived in the university towns, however, those
" Cne privilege the pope granted was the recognition of a Franciscan or Dominican
fraining course as the cquivalent of o university bachelor’s degree. Because of this privilege,
exceptional students could proceed to take a higher degree ac the universicy itselfl

al _ . N . . )
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ideals were beginming to prove impracticable for the order, which had
grown to include approximately five thousand members, a vast number
by comparison to the Dominican order, which numbered its members in
the hundreds.

Some of the new Franciscans had previous clerical or academic training,
These “literati” believed that the time had come to qualify Francis’ origi-
nal rule in a way that would allow his disciples to settle down in convents
and complete the studies they needed to become respected preachers and
teachers, With the help of a cardinal called Ugelino, who had been
appointed as protector of the order, some of the more learned friars com-
posed in 1223 a new rule that accomplished just this. Although Francis
ficrcely disapproved of their efforts to relax his original standards, he had
very little opportunity to counteract them. In 1224, on a retrcat to the
mountain of Alverna that had been donated to the Franciscans as a place
for prayer, he had his famous vision of a fiery seraph nailed to a cross,
and received the stigmata, or wounds of Christ, which contributed to his
declining health and his death in 1226.

Just after Francis’ passing, Ugolino was named Pope Gregory 1X. P.;s
pope, he took measures to ensure that the Franciscans became an acadc1_mc
institution like the Dommicans, Tn 1230, Gregory issued the bull Quo
elongati, which declared that the friars were no longer bound to observe
literally the vow of absolute poverty — that they were permitied to ‘THSEH
things like accommodation and books so long as these were technically
in the “possession” of the Holy See. This pronouncement made it possible
for the frdars to establish their own independent school in the city of Paris,
Until that time, their training had mairly come through voluntary attend-
ance at university lectures. When King Louis TX donated the extensive
buildings of the Couvent des Cordeliers in central Paris in 1231, the friars
moved from their base on the outskirts of the city and started to organize
themselves seriously for study.™ As some members of the university faculty
had already joined the order, therc were scholars available to scrve as
lectors in the new Franciscan school,

/ithin the Franciscan order itself, the trend toward institutionalization
sparked no little controversy. Many of the lay members who had de.ter—
mined to follow Francis precisely because they felt called to observe liter-
ally the vows of poverty and humility he prescribed were stll active in
the order. These more conservative members, many of whom had known
Francis personally, backed their convictions by appealing to a theology

 Jacques Guy Bougerol, Inreduetion o the Writings of St. Bonaventirre (Paterson: St
Anthony Guild, 1964), 13

Divine Mumination in Transition 105

that was inspired by the work of the Cistercian monk, Joachim of
Fiore (1132-1202). Joachim had taught that therce are three stages in salva-
tion history that correspond to the three Persons of the Trinity. The
first stage, recorded m the Old Testament, was that of the Father.
The sccond stage, which includes the period covered in the New
Testarment and the first thousand years of the existence of the Church,
was that of the Son.

Prior to the onset of the third stage, Joachim foretold that the Church
would become corrupt and two new religious orders wounld be fonunded
on principles of poverty. He predicted thac members of these orders would
inaugurate the era of the Spirit, which would supersede the dispensation
of the Son, and in which there would be no need for ecclesial institutions,
gnce people would now live according to the Spirit of God.®

The conservative or “spiritual” members of the Franciscan order
believed that Francis had been the harbinger of the new age of the
Spirzt. For this reason, they regarded the literal imitation of his life as the
vary essence of the spiritual life and werc. unbending when it came to
adhering to his original rule, From their perspective, institutionalizing
the order meant directly contradicting Francis’ wishes and undermming
his whole mission.”" The common opinion among them, famously
voiced by friar Jacopone da Todi, was that “accursed Paris was destroying
Assisi.”™

Naturally, the literat: did not feel that they were undercutting Franciscan
ideals by their endeavors, but only adapting them to meet the needs of a
growing order and, indeed, to further its evangelistic work. As the literati
continued to take measures to transform the order into a scholadly one,
essentially taking it over from withm, the internal factions became increas—
ingly pronounced.

One of these measures involved inventing an intellectual identity for
the Franciscans — the followers of a man who had refused to allow his
followers to undertake intellectual pursuits. For the most part, this monu-
mental task fell inte the able hands of Alexander of Hales, who had held
a chair in the university faculty of theology smce 1220. Shortly thereafter,
he became responsible for the education of the Franciscan friars who
attended lectures m theology until their own school was founded. While
Alexander certainly influenced the outlock of the first Franciscan students,

Lawrence, The Fiiars, 115,
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they also evidently left a strong impression on him, to the extent that he
eventually became convinced thac the Franciscan vision was  “ng
only compatible with his own theological positions but also reinforced
them.”"

When Alexander finally decided to join the order in 1236, he became
regent master of the Franciscan school.” In the same year, Pope Grl'(ig()[y
commissioned him to oversce the composition of a theological Sumng
that would lay down distinctly Franciscan theological and philosophical
positions. Although 2 number of early Franciscan scholars had a part iy
preparing the Sunmia fratis Alexandyi, this work basically ended up being
an expansion and reconfiguration of arguments that Alexander had already
advanced in his commentary on Lombard’s Sentences and in his vast col-
lection of published disputations.®

In these works, Alexander made a number of highly innovative intel-
lectual maneuvers. Perhaps the most radical of these was the decision to
replace the formerly unrivalled Augustinian doctrine of the Trnity with
the Trinitarian doctrine developed in the twelfth century by the mystical
mind of Richard of St. Victor.” From Richard’s doctrine of the Trinity,
Alexander derived an account of the image of God or human cognition,
which lent itself to a full-scale appropriation of Avicenna’s philosophy of
knowledge.”

Among the philosophical views Alexander borrewed from Avicenna's
De anima were the doctrine of the two faces of the soul and it
attendant dualism. In typical scholastic fashion, Alexander described this
doctrine in terms of Augustine’s distinction between lower and higher
reason.” He did something similar with Avicenna’s doctrine of the four
intellects, interpreting the intuitive knowledge of Being and the three

enan Osborme f(ed), “Alexander of Hales: Precursor and Promoter of Franciscan
Theology,” in The History of Franciscan Theology (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute,
2007, 12.

& paphacl M. Fluber, “Alexander of Hales, OF.M.,” Dranciscon Studies 5 (1945), 333,
% assc, Avicenna’s De anima, 51,

®  Osborae (ed.), “Alexander of Hales: Precursor and Promaoter of Franciscan Theclogy,”
28.

M Soheil M. Afnan, Avicennia: His Life and Werks (London: Ruskin House, 1958), 2714
i J. Robmer, “Sur la doctrne franciscaine des deux faces de ame,” in Archives d'histoire
doctrinale et litténire i mayen age (Paris: Vrin, 1927), 73-7; see also Scote Matthews, Remson,
Comnrinity, and Religions Tiadition: Anselin’s Arginnent and the Friars (Aldershot: Ashgate,

2001), 62.
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manscendentals — which constitute the mmage of God — in terms of

. 2
Augustme’s “eternal reasons.”’?

Incidentally, Alexander also appealed to
these eternal reasons or examplars that subsist it the mind of God when
it came to giving a fundamentally Avicennian metapliysical account of the
cause of created realities.”

The ontological proof for the exstence of God chat the intuitive
knowledge of the eternal reasons, principally Being, affords was something
Alexander felt he could legitimately locate in Anselm’s Proslogion, which
had largely been neglected untl Alexander took an interest in it. For
Alexander, the cognitive connection with God which every mind enjoys
is also that through which fully formed or “abstract” ideas abourt reality
are received from Geod in experiences of illumination such as Augustine
supposedly described. Although Alexander clearly adhered to the new
Avicennian notion of abstraction, 1t 1s not likely that he went so far as to
equate God with the agent intellect at the cost of denying the human
intellect any autonomy, after the manner of many of his Franciscan con-
temporaries, including John of La Rochelle, William of Auvergne, Roobert
Grosseteste, and Roger Marston.”™

Although Alexander’s initial intent was apparently only to “find”
Victorine and Avicennian ideas in the writngs of spirttual authorities such
as Augustine, Anselm, and Pseudo-Dionysius, as part of an effort o
embrace all the new ideas that were becoming available at his time, he
invented in the process a theological and philosophical system that was

" Leonard }, Bowman, “The Development of the Doctrine of the Agent Intellect in the

Franciscan School of the Thirteenth Century,” The Modern Schoolnan 50 (1973}, 251-79;
Margaret M. Curtin, “The Intellectus Agens in the Summa of Alexander of Hales,”
Franciscan Studies 5 (1945), 418-33.

P P. Boehner, (3.F.M., “The System of Metaphysics of Alexander of Hales,” Franciscan
Stndies 5 {1954}, 366-414.

" According to Hasse, those who espoused this doctrine included William  of

Auvergie, Roger Bacon, Robert Grosseteste, Roger Marston, and John of La Rochelle

(Avicenna’s De anfma, 208). One reason for the decrease in the number of references

to Avicenna that can be detected from around the middle of the thirteenth century, -
incidentally, is thar this doctrine was officially condemmed in the intervening tine.

For further details, see Etienne Gilson, “Roger Marston; Un eas d’Augostinisme

Avicennisant,” in Archrives d'Histoire Doctrinale ¢t Litéraire div Moyen Age 8 (Paris: Vrin,

1933), 37-42, Steven P. Marrone, William of Awveigne and Robewt Grosseteste: New

Ideas of Tvuth in the Eady 'Thirteenth Centwry (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1983).
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7 The Victorine dectrine of

uniquely suited to Franciscan purposes.
the Trinity, for example, laid an emphasis on God's dynamic and self-
giving nature that was consistent with the Franciscan priorvitization of
love over knowledge — an active life of sacrificial service over static
contemplation.”™

In addition to this, the theory of the two faces of the soul allowed
Franciscans to account for an experience of the soul transcending the
body like Prancis bad at his Alverna vision and ultimately at his death.
Together, the account of the intuitive knowledge of Being and the a prior
proof for God’s existence explained the constant and intimate connection
with God that Francis enjoyed.” That connection js what enabled
Francis to obtain such perfect comprehension of the created realities he
encountered, or to know things m the abstract manner that Avicenna had
described.”™

By adopting such ideas, Alexander cffectively ranslated Francis’ experi-
ence of God and reality into theological and philesephical categories,
which he grounded through appeals to the most trusted spiritual authori-
ties. Whether unwittingly or deliberately, he formulated a distinetly
Franciscan intellectual system, and he did so in a way that could conceiv-
ably confirm that a Franciscan intellectual life need not undermine the
Franciscan spiritual life, inasmuch as philosophical positions that were
consistent with Franciscan principles could be found in the writings of
some of the greatest spiritual authorities, above all, Augustine.”

Although many scholars have assumed that eatly Franciscans were pure
and simple, if not the most sophisticated proponents of the tradition of
Augustine and Ansclm, the Avicennian background of Alexander’s thought
as well as that of his contemporarics did not cscape the notice of Etienne

> n the Sunmia fravis Alexandri alone chere are 4,814 explicit and 1,372 implicit refer-
ences to Augustine; this amounts to more than ene quarter of the texts cited in the body
of the Snmma, Alexander’s Sentence Commentary concaing 241 quotations from Apsclm.
Sec Jacques Guy Bougerol, “The Church Tathers and Aunctoritates in Scholastic 'Theology
to Bonaventure,” in 1he Recepfion of the Church Fachers inr the West, vol, 2 (Leiden: Bull
19973, 307; idem., Imrodm’n'ou, 15,

* Oshorne (ed.), History of Prauciscan Theology, 28.

T On Alexander’s use of Anselm, see Matthews, Reason, Comanmity, and Religions
Tradition, 35F Oun the inwitive knowledge of God as an account of Francis’ intimate
relationship with the divine, see Matthews, 48, 59.

® 1, Rohmer, “La théore de Vabstraction dans Iécole Franciscaine de Alexandre de Flalcs
3 Jean Peckam,” in Archives ' Itisfoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 3 (Paris: Vrin, 1928},
105-34.

 Moorman, Hisfory of the Franciscan Order, 328,

. ol S S
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CII\OH ® In a range of his works, Gilson drew attention to the various
ways in which the first Franciscan scholars adopted Avicenna’s philosophy,
especially his psychology.” With the exception of the doctrine of God as
agent intellect, however, Gilson contended that Franciscan efforts to
interpret Augustine in concordance with Avicenna were perfectly legiti-
mate. By doing this, he stated, Franciscans did nothing but systematize
and clarify views that were inchoately present in the thought of Augustine,

While Gilson may be correct about the Avicennian sources of Franciscan
thought, bis conclusion that Franciscan and implicitly Avicennian thought
is completely consistent with Augustine’s thought dees not seem entirely
supportable. For the first Franciscan scholars who espoused what Gilson
called an “Avicennizing Augustinianism” appear to have been more inter-
ested in introducing an altogether innovative and distinetly Pranciscan
philosophy on Augustine’s authority than in upholding Augustine’s own
ideals, What madc it possible for them to do just this was the scholastic
method that allowed scholars to ground their own opinions in the work
of authorities that stood for a cause with which they wished to associate
themselves. In the case of the first Franciscaﬁs, that cause was trustworthy
spiricual tradition. In the following chapter on Bonaventure, the celebraced
formulator of “classic” Franciscan philosophy, my aim will be to substanti-
ate what | have suggested here concerning the distinctive and even non-
Augustinian character of Franciscan thought.

i —~ . . . -
Bougerol, for example, affims in his Intreduction (13) that the Franciscan Surma con-

taing traditional Augustinian doctrine bolstered with insights from Anselm and the schoal
af St. Vietor,

B, . " L T .
Etienne Gilson, “Pourquol saint Thomas a critiqué saint Augustin,”™ Archives dlistoire

doctvinafe e litteraire die moyen age 1 {1926-7), 5-127; idem., “Les scurces Greco-arabes de

Pangustinisme avicennisant,” Archives d'listofre docivinale et Neteraire du moyen age 4 {1929),
5~107 i
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Bonaventure (Ap 1221-74)

Introduction

Bonaventure of Bagnoregio is generally regarded as the last and best medi-
cval champion of Augustine’s thought.' His account of knowledge by
divine illumination is often described as the hallmark of his Augustinianism ?

! BEffremn Bettoni O.F.M., Bouaventure, trans. Angelus Gambatesce (Notre Darme: University

of Notre Dame Press, 1964), 19, 124; Jacques-Guy Bougerol, “The Church Fathers amd
Atictoritates in Scholastic Theology to Bonaventure,” in The Reception of the Cluirch Fathers in
the West, vol. 2 (Leiden: Boll, 1997); idem., Introduction to the Writings of St. Bonaventire,
(Paterson: St. Anthony Guild, 1964}, 32; Charles Carpenter O.F.M., Theology as the Road 1o
Holiness (New York: Paulist Press, 1999}, v; Ewort H. Cousins O.F.M., Benaventire and ihe
Cofneidence of Oppesites (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1978), 2; Pamick James Doyle,
“The Disintegration of Divine Mlumination Theory in the Franciscan School” (Ph.D3. diss.,
Marquette University, 1984), 4; Etienne Gilson, The DPhilosapliy of St. Benaventire, trans. lleyd
Trethowan and Trancis Joseph Shecd (Paterson: St Anthony Guild Press, 1965), 6, 4811
Patrick Robert O.F.M,, “Le problem de la philosophic bonaventurienne: Atistotclisme
Neoplatonisant ou Augustinisme?” Laval Theologique er Philosophique 6 (19507, 145-63.

2 Betroni, Boraventure, 92, 96, 125; Bougerol, Infroduction, 31—4; Leonard Bowman, “The
Development of the Doctrine of the Agent Intellect in the Franciscan School,” The Modem
Schoolpian 30 (1973), 251; Carpenter, Theology as the Road to Holiness, 79-93; F.C, Copleston,
A Histary of Medieval Philosoply (London: Methuen and Co., 1972), 161; Cousins, Bonaventine
and the Coincidence of Opposites, 2, 79, 118; Theodore Crowley O.F M., “Illumination and
Cerritude,” in Sanettis Bosaventira 1274—1974, vel. 2 (Grottaferrata: Collegio S, Bonaventura,
1973); Cluistopher Cullen, Bonaventure [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 8, 20-2;
Maurice De Wulf, History of Medieval Philosaphy, 3 edn (London: Longman’s, Green, and
Co., 1909), 283-9; Gilsom, The Philosophy of St. Bonaventure, 387; Publio Restrepo Gonzaler
O.F.M., “Una fundamentacion Bonaventurdanan para la epistemologia de las ciencias: la
teoria de la Loz o duminismo,” Frareiscann 38 (1996), 309-17; Bernard A. Gendreau, “The

Quest for Certainey in Bonaventore,” Francscan Studies 21 (1961), 104-227; M. Hurley,

Divine Ilwmination: The History and Putiie of Angusiine’s Theory of Kunowledge,
by Lydia Schumacher
© John Wiley & Sons Lid.
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Moreover, his place at the end of a ine of medieval Augustinians is usually

supposed to be establsshed by his use of Anselm’s ontological argument.”

[untination According to St Bonaventure,” Gregoriarum 32:3 (1951), 401; Tha Delio
OS.E., Stmply Bonaventure (Hyde Park: New City Press, 2001), 103; Zachary Ilayes
(.F.M., introduction to Disputed Questions on the Knowledge of Chyist by Bonaventure
{St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute Publications, 2005, 55-9; Jay Hammond, “Order in
the Inerasisim pientis in Depn,” i Wayne Hellmann, Divine and Created Order in Boniaventie's
Theology (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute, 2001), 223; David Knowles, The Erolufion
‘,f‘;‘,;p(ﬂ’pwi Thought (Baltimore: Helicon, 1964), 18, C.H. Lawrence, The Friars: The Inpact
of the Barly Mendicant Movement on Western Sociery (London: Longman, 1994), 148; Gordon
Leff, The Dissolution of the Medieval Oudook: An Essay on Drellectiol and Spivitial Change in
e Fomnteentlh Centiry (New York: New York University Press, 1996), 39; John Lynch,
The Theory of Knowledge of Vital du Forrr (5t Bonaventure: The Franciscan Institute, 1972),
152, Steven I, Marrone, The Light of Thy Counntenance: Science and the Knowledoe of Ged in
the Thirteenth Ceatury, 2 vols (Leiden: Brill, 2001), vol. 1, 111-250; Thomas I, Mathias,
“Bonaventurian Ways to God through Reason,” Franciscan Studies 36 (1976), 193; PJ.
meandrew, “The Theory of Divine Ilumination in Samt Bonaventura,” The New
Seholasticism & (1932), 39; John Moorman, A Ifstery “of ihe Francisean Order (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1968), 246-7; Timothy B. Noone, “The Franciscans and Epistemology:
Refections en the Roles of Bonavennure and Scotus,™ in Medieval Adasters, ed. R.E. Houser
{Houston: Center for Thomistic Studies, 1999), 63-50; Tony Overton, “St. Bonaventure’s
Mumination Theory of Knowledge: The Reconciliation of Aristotle, Pseudo-Dionysius and
Augustine,”  Miscellanea Ironcescana 88 (1988}, 108-21, Joseph Owens, “Faith, Ideas,
Humination, and Experdence,” in The Ceawbridge History of Later Medicval Philesophy, 450-1,
Philip I.. Reeynolds, “Threefold Existennce and Ilumination in St. Bonaventure,” Fraveiscan
Studies 42 (1982), 190-215; Pritz-Joachim von [Rintelen, “Comprension del ser creatural
en san Agustin y en san Buenaventura,” Angustings 19 (1974), 189-96; John Ist, Augustine:
Antient Thought Baptized (Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 1994), 78; Eugene
TeSelle, Angustine the Theelogian, 106; Denys Tumer, The Davkness of God: Negativity in
Christian Mysticisn {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 102-36; Allan B,
Wolter O.F.M., “The Schoolmen,” "the Intellectiial Climate of the Early University: Essays in
Honor of Otto Grindler, ed. Nancy Van Dewsen (Kalamazoo: Western Michigan University,
1997, 207-8; Pelayo Mateos de Zamayon O.I'M., “Teora del conochmiento segun san
Buenaventura: La illuminacion,” in Sancus Bonaventura 1274-1974 (Rome: Collegio S.
Bonaventura Grottaferrata, 1974); Grover A, Zinn, “Book and Word: The Victorine
Background of Bonaventure’s Use of Symbols,” in Sanctus Botavenhwa 12741974, 144,
Bettond, Bonaventure, 37, 42; Bougerol, “The Church Fathers and Auctoritates in
Scholastic Theology to Bonaventure,” 320; idem., Intreduction, 35; Copleston, A History of
Medieval Philosophy, 166, Bwert Cousins, “St. Bonaventure, St. Thomas, and the Movement
of Thought in the Thirteenth Century,” in Bonaventire and Agquinas: Enduring Phifosophers
{Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1976), 9; Cullen, Bonarenture, 11; Gilson, The
Phifosophy of St. Bonaveniure, 1156 Carpenter, Theofogy as the Read to Holiness, 114; Anton
Pegis, “The Bonaventurian Way to God,” Mediaesal Studies 29 (1967), 200—42; Jean-Robert

B
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In this chapter, my purpose is to show that the Seraphic Doctor dig
not in fact upheld the views off Augustine, especially on illumination, Thyg
argument represents a necessary preliminary step toward explaining why
Franciscans 1n the generation after Bonaventure rejected flumination
While presenting it, moreover, [ will question a virtually unquestioned
opinion about the Augustinian character of Bonaventure’s thought thy
scholars have upheld at least since the time of the renowned medicva]jst,
Etienne Gilson.*

Where some of Gilson’s contemporanes described Bonaventure as ap
“incipient Thomust,” who basically held the same views as Thomag
Aquinas but never had the chance to develop them into a full-fledged
system, Gilson discerned the distinctive spirt of Bonaventure’s thought ®
Although he recognized the uniquely Pranciscan features of Bonaventure's
philosophy, Gilson believed those features were fundamentally Augustinian,
In his view, Augustine had never cohesively presented his philosophical
doctrines, such as llumination, although he certamly entertained specific
views about such matters.® Not until Bonaventure was Augustine’s phi-
losophy finally codified; using Augustine’s terms, Bonaventure supposedly
gave a fuller explanation of the meaning of those terms than Augustine
himself had done.’

According to Gilson, Bonaventure had a haghly conservative motive
for championing Augustine, namely, to transform the bishop’s philosophi-
cal thought into a comprchensive system thac could rival that of Ariscotle,
whose rising populanity was threatening Augustine’s longstanding status as
the ultimate intellectual authornity. Because Bonaventurc’s intention was
to bolster the waning authority of Augustine, Gilson affirmed that
Augustine’s arguments could be read retrospectively throngh Bonaventure's
lens, which purportedly throws them into clear relief.

At first blush, Gilsen’s thesis concerning lus Augustinianism seems
totally tenable. It is admittedly true, as Gilson affirms, that Bonaventure’s
philosophy can be “found” in Augustine’s works, insofar as Bonaventure

1 Jeseph Ratzinger, The Theology of History in St. Bonavenstre (Chicago: Franciscan Herald

Press, 1971), 123, Ratzinger lists numerous major medieval scholars who accepted Gilson’s
views on DBonaventure, including Franz Elule, E. Longpre, Pierre Mandonnet,
FJ. Thonnard, G. Tavard, Patrick Robert, and Leo Veuthy.
" For example, De Waulfin his History of Medieral Philasophy and Fernand Van Steenberghen
in Asisiotle fn the West: The Origins of Latin Aristotelianism, trans. Leonard Johnston (New
York: Humanities Press, 1970).
® Marrone, ‘TThe Light of Thy Conntenance, vol. 1, 247,

Gilson, The Philesophy of St. Bonaventire, 48190, passinr.
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phrases his ideas m Augustine’s terns, which seem to accommodate the
connotations he assigns to them. To assume on those grounds that
Bonaventure is an absolutey faithful follower of Augustine, however, is
to neglect attending to the theological context of his writings which may
indicate otherwise.

[n the study of Augustine himself, a preliminary theological inquiry
enabled me to identify the function of illuminaton in his thought and
thus to deal with a longstanding debate on the topic. In the case of
Bonaventure, T have found that a reading of philesephical arguments in
theclogical context brings certain differences between Bonaventure and
Augustine to light. Thesc differcnces have largely passed unnotced by
modern readers who are far removed from the wmtellectual contexts in
which both Augustine and Bonaventure worked. Yet the differences
become evident when Bonaventure’s philosophy is interpreted as a func-
tion of his theology, which represents a major departure from Augustine,
out of preference for the Trinitarian doctrine of Richard of St. Victor,
which first-gencration Franciscans like Alexander of Hales had adepted.

In the late nineteenth century, just before Gilson’s time, Theodore De
Régnon called attention to the fact that two distinet lines of Trinitarian
thought began to emerge in the late medieval West.? While Ansclim, Pecer
Lombard, Albert the Great, and Thomas Aquinas carried on the original
rradition of Augustine, Ruachard of St. Victor drew inspiration from
Pscudo-Dionysius in founding a new tradition that was subsequently fur-
thered by Alexander of Hales and Bonaventure. Although De Régnon’s
characterization of Bastern and Western Trinitarian doctrines has recently,
and rightly, been criticized, his observations about the two distinet tradi-
tions that emerged within the Western tradition itself have pained wide
recognition in recent years.” It has become common for scholats to
acknowledge the mnovativencss of Franciscan Trinitarian thought as well
as its Victorine heritage.”

* Theodore Ne Régnon, Etudes de théologic pesitive sur la Sainte "Hinfré, 3 vols (I"acis: Vrin,
[6592-8).

Michel Rene Bames, “Te Régnon Reconsidered,”  Augtistinian Studies 26 (1995),

51-79.

n

y

See Marla Calisi, Trinitafan Perspectives in the Franciscan 'theological 'radition (St
Bonavenwure: Franciscan  Institute, 2008); Cousins, Bonaveninve and the Colncidence of
Opposites, 51, 100; Cullen, Bonavenone, ch. 6 on “The Trune God,” 113-27; Delio, Simply
Bonaventure, 40, Elizabeth Dreyer, “Bonaventure the Franciscan: An Affective Spiritualicy,”
i Spiriftalities of the Heart, ed. Annice Callahan (Mahwah: Paulist Press, 1990, 36; Russcll
L. Fricdman, Medicval 'Prinitarian Hhought from Aguinas to Ockhaw, 5, passin; Hayes, intro-
duction to Disprted Questions on the Mystery of the Trinity by Bonavencure, 18,
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Tn spite of the fact that Franciscans diverged widely from Augustine i
the area of theclogical doctrine, scholars continue to assert the Augustiniay
nature of Bonaventure’s philosophical thought and the proto-Bonaventuriyy,
character of Augustine’s. Perhaps this is due to the fact that Bonaventure’s
philosophical thought has not yet been fully analyzed as a function of his
theological thought and compared to Augustine’s thought, assessed i1 the
same way. In this chapter, I will evaluate Bonaventure’s philosophy as 3
derivative of his theology through the same serics of steps 1 tool in the
chapter on Augustine. [ will show how the Seraphic Doctor draws ag
sccount of the created order, the image of God, the effects of the fall angd
redemption on the image, conformity to GGod’s image, and divine illumi-
nation from his doctrine of God, giving mature expression to the “classic”
Franciscan thought of his “master and father” Alexander in the process."
By these means, [ aim to establish on theological grounds that Bonaventure
does not mean what Augustine meant by Augustine’s terms and meta-
phors, above all, lumination.

Far from being a genuine philosophical Augustinian, 1 contend that
Bonaventure is the classic formulator of a philosophical perspective that
is decidedly Franciscan and that has its roots in the work of Avicenna,
although Bonaventure hardly acknowledges any debt to Avicenna, given
that the trend by his time was to cite Aristotle, even when Avicennian
doctrines were being attributed to him."” Although T was able to buiid
on recent research in the chapter on Augustine, which lays the foundation
for the argument of this chapter, there is very little precedent for the
project of differentiating Bonaventure from Augustine which T undertake
here. For this reason, I make no claim to give a comprehensive re-reading
of Bonaventure’s system and its relationship or lack thereof to Augustine.
My only goal 15 to present a new way of thinking about Beonaventure
which can be further elaborated at a later time.

While I will challenge Gilson'’s notion that Bonaventure’s doctrines are
fundamentally Augustinian, [ will not normally question his interpretation
of Bonaventure’s doctrmes themselves. For the most part, it seems to me

1 Bemaventure, Conmimi, in 1T Libr, Sent. (Florence: Quaracchi, 1885), prooctitfint.

12 Dag Nikolaus Hasse, Avicensa’s De animae (Londen: Warbwrg Institute, 2001), 220
although Avicenna’s name all but disappears in the Stimuna fratris Alexandri md in the writ-
ings of Benaventure, Hasse argues that there are clear signs of his influence, Incidentally,
another probable reason why Bonaventure does not mention Avicenna is that the Arab’s
dactrine of the separate Active Inteliect had recenty been condemmed, and he may have
wished to dissociate himself from any disreputable doctrines.
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that  (lson gained an  exceptionally strong sense of the spirit of
Bonaventure’s philosophy. 1f he crred, it was m assuming that this phi-
Josophy was the means through which Bonaventure bolstered a truly
Augustinian as opposed to a uniquely Franciscan intcllectual eradition.

In his first theological work, a commentary on Lombard’s Sentences,
Bonaventure confesses that his first priority is to further the vision of St.
Francis of Assist by continuing the thought of Alexander of Hales.” In
his Life of Francs (1261), Bonaventure later explaing why his devotion
to his order runs so deep. As a child, he had contracted a severe illness,
and as he lay on his deathbed, his mother prayed to St. Francis for his
arvival.” From the moment of his miraculous recovery, he devoted
himself to the mussion of St. Francis. In 1243, possibly earlier, he entered
the Pranciscan order and began his cheological studies under Alexander of
Hales, who 1s on record as affirming that “it scemed as though Adam had
never sinped in him.”"

By 1248, Benaventure had earncd his bachelor’s in Seripture. From
that poinut, he proceeded to lecture on the Bible for two years. From 1250
to 1252, he lectured on Lombard’s Sentences and composed his com-
mentary to satisfy the requirements for the degree of master in theology,
which he earned in 1253, the same year he became regent master of the
Franciscan school in Pams. Although Bonaventure and Aquinas, who
finished his course at the same time, should have been given positions in
the faculty of theology at the University of Pars on completing their
degrees, the university masters would not allew them to fill their posts
until 1257, when the pope ordered them to do so.

In the meantime, Bonaventure composed his famous sermon Chiistus
inits empivin Magister (1253), the Quaestiones disputatae de perfectione evan-
gelica (1254), Quaestiones disputatae de seientia Christi (1254}, and Quaestiones
disputatae de mysterio trinitatis (1255). In his Breviloguinm (1257}, Bonaventure
gave a succinet synthesis of the Franciscan vision he had presented in
his Sentence Conumentary, which was intended for use in the theological
education of Franciscan novices. This brief work was better suited
tor pedagogical purposes thap the “horse-sized” Swmma fratris Alexandri,
wlich remained neonetheless accessible as a comprehensive theological

P See the prefaces in Bovaventure, Commi. in I Libr. Sear. (1882) and Comn. i IT Litw,
Seqy.

' Bonaventure, The Life of St. Frands {Legenda major), in Benaventure, ed. Ewert Cousing
(Mabwah: Paulise Press, 1978), ch. 3.

" Cousins, Bonavenrire and the Coincidence of Opposites, 34.
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encyclopedia and reference tool. As such a work, the Brevifogiifuni repre.
sents Bonaventure’s counterpart to Aquinas’ voluminous Sumina Theologiae,

[n the samc year he composed the Breviloguinm, Bonaventure was
chosen to be the new Minister General of the Franciscan order. His elec.
tion curtailed his academic career and imposed on him the responsibility
for dealing with the problems that threatened the order at the tme. The
main problem arose from the sector of the spiritual Franciscans, who were
by now very loudly protesting against the institutionalization of the order
and the compulsory education of its members. To make matters worse,
some of the spirituals were becoming zealous exponents of Joachism. In
1254, friar Gerard of Borgo San-Donnino published a book, subsequently
condemned, in which he voiced the opinion of many spirituals that
Francis was the harbinger of the “age of the Sprit” and that his authority
therefore superseded that of the very Son of God.'

By this time, the umversity masters had become so embittered at the
privileges the pope was grantmg the mendicants in the academic context,
they had determined to scck out any opportunity to discredic the intel-
lectual integrity of the fiars and drive them from the umversity scene for
good. One university master, William of St. Amour, wrote a response to
Gerard accusing all Franciscans of Joachism and thus of heresy, and further
attacking the whole mendicant way of life.

When Bonaventure assumed leadership of his order, consequently, he
immediately inherited the challenge of showing the wniversicy masters that
there was nothing intcllectually questionable about the Franciscan lifestyle
and demonstrating to the spivicual Franciscans that there was nothing in
the Franciscan calling that precluded intellectual pursuits. Tn his effort to
address this two-fold challenge, Bonaventure composed his Hinerarimin
mentis in Dewn (1259) and Life of Francis or Legenda major (1261), The
latier replaced the accounts of Francis” Lfe that had been written previ-
ously, some of which played up his anti-intellectual tendencics, and all of
which were destroyed. In these works as in all his others, Bonaventure
followed Alexander in making special appeals to the authority of Augustine,
Anselm, Pscude-Dionysius, and Richard and Hugh of Sc. Victor, all of
whom represented the longstanding tradition of medieval spirituality.

By “finding” a Franciscan intellectual life in that spiritual tradition,
Bonaventure illustrated that intellectual pursuits are essential to the fulfil-
ment of Francis” spiritual ideals, and conversely, that Francis” ideals are
essential to the success of mtellectual pursuits. In typical scholastic fashion,

Robert J. Karris O.F.M., introduction to Disprited Questions o Bvangelieal Perfection, by
Bonaventure (St Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute, 2008), 8.
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he invoked authoritative sources to advance his own cause, which was to
deal with the complaints of the spirituals and masters i a manner that
was faithful to the vision of St. Francis. In the process, incidentally, it so
happened that he effectively trumped the intellectual authority of the
Dominicans and laid the foundation for efforts he undertock in the 1270s
to curb the spread of radical Averroist Anstotelianism.

In works like the Coflationes in Hexcemeron (1273) and De reductione
aitiim ad theologiam (c. 1273), Bonaventure undercuts the Averroists’ key
contention that philosophy can succeed apart from theology — in short,
that it is fully autonomous — by reiterating that faith, and specifically
Franciscan faith, is the precondition of sound philosophy. When he quali-
fied the Franciscan vision so that it entailed academic endeavors,
Bonaventure clearly did not think he betrayed Francis, but adapted the
qint’s vision so that 1t could be realized in 2 new era.’” Although
Bonaventure rejected the heretical Joachite notion that Francis initiated
the age of the Spirit and thus superseded the age of the Son of Ged, he
pevertheless affirmed that the Franciscans had a special role to play in
salvation history. In his view, the friars minor were helping to usher in
the eschaton by counteracting the deficiencies of the Church and reviving
true spirituality.”® Since a life of study was vital to achieving these ends,
Bonaventure believed his efforts to turn the Franciscan order into a schol-
arly one were justified. For those efforts, he has been acclaimed the order’s
second founder.

The Doctrine of God

Undl the twelfth century, Augustine’s Trinitarian doctrine basically went
unrivalled n the West. Toward the end of that century, Richard of
St. Victor formulated a new way of thinking the Triune natwre of Ged,
which appealed to Franciscans Iike Bonaventure because of its voluntarist
bent."” Like other schelars at the Augustinian abbey of St. Victor, a
renowned center of learming in Paris, Richard was well acquainted with
the works of Augustine as well as Anselm.

7 Anton C. Pegis, “5St. Bonaventure, St Francis, and Philesophy,” Medieval Studies 15
(1953), 1-13.

" Moomman, A History of the Franciscan Qrder, 151,

" See Zachary Hayes' introduction to Dispited Questions ot ihe Muysiery of the Tvinity by

Bonaventure (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Instituee, 20009, ch. 1.
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Along with many other members of his school, however, Richard
was also an avid reader of the sixth-century mystic Pseudo-Dionysius,
Although Richard drew on Augustine’s trinity of “lover, beloved, and
love” in devcloping his docirine of the Trinity, he ulumately tock a
Dionysian insight as his conceptual point of departurc. Dionysius had
described God as the supreme Good, and on the grounds that a Good
that is contained is not genuincly good, he had argued that God is selft
diffusive by definition.” The Dionysian argument, in other words, was
that God’s goodness consists in His active or dynamic nature: His power
to reproduce Himself,

On the basis of the contention that the divine goodness is essentially
self-giving, Richard concludes that love is the supreme content of the
Good?' Since love must be shared by at least two parties, Richard argnes
that therc must be a plurality of divine P’ersons. Unlike Augustine, who
affirmed that the third member of the Trinicy simply is the love exchanged
between the two Persons, Richard insists that the first two Persons direct
their love toward one and the same third party.** In his view, this 1s the
only way to establish that the rature and measure of the love in question
is exactly the same and thus supremely pertect. Where two Persons love
a third in harmony, he writes, there is not the difectic of Augustine, but
condilectio, ‘

In elaborating his doctrine of God along Victorine lines, Bonaventure
speaks of the Father as the first principle (principium primuni)” of the
Trinity, the fontal source {(plenindo fontalis) of divine love from which
the others flow.™ In emphasizing the primacy or innascibilicy of the
Father, he departs from Latin theologians like Augustine to follow the
way of the Greek Fathers.” Because of His primacy, Bonaventure affims
that the Father is utterly fecund.® From this peint, he concludes that
God's self-communication is perfect and complete.” When He gives of

2 Psendo-Dionysius, The Divine Nases, in Psenrdo-Dionysitis: The Comiplete Torks, trans.
Colm Luibheid (New York: Panlist Press, 1987), 639Bff Richard of St. Victor, Book Three
of The "I'vinity, in Richard of 8t Vicror, wans. Grover A, Zinn (New York: Paulist Press,
1979), ch. 2.

2 Richard of St Victor, Book Thiee of The Trinity, ch. 2.

2 hid., chs 14-15; Bonaventure, Comnr, in I Libr. Sepr., 21,2 and 2.1.4.

trin, gqu. 2.1,

H Copm, in I Libr, Sent. 2.1.2.

S Comin. in H Libr. Sent. 28: on innascibility

tin. qu, & on primacy, fonulity, fecundity; of. Commi. i I Libw. Semt. 2.1.2,

7 Hellmann, Jivine and Creaied Ovder in Bonaventuie’s Theology, 67
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Himself, He holds nothing m reserve.® Tnasmuch as He 1s first and
owes His exastence to none other, moreover, the Father’s self~donation
is completely non-compulsory; it is a totally gratuitous overflow of
divine love,

According to Bonaventure, the Son is the objective expression of the
Father’s love. He is the perfect image or cxemplar of the Father.® This
relationship of complete comespondence between the Father and the Son
is the model for all further relations, in the first place, the relation between
the Son and the Spirit.™ In Benaventure’s account, the Son receives the
fountain fullness of the Father’s love and passes it on dircctly as He
receives it. The Spirit simply stands as the fullest possible manifestation of
the love that proceeds from the Father and the Son: the love those two
share in common for the third Person of the Trinity."

Because the Father is the first or efficient cause of divine love,
Bonaventure appropriates the traic of unity to Him. Since the Son is the
formal or exemplary cause of that love, He is characterized as the truth,
while the Spirit, as the final cause, is described in terms of goodness.”
Summarizing his teaching on the ‘Trinity, Bonaventure describes the
Father as the Person of the Trinity who produces but is not produced;
the Son as the one who is produced and produces; and the Spirit as the
one who is produced but does not produce.™

In this account, the first Person 15 entirely active; the third is completely
passive; and the second is both active and passive. Because He has some-
thing in commmon with both the Father and the Spirit, who themselves
have nothing in common, Bonaventure affirms that the Son is distinct
from the other two Persons and yet uniquely suited to unite them. He
is the tmage of the Trinity because He is capable of causing the irrecon-
cilable opposites of Father and Spirit to coincide so as to sum up in His
own Person what the three of them are.” This is why Bonaventure speaks
of the Son as the very center of Trinitarian life, the midpoint on a circle

et}

Bonaventure, Iriierarinnt mentis in Dewn (Florence: Quaracchi, 1938), 6.2; cf. Brevifoquinim
{Florence: Quaracchi, 1938), 1,23, 1.3.2,

Comn. o I Libr. Sent. 6.1.3 and 31.22; <f. brev. 1.3.8.

Coetn, fn T ibr. Sent. 1140 on the Holy Spirit.

Cosimr. fn I Libr. Senr. 11.1: on double procession: John Francis Quinn, “The Role of
the Holy Spirit in St. Bonaventure’s Theology,” Pranciscan Stndies 33 (1973), 273-84.

" brew. 1.6.1.

Bonaventuare, Coflationes in Hexadneron (Florence: Quaracchi, 1938), 1.14; cf. brer, 1.5.5.
Ewert H. Cousins, “The Coincidence of Opposites in the Chrstology of Saint
Bonaveneure,” Franciscan Sindies 28 (1968), 2745,
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31

A3

M



120 Divine Hlvumination

that begins and cnds with the Father’s love.” In receiving that love and
expressing what He receives, the Son closes the circle in the Spirit.

Although Bonaventure simply follows Alexander of Hales in most
matters pertaining te Trinitarian dectrine, his stress on the centrality of
Christ had very little precedent, even though it was latent in the Victorine
doctrine of the Trmity and indeed in Francis’ own cruci-fixation.” Barly
on in Bonaventure’s ministerial career, Christocentrism equipped him
with the conceptual resources to clear the Franciscans of the cHarges
assoclated with Joachism. By affirming that Chrst is the literal center of
the Trinity and thus of human history, such that His gospel 15 eternal and
rreplaceable, Bonaventurs successfully dissociated his order from the
heretical idea that it was Francis rather than Christ whe brought abeut
the culmination of salvation history.”

Although Christocentrism helped Bonaventure o temper some more
radical Franciscan claims, it also proved useful when it came to demon-
strating to the university masters, the Dominicans, and later on, the radical
Averroist Aristotelians, that the Franciscan context is the only onc in
which a life of study can be successfully pursued, as 1 will suggest in later
sections. As Bonaventure brought his Christocentric perspective to bear
in addressing the different challenges he faced i the course of his career,
he extrapolated the repercussions of assumptions that he held from the
bepinning, and from which he never deviated,™

In the process, he gave mature cxpression to the theology of his
Franciscan predecessors. Indeed it was Bonaventure’s version of the Fran-
ciscan doctrine of God with all its emphasis on the centrality of Christ
that would be handed down to later Franciscans such as John Duns Scotus.
For this reason, some scholars have rccently qualified De Régnon’s
account of the history of Trnitanian theology, insisung that Bonaventure

B Comm, in T Libr. Sent. 1.2.1.2; o qu. 3.1; b Pseudo-Dionysius, The Divine Namies
712D-713D.

¥ IHa Delio, “Theology, Mctaphysics, and the Cenmality of Christ,” Theelogical Stidies
68 (20077), 254{F, Cousins, Bonaventne and the Coindidence of Opposites, 65, 72; Ratzinger,
The Theology of History, 109,

7 Cousins, “The Coincidence of Opposites,” 63-5; Zachary Hayes, The Hidden Cenier,
Spiritnality and Speculative Christology in St. Bonawpenture (Mahwah: Paulisi Press, 1981), 210
Ratzinger's The Theology of History is still the definitive work on Bonaventure's theology
of history.

* Gilson, The Philosophy of St. Bonaventure, 32; Cousins, “The Coincidence of Opposites,”
49, 5307,
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pather cthan Richard deserves the credit for articulating an alternative to
the Augustinian tradition in Western Trinitarian theology.”

Creation in the Iinage of God

The natural order

When God the Father mmparted the knowledge of His infinice Being to
the Son, Bonaventure explains, He simultaneously passed en an infinite
pumber of ideas for the ercation of the world.* Like all things that come
from the Father, those ideas are perfect and complete Cxpression:s of some
aspect of His mind, Employing standard Aungustinian terms, Bonaventure
refers to the divine ideas or forms as eternal reasors or exemplars,’ In
what he calls his metaphysics of “emanation, excmplarity, and consum-
mation,” the Father stands at the start of 2 metaphysical circle and ema-
nates His exemplars to the Son m His absolute manner, such that the
Son, who is the locus of the divine exemplars, represents all things in the
most clear and distinet way.?

Although the exemplars m the Son’s mind are one with the essence
of God and so are essentially one, Bonaventure insists that there is a kind
of distinction between them which applies to entities that are inseparable
in actuality but which have non-identical definitions: what Scotus would
later term the formal distinction and Bonaventure already describes as a
distinctio rationds.™ The latter introduces such a distinction in the effort to
reinforce the Franciscan belief that every individual being perfectly, if

w Olegario Gonzaler, Misterio Trinitario y existencia hinnona: estudio fiistorice leafﬂg[m e foriio

@ st Buenaventire {Madrid: Ediclones Rdalp, 1966), 4-14. Also see Hayes, introduction to
frin. qui., 1324,

® Bonaventure, Quasstiones disputaiae de seientle Christi, ed. Zachary Hayes, in Disptited
Questions en the Kuowledge of Cliisi (St Bonavenoure: Franciscan Institute PPublications,
2005), 1; cofl. 3.3.7: God’s kuowledge is the sum total of all possibly and really exisiing
things. See Leo Sweeney, “Bonaventure and Aguinas on the Divine Being as Infinite,” in
Divine dnfinity in Gieek and Medieval Thoreht (INew York: Peter Lang, 1998), 413--38.
Tos Coge 4

bl 2.17.

B Comm, i I Libr. Sent, 6.3, ¢f cofl. 12.3—4,

"o qii. 3; Commn. i I Libro Sewr. 1.1.2.1, 5.1.1.1, 26.1.2, 45.2.1; cf. cfl. 12.9;
Mechthild Drreyer and Mary Beth Ingham, the Philosoplical Vision of Johu Duns Seotus
(Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2004}, 35. According to the

authors, Bonaventure's disfinctio rationis anticipates Henry of Ghent's “intentional distine-

tion” and Duns Scotus’ “formal distinction.”
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finitely, reflects God’s loving nature and is intimately known to Him,
Because God as Bonaventure understands Flim possesses an idea of every
specific reality, which can be foumally distinguished from His ideas of
other particular things, it is possible to say that He knows individual things.

By affirming this point, Bonaventure distinguishes his thought on the
matter of God’s knowledge from that of Augustine and Anselm, not to
mention Aquinas. According to these three, God knows but one exem.
plar, namely, His simplicity. Insofar as things arc patterned after divine
simplicity or exhibit unity or singularity of essence, God's universal
knowledge of Himself pre-contains the knowledge of particulars without
being reduced to it. This way of putting things males 1t possible to affirm
that particular realities are images of a God who 15 not an image of them;
that He, therefore, is wholly other.

Onp the grounds that God’s knowledge is the sum total of all possibly
and really existing particulars, Bonaventure affirms what his Augustinian
predecessors denied, namely, that there is 2 reciprocal relationship between
created instapces of exemplars and the divine exemplars themselves,
Creaturcs resemble ideas as exact copics of them, and the divine ideas
resemble creatures in virtue of being cheir exemplars.”

According to Bonaventure, a creature actually comes to exemplify the
divine in some limited respect when the Son instantiates a specific exem-
plﬂl’.% In doing this, the Sen acts as the metaphysical center, uniting the
Creator to the created, much as He serves as a theological center, recon-
ciling the extremes of Father and Spirit within the Godhead.” By
patterning creatures after the exemplars that emanate from the Father, such
that they are consumumated to their attendant exemplars, the Son com-
pletes the circle of creation in the Spirit. He causes things to stand as
perfect expressions of divine love. Through Him, the fountain fullness of
the Father’s love overfows mto countless instances of His divine ideas.

Because those ideas are one with the very essence of God, the Seraphic
Doctor states that their instantiation by the Son makes the Spint of God
immediately present in all of creation.” Following Dionysius, Bonaventure
argues that God literally duplicates or diffuses Humself in the natural order,

H 5 C.ogn. 25 in contrast to Bonaventure, Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas concluded
that creatures resemble a God who does not resemble them, in keeping with the claim
that there is bur one excmplar with many inscantiations, rather than many exernplars that
are one in virtwe of being contained in ene mind.

o cofl 11.20 and 12,914

7 colf. 1.17: metaphysical center.

B comm, i 1 Libr, Sewt, 37.1.1.0, 37.1.3.1=2;, Conna, in II Libr. Sent. 1.1.2.2.
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15 He does within the Godhead, such that all beings become 2 “the-
Ophguy” or as Augustine put it, a vestige or “trace” of the divine.®

Although this claim could seem to invite the charge of pantheism,
Bonaventure evades that accusation by arguing that the Son instantiates
only a finite number of the divine ideas, such that God is not completely
re-created in the created order, and by constantly “insisting on the con-
ringency of the created order as well as on God’s freedom with respect
to the created.”™

When it comes to elaborating on the way God mnductcd His creative
work, Bonaventure starts by speculating about what He did before the
dawn of tme: presumably, He finitely redoubled His existence by creating
something called prime matter out of nothiug.SI Prime matter is basically
a large 1mass of formless existence, as it was for Avicenna. It is privative
pot in the sense that it is really “nothing” but in the sense that its form-
lessness gives 1t the seminal potential to receive the forms thar God began
to impress on it at the start of time, as Augustine supposcdly suggests with
nis doctrine of “seminal principles” (rationes seninales).>

In imposing forms on prime matter, Bonaventure states that God
confers the property of real existence to a sclect number of the infinity
of absolute essences 11 His mind. Although there has never been a time
when prime matter has not been subject to form, such that it cannot be
examined 1n its own right, Bonaventure insists that it nonetheless underlies
all existing things, binding them all in an interdependent nerwork and
joining them all to God. s

By contrast to prime matter, which acts as the p1111c1ple of change in crea-
tion in virtuc of its potentiality, Bonaventure describes forms as fully actual-
ized entities. In other words, he does not believe that forms are subject to

®oeoll, 1111155 Pseudo-Dionysius, The Celestial Hierarchy 180C; also see Carpenter,
Theology as the Road to Holiness, 63; Cousins, Bonoventure and the Colncidence of Opposites,
45; Cullen, Bogaventure, ch. 7 on “The Creation of the World,” 128-33; [lia Declio,
“Bonaventure’s Metaphysics of the Goed,” Theological Stidies 60 {1999), 235-7; Etienne
Gilson, The Chiistian Plilosophty of St. Angistine, 210-16, idem., Histary of Chiistian Philesophy
i the Middle Ages, 450; idem., The Plifosephy of St Bonaventiure, 228, 392, Esther Woo,
“Theophanic Cosmic Order in St. Bonaventure,” Franciscan Studies 32 {1972), 30630,
M Hellmang, Divine and Creared Order in Bonavenire’s Theology, 14; cf coll, 12.12—13,
Comin. fa {I Libr. Sent, 1212,
Cotnn, 1t 1T Libr. Sent. 12.1.3.
P While Benaventure's concern was to delineate the creature—Creator distinction in a
way that would highlight the bonds of kinship between the two in a supposedly Augustinian
way, Aquinas aimed to preserve the radical separateness of God from creation, accurding
to Gilson in The Philosophy of St Benaveninre, 236.
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change.™ From the “cssentialist” metaphysical perspective he inlerits frop,
Avicenna via Alexander, forms always are what they are; they exist in fy]]
correspondence to an essen ce.” This must be the case, Bonaventure aftirmg,
masmuch as what comes from God must subsist in the same manner as God,

Asswming that creatures do in fact exist in the same mode of being o
God, Bonaventure dentes that creatures differ from the Creator becanse
there 1s a composition of essence and existence in them, where that is not
the case in God.® For Bonaventure, creatutres differ from God only in the
sense that they are comprised of matter and form, while God is pure form,
Put differently, creatures are finite and materal instances of what He ig
infinitely and immaterially.”’ As such, Bonaventure conchides that creg-
tures positively disclose some finite aspect of God’s essence in virtue of
their own distinct essences.

Although Bonaventure employs the typical temminology of analogy in
describing the way creaturcs reflect their Creator, a number of scholars
have noted that he appears to recast the meaning of analogy along the
Iines of a umivocal coneept of being, according to which two parties subsist
in the same moede of bemng, such that thoughts and words can be applied
to them in exactly the same sense.® Bonaventure illustrates the univocal
relationship between creatures and Creator in a variety of ways. Tn addi-
tion to exemplarity, he speaks of creatures as mirrors of the divine nature
(spectilum intellectiale) that give direct insight into some aspect of God's
love. ™ Following the lead of Hugh of St. Victor, he describes the nataral
order as a book and creatures as words that testify to His existence.™

For Bonaventure, a creaturce’s univocal relation to God 15 its mode of
participadon in Him. He thus defines participation as “the reverse of

exemplary causality,”®' A creature participates in God when it perfectly

RGN T §

F ol 5.5.1 essence and existence In creatures.

" See Thomas Acquinas, On Being and Hsseice, trans. Peter King (Indianapolis: Hackete,
2008).

M Vellmann, Divine and Created Order in Bonaventure’s Theology, 67.

¥ Gilson, The Philosophy of St. Bonaventure, ch. 7, Hellmann, Divine and Greated Order in
Bonigventiive’s Theofogy, 13-14. Hammond, “Order in the tinerarivm,” 203; Philip L.
Reynolds, “Bonaventure’s Theory of Resemblance,” Traditio 58 (2003), 221ff; Hayes,
Hidden Center, 15,

# o brew, 211,25 of, el 11.20, 12.16.

O fep, 2,112, 2.12.1; cf coff, 12.14-13; Zinn, “Book and Word: The Victorine
Background of Honaventure’s Use of Symbels,” 143-69.

® Leonard Bowman, “The Cosmic Exemplarism of Bonaventure,” Joumal of Religion 35:2

(1975), 185.
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reflects one of His ideas and positively reveals something of His essence.®
[n this instance, a creature can either participate or fail to participate fully
in its essence; participation becomes something substantial, as opposed to
an activity. That 1s to say, it ceases to involve engagement in the mode
of existence through which an cssence is gradually actualized, such that
pnrticipating is a matter of greater and lesser degrees. In advocating his
new notion of participation, which presupposes a univocal concept of
being, Boenaventure established that creatures stand as symbols of the
divine in their unique ways.

Though he athirms that created forms exist like Ged, to wit, in act and
thus immutably, ke does not deny chat creatures change. To account for
the possibility of change, Bonaventure introduces a doctrine of the plural-

* According to this doctrine, every distinct feature

ity of substantial forms,
that can be identified in a creature represents a distinet form. Creatures
are composites of numerous substantial forms that are joined together
without confusion yet without separation, as in a formal distinction (dis-
finctio rationes). )

Since creatures are compaosites of matter and form, each one has at least
two substantial forms: a bodily “form of corporeality,” in virtue of its
impression on prime matter, and the form that is provided by a vegerable,
apimal, or ratonal soul. While vegetable and animal souls are inseparable
from muatter, the rational soul 15 spiritual. Though it is presently united
to matter, it is ultimately separable from the body and capable of union
with God (capax de)).®* For this reason, Bonaventure writes that the
rational soul is united to the body “not as to a perfecrible but as to a
prison,”® from which it will ene day be freed. Whether it is vegetable,
animal, or rational, the soul is the highest form a creature has, This form

02

Reynolds, “Bonaventure’s Theory of Resemblance,” 252,

" Connn. i I Litw. Sent. 1.1.1-2; ef. {rew. 2.3.2, cofl. 3.3 3. Aquinas strongly objeceed o
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tures. See his Stnna Theologiae, vol, 11, trans. Timothy Suttor {Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006}, 1.76.4. Aquinas’ own opinion was that each creature has but one
substantial form, wlhich gives i¢ the potental to become a certain kind of being. By par-
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participadion in the single substantial form, See David Burrell, “Creation and Actualisny:
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M e, 2.9; Comm. in 1 Libr. Seat. 3.1.1.1.

> Comun. i T Libw. Sent. 1.2.1.2.
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predisposes the creature to receive other forms. When a creature changes,
it 15 becanse it is either gaining or losing a form.

Assuming that God alene is able to impart the property of existence
to an essenice, Bonaventure contends that the coming and going of formg
in creatures is the result of the dircct and on-going effictent causal actien
or concursus of the divine” By defining God’s primary causality and the
secondary causality of creatures as a cooperative effort, Bonaventure
emphasizes the dynammc and on-geing nature of Ged’s involvement in
the created order. He stresses that every single moment of a creature’s
existence is a gift, since “it is only by God’s concurrence that things are
sustained in being.””” Because God’s cooperation “derrves not from any
obligation but from the liberality of the divine bounty,”* Bonaventure
irsists that creation is radically contingent. All things both depend on and
are indicative of the sustamnmg love of God.

According to Bonaventure, creatures can symbolize the Creator at three
levels: at that of a vestige, an image, or a likeness.* Bvery crcated form
is & vestige in virtue of the fact that it emanates from the efficient cause,
is patterned after an exemplary cause, and is ordained to a final cause™
Put differently, every creature is a vestige because it originates in the
Father, 15 modeled after an idea in the mind of the Son, and reflects that
idea in the Spirit, and thus exhibits unity, truth, and goodness, or measure,
number, and weight.”'

Though every being is a vestige, only rational creatures are rightly
called images, because they alonc are both corporeal and spiritual beings.”
On account of their spiritual nature or capacity to know God (capax dei),
rational beings can do more than merely manifest the unity, truth, and
goodness of God in the way of a vestige. They can alse know those divine

“ Cownn. in I Libr, Sent. 1.1.1; Jacob Schuinutz contrasts what he calls influentia and

conersiis models of divine causalicy and traces the latter model to the Franciscan tradition
in his article, “La doctrine médiévale des causes et la théologie de la natwre pure (13-17
sidefes),” Revwe Thomiste 101 (2007), 217-64; Leonard Bowiman also notes the appearance
of a new notion of divine causality In Bonaventure in “The Cosmic Excmplarism of
Bonaventure,” 184,

® Cullen, Bonaventure, 70.

# brev. 5.1.3.

brev. 2.12.1.

brep. 2.1.4; Commi. in T Lilv. Sent. 3.1 1.2

brep, 2.1.1=2, cofl. 2.2.23: on measure, number, and weight.

 Comm. in I Libr. Senr, 1.2.1.2.
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graits as they are manifested in creatures. Likenesses are these that actually
do this in the wake of the fall™

In spite of the fact that vestiges arc ordered toward and governed by
images, Bonaventure affirms that every being is cqually close to God smce
it “has its direct model and foundation in the Word Himself in the cternal
reasons.””” Although the mode of relation to God may differ, the resem-
blance between creature and divine exemplar i3 no less exact. For this
reason, Bonavencure follows Francis in affinming that even the lowliest of
creatures are brothers and sisters of equal stature.”

The human being

Because the Son’s work is to reconcile the diametric opposites of created
beings and their ideal formis in the mind of the Creator, Bonaventure
concludes that the work of human beings who are made m His image is
to do likewise, that is, to identify the correspondence between created
instances and their attendant exemplars.”” According to Bonaventure,
human beings are uniquely suited to perform this work becausc they have
something in common with creatures — a body — as well as with God — a
rational soul, which is scparable from the body and therefore immortal.”
Similar to the Son, they are stationed midway between the two extremes
and are therefore capable of causing the polar opposites of cxemplar and
exewmplifier to coincide.” In doing this, Bonaventure writes, human beings
close the “circle of creation” on behalf of vestiges that are unable to do
so of their own accord. By assuming their position at the center of crea-
tion in this way, they humbly serve creatures by allowing them to achieve
the union with Geod that is the purpose of all beings.”

When it comes to explaining what enables human beings to reconcile
creatures and their uncreated exemplars, Bonaventure speaks of three
distinet sets of faculties: two he describes m rerms of Augustine’s “lower

i

P brev. 2.12.1.
™ H - . B .
Bowman, “The Cosmic Exemplarism of Bonaventure,” 187

Francis of Assisi, “The Candcle of Brother Sun,” in Franes and Clare; The Complete

Works (New York: Paolist Press, 1982), 37-9.

"

IEl

wfl. 3.3.8, 5.5.1: correspondence theory of knowledge.

brev. 2.10-11; Comum. in IT Libr. Sent.1.2.1.2; on the union of body and soul; Comm.
in I Libr. Sent. 19.1.1: on the immertality of the soul.

hrev. 2.4.3, 2.11-12; 1lellmann, Mivive and Created Order in Bonaventive’s Theology, 94.
Commn. in I Lifir, Sent. 1.2.1.2.

ke
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reason” allow the mind to apprehend sensible realities, or acquire “scien-
tific” knowledge (scientia);” and one he refers to as “higher reason” makes
it possible to grasp intelligible realities or ideas, or gam wisdom {sapicy-
tia) B The first set of faculdes includes the five external senses (sight, caste,
touch, smell, and hearing).¥ The second set involves the five internal
senses that comprise the imagination. The fust of the imaging faculties is
the common sense, which initially grasps the objects the external senses
percerve, The apprehensive faculty retains the likenesses of the objects the
common sense obtains.”

The next phase in internal sensation is “pleasure.” Here, Bonaventure
states that the mund distinguishes the various features of an object, such
as its sweetness, beauty, symmetry, or color.* After pleasure comes judg-
ment. In judging, the intellect determines “‘not only whether something
is white or black ... not enly whether it is wholesome or harmtul ..
but also why it is pleasurable.”™ In this modc of cognition, reason dissoci-
ates the sensible form from the place, time, and circumstances under
which it was originally encountered and lays bare what it really s, albeit
as a particular.® Tn this way, the judging faculty produces what Avicenna
had called an intention and what Bonaventure refers to as a “created
reason” or exact likeness of the sensible form, which 1s impressed on
the memory.

Although the formation of a created rcason is a necessary preliminary
step toward the acquisitionz of an abstract concept, Bonaventure denies
that the internal senses have the power to perform an act of abstraction
themselves. The work of abstracting universal concepts can only be
accomplished by the intellect, which needs no help from and 1s in fact
hindered by the senses. When he turns to explain the abseractive work of
the intcllect, Bonaventure invokes Augustine’s psychological analogy of
memory, understanding, and will¥ The memory, he affirms, preserves all

B Conane, in I Libr. Sent, 3.2.1.2.

81 Ty an overvicw of Bomaventure’s (Avicennian) account of external and internal sensa-
tion and abstraction, sce Comm, fn I Libw, Sent. 3.2.1.1; of. frev. 2.9.4, 211.1; conceming
the two faces of the soul, see s, C. gi, 4 brew. 2.9.7; Cemm. i 11 Libr. Sent, 24.1.2.2. Cn
the three modes of knowing, wil. 3.3.23.

B tin. 2.3,
Bita, 2.4,
¥k, 2.5,
B, 2.6,
iy, 2.9,

N Came, fo T Libr. Sent. 3.2.1.15 cf. brev, 2.6.3.
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of the created reasons the judging faculty has produced. In addition to
chis, it retatns a number of “eternal reasons” that the Son has innately
impressed on the mind: the concept of Being and its trinity of transcen-
dental properties. Taken together, these concepts constitute the image of
God on the mind, the so-called capax der.*

Since the reasons that comprise the image of God are one with the
very essence of God, they give the mind an immediate or intuitive con-
nection to God, such that His Being rather than His handiwork is the
first thing the mind knows — although it would appear to be the other
way around.™ Because the impression 15 not vet God Himself, however,
but only His image, Bonaventure contends that the innate knowledge of
¢he reasons does not reveal God.™ The reasons are not the direct objects
of knowledge, in other words, but what Bonaventure describes as the
“moving causes” of knowledge., When the srind that is impressed with
them pursues kpowledge out of a fove for God, Benaventure affirms with
a reference to another one of Augustine’s psychological analogies — that
is, where the wiil is oriented toward God — the reasons retained in the
memory regulate efforts to acquire abstract wadersstanding of a created
reason.”’ They allow the “four intellects™ to strip a created reason of all
additional attachments and see what its essence really is, which is to see
how it corresponds with an cternal reason in the mind of the Sen: how
it exhibits the wvuity, truth, and goodness of a Trdune God who cannot
be seen in Himself.™

Although Bonaventure affirms that every person posscsses an individuoal
active intellect and demes that God performs the mind’s abstractive
work on its behalf, per the recenty condemned Avicennian doectrine of
the separate Acuve Intellect, he maintains that the Son exerts a direct -
influence on the human agent intellect through the eternal reasons,
which supervise and sustain the work of human reason.™ Because of
those reasons, the active work of the mntellect 1s a cooperauve effort or

" i, 3.3,
Commne. in IT Libr, Senre, 16.1.1
Connn, in I Libr, Sent. 3.1.1.2,

According to Bonaventure, the image is actually to be found in “mind, knowledge,

e

Y1

and love,” but the reckoning of the image is through the work of memeory, understanding,
and will; see Copun. S I Libr. Sept. 3.2.2.1

?On the four intellects see Conun, in I Libr. Sent., 24.1.2.4, concerming the idea that
the Trinity is not cognizable, but unity, tuth, and goodness are, see Comm. it I Libr. Seut.
3.1.1.4; on abstraction, see s, C. qur. 4.

Y o, in IT Litr. Sent. 24.1.2.4; Carpenter, Theofogy as the Road to Holiness, 88,
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concursus on the part of the human mind and its “inner teacher,” Chrise.™
The role of the human mind, thercfore, like that of the Son within the
Trinity, is part active and part passive,

Without the supernatural support for natural cognition that is recewved
from Christ, human beings would be unable to know reality with com-
plete certainty. For according to Bonaventure, the stipulations for cer-
tainty m knowledge are immutability on the part of the object known
and infallibility on the part of the knower.”” Since the eternal rcasons in
the mind of the Son render forms immutable, the mind that seeks “infal-
lible, indubitable, 1rrefutable, indisputable”g(’
have access to those rules in which the meaning of all things is found.”

understanding of reality must

Only through those mules can 1 mere matter of science — a created reaseon
— be transformed into an wtem of wisdom — an eternal reason.

The mdispensability of exemplarity, 111cidcnta}ly, is just what
Bonavenrure believes Aristotle failed to recognize.”™ While he rightly
acknowledged that all human knowledge must begin at the level of sense
experience, or with a created reason, he denied the regulative role of the
cternal reasons that situate knowledge on infallible grounds. Plato, by
contrast, perceived the necessary role the cxemplars or fOl‘l}lS play in
cognition, albeit at the cost of denying the importance of empirical
knowledge., Augustine, as Bonaventure interprets him, struck the perfect
balance between the two positions by recognizing that the created reason
is indispensible to knowing, yet that an cternal reason must also inform
ic if it is to achieve absolute accuracy and certainty. He was the master
of both science and wisdom, for he recognized the significance of science
and at the same time acknowledged that there is no tue science outside
the wisdom of God.”

Bonaventure refers to the evaluation of a created rcason in view of
an eternal reason as the “full analysis™" (plena resolutio) of the former:
the “contuition,” or coextcnsive knowledge of a thing and its divine

*oofl. 12,5,

Bt 3.2, s Cooqu. s Chistus waius s Magisier, in Opera onia S, Bopaventusae,
vol. 5 (Florence: Quaracchi, 1891), G.

i, 2.9

ol LI

W Mg, 18 of cofl. 6.6.2, 7, passini

®  Gilson, he Christian Philosophy of St. Angnsiine, 27-37; Gregory LaNave, Tlhirough
Holiness fo Wisdom: The Nature of Theology arecordiug to Boravenfiire (Rome: [nsdtuta Storice
dej Cappuccini, 2005), 148,

e, 3.4
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exemplar.®" In his view, only one created reason is needed for contuition,
since forms are fixed and are instantiated as such, and the powers of the
mind, like the forms 1t knows, are always fully actualized.™ The capacity
for contuition, he reiterates, is the by-product of intuition, or the primary
knowledge of Being and the transcendentals,’™ On the basis of his belief
that Being is a concept the mind intuitively knows, Bonaventure asserts
that it is possible to establish the self-evidence and thus the indubitableness
of God’s exdstence 1n three ways that correspond to the threefold existence
of all things: in the mind, in creation, and in God, or through that which
is nferior, exteror, and superior to the sclf,

The frrst way to prove God’s existence is through what is most readily
accessible to the intellect, to wit, the intuitdve knowledge of Being and
its properties. Since these primary ntuitions constitute the very image of
God, the rauonal being simply needs to reflect on iwself as an image in
order to know that God selfevidently exists.'™ For Bonaventure, not
unlike Avicenna, this @ priori or ontological approach to proving God’s
existenice opens up the second way of doing so cosmologically. Because
the contuitive knowledge of all beings presupposcs the intuitive know-
ledge of the Being that 1s the source of all beings, Bonaventure concludes
that God is known as soon as any creature is app1‘v;:hcndcd.IEJS

In the third way, God’s exastence 15 shown to be self~evident in itsclf,
or on the basis of the fact that Being is the mind’s first thought, and that
it is the greatest thing that can be thought, per Anselm’s argument.'®
Although Bonaventure, echoing Anselm, establishes .that God “cannot be

" See .M. Bisser: “De la contuition.” Btudes Franciscaiies 46 (19343, 559-69. The author

argues contra my argument that the sense in which Bonaventure used the term “contui-
tion” is comsistent with the meaning of Augustine’s clain that human knowledge accords
with eternal reasons; that it is therefore natural and at the same time supernatural.

"4 This is the itnplication of Bonaventure’s claim that the soul is united with its powers {sce
Comnr. in T Libr. Sent. 3.2.1.1-3, 45.2.1). That claiin amounts to arguing that essence equals
existenice in human beings, or that the human cognitive power is always fully actualized,
whicli is to say that it is fully prepared to perfectly know particular realities as God knows
them, Gilson attributes this view to Augustine in Y le Chivistian Phifosophy of St. Augnistine, 219,
" llia Delio, Crfied Love: Bonaventure’s Mysticisng of the Crucified Chyise (Cincinnati:
St Anthony Messenger Press, 1999), 80

™ trin. qu, 1.1, Bonaventure bolsters this contention by lnvoking Augustine, who taught
that it is only by ateending to the interfor life, or the fmage of God within, that cne can
come to know God.

" winqu 1.1 Cesn. o I Libr. Seni. 3.1.1.2; ¢f Augustine, sof. 1.8.15: God can be
cognized through creatures inasmuch as a cause inevitably shines through its effects.

" g, qu. 1.1
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thought not to exist”'" in these three ways, it is important to note thag
all the ways unfold from the first way, or from the intuitive knowledge
of Being. Owing (0 that intuition, the intellect can tun within itself,
ousside itself, or above itself and know that God exists with absolute
certitude. Since the Being of God manifested in all three instances is the
same one, the interior awareness of the cognitive resources the mind pos-
sesses in its knowledge of Being — which confirms the status of the human
being as the jiago del — serves as the subjective foundation for all further
kpowledge of realities outside the self, that is, for the knowledge of crea-

tion and its Creator.

The Fall and Redemption

When the first human beings fell away from God, Bonaventure contends
that they did so on account of disordered desires for things they percﬁved
through lower reason.’” These desires made humanity ignorant of God’s
image on higher reason, or of the @ priori awareness of the transcendentals
that constituces the human power to know.'” Unlike Augustine,
Bonaventure does not believe that the fall effaced the image of God on
the intellect. For him, instead, the cognitive powers remain fully activated
after the fall, such that God’s existence never ceases (O be sclf-evident to
the intellect, through creatures, and in itself. """ Since Bonaventure belicves
the image of God is immediately joined to God — or that the human
cognitive powers are always fully actualized — for him to affirm that the
fll did in fact ruin the image dei would be tantamount to clanming that
there is a defect in God. Such a claim would suggest that God Himself
is somehow responsible for the human failure to see Him in the self, in
creatures, and in Himself. But that cannot be the case.

Because the fall could not have been brought about by a defecuve intel-
lect, Bonaventure concludes that ic must have been caused by an impaired
will,''" Although the work of the intellect 1s always a collaborative effort
on the part of God and a human being, the will is in the full possession
of the human being. For this reason, God cannot be implicated n a fall

" Ibid,
98 ey i I LABr. Sent, 22.1=2: on original sin.
W Ogm. i £ Libr Sent, 30.2.2; cf. brew, 3.5.3, 3.11.3.

o

win, gt 1.1
M hren. 3.8.2.
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of the will. That fall entails a rcfusal to act as though God is the efficient,
exemplary, and final cause of the mmd’s work. The intellect guided by a
fauley will behaves as if it is the source of its own potency; it works accord-
ing to its own norms and for its own ends.'"? Rather than conforming to
the divine rules, it reduces the principles of knowledge to its desires for
articular things, preferring temporal goods to the eternal Good. 't

Although this disorientation of the will does not abolish the intellect’s
ability to contuit, it renders the intellect ignorant of chat ability, which is
supposedly the reason why Anselm called the unbeliever a fool ! The
disordered will restricts access to the a pricr transcendentals that are
impressed on higher reason such that lower reason cannot recognize the
unmistakable fact that the whele world bears witness to the manifestly
obvious existence of God. Assuming that the power to know 15 an actual-
ized ability that is switched on or off depending on the disposition of the
will, Bonaventure concludes that there are basically two classes of people:
those like Francis who live in a state of primeval innocence and therefore
have access to the knowledge of Being and dmplicitly all eruth, and those
that have been wholly overcome by sin and are not conscquently trust-
worthy sources of knowledge for people of faith.''”

This conclusion bears heavily on Bonaventure’s understanding of the
reason for Christ’s Incamation, Because Bonaventure does not believe that
the image of God was ever effaced, he does not suppose that the Son of
God’s main reason for coming to earth was to enable human beings to
recover it. Salvation from sin was only an mcidental effect of Christ’s
Incarnation, the prmary purpose of which was the completion of crea-
tion."'® In His nitial act of creation, Bonaventure recalls, the Son instanti-
ated some of the ideas He received from the Father. By these means, He
niade the Father immediately present in the created order and destined
all created beings for union with God.

According to Bonaventure, however, that destiny could not be com-
pletely reabized untl the Son actually united Himself with creation.
Because human beings are the creaturcs through which Ged intended to
draw all things to Himself, the Son jeined His divine nature to a human
as opposed to any other nature.'” By “touching God with one hand and

brev. 3.1.3,

itin. 1.7.

Cowm, in 1 Libr. Sent. 8.1.1.2; Coninn. S I Liby, Sent. 22.2.1; trev. 3.5

brev, 41,4,

Flayes, “Incarnation and Creation in the Theology of St. Bonaventure,” 309-29.
brev. 4.1.2: on the hypostatic unicn.
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humanity with the other,”''® He finally realized the humarn capacity for
vnion with God.'"”

When He returned to the Father after His life on earth, He brought

“the act through which He created humanicy full circle. ' In this way, He
enabled hwman beings to complete the circle of creation for all other
beings by relating those bemgs to their attendant exemplars in the mind
of the Son.'” Through His Incamation, in summary, the Second Person
of the Trinity took His place midway between creation and its Creator,
reconciling those extremes and making it possible for human beings to
do likewise, '

For Bonaventure, the most significant event in the carthly life of the
Son was His crucifixion.” At His crucifixion, Christ made the sacrificial
nature of the love of God that is shed abroad in creation most apparent.'
At the same time, He modeled in the most poignant manner how He
intended His followers to live, namely, in the self~abandonment of vol-
untary poverty and service to other beings. By willingly abandoning His
own life, Christ corrected the self-centered tendencies of the fallen human
will. That is to say, He affected the forgiveness of sins, albeit
incidentally.'*

According to Bonaventure, those who reorder their wills toward Christ
and demonstrate that they have donc so by expressing love as Christ did,
through poverty, humility, and sacrifice, regain awarencss of the a prion
power of knowing, or the image of God, that allows for true and certain
understanding of reality. In otber words, they recover the capacity to
maintain the proper hierarchical order of lower to higher that was over-
tumed at the fall, or the ability to conduct a “full analysis” of created
realities.™® In the process, they reassume their rightful place at the center

Ve omu. (o f Libi Sent. 37.1.3.1-2.

1 Iy this, He realized through human persons the pre-disposition in matter for umion
with God, as Hellmavn writes in Divisic and Created Owder in Bonaventure's Theology, 76.
P brer. 5.1.6.

120 connn. i I Libr. Sent. 1.2.2: Bonaventure concludes that the Incamation makes for
the parfection of the human and consequently for the perfecrion of the entire universe; ¢f.
Hayus, Hidden Cenfer, 18, .

2 e in HF Libr, Serr. 1.2.1=2; ¢f Hellmann, Divine and Created Oider in Bonaventiwe’s
Theology, 74-7.

2 ey, 4.8-10. 7 -
1 Elizabeth Dreyer, “A Condescending God: Bonaventure’s Theology of the Cross,” m
Cress i the Clistian Tradition (Malwwah: Paulist Press, 2000}, 192-210.

5 Cognn, i I Libr, Senf, 1.2.2 )
26 ol 31221, 21.17; irin. 4.4 Pseude-Dionysius, The Celestial Flierarchy 16413, 165A.
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of creation, setting themselves and all things on a trajectory for union
\,Vith God.

Conforming to the Image of God

The upshot of the account of the ascent to God which Bonaventure gives
in his [tinerarium mentis in Denm 1s precisely this: the greater the love the
will has for God, the clearer the mind’s vision of the things that manifest
the Being of God; the clearer the vision of God, the closcr the intellect
comes to transcending itseli’ in converging with the God whose nature is
fundamentally Love. Bonaventure composed this famous treatise in 1259:
two years into his term as Minister General of the Franciscan order and
so far enough along m 1t to realize the challenges inherent in his role as
the order’s leader. In an effort to find some peace and the wisdom needed
to reckon with those challenges, Tionaventure had retreated to Mount
Alverna, the site of Francis” fameus vision .of a fiery six-winged seraph
nailed to a cross and of his subscquent stigmatization.'*’

On returning from Alverna, Bonaventure wrote the Ifinerarfum, which
is generally supposed te provide the last and best medieval account of
conformity to God or the ascent to Him that Augustine outlines in a
number of his works, above all De Trinftate.'™ In this section, [ will argue
that Bonaventure actually codifics an altogether innovative idea of Christ-
likeness in his treatise. This idea was not only comsistent with Francis’
personal experience, but it further transformed that experience into a
normative standard, trumping the arguments of the spirituals and univer-
sity masters in opposition to Franciscan intellectual pursuits in the process,
My contention, consequently, is that the [fnerarivin is not the last great
text in the Augustinian tradition, but a locus dassicus of the new Pranciscan
mtellectual tradition.

—
i, Prologue 1.
4

" Those who argue this include: Stephen Barbone, “St. Bonaventure’s Jourmey into
God,” Frauciscantn 38112 {1996}, 57-65; S.F Brown, “Reflections on the Structural
Sources of Bonaventure's Iierariun meatis in Dewm,” in Medieval Philosophy and Adoderm
Times (Dordreche: Kluwer Academic Pubiishers, 2000y, 1-16; Carpenter, Theology as the
Road to Holiness, 76; Cousins, Bowaventtire and the Colncidence of Opposites, 73, Cullen,
Banaventire, 87-50; Giulio T’ Onofiio, History of Theology: The Middle Ages (Collegeville:
Liturgical Press, 2008), 330; Gilson, The Philosophy of St Bopavente, 441; Turner, The
Darkuess of God, 102; Frederick Van Fleteren, *The Ascent of the Soul in the Augustinian
Tradition,” in Pavadigms in Medieval "Uhought: Applications in Medieval Disciplines, o Nancy
van Deusen (New York: Bdwin Mellen Press, 1990), 93-110.
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In its opening, Bonaventure rclates that while he was praying on
Alverna, he suddenly realized chat the setaphic vision Francis had on thae
mountain illustrated how others could attain 2 similar vision.'™ In biblical
and mystical Lterature, the seraphim represent the order of angels that i
capable of approaching God without intermediaries and of e]evating
human beings to the same posil:ion.13U In Bonaventure’s account, the three
pairs of wings affixed to the seraph stand for the three routes through
which an ascent to God can be made, namely, through the knowledge
of the exterior world, signified by the pair of wings pointing downwards,
through the mmage of God that is inferior to the mind and represented by
the wings folded across the chest; and through the contemplation of the
superior God Himself, which is indicated by a pair of wings pointing
upwards. """

To Bonaventure, the flery appearance and cruciform posture of the
seraph suggest that a love for Christ that is like Christ’s love and therefore
sacrificial is what opens up the way to these three forms of knowiedge.
Borrowing the Dionysian scheme of purgation, illumination, and union,
he argues that the heat of love purges the mind of its ignorance of itself
as an image of God, transforming it into a truc likeness of God.™* More
specifically, the heat of love “cleanses and polishes” the mind, reinstating
awarcness of the intellect’s intuitive knowledge of Being and the tran-
scendentals; the understanding that lays the foundation for all further
knowledge of beings, the sell as an image of the divine Being, and the
Being in its own right. To summarize, the re-orientation of the will by
Jove restores the intellect’s primeval holiness and at the samc time, 1t

sccess to the eternal reasons that ‘“are beyond error, doubt, and

22133
judgment.

Inasmuch as intellectual holiness remstates access to the rules that lend
meaning to all things and Jay the foundation for all true and certain
understanding, it is essential to transforming mere “scientific” knowledge
into infallible wisdom,; in fact, it gives the mind an “immediate disposition

¥ i, Prologue 2.

B peendo-Dionysius, The Celestial Hierarchy 20012-208C; 30013-305C; cf coll. 812,

1 i, Prologue 3, Before Bonaventure, both Dionysius and Richard had used the scraph
to symbolize the mind’s oanscendence of the realm of knowledge and attainment of the
Love of God. See Pseudo-Dionysius, The Celestinl Hierarchy 205A-305C; Richard of
St. Victor, The Mystical Ark, trans. Grover A, Zinn {Mahwah: Paulist Press, 1979).

12 Op Jikeness, see Comyn. in I Liby. Sent. 16.2.3; on purgation, illumination, and union,
see i, 4.3—4, brev, 5,1.2; of. Pseudo-Dionysivs, The Divive Names 696B; e Celestial
Hierarchy 165C.
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rowards wisdom.”" Since holiness can only be instlled by a love for
Christ that is expressed in a distinctly Franciscan way, the implication is
that the Franciscan lifestyle is the condition of possibility of any genuine
intellectuial achicvement. 13

Once the mind has undergone initial purgation through that love,
Bonaventure proceeds to affirm that it can be illumined with the knowledge
of God in the three ways that unfold from the intuitive knowledge of His
Being and can therefore find him wherever it turns to look, namely inside,
outside, or above itself”® In the first two chapters of the Tenerarinm,
Bonaventure discusses the way the pure in heart are illumined with the
knowledge of God through vestiges, or through the expericnce of empirical
objects. Because the existence of such finite beings presupposcs the exist-
ence of an infinitc Being, the divine cause cannot help but be known
through His effects.” On the basis of the contention that this Being is the
first object of the mtellect, Bonaventure concludes that the mind is bound
to see that creatures bear witness to the existence and nature God,'®

Although Bonaventure treats the “cosmological” way to God first, in
keeping with the usual orderng of things from sensible to intellectual, he
indicates in the prologue te the Itinerarini that an interier realization of
the mind’s innate powers actually precedes the knowledge of exterior
reality., By “turning inwards,” he reclates, the mind “remembers, under-
stands, and loves” itself' in the manner Augustine allegedly encouraged.'™
[n doing so, he elaborates in chapters three and four, the mind remembers
that it is innately impressed with the knowledge of Being, or the image
of God, which makes His existence self~evident to the mind.'*

Insofar as the discovery of God within reinstates awareness of the
a priori rules of judgment, it enables the mind o grasp the true
meaning of all things. More specifically, the intuitive connection with
God makes it possible to succeed in the study of any and all of the
branches of knowledge."" Since the meaning of the objects studied in
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those disciplines can only be found in the ideas that are in the mind of
Christ, Christ is at the center of each one of those disciplines. In aﬁimning
this, Bonaventure makes his first polemically-motivated attesnpt to bring
his Christocentric  perspective to bear in his assessment of scholarly
pursuits. ,

[ater on in his carecr, he would extrapelate the implications of his
Christocentric outloock even further in the process of mounting an attack
on a group of radical Averroist Aristotclians whe became 1nfluential in
the University of Paris in the 1260s."** Thesc radicals adhered to a theory
of “double truth” according to which there are sepatate and incommen-
surable truths of reason and truths of faith. While the radicals believed
the truths of reason could be philosophically verified, they denied that
this was true in the case of the tuths of faith, which they regarded as
inherently inferior. |

In opposing this linc of argument, Bonaventure recalls h{s belief
that the ideal forms and thus the meaning of all things 1s to be found in
Christ. On the basis of his exemplarist outlook, he infers that those
who fil to acknowledge Christ are “unable to achicve true understand-
ing.”"™" They are hopelessly prone to err,'t While Aquinas bclieved that
phﬂosophcrs can come to some valid philosophical conclusions cven if
they remain unaware of the divine source and end of the objects they
cvaiuate, Bonaventure insists that the abilicy to gain tue and certain
nnderstanding of reality is “the privilege of the highest contemplatives,
not of natural phﬂosophers.”“‘z’ For him, the rclationship of philosophy to
theology 15 not autonomous, as it was to a degree for Aquinas, but utterly
heteronomous.

When he refused to place confidence in human reason working apart
from fith, Bonaventure supposedly contended in  continuity with
Augustine, who is generally believed to have been the first to insist that
scicnce must be validated by the rules of wisdom, that faith must precede

M2 Pgnuventure responds te these in colf. pardeularly, This series of lectures he chivct‘ed
at the university in 1273 has been described as his “sumuma on Christ the centre” (Delio,
Cicified Love, 126}, In these lecoures, he explains most elaborately how Christ can and
must- be seen as the center of all lines of theological, philesaphical, and practical inquiry
(coff. 1.13; Hayes, “Christ: The Universal Center” in Hidden Cener, 192-214).
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anderstanding. ™ Long before the controversy with the Averroists had
even arisen, however, Bonaventure was already proffering these opintons,
especially in the middle chapters-of the Itineraritim.

In chapters five and six, Bonaventure gocs on to account for the
knowledge of God that can be achieved simply by analyzing the thought
of God Himself. Since God iy the Supreme Being, Bonaventure affirms
that Fle is good without qualification: that than which no greater can be
thought. Appealing to the “ontological™ argument of Anselm’s Proslogion,
Bonaventure bolsters the contention that the existence of this Being 15 so
certain in 1tself that it cannot be thought not to be, inasmuch as it is
implicit in the mind’s innate knowledge of Being.'" Indeed, as the first
object of the intellect, God is more intimately known by the mind than
the mind is known by itself'*

As he draws this section to a close, Bonaventure explaing his belief that
the divine Being must be Triune, elsc He would not be able to diffusc
Himself in the created order and make all things expressions of His love
as He manifestly does. He further notes that the Triune nature of God is
summed up in the Person of the Son, who fully revcaled the poor,
humble, and self-giving nature of God’s love on the cross. The more
people of faith commit themselves to loving Christ and to expressing love
as He Himself did, through a life of poverty, humility, and self-
abandonment, Bonaventure claborates, the more easily they will see God
through thac which is exterior, intetior, and superior to the mind.

Since the Being that is known in all three cases is-the same, or univo-
cal, and the Being 15 2 God who is Love, Bonaventure affirms in the
seventh and last chapeer of his treatise that those who achieve perfection
in loving God are eventually bound to be consumed by God's love, as
Christ was when He was transported to the Father after His death.™
Paradoxically, then, those who come to know the world so perfectly
as a2 result of loving God so deeply ultimately abandon the world
and knowledge of it altogether, achieving ecstatic union with divine

" Bettoni, Bonavenfire, 125 Bougerol, fufroduction, 31; Carpenter, Theelogy as the Rood

fo Holfness, 237 Gilson, The Phifosophy of Si. Bonaventire, 15; Scotc Matthews, Reason,
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Theoloyy of History, 122,
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love."”! They ascend to God after descending in hurmlity te the point of
losing their lives completely in God. _

Bonaventure concludes his treatise by noting that St. Fran'ms of Assigi
supremely modeled how to make this “ascent by desccn.t."l‘“2 Onc.e the
love of God had brought the “lictle poor man™ to the point of achieving
unbroken comprchension of and communion with creation, that knowl-
edge of the ways in which God manifests His love brought abouF union
with the Love that supersedes knowledge Tt finally caused Francis to be
fully conformed to Christ, visibly marked with His wounds, and trans-
por‘ted to the Father as Christ was after His crucifixion. When he crossed
over 1to ecstasy, Bonaventure states that the saint “invited all truly spir-
stual men to this kind of passing over and spiritual ecstasy.” "™ Tn short,
he showed the way to confornn to God."™

In the Legenda major, which was written shortly after the Iiinerariym,
Bonaventure gives an account of the progression of Francis’ ministry thaF
parallels the steps m the ascent to God he outlines in the Itinearim."™
Through these two texts taken together, he made a brilliant polemical
move in terms of justifying the intellectual endeavors of Francis&zans n
the faice of the university academics and conservauve Franciscans.'™

By describing love of a Franciscan sort as the key to o.btaii.ling knowl-
edge — as Prancis obtamed knowledge — Bonaventure 11'11phe‘d that the
only appropriate context in which to undertake amy sort of mtell‘cctua]
activity is the Franciscan one. Op his account, knowledge Ithattsqls nc.»t
preceded and motivated by Franciscan Jove amounts to nothl.ng. " This
is especially true in view of the fact that the acquisition of genuine knowl-
edge leads to the abandonment of knowledge and union with divine love.

Through such arguments, Bonaventure rendered the accusations of the
nniversity academics obsolete by implying that their own intellecrual
endeavours could not succeed apart from the Franciscan perspective. At

13 iy, 7.1, see Jha Delio,"The Role of the Crucified in Bonaventure's Deoctine of
Mustical Union,” Swdia Mystice 19 {1998), 8-20; idem., Critctfied Love.

=2 itin. 7.4-5, Delio, Simply Bonaventure, 13040 also passiin in Crueified Love,

i, 7.3 -

S The Life of St. Frands; see also Ignatins . Brady, “St. Bonaventure’s Theology of
the Imitatién of Chuist,” in Proceedings of the Seventlr Centenary Celehration of the Deatl of
St Bonaveninre (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute, 1975y, 61-72.

55 Delio, Crcified Love, 79, o
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over learning and poverty.”

157

itin. Prologuc 4, 7.5-6,

Bonaventure 141

the same time, he demonstrated that studies have a crucial role to play in
attaining the Franciscan goal of a spiritual experience like that of St
Francis.™ By arguing that intellectual illumination is a necessary phase
between purgation and union, Bonaventure dealt with the complaints of
the conservative members of the Franciscan order. Those who opposed
the intellectual life of the firiars miner ceuld have ne rebuttal to these
lines of contention, according to which a Franciscan perspective is required
for the success of intellectual pursnits, and intellectual pursuits are
fequired for the fulfillment of the Franciscan vision.

Divine Illumination

Throughout his writngs, albeir in some more than others, Bonaventure
illustrates cognition as he understands it by appealing to Augustine’s
account of divine illuminauon. In the fourth of his Quaestiones disputatae
de scfenntia Christi, one of his key texts on illumination, Bonaventure
writes that all human beings possess an innate “cognitive light,” which
is re-infused m higher rcason by Christ when the will is converted to
Him. "’

This light, he states, is the knowledge of Being that “sends out three
pPrimary radiations: "% unity, truth, and goodness. Those rays shine without
fail ' Like the ideas of the Son from whom they radiate, the rays or
eternal teasens are “beyond error, doubt, and judgment.”’® For this
reason, they create “immutabilicy on the part of the object known and
infallibility on the part of the knower,”™ thus satisfying the conditions
of possibility for certitude in knowledge. Although the rays of light or
eternal reasons are not the objects of knowledge themselves, they do serve
as the lights by means of which the intellect evaluates reality (lumen intel-
ligendiy. 'That is to say, they help the mmd soip created forms of super-
fluous attributes like time and place so as to uncover a “thing itself”
nasmuch as 1t compares with a form that subsists in the mind of Christ.'™

B fin, 4.5,
s Cogqu. 4; el 3.3.14: on the innate and infised cognitive capacity,
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142 Divine Hlumination

Because the a priosi knowledge of the eternal reasons that is given by
Christ is necessary to come to the “perfect” understanding of realities
that Christ Himself possesses, Bonaventure concludes that the mind must
cooperate with 1ts “inner master,” Chrise, in every GHC.Of its acts of
knowing.'(’5 Tt is His light that supplements or c.oncurs with the human
cognitive light so that 1t can truly iltumine reahty'. On alccount of the
inner light of Chrst, the mind can be directly illumined with the. k11ng1_
edge of God in the three mamn ways, namely, thrmllgh an exterior light
{hmten exterius); through ap interior light (limen interius); and through the
superior light (fmiren stperiug).'® . ' |

Because the mind presupposes the divine Light in all its efforts to
perceive reality by the light, Bonaventure concludes that “nothing can be
understaod at all anless God immediately illumines the subject of knowl-
edge by means of the eternal divine truth.”'™ Despite thf fact that God
Himself is beyond reach, Bonaventure indicates that He “is closer to the
mind even than the mind is to itsclf,”'® Whenever the mind reflects on
its powers, it cannot help but reflect on God_.ln Ithe same instanc.e,
moreover, it cannot help but know God, for His Light shines forth in
the mind “in a manner that cannot be stepped.”'™ In shining forth'by
way of the transcendental concepts, that light ren.d.crs the .hum.an. subject
the adequate foundation for all knowledge of realities outside, inside, and
above itself.

In his De reductione artium ad theologiam, Bonaventure further develops
this line of argument. There, he states that all illumination 1‘eceived
through exterior and mferior lights rmust be traced ba.ck or “reduced” to
the superior light of sacred Scripture, which communicates th.e fgﬂnczsu of
God’s wisdom through the story of Christ’s passion and crucifixion. If
the sciences through which the external world 1s studied (Weaving, metal-
working, architecture, agriculture, hunting, navigation, medlcn.'le, and
drama)’”' and the philosophical lines of inquiry pursued by the‘mteﬂect

G Mag 7. . , -
16 Bonaventure, De reductione i ad theologiam (Florence: Quaracchi, 1938), 6. T.lm
text represents Bonaventure's macure and concise summary of the mo‘des of 1Iiu~1mmt|o.n
he had discussed in his earlier frinerariron as well as in the coll., according to Bougerol in
his Inteduction, 163
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(natural philosophy, rational philosophy, and moral philosophy)'™ are not
evaluated in refercnce to the superior light, or the attendant forms in the
mind of Christ, any inquiry into them will not result in wisdom. Tt will
fail to illumine the true nature of the realities that are under consideration.
If Christ is not given His place at the center of all areas of study, in
summary, then study has no meaning whatsecver.'™ Those who pursue
knowledge without love for Christ, consequently, are bound to do so
in vain.

By contrast, those who love Christ and seek to discern how His love
is made manifest in the world in undertaking various lines of inquiry are
eventuaily bound to achieve the goal of all knowledge of reality, which
is union with divine love. At this stage, Bonaventure writes, the intcllect

is blinded by the

supreme illumination that occurs in the lofiiest part of the mind, beyond
the range of investigation of the human intellect. Here the intellect is in
darkness, for it is unable to seek since the matter transcends every power
of search. There is inaccessible obscurity which yet enlightens those minds
that have rid themselves of idle research.'™

At this climactic moment, Bonaventure writes, the intellect is finally

. . T
“carried above every sense and every rational operation”'” as it enters
inte “to the super-essential ray of the divine darkness.”!’®

Bonaventure the Augustinian?

In this chapter, 1 set out to challenge the received view that Bonaventure
is a genuine Augustinian with respect to the theory of knowledge by
divine lumination. T traced the differcnce between Bonaventure and
Augustine on illumination to a difference in their underlying theological
assumptions. In this section, T will summarize what [ take to be some of
the major differences between the two thinkers,

As 1 have suggested, Bonaventure’s first and foremost departure from
Augustine concerns his decision to adopt a Victorine account of God’s

T red. i, A,
red, arf. 26.
" coll 20001,
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Triunce nature. This account both motivated and enabled him to e?‘_ipl?lin
creation in God’s image in a new way. In Bonaventure’s “esscn.ualist“
metaphysics, created forms are fully actLlalizeq; in short, they are immn-
table, fixed, perfect. For this reasen, changes in a Ctea.ture are said to be
the result of changes in substantial form, per the doctrine of the plumhty
of substantial forms. .

Inasmuch as created forms are fully actualized, they exist in the same
mode of being as God. They are univocally related Fo Him; icrefore, they
are capable of disclosing some positive aspect of His B.cmg. Ali}mugh
modern scholars have long assumed that Bonaventure den.ved his “meta-
physics of exemplanty” from Augustine — and that Augustine, conversely,
wals also an essentialist metaphysician — the discussion 1 ha\‘fe ur.idertalv.:en
suggests that an essentialist smetaphysics dld. not come into w1d.c Cll'Cul':ltlon
until Avicenna introduced it under the guise of an interpretation of Plato,
which Franciscans adopted as an interpretation of Platonists more generally,
and above all, P,mgustine.I77 What [ have intimated is that Bolnavenu)we’s
metaphysics differs markedly from that of Augustine, to say 11(?t111ng of Plato
_ his use of Augustine’s terminology of eternal reasons, chtlges,. mcl';xgure/
number/weight, apalogy, patticipation, and so on notwnhstapdmg.

In Augusinc’s metaphysics of participation, created bcmgs. are nog
instantiated in their fully actualized form as Bonaventure believes. In
creatures, in short, essence does not equal existence. Instead, a creat.ure
must increasingly participate in the mode of existence or proper behaviors
that are determined by its essence in order gracdually to achieve the full-
ness of the essence. As it does this, the creature changes. Yet the changes
it undergoes are not due to alterations in its fundamental form but to i

T Bewoni, Boraveninre, 48, 60, 73, 76, Bougerol, Intraduction, 32-3, Cal’p§[1rc1', Theofo.gy
a5 the Roead to Holiness, 61; Cousins, Bopaventure and e Cafucid‘mcﬂ of Oppoirfffs, 44 Deh?,
Simpfy Bonaventure 57; idem., “Bonavenoure’s Memphym-c-s of the Good, 23”], Jo‘se de
Vinck, “Two Aspects of the Rationes Seminales in the Writings ofBonavcntm*e,, "in ém‘!frlus
Bonaventyra 1274=1974, vol. 3, 307-16. Gilson contends that B(?ila\fen[urcs ?55&11[13115'(
mctaphysics and the varous doctrines it entails, such as the plruraht)f of substantial f“(?l‘l?l‘-,
and the conflation of existence and essence in creatures, precisely formulate 1‘\_ugustm.1an
views; see The Phifosophy of St Benavenfure, 131 and The CM‘J’SrimrAPhi]osaplf}f of St. _Angrfsfm‘ﬂi
82 (creamres copies of divine ideas); 199 {essentialism}; 207 (the immutability of the eterna
l‘iﬂwz_lﬁszliler scholars have recendly abserved chat an essentialist reading o‘f Augustine is.n.ot
accurate: John Rist, “Augustine, Aristotelianisim, and Aqumas,’i n f’lqnmns ffTC.AJl'.gll!-SFII’II](.T:)l
{Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2007), 83-8. Ly G1c.).mJ JS'
challenges Gilsen’s essentialist reading of Augustine’s mlmlogy and advocates a participatery
reading in The Theolegical Epistealogy of Augnsting’s De Trintrate, 260-2.
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development into a single essential form. The changes, in other words,
are mot substantial but accidental. Although Bonaventure appears to
espouse a very strong — essentialist — form of metaphysical realism in which
created forms are fixed and finalized, the same cannot be said for Augustine
and Plato, who apparently upheld a more “realistic realism” rthat allows
for development in creaturely forms.

When Augustine speaks of creatures as radically distinct from God, Le
does so because He affirms that God always is what He is — His essence
is His existence — while created forms are becoming what they were made
to be. Because creatures exist in potency while God exists in act, there
i nothing about His essence they can disclose. They are analogous to
God not in the sense that they arc positive, if finite, instances of some
aspect of God, per Bonaventure, but because they exhibit a sihgulanity of
essence, which speaks to God’s utter simplicity and thus to His unknow-
ability. By considering creatures in view of the fact that they are “not
God,” the mmd forms a perspective on them that is informed by the
knowledge of the unknowable God. This perspective — this knowledge
of GGod by analogy from creatures — teaches the nmund to anticipate the
positive knowledge of God, which, for Augustine, cannot as yet be
obtained.

Since Bonaventure understands all of God’s creations as completely
actualized, he affirms that the powers of the human mind also exist in a
state of full actuality. Because the mind so construed is essentially perfect
m its capacity, 1t is competent to achieve perfection.in knowledge, that
is, to conceptually remove all determining factors such as place and time
from the material instantiation of a form so as to view that form in total
abstraction. Inasmuch as abstraction involves the removal of a form from
all things material, Bonaventure concludes that the sense facultes are not
needed for and in fact hinder abstractive efforts. For Lim, there is a sharp
dichotomy between the senses and the intellect.

When the intellect strips an object of all sensible elemenss so as to
behold the “thing itself,” Benaventure claborates, it sees the thing as it
compares exactly to an idea in the mind of God. It contuits a creature
and its uncreated exemplar. On Bonaventurc’s account, the reason
the mind is able to conduct such a “full analysis” of created realitics is
that God has impressed on it the g priori concept of Being, Through that
concept, the Sen of God cooperates with the human mind to cusure
that the ideas that rosult from its efforts correspond to His. Because of
Christ’s extrinsic conditioning through the intuitve knowledge of the
transcendentals — the image of God — the human mind is adeguate to
acquire accurate and absolutely certain understanding of all things.
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In the relevant scholarship, Bonaventure’s insistence on this divipe
concurrence is generally taken to be a sign of his agreement with Augustine,
who often claims that human reasen can do nothing without divine help
and nceds grace to sustain nature."”” Normally, both Bonaventure ang
Augustine are believed to maintain a rather pessinistic view of the powers
of human reason. For this reason, they are said to define the whole
process of human reasoning in much the same way.'™ To support thig
contention, many point up Bonaventure’s appeals to Augustine’s psycho-
logical analoges, knowledge of the eternal reasons, higher/lawer reason,
lumination, and so on.'™

Unlike Bonaventure, however, Augustine does not affinm the possibil-
ity of achieving totalized knowledge of realities at the outsat gf the act
of knowing, largely because he does not conceive created forms, including
the human mind, as fully actualized. Instcad, Auguostine envisions cogni-
tion as engagement in a unifying mode of thinking. In that mode of
thinking, ideas about related realities are formed and re—fonned through
experience; owing to this on-going mterplay of sense experience and
intellection, there is no hint of dualism in his account.

For Augustine, moreover, the ability to think in unifying terms 1s an
intrinsic gift from God. Tt 15 something that “flows in” from Him and
can therefore be described as the by-product of His causal influence
(influencia), not becanse He directly intervenes in human cognitive proc-
esses as Bonaventure supposes, but because He enables the mind to engage
m cognition in the first place. Inasmuch as the mind actualizes the ppt(?il—
tial or power to know that God has given, it participates m the nnifying
mode of cognition that 1s characteristic of God Himself, and that results
in the knowledge of God — now indirect, onc day direct — such that the
success of its efforts become indirectly acmbutable to Him.

While Augustine affirms that the mind was origmally created to think
m unifying terms — in ultimate terms of the existence of onc God — he

1™ Carpenter, Theology as the Road to Holiness, viti=viti, 48, 110; Gilson, The Philosophy of
Sr. Bonaventure, 388; cf. Augustine, De sprrity et litera 52.30; 53.31, 54 for commentary on
the Scriptural passages that state, “apart from Me you can do nothing” and “what have
you that you have not received?” '
vy Bonavencure's pessimisnt concerning the powers of human reason, see Detton,
Bonaveninre, 32; Cullen, Benaventtire, ch. 2 on “Christian Wisdom,” 23-35; Matthews,
Reason, Conpinnity, and Religions Tradition, 115; Owens, “Faith, Tdeas, Innination, and
Experience,” 440-1; Rutzinger, Theology of History, 122. . B
WU Gilson, Philosophy of St Bonaventire, 395, 491, Bettoni, Boraventire, 92; Delio, Crigified
Lave, 47; 1dem., Sivply Benaventure, 71, 103,
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acknowledges that the ability to do the latter was lost at the fall, when
the image of God was effaced. Although he admits that the “pagan”
philosophers cannot consequently think of reality in terms of the existence
of the one true God, Augustine does not deny that they can still cffectively
employ the unifying cognitive capacity all human beings have, cven if
they do not recognize the source and end of the capacity and all the
things exanuncd with it. In spite of the fact that the philosophers do not
always know what they know — the Triunc Goed, or how they know it
~ through the Incarnation of Ged’s Son, Augustine insists that they have
the ability to grasp truth, which is ultmately God’s Truth.'®

For this reason, he contends that Christian thinkers can and should
appropriate pagan formulations of truth that are conducive to articulating
and advancing God’s Truth.'” By doing this, he argues, Christians not
only achieve great insight into Ged’s Truth, but they also gain a chance
to engage pagan philosophers in conversations that could lead them to
understand the sense in which the Triune, Incarnate God is the Truth
that enacts all insights into the truth. By embracing the wisdom of the
philosophers, which Augustine does not entirely discount as wisdom, or
allowing faith in God to infoxm the appropriation of faithless reasoning,
in summary, the bishop believes that the redemptive work of Cluist can
be carried forward.

Bonaventurc’s account of the fall led him to assume a zather different
posture toward pagan philosophy. In his view, the image of God was not
effaced at the fall. After the fall, the Being of God remains the first object
of the mtellect as ever. For this reason, human beings cannot help but
continue to discern the clear evidence for His existence that is everywhere
to be found. If philosophers fail to acknowledge the one true God,
Bonaventure thinks this can only be because their disordered wills have
made them ignorant of the knowledge of God that is impressed on “higher
reason.”” As such ignorant fools, they have lost access to higher reason, Tn
short, they have lost their capacity to know the truth or acquire wisdom.
For this reason, their work, while salvageable to an extent, should be
regarded with extreme scepticisim, for it is hopelessly prone to errors,'™

Giola, Theolagical Fpistenology of Augustine’s De Trinitate, 66; cf. Augustine, conf. 7.9.
Augustine, doct. chr. 2.40,

There bas been a grear deal of scholarly debate concerning Bonavenare’s relationship
to pagan philosophers, particularly Aristotle. Gilson coutended that Bonaventure was a harsh
eritic of Addstotle from the start of his carcer. Some of Gilson's contemporaries, especially
Ferrand Van Steenberghen, argued that Bonaventure cired heavily from Aristotle and was
Rndamentally Aristotelian. Ratzinger eried to provide a more balanced petspective by
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Although Aungustine would never have denied that God objectively
exists and that all things testify to His existence, he believed that the
problem was precisely that human beings had lost the subjective awarenes
of God that makes it possible to discern the evidence for His cxistence,
Only in faith does Augustine think God 1 restored to his mghtful place
as the concept that governs the intellect’s operations. Even then., however,
Augustine insists chat the ability to evaluate creatures i].l the llgl‘wt of. the
knowledge of God must be practiced untl the habic of domg. it s
reformed. The purpose of the psychological analogies he presented in his
De Trinitate and the argument Anselm formalated in his Prosliogion was to
retrain readers to think of things in terms of the faith in God that is
indicative of a desirc to know Him and thus of love for Him.

Although Bonaventure’s Iinerarinn is usually placed ac the end of a line
of such traditional Augustinian works, which outline the process of con-
fornung to the image of God or ascending te Him, this dassiﬁ.catlon seems
inaccurate, insofar as Bonaventure operates on the assumption that the
kpowledge of God was never lost, such that His image need not be recov-
ered through a gradual process of re-conforming to the image, or Christ.

For Bonaventure, likeness to Christ is not a matter of the cooperation
of the intcllect and the will, as it was for Augustine, but primarily a
matcer of the will.'™ A will to love Christ, which is demonstrated through
selfrabandoning acts of love like Christ’s and thus through a life of poverty

distinguishing beeween the moderate critique of Aristode Bomaventure presents in his .(:nl'lie[
writings — which did not prevent him from invoking Aristatle when dom.g so did 1'1'0t
undermine any principles of faith — and che scathing criticism of the radical A.verrmst
Aristotelians he makes at the end of his career. For details see Ratzinger, Theology of History,
119-58; Robert J. Roch, “The Philosophy of St. Bonaventure: A Controversy,” F@w’sm{{
Siidies 15 (1959, 209-26, Robert, “Le probleme de la philosoplie Bonavencunm:nc,

Laval Theologique er Philosopiique 6 (1950}, 145-63; Hendrikus van der Taun, O F.M., “The
ldea of Christian Philosophy in Bonaventure’s Cofladienes fn Hexaemeran,” in Sawctiis
Bonawensira 1274=1974, vol. 3, 39-56. Ome point that scems to ger overlooked by a‘ll
involved in the discussion is that, in the instances where Bonavenire invokes Arstotle, it
is not necewsarily the case that he is advocating Aristotle. In fact it is more likely that he
is following the scholaly trend of drawing on Arstotle in an cffort o bolsltcr his own
philosophical perspective, which arguably entails an Avicennian reading of Ar.nstnde.

¥ pany scholass believe Bonaventure’s voluntarism is a sign of Augustines mflience on
STE Carizcntef, Theolagy as fire Road fo Holiness, 41; Ewert H. Cousins D.F'.M., "‘G(Jdlus
Dynantic in Bonaventure and Contemporary Thought,” in Amerfean Caff@hf Pn’}ft’ofﬂpt"ﬂ({f
Association 48 (1974), 136-48; Ilia Delio, “Revisiting the Franciscan T)ocmne of.(,]u‘lst,

Tieelogical Smdies (64 {2003), 13; Gilson, The Chrisran Phitosaphy of St Augusrine, 238,

Clemene O'Dennell O.F.M,, “Voluntarism in Franciscan Philosophy,” Franciscay Stridies
234 (1942), 397-410.
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and humility, reawakens the mind to the image of God that was always
there. It rawses awareness of the intuitive knowledge of Being, which
constitutes its fully actualized power to understand infallibly the divine
Being as it is manifested inside, outside, and above the mind itself.'"™ When
the mind discovers itsclf as the perfectly adequate foundation for all knowl-
edge — when it “turns inwards” to realize what it is and what it has in
its innate knowledge of Being — Bonaventure argues that it immediately
gains recourse to an g priorf proot for the being of God such as Anselm
supposedly propounded. It realizes the self-evidence of God's existence,

In affimming that the mind only needs to make a subjective turn in
order to find God along with the power to know all things, or in pro-
moting “interiority,” Bonaventure is generally believed to continue a
spiritual tradition that was founded by Augustine and Anselm, who main-
tained what Thomas Aquinas purportedly denied, namely, that the cxist-
ence of God is self-cvident.'™ The acceunt of Augustine and Anselm I
have given, however, suggests that these two thinkers did not conceive
God’s existence as self-evident. In point of fact, they affimmed that the
constant knowledge of God is just what was Jost at the fall and must
subsequently be gradually recovered.

If Augustine in particular encouraged interiority, it was part of his effort
to promote the recovery of the image, rather than to explain how the
mind gains instant access to a fully actualized image or cognitive power.
Augustine has ofien been accused of instigating such a proto-Cartesian
“turn to the subject” in which the mind finds itself to be the perfect
source of its cognitive powers and nonns; in doing this, Augustine sup-
posedly promoted a proto-modern individualism. Although it is true that
Bonaventure’s Franciscan Augustine encouraged his readers to reflect on
themselves as images of God, which arc instilled with a fully actualized

¥ Carpenter, Theology as the Road to Holiness, 48, 114; Bonaventure's three ways to God

do not represent three levels of ascent. They dre all ar once accessible on the conversion
of the will. They do net provide a demonstration but sum up what is eminendy knowable.
Cousins says something similar in Bonaventure and the Coincidence of Opposites, 78=9,

" Bettoni, Bonaventure, 376 Bougerol, Intradietion, 35-6; Carpenter, Theolegy as the Road
to Hoftuess, 114; Cousins, Bonaventure and fhe Coincidence of Opposites, 4, 45, 120; Doyle,
“The Distintegration of Divine Hlunination Theory,” 12; Gilson, Phifosophy of SF.
Bonaventure, 12UE, idem., Cheistian Philosophy of Sr. Augustine, 21, 41-2: on the difference
between Augustinian and Thomist proofs; Hayes, introduction to tin. gn., 69; ILE. Houser,
“Bonaventure’s Three-Fold Way to God,” 91-145; Mathias, “Tionaventurian Ways to
God through Reason,” Framciscan Stidies 36 (1976), 192-232; idem., “Bouaventurian Ways
to God through Reason (continued),” Francsean Smdies 37 (1977), 153-206; Matthews,
Reason, Commuinity, and Relipions Tradition, ch. 4, Pegis, “The Bonaventurian Way to God.”
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power to comprchend all things, the arguments I have prcgel1tec{ suggest
that the beginnings of a subjective turn cannot be identified m the thought
of Augustine himsclf.'* .

For Bonaventure, as [ have indicated, such a subjective turn can only
by made by those who love as Christ loved, humbly aqd sacrificially, Tq
the extent that human beings love Christ, they regain their powers to make
definitive sense of all things: beings, human beings, and the divine being,
Where Augustine and Anselm envisioned the mind’s journcy tow.ard God
as a gradial one, Bonaventure claims that the mund accasscs t.hree( immedi-
are routes to (God as soon as the will is abandoned to Christ. ' Put dif
ferently, the mund achieves its goal as soon as the heart is in the nght place,

Since the Being known by the three routes is ultimately the Being
of God, which is love, Bonaventure concludes that the one whe 15 truly
consumed with love for Christ is bound to transcend the rcalm of know-
able entitics in an uldmate experience of seli-abandonment that encaily
ecstatic union with the love of God. To reach this stage is to become 3
perfect likeness of Christ, who lovingly sacrificed His life on the cross,
only to be returned to the loving bosom of the Father. ‘ N

This conception of the apex of the ascent to God stands in striking
contrast to that of Augustine, for whom human “transcendence” in this
life does net entail a literal leap beyond the rcalm of reason, much less the
obliteration of the self, but the attainment of an overarching perspective
that makes it possible to see the proper place of all things in the created
vealm. The prerequisite for this achievement is of course the gradual recov,—
ery of the self through the restoration of the image of God. In.Augustulle s
thought, in summary, the climax of the ascent dees not result in the rejec-
tion of the world but the ability to see it cleatly for the first ame.

Although Bonaventure frequently appeals to Augustine and Ans§1m in
giving his account of how to reach the height of 1ikenes§ to Christ, h?s
understanding of this issue does not seem conmsistent with one that is
genuinely Augustiman, While conforming to Christ 1s a gradual process

that involves the cooperation of the intellect and the will for truly
Augustinian thinkers, it is neither a gradual nor a coopemtive. effort ff)r
Bonaventure. For the love of God that the will initially cxhibits at its
conversion is not based on reasons ner can it be if it is to be considered

I Bonavencure’s emphasis on interiority s generally taken as a sign of his indebredness

to Augustine. See Bettoni, Bonaventure, 84, 125, Cousins, Bonaveniire and the Coincidence of

Opposites, 45; idem., “5t. Bonaventure, St. Thomas, and the Movement of Thought in the
Thirteenth Cenrury,” 615, Hayes, Hidden Center, 218,
9 Cousing, Benavenfie and the Coincdence of Opposites, 79, Hayes, Fidden Conter, 47,
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gcnuine. Paradozucally, however, that love opens the door to knowledge
of all the things that manifest God’s love — knowledge that ironically
prope]s a person beyond the realm of knowledge to a full encounter with
the Love that is not a matter of knowledge. For Bonaventure, it sccms
clear, knowledge and love are not a mutually inclusive pair but something
more like preclusive cxtremes.

The polemical motivation for construing things in this way becomes
fairly obvious when the relevant historical factors are taken into considera-
tion. By giving love absolute priority over knowledge — and defining
knowledge itself in an absolute or totalized sense — Bonaventure accounted
for Francis’ experiences of God and reality. Purthermore, he did so in a
way that construed the Franciscan outlook as the condition of possibility of
)l true and certain knowledge, even while establishing the acquisition of
knowledge as a catalyst for the attainment of the ultimate Franciscan goal
of ecstatic union with the love of God. By this route, he simultaneously
silenced the protests of both the spiritual Franciscans and the university
masters. Even if his opponents persisted with their complaints concerning
the Franciscan involvement in academic life, they conld not question the
authority of Augustine, Anselm, and Pscudo-Dionysius, all of whom
Bonaventure had enlisted in the service of St. Francis for the purpose of
perpetuating his vision and putting it in a position to prevail.

Although there are numerous noteworthy differences between
Bonaventure and Augustine when it comes to defining what is involved in
imitatng Christ or knowing like Him, Bonaventure nevertheless appeals
to Augustine’s theory of illumination to ilustrate his overall understanding
of knowledge. For Bonaventure, illumination is a metaphor for Christ’s gift
of the transcendental concepts, which render the human subject fit to rep-
resentall realities with perfectaccuracy and certitude. Although Bonaventure
probably did not entertain any sceptical doubts as to the possibility of
obtaining certainty in knewledpge, he places a new emphasis on the repre-
sentational accuracy and certitude of ideas and on the all-sufficiency of the
knower, whose sufficiency comes fiom God, as part of his polemical effort
to delineate the conditions of possibility of knowledge in a way that would
only allow for obtaining genuine knowledge in a Franciscan context,'™

P Gee Carpenter, Theology as the Road ro Holiuess, 81, Crowley, “lMumination and

Certitnde,” 431-48; Gendreau, “The Quest for Certainty in Bonaventure,” 104-227;
Hayes" introdyction to 5. €. g1, 55=9; Hwley, “lllumination According to St. Bonaventare,”
389; John F. Quinn, “Certitude of Reason and Faith in St. Bonaventure and St, Thomas,”
In Saint Thowas Aquinas 1274-1974 (Toronto! Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies,
1974), 105—40.
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Inasmuch as human acts of cognition are supervised by the innate
concepts through which Christ directly guides the rﬂil.ld to form true and
certain 1deas about realicy, illumination is an extrinsic influence that enters
into all human knowing: it imparts the cognitive capacity, which 1s con-
stituted by the intuition of Being; it supervises che process of cognition
and thercby helps to generate the content of cognition, actlmg as the final
guarantor of cogninve certitude, Apart from this all-pervasive superadded
grace, the mind would be unable to perform its “natqr:al” opcmgons, For
Augustine, by contrast, the gift of the patural cognitive capacity 1s tl.m
sign of divine grace or ilumination. Nothing need. be super‘—a‘d.de.d to it.
inasmuch as the mind cmploys 1ts capacity at its own mutative for
its originally intended purpose to illumine God, it knows by divine illu-
mination. By this account, that llumination which is the sjo.urce of the
coguitive capacity enters into all the other aspects of cognition as well,
not because God intervencs in the use of the capacity per Bonaventure
but because He bestows it and enables its proper usc in the first place.
While Bonaventure’s theory of illumination has been projected on to the
works of Augustine for quite some time, the analysis of this chapter
establishes that the ideas about knowledge by illumination that the two
theologians entertain diverge rather widely, 7

Although Bonaventure’s use of so much of Augustine’s phraseology has
made his intellectual departure from the lacter difficult to discern in the
past, 1 have tried to obviate the chfference between Augus.tmc and
Bonaventure’s Franciscan Augustine by tracing that difference to 1ts source
in varying presuppositions concerning the nature of God, His imlage, fmd
conformity to His image after the fall — which is illustrated by ilumina-
tion. This effort has thrown the disparity into relief on a number of levels.
To sum up: it has revealed that Bonaventure prefer%’ed an essentialist
metaphysics to Augustine’s metaphysics of participation; a theory .of
knowledge by correspondence and the dualism and concern for c‘ogmtTve
certitude that accompany such a theory to Augustme’s more discursuf'c
explanation of human reasoning (which is indicative of a major shift
the working concept of the nature of knowledge); a COMCHISHS OV an
influentia model of divine causality {(which suggests a shift in the undelp
standing of the conditions that make knowledge possibie}; a .voluntarlst
notion of conformity to Christ over one in which conforung is a gradual
process of recovering the mmage of God through the cooperation of the
wtellect and the will. o

While T have attempted to distinguish Bonaventure from Augustine in
these and other ways, 1 should note that my intention in doing tlhls
has not been to imply that Bonaventure was wrong to invoke Augustine
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in bolstering views that were not genuinely Augustinian, Indeed he 1s
not culpable in this, inasmuch as he was simply advancing his own
argurnents in keeping with the standard practice at his time, namely, by
making appeals to authorities associated with a cause with which he
wished to align himself, in this case, the longstanding tradition of Christian
spirituality.

Aside frem this, I do not mean to suggest that there 15 anything prob-
iematic about Bonaventure’s tendency to think differently from Augustine
on the theological and philosophical levels. Bonaventure had his own
intellectual tasks to accomplish: he was constrained to formulate a philoso-
phy that translated Francis of Assisi’s experience into conceptual categories
and te do so in a way that would establish the intellectual legitimacy of
Francis’ viston. As Bonaventure attempted to do this, he developed an
account of God, reality, and human knowledge that had important, if not
entirely Augustinian, emphases.

For example, he called attention with his univocal theory of Being to
the sigmificance of every creature, great or small, and to the abilicy all
things have to testify to the truth of God. He stressed how crucial it is
to maintain an intimate personal connection with God by positing the
intuitive knowledge of Being and developing an ontological proof for
God’s existence. He rightly noted that knowledge amounts to nothing if
it is accumulated in pride rather than in a desire to serve God and others.
Actions, after all, speak louder than words, as Francis suggested when he
instructed his followers to “preach the gospel at all-times, and use words
only if necessary.”'™*

In ways like these, Bonaventuré articulated a philosephy that gave
expression to Franciscan values and promoted the distinetly Franciscan
style of life and service. Although his emphases were not the same as
Augustine’s, they allowed him to enable the friars minor to answer Christ’s
call to love and serve cthers, as Francis had understoed it. By highlighting
the non-Augustinian character of Bonaventure’s thought, 1 have aimed to
underscore and show appreciation for the uniqueness of the Franciscan
vision even while completing the preliminary work involved in identify-
ing the cause of the decline of divine illumination theory in the work of
Bonaventure’s immediate Franciscan successors,

[

Hayes, Hlidden Cenfer, 43.
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Introduction

If Bonaventure is not the late medieval representative of Augustine’s tradi-
tion, then one may wonder: who is? In this chapter, T Submit tllmt .the
thirteenth-century proponent par excellence of Augustine’s ﬂl.ulmnatlcfn
theory is Bonaventure’s [ominican counterpart, Thomas Aquinas. I‘ x\.fﬂl
argue this on the grounds that Aquinas v pholds a fundamentally P_;ngﬂsFlmaP
doctrne of God in his many writings, although the present discussion is
Kimited to his Summa Theologiae.' More specifically, 1 will demonstrate that

e i H 1 cHime'e 1 .
: t Aquinas’ dactrine of God is consistent with Augustine’s include:

Thase who show tha
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Aquinas derives from his theological doctrine an account of what is
involved in imaging God — or human knowing — and confornming to the
image of God after the fall that is companble with Augustine’s, illustrating
this account by inveking divine illumination. Although Aquinas draws on
the work of Aristotle to say nothing of other authoritics in giving an
explanation of the process, [ will suggest that he does so in the interest
of translatng Augustine’s 1deas abour knowledge into the temms that
would be most likely to capture the imagination of those working in the
thirteenth-century intellectual context.”

By affirng ail this, T implicitly challenge the longstanding assumpuion
that Aquinas’ philosephy 1s essentially Aristotclian, at the expense of being
Augustinian. Since the late nineteenth century, scholars have tended to
assume that Aquinas rejected Augustine’s philosophy in favor of Aristotle’s,
indeed that those two philosophical systems are mutally exclusive. To
bolster this idea, at least as it pertains to the topic of human knowledge,
many scholars have highlighted Aquinas’ arguments against illumination
and @ priori proofs for God’s existence: the twin pillars of Augustine’s
thought on knowledge that Franciscan thinkers upheld.”

Scholars of St. Themas have had an important polemical reason for pro-
nouncing Aquinas a “pure” Aristotelian. The reason is that the rationalist

2

Although Aquinas admittedly quores Avicenna in various places, his thought decs not
evidence the Influence of Avicerna in the same way as Bonaventwe’s does. As David
Burrell noces in Knewing the Unknewable God (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1992), Aquinas does not adopt but transforms che meaning of the popualar terms and
arguments he borows tom Avicenna. Furthermore, he tumns increasingly critical of
Avicerma's ideas over the cowse of his carcer,
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22; Edward I'. Mahoney, “Sense, Intellect, and Imagination,” The Cantbridoe Histary of Later
Medienal Phifosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 610; Gordon Left, The
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Fotrteenth Cenrury (New York: New York University Press, 1996), 39; Tunothy B. Noone,
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philosophies that came te prevail in the West in the nmeteenth ang
twentieth centuries were posing a threat to the anthority of the Cathaolic
Christian faith, and Pope Leo XIII and his contemporaries believed that
the resources Catholic theologians needed to defend the rationality of fait)
on grounds that rationalist philosophers would accept could be found
in the writings of Aquinas. In his encyclical Aeferni Pairis, the pope called
Catholic scholars to renew their focus on the work of Aquinas in order to
exploit it for contemporary apologetic ends.”

As a result of his summons, a body of scholarship soon emerged, which
construed Aquinas as the ultimate, albeit Christian, rationalist. According
to many Leonine Thomists, Aquinas regarded philosophy as an autono-
mous discipline with respect to theology.” By implication, he affirmed
that human reason is fully competent to operate apart from faith — 3
conclusion Benaventure would have roundly rejected — and even o
demounstrate the existence of God from what is known in the naturgl
order, that is, a posferiosi.®

Since Aquinas supposedly did all this under the inspiration of Aristotle,
he was constrained to be an Aristotelian at the cost of having any other
intellectual allegiances, if he was to be the thinker certain Neo-Thonists
needed him to be in order to ensure the success of their own efforts to
squelch modern skepticism and relativisim concerning religious faith,’
Although a wide range of mrerpretations of Aquinas have been developed
within and outside the Catholic tradifion since Aeterni Patris, most of them
have been based on the notion that Aquinas was fundamentally indebted
to Aristotle and that this debt renders him something of a rationalist
philosopher.

While some Catholic scholars developed interpretations of Aquinas
that were cxceptions to this general rule, their attempts to present non-
standard readings were often frowned on if not condemned by Church

* Gerald McCool, The Neo'ihowists (Milwaukee: Murquette University Press, 1994).
Fergus Kerr, “Before Vadcan I1L7 in Twenfieilfi Century Catholic "Iheologians (Oxford:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2001], 1-16; idem., “Overcoming Epistemology,” in After Aguiias:
Versions of Thomisin (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2002), 17-34; idem., and “A Different
World: Neoscholasticism and its Discontents,” Intermational Jowrnal of Systemntic Theology 8:2
(2006}, 128—48
® Kerr, “Prolegomena to Natural Theology,” in Afrer Aguinas, 35-51,
Mark Jordan, Rewiitten "theology: Aguinas After His Readers (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell,
2005), 88: “Thomas' Aristotelianisin means Thomas™ availability for recent ecelesiastical
projects of intellectual security. Aristotle means reason and Thomas means the chureh

making use of reason.”
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authorities, at least unal the Second Vatican Council ® By that time,
however, Neo-Thomist presuppositions had already begun to he taken
for granted within the broader academic context, especially amongst the
philasophers of religion who make it their business to rationally establish
the existence of God.

In recent decades, a number of scholars have calied attention to the
fact that Catholic theologians and their academic followers have failed to
interpret faithfully Aquinas’ work, including his Swimma Theologiae. This
voluminous treatise is divided into three major sections; the first includes
Aquinas’ account of God and creation in His image; the sccond treats
morality and virtue, and the third covers the Incarnation of the Son and
the sacraments,

On the mistaken assumption that the Sumima is an extensive encyclope-
dia containing Aquinas’ Aristotelian philosophical viewpoints together with
his theological dectrines, many modern Thomists have supposed that they
are Justificd in extractung the bits that are best suited co advancing their
apologetic agenda, such as the section toward the beginning of part cne
where Aquinas unfurls his famous “five ways” to demonstrate the existence
of God. At the cost of neglecting the second and third — moral and theo-
logical — parts of the work, many have exhibited a tendency to plinder
the more philosophical part one for their own polemical DULPOSES.

In disconnecting the major sections of the Swmma, some recent writers
have argued, numerous Neo-Thomists have overlooked the overall
purposce of the work and consequently misconstrued the meaning of the
specific passages to which they appealed, to say nothing of Aquinas’

¥ Bienne Gilson, for cxawple, emphasized the Christian character of Aquinas’ philosophy

and Lis theistic proofs against those who described it as pre-theclogical, in his The Cheistian
Philosaphy of St. Thowas Aquinas, QGn this and other topics, he provided an interpretation
of the narare of Aquinas’ thought thar is compatible on many levels with the one T espolse
here. As an avid Neo-Themist himsclf, however, Gilson continued to depict Aquinas®
philosophy as fundamentally Arstotelian and as representative of a radical departure from
the longstanding Augmstinian intellectual tradition — a portrayal of Aquinas which runs
counter to mine. Marie-Dominique Chenu .. challenged readings of Aquinas pro-
pounded by his Catholic contemporaries in works like f oy Understanding Saist Thonas,
teans. A.-M. Landrey O.P. and I2. Hughes Q.P, {Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1950). On his
contention, it is essential to attend to the context and actual conten: of Aquinas’ works,
which reveal his Angustinian cheological and philosophical allegiances. Henri de [ubac
advanced similar arguments, yer both Chenu and de Lubac were chastized, and even con-
demned, by the institutional Church. On this, sec Kerr, “Maric-Dominique Chenu”
(17-33), “Henri de Lubac™ (67-86), and “After Vatican 11" (203-21) in Tiwensieih Centiiry
Catirafic Theologians.
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relationship to authoritative sources. As Mark Jordan has stressed, the
Sumima Theefogiae 15 not the kind of philesophical reference work that cag
be divided into parts. Rather, it is 2 single and continuous line of mquiry
designed to train the exceptionally erudite Christian reader — the
Mominican scholar — to tum every mtellecrual resource and circumstance
into an opportunity to know and make known the greamess of God, thar
is, to achieve wisdom.”

By Aquinas’ tmne, Jordan elaborates, the need for such a werk had
arisenn within the Dominican order, where the treatiscs on preac]u'ug,
philosophy, and Scripture that were employed in responding to all the
intellectual challenges with which Dominicans were concerned had come
to be considered in separation from the manuals they used to cultivate
Christian virtues in their personal lives.'" The idea behind the Sunma was
to give Dominican scholars the resources they needed to transform their
ministry into a venue for personal spiritual growth and thereby overcome
a growing bifurcation between work and prayer, reason and faith, that
was contrary to the Dominican spirit itself.

Although the particulars of the situation in which the Dominicans
found themselves differed from the circumstances of the readers of
Augustine’s De Trinitate and Anselm’s Monologion and Proslegion, the nature
of their need was more or less the same. While Aquinas® readers were
“already familiar with Christian theology, its concepts and principles and
the philosophy it presupposes, they stood in nced of the intellectual
habituation by which the ... articles of faith became the foundation and
cause of their tl'nnking.”“ Furthermore, they needed to cultivate this habit
in conversation with the scholarly issues, debates, and sources that were
current at the time. To sum up, they needed to learn how to fully engage
themselves — heart, soul, mind, and strength — in the effort to better
understand and bear witness to their faith; they needed an outline of the
process involved in conforming to the mnage of God, which mvolves
learning to tum everything to His glory.

" Mark Jordan, “The Summa's Reform of Moral Teaching — and Its Failures,” in
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John 1. Jenkins, Knowledge and Faith in ‘Thomas Aquinas (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), 5.
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When Aquinas gives such an outhine over the whole course of the
Supimia, Jordan peints out, he does not restrict himselt’ exclusively to
Aristotle, but draws on a whole host of authorities, some explicitly, others
implicitly, to achicve his intcllectual ends — which were not necessarily
those of his authorities."” As I have alrcady suggested, Aquinas’ ends were
highly compatible with Augustine’s, which should come as no surprse in
light of the fact that Aquinas adopted Augustine’s doctrine of God and
the image of God.

Although the theological affinities between Augustine and Aquinas
have long been acknowledged, the idea that those similarities also make
for a great deal of philosophical continuity is now gaming recognition."”
As scholars instigate new efforts to identify the wvariety of authoritative
sources Aquinas relicd on and his complex and nuanced ways of using
them to give the most apt answers to the questions that confronted him,
they are finding more and more that he uses his sources to update ideas
which are basically consistent with Augustine’s.

In this chapter, T will give an exposition of Aquinas’ account of what
is involved in reflecting the image of God — or knowing — on the basis
of the presupposition that he adopts and elaborates a fundamentally
Augustinian account of God’s nature, pomting out when he incorporates
Aristotle’s psychology where relevant. Subsequently, I will explain my
understanding of his view of the process of conforming to the image of
GGod after the fall, as it is outlined in the Simmma. Finally, 1 will demon-
strage that, far from rejecting tununation, much less a  traditional
Angustiman conception of what 15 invelved in “proving” or knowing
God, Aquinas composed his Swmma with the whole goal of fucling an
increase in divine illumination, inasmuch as he wrote it with the intention
of leading the reader through the process of conformung to the image
of God

12

© See Jordan, “Thomas’ Alleged Avistotelianism,” in Renniiten Theology, 60-88; idem.,
The Alleged Arvistotetianisin of Thomas Aguinas (Toronto: Pondfical Instituee of Mediacval
Studies, 1992).

" For a discussien of some key contemporary scholas who discuss Aquinas’ indebredness
to Augusting, see the ntroduction to Aguinas the Augtistiniat, especially p. xv. One scholar
who has taken great care to detail areas of compatibility between the Augustinian, Anselmian,
and Thomist systems 3s Jean-Plerre Torrell O.P, in his Saint Thomas Aquines. Alasdair
Maclntyre also presents important arguments in support of the claim that Aquinas used
Aristotle for the sake of reformulating Augustine’s views, especially on moral matters, in
Thiee Rival Versions of Moval Inguiry: Encydopedia, Genealagy, 'T'adition (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1991).
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Although his explanation of that process admittedly differs from the
explanations of Augustine and Anselm in numerous respects, the discrep_
ancies are normally in form and Jength, As such, they do not undermine
Aguinas’ intellectual fidelity to the Augustmian tradition but confirm his
cormmitment to translating the basic principles of the tradition into termy
that were more comprehensible in his own intellectual situation. By arguing
all this, I aim to reinforce my claim as to what 1t means to work 1n con-
tnuity with Angustine. To do that is not necessarily to do exactly wihar
Augustine did but to do as Augustine did. In the case of human knowl
cdge, following Auvgustine means deriving an account of cognition from
Augustinian theological assumptions and articulating that account m the
current forms of philosophical argument.

As T show how Aquinas did just this, I also reinforce my conten-
tion — which runs counter to popular opinton — that Thomas rather than
Bonaventure is the main champion of Augustine and his illumination
account in the thirteepth century. In this, I achieve the overarchmg goal
of this chapter, which is to throw the non-Augustinian character of
Bonaventure's thought nto relief; albeit by an mdirect route. At the same
time, 1 give a preliminary indication of the central place of illumination
in Aquinas’ thought and issue an implicit call for further reseacch that
does justice to it.

The Image of God

Aguinas is fairly emphatic about affirming that every human being bears
the image of God."* On his account, the image consists in the mind or
cognitive capacity to form ideas, that s, to abstract.”” In a characteristically
Aristotelian way, Aquinas affirms that intellectual abstraction must begin
at the level of sense perception: that the “first objects” of the intellect arc
empirical rather than transcendental ' Once the five external senses have
obtzined their data, the internal sense or imagination forms images or
phantasms of the objects under consideration.'” Those phantasms are

Thomas Aquinas, Stumma Theelogiae, vol. 13 (1.90-102), trans. Edmund Hill OP.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2006), 1.93.4.
811,536
" Aquinas, Swmma Theofogige, vol. 12 (1.84=9), trans, Paul T. Durbin (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 2006), 1.84.6.
" Aquinas, Swiaa Theologiae, vol, 11 (1.75-83), wans. Timothy Sutcor (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 2006), 1.78.3—4.
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srored in the memory.'® On the basis of multiple phantasms of similar
things, the intellect forms an mtelligible species or an idea that conceptu-
ally relates apd unites those things."”

In virtwe of this idea, Thomas writes that the objects in question take
on an immaterial “existence” within the mind of the knower # As this
Lappens, an objective state of affairs 1s realized subjectively. By affimung
this, incidentally, Aqumas prioritizes the objective world order over the
knowing subject, by contrast to Bonaventure, who makes the mind
the foundation for all knowledge; like a twue pre-modern, he lays an
emphasis on metaphysics rather than epistemology, after the manner of a
proto-maodern thinker.”!

Once an idea has been formed, such that the objects mmplicit in 1t
intellectually “exist” in the knower, Aquinas goes on to explain that it is
impressed on the memory or “possible intellect,” where it remains avail-
able to assist 1 further efforts to render experiences intelligible. Through
experiences, the ariginal species is revised and expanded to include more
instances of the type of thing that the idea captures. In this way, the mind
of the knower comes to encompass cognitively more and more of realiry.
Its ideas become increasingly precise and clear.”

For Aquinas, the gradual development of concepts s possible because
the intellectual power is one that the human being has, per Aristotle, as
opposed to something which the human being s, per Avicenna® As a
power, the intellect is the source of a potential gradually to actualize the
essence of what it is to be human, which is to sce different things in terms
of one thng, namely, an idea, and vlamately, to form ideas in Light of
the idea of the existence of one God. To do this, for Aquinas, is to par-
ticipate in God's unifying way of seeing all things in Himself

W8T 170G,
ST 1.85.14F

"

3

Joseph Owens, “Aquinas on Cognition as Existence,” in Thomas and Benaventre
(Toronto: Pontibical Institute of Mediacyvel Studies, 1974), 74-85; cf. 8T 1.84 2,
I e, After Aquinas, 27,

22

= ST 1.85.5.

ST 1.79.1; implicitly here and explicitly elsewhere, Aquinas challenges the Franciscan

”»

notion that existence is a “property”™ that “happens to™ an essence, favering the view that
a mode of existence is something which is dictated by an essence, where operation in that
mode is what affects the actualization of the essence.

8T 1.855. In contrast to Bonaventure, who argued chat God has a distinet idea of
cvery particular entity, Aquinas contends that God knows Himself as the one God, such
that His “universal” knowledge precontains the knowledge of all particular things that

exhibit unity, in the manner and to the degree that they exhibit it
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Inasmuch as Aguinas regards intellectual activity as an issue of progres-
sive participation, abstraction is 2 matter of degree for him as well. It is
not the all-or-nothing, imumediate offair it was for Bonaventurc, who
equated the intellectual capacity with the essence of the human being and
concluded on those grounds thar the capacity is always actualized o
equipped for the perfect and complete comprehension of its objects.
Because abstraction is an ongoing activity m which the mind’s ideas are
always being broadened, the three faculties that enact the possibility of
forming ideas — sensation, imagination, and intellection — arc in constant
commumication and cooperation for Aquinas. In this case, there 18 110 hing
of dualismy, a point which is reinforced by Aquinas’ claim that the soul is
the form of the body.2® The upshot of that argument 1s that human beings
have one form or naturc as opposed to a plurality of substantial forms.

For Aquinas, like Augustine, that singular nature, which is intellectual
in human beings, entails cmbodiment. The implication here is that it i
impossible for human beings to reason about the natural order in the way
they were made to do apart from their embodiment; embodiment, con-
versely, is a permanent feature of human existence. The lives human
beings presently lead i their bodies — what they do with their bodies — is
what they will always do with them, even when their physical bodies are
replaced with spiritual ones.” When Thomas affirms that “the soul is the
form of the body” and denies the soul is one with its powers, comnse-
quently, he is simply using Aristotelian formulac to systematize an
Augustinian idea about the nature of knowledge, even while his Franciscan
contemporary Bonaventure utilized Augustinian formulac te support argu-
ments to the contrary which were not genuinely Augustinian,

B Gee David Burrell, “Aquinas and Scotus: Contrary Tatterus for Philosophical Theology”
(91-112) and “Creation, Will, and Knowledge in Aquinas and Duns Scorws” (176-90) in
Faith and Freedon: An Interfaith Perspective (Oxloxd: Wiley-Blackwell, 2004). The distinction
Burrell draws berween Aquinas and Scotus” accounts of abstraction (and uses ol Aristotle,
p. 100) can also be applied to Aquinas and Bonaventre, Aquinas construes absoraction as
an on-going precess of discursive reasoning, In his account, there is room lor gradual
growlh in understanding an object (94, 1011). Scorus, by contrast, sees knowing as an act
of capturing an essence taken absolutely (93). The mind docs this by “universalizing the
common mature which it finds in the real singular known by the senses in Jmmediate
potency to be universalized” {102) In this way, the mind forms thoughts that correspond
exacrly to their attendant realicies (91, 183). In arguing along these lines, Burrell draws on
Bernard Lonergan, Verbwn: Word aid Idea it Aguitnas (Notre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1967).

8T 1.76.1-8,

T ST 1.89.5.
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Proceeding past this peint, Aquinas insists that the ability to form
ideas about the natural order 1s one God gives to all embodied human
bemngs — that it s natural. Furthermore, he argues that natural reason is
capable of drawing conclusions about the principles of erder or causes
that underlie nature on the basis of knowledge of natural objects. Although
such “transcendental” ideas are not intuited at the outser of cognition L-as
Bonaventure supposed, Aquinas argues that human knowers can gradually
become more intuitive as they learn to think of natural effects in [enn’s
of their higher causes, or as they begin to relate many things under enc
conceptual category in a more automatic manner.® In aoix1g this, Aquinas
states that they can go so far as to grasp that the natural order has one
divine causc and end.

Undergivding this argument is Aquinas’ distinction between cruths that
nacural reason can obtain — such as the truth that there is a God who has
ordered nature — and the truths that can only be revealed, for instance
that God is Triunc and Incarnate.” When Aquinas drew this distinction,
many Neo-Thomist scholars have argued, he advocated a natural theology
in which claims about God can supposcdly be substantiated by unaided
human reasen. This was the sort of natural theology they felt d'ley them-
sclves needed to develop in crder to bolster Christian ¢laims in the hostile
intellectual climate of modernity.

On closer examination, however, Aquinas clearly espoused no such
theology.™ When he speaks of the truths that natural reason can obtain
apart from Christian revelation, for instance, he indicates that the truths
he has in mind are truchs that all monotheists — including Muslims, Jews
and phmlosophers like Aristotle whe believed in a First Cause — wouki
upheld, as opposed to truths that just anyone withoutfaith would affian.”!
While Aquinas allowed that all monetheists can conclude that a divine
being is the source and end of reality and that the whole human purpose
s to attain to that being, without the aid of Christian revelation and

2

See Jan Al Aertsen, Medieval Fhitosophy and the "Franscendentals: The Case of Thouas
Agninas (Leiden: Brll, 19986).

TOSr1LL

M Karl Barth famously criticized Aquinas for espousing natural theology. However, Dugene
P‘\ngcr.s has shown that Barth's criticfsms — which admivedly apply tg many of the Neo-
1 hmmi\'t interpretations of Aquinas against which Barch was reacting — do not actually apply
to Aquinas’ own understanding of the way God can be known, which actually bears rémark—
able resciblance to Bareh's understanding. See Thomas Aquinas and Karl Bacth: Sacved Doctiine
-r‘r‘nd ;g:]:\”;;;:f JZI’;J“::::}':’:IQ;;;’ God (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1993),
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therefore by way of natural reason, he still und(.jrstood r.mtuml reason as
operative within the context of some sort of religious ﬂutl?.

By accepting that reason is competent to draw cgncluslons :'th?ut the
ranscendent conditions of possibility for the way things are w]thm-rea‘
son’s own sphere, Aquinas did not undermine the authoﬂ‘w of Christian
revelation, as Bonaventure implied that he did.” If anything, he crleated
space for inter-religious dialogue and thereby made it Possfo]e for Christian
thinkers to learn from other monotheistic philosophical LllCCCtL'Ll'ltS of the
divine being, His creative work, and the process that 1s involved in
knowing Him. > At the samc time, he enabled tl'.lem to show how the
Christian doctrines of Trinity and Incarnation, which cannot be ded]_:lced
by natural reason but only through revelation, are imprcmely plausible,
inasmuch as they have the power to enact all true mslghts into the nature
of God, His creative work, and what is involved in the process of
knowimg Him, 1 | ﬁ

Although all monotheists would wish to argue that one God ex;sts, tor
example, only the docerine of the Trinity allows for a full explanation of
the reasons why this is s¢, inasmuch as the involvement of tlln’ec enchts
the existence of the one. Where all would affirm that creation derives
from God and that the purpose of human beings is to obtain Him, moreo-
ver, only the doctrine of Incarnation explains how thle tranlsceudcnt actu-
2l breaks into the immanent, such that those who inhabit the rg:alm of
tlI{IlgS {mmanent can reach up to what is transcendent. By affirming the
desire all monotheists have to give an account of God :.md the .h'uman
purpose to know Him, in summary, Aquinas Put himself 1{1 a position to
demonstrate the sense in which Christian doctrines fully satisfy that desire.

In lght of this, one can conclude that Thomas' theory of d(.Juble
truth, or of the truths accessible to natural rcason and those :-weula.ble
only through revelation, docs not suggest that reason can operate Just
as well without faith in the Triune, Incarpate God, but acknowledges
realistically that it does. At the same time, it makes a way for those that
do reason with faith in the God of Christianity to show those who c.lo
not how that faith accounts for the possibility of all reasoning. In thl&f,
most importantly, Aquinas allows for the apologetic work that was apd is
the raison d’etre of the Dominican order.

2 Gee Bonaventure’s coff

3 e, “The Varleties of Interpreting Aquinas,” in Contemplating Aquinas, 33; Andrew
Cunningbam and 1Loger French, Before Science: The Invention of the Feiars’ Natural Bhilosephy

(Aldershot: Schelar Press, 1996), 189,
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Conforming to the Iimage of God

Although Aquinas affirms chat all human beings are made in the image
of the Triunc God — that they have a natural cognitive capacity to think
in unifying terms and that they can even use that capacity to reach
the conclusion that there is one God — he readily acknowledges that
not all are aware of their creation in God’s image as a result of the fall.
Furthermore, he recognizes chat those who are aware of the image do
not necessarily reflect it continually, which is what they were made o
do. In other words, they do not always employ the spirit or mind
they have been given through the Son in view of the all-surpassing
greatness of God the Father, working for His np_u:_rposcs rather than
their own,

As T have already suggested, the Swmma Theologiae is a work which
instructs its readers how to rccover the image m a thorough and intcl-
lectually rigorous — distinctly Dominican — way. In the opening question
of the work, Thomas reiterates his belief that reason cannot uncover the
true identity of the supernatural source and end of the natural domain:
that human beings naturally possess no knowledge of the Triune God. ™
Since they form their ideas or “species” on the basis of corporeal creatures,
they have no species that suits them to grasping the divine” Although
abstraction stimulates the desire to know the one Being that unites all
beings, it simultaneously frustrates the desire, insofar as it is impossible to
abstract all the way to a God who is wholly other.

In view of these limitations, Aquinas acknowledges that human beings
can only receive the species that reveals the Trinity, allowing for cngage-
ment in the “science of God” (sacra doctrina), through the revelation of
the Tncarnate Son.™ When the intellect becomes receptive to Christ’s
grace through faith, it obtains the species it needs to know God. It
becomes conscious of the fact that its natural desire to know why things
are the way they arc is a desire to know the God who has empowered
all things to be what they are and who therefore implicitly permeates the
activities of all created beings. To summarize, the intellect that is con-
verted to Christ realizes that its inborn ability to see things in unifying

M Aquinas, Swmima Theofogiae, vol. 1 (1.1}, tans, Thomas Gilby O.P. (Cambridge;

Cambridge Unmiversity Press 2006), 1.1.1,

" Aquinas, Siminia Thealograe, vol, 3 (1.12-13), mans. Herbert McCabe O.P. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 2006}, 1.12.4,

ST 1125
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terms 1s ultimately an ability to see all things in terms of the species thae
discloses the one God; in brief, it is an ability to reflect the image of
God.” |

Aquinas then carefully distinguishes between nwo ways of knowing the
species, one that is possible in this life, and one that is not. The former
involves sceing the species itself and thus pazing upon the very essence
of the Triune God.™ This way of sceing 1s not open to buman beings so
long as they inhabit the natural realmy, inasmoch as the first objects
encountered there are creatures. Since every creature 1s Lound to approxi-
mate its essence through participation m its proper mode of existence,
that verv mode of existence precludes the knowledge of the God whose
essence Jis His existence.” According to Aquinas, the face-to-face vision
of God is one that only God and the blessed can have.

Although human beings cannot gaze upon the divine spccies d%rccﬂ'y,
Aquinas affirms that they can know it in still another way. In eluc_ldatmg
this point, he follows Aristotle i differentiating between two kmclls of
scicnce, namely, the sciences that operdte according to thelr own prindi-
ples and those that operate in kecping with principles dic.tated bE a higher
science, which are therefore described as subalternate sciences.” .

Aquinas speaks of the science or knowledge of God that ca.n'be cnjoved
in chis life (sacra doctring) as one that is subalternate to the vision of God
that God and the blessed possess.”’ Even though human beings cannot
enjoy the vision of the Triune God, he states, they can inde?d go about
knowing all the things they can know on the basis of the belief that God
knows Himself fully. Put differently, they may procecd to reason about
reality with faith in the Triune God that Christ revealed.”

COn Agquinas’ account, sacred doctrine (sacra doctringy 1s a two-fold line
of inquiry that enables them to do just this. In the fist place, sacred
doctrine indicates what can and must be known about God’s nature, for
example that He is one being (simple) which 1s and knows .a]l that 1s good
(infinite, omniprescnt, omniscient) all the time (eternal, immutable). In

¥ Aquinas, Swmma Thealogice, vel. 2 {1.2-11), trans, Tinmothy McDemnott O,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2006), 1.8.1-2.

ST 1429,
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W g7 1,120 Aristotle, Posterdor Analyfics, in The Gomplete Works of Avristotle {Princeton:
Princeton Universiey Press, 1984). o

1 Richard A, Lee, “Aquinas and Theology as Subalrernate Science,” in Science, fhie
Singilar, and the Ciestioi af Theology (New York: Palgrave: MacMillan, 2002), 33-58.
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giving this description of God, Aquinas’ account of sacred doctrine resem-
bles the theological account Augustine had given in the first half of his
e Trinitate and Anselm in has Moenolagion.

On Aquinas’ account, the knowledge of God's “formal features” (His
sinplicity and sc on) is essential to bringing to bear the belief in what
He can be affirmed to be, in assessing what He 15 not, to wit, created
reality and all the lines of inquiry into it.” The second aspect of saca
doctring involves explainmg exactly how to go about this; it shows how
to argue from the first principles of faith to explanations of the way things
are in reality.* :

Appropriating yet another distinction from Aristatle, Aquinas indicates
that sacred doctrine in the first sense is a pursly speculative science,
whereas it is practical i the second.™ So far as it 15 practical, sacred doc-
trine entails the same sort of Inquiry Augustine undertook in the latter
half of his treatise on the Trinity and that Anselm delineated in his
Proslogion. In such an inquiry, sacred doctrine or the knowledge of God
is not a properly constituted body of positive propositions so much as a
way of perceiving the body of natural knowledge under 2 cerrain formal-
ity: the formality of faith in the Trinity.™

In giving the speculative account of the nature of the Triune God,
Aquinas spells out a numbcer of the formal features that make God “God.”
Chief amongst these is His simplicity, which entails thac His essence is
His existence, or that He always completely 1s the one thing that He
is — although as Aguinas further explains, it is His Trune nature that
enacts His unity.”” What He is, Aquinas claborates, is the ultimate good
that embraces and generates and pre-contains all goods unceasingly."

In speaking of God as simple, perfect, infinite, immutable, eternal, and
so forth, Aquinas affirms all that can be positively affirmed of God; he

Buirell gives a clear explanation of Aquinas” account of what he calls God's formal
features in his chapter tited, “Distinguishing God from the Warld” in Faiflr and Freedon,
19,

" ST 1.1.2: on arguing from first principles of faith; of, 1,1.8-9,

ST 1.1.4; Rudi te Velde, Aguinas on God (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006): the author notes
on p. 21 that the distinction heoween speculative and practical is derived from Ariscotle,
* Jordan, Rewitten Theology, 90; Tudi re Velde, “Understanding the Sdenfia of Taith:
Reason and Faich in Aquinas’ Siewma Theologioe™ in Condemplating Aquings, 68

YST 1.3.3-4, 1.27-43.

ST 1.4-6: good and perfecr; 1.7-8; infinite and ommnipresent; 1.9-10: immucable and
cternal,
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articulates a cataphatic theology. In the same instance, he underlines the
radical distinction between the divine Being and His creatures, which are
totally vynlike Him jn their composite, finite, and temporal mode of exist-
cnce.19 By thesc means, he confirms that there is nothing positive about
the essence of God that can be known by natural reason or through
natural objects. In thinking and speaking of God, he suggests, humay
beings arc limited to stating that God is characterized by certain feacures,
which render Him wholly other to them.

As God is a “known unknown,” Aquinas affirms that there 1s nothing
selfevident about His existence. Although he allows that God's existence
is selfevident in itself, such that it is undoubtedly evident to God, he
denies that it is self-evident to those who reside in an order of natum]
objects that preclude the full manifestation of the supernatural God.™® On
the grounds that the knowledge of (God is not o prieri, Thomas rejects the
reading of Anselm’s argument, obvicusly Franciscan, according to which
it is. In his view, an awarcness of God as constant as the awarcness of the
world is not always maintained, but was lost at the fall and must therefore
be regained.

Although intal faith reinstates God as the intellect’s first object, that
reinstatement is only a potential one that waits to be actualized as reason
strives to make faith effective by forming a habit of evaluating reality in
the light of belief in God. Only when this habit is formed is God actually
restored as the mind’s governing idea or first object.” Because the intellect
does not already have an a prior intuition of God as the cause of all created
effects, Aquinas concludes that the fact of His existence can only be
inferred through efforts to interpret the effects in terms of their cause.”
In other words, it is only possible to know God by viewing the things
that are known, which are not God, in view of the belief in Him who
is unknown,

On making this claim, Aquinas proceeds to delineate his famous five
ways for demonstrating that God cxists “from creatures,” most of w}.lich
arc drawn from Aristotle * The first way is the argument from motion,
according to which whatever 1s in motion must have been put in. motion
by a first mover. The second is from efficient causality, or the idea that

¥ See Burrell, “Distinguishing God from the World” in Faith and Freedon, 3—19.
oosrizl
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no cffect is its own cause. The third way is from possibility and necessity.
According to Aquinas, all creatires are contingent, They did not have o
exist; rather, they were brought into existence by a Being whose cxistence
is in fact nccessary.

The fourth way is found in the gradation of things. Among beings,
Aqumas writes, therc are greater and lesser goods. Since there are degrees
of goodness, these grades must be included in and surpassed by the highest
good, which is God, The fifth and final way has to do with final causal-
ity. All beings serve some purpose, Aquinas contends, which they do not
determine for themselves. Consequently, there must be an intelligent Being
by whom all natural things are directed to their cnd, and chis is God.

Like Anselm’s argument, Aquinas’ five ways have been subjected to
countless methods of interpretation.”” Neo-Thomists of various types have
tended to describe them as pre-theological proofs for God’s existence, and
this sort of interpretation is ome many philosophers of religion have
advanced.” More recently, scholars have started to stress that the purpose
of the proofs must be interpreted in the context. of the surrounding ques-
tions, overall structure, and authorial intent of the Sumima.” These inter-
preters have come to the gencral conclusion that the five ways do not
argue toward but presuppose God's existence. They are not proofs per se
but ways to discover what it means to believe that God exists by consid-
enng the world in view of the fact that it depends on God, Tn sum, they
arc ways to render the belief that God exists intelligible to reason.”

5l
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In what follows, | want to push such interpretations further. T will dq
this by suggesting that Aquinas’ five ways — like Augustine’s psychologica]
analogies and Anselm’s argument — are the cognitive resources he prepareq
to help his readers form a habit of thinking of every single situation ip
light of the fact that God is ultimate, where thinking along these lingg
checks the human tendency to assume that circumstances have the power
to 1make or break Lhuman happiness. The first way, for example, could
conceivably be employed to reflect on how God has orchestrated a course
of events in what has retrospectively proven to be for the best. The second
might be used to give credit to God for any good one accomplishes, since
He gives the ability to do good in the first place; the third could be
invoked to thank God for the way the events in one’s life have waorked
themsclves out, in view of the fact that it is out of human hands to
determine the future. The fourch teaches the wund to marvel at the
manner in which God’s unchanging goodness appears to increase as it
improves at the art of thinking about things light of His goodness, for
this art enables the mund to find the good in all things. Finally, the fifth
makes it possible to consider any object or situation in Light of the fact
that God has ordered it to accomplish something good.

When Aquinas’ five ways arc understood along these lines, they are far
and much more likc “the

A8

from an “exercise in rationalist apologetics,”
first lesson 11 Thomas’ negative theology.”™ In other words, they are part
of Aquinas’ plan to teach his readers to allow the belief in the unknow-
able God to impact their outlook on all that that s knowable. Although
such acts of knowing concerning things thar are “not God” reveal nothing
about the essence of God and only disclose the truth about creatures,
there is still a sense in which God can be scen through them.” For when
the intellect evaluates reality under the influence of faith in God’s ultimate
aoodness, it forms a perspective on reality that is affected by faith. From
that perspective, temporal objects and circumstances are not regarded as
ultmate in the way that God alone is. Rather, they are seen for the finte
poods that they are or can accomplish. -

This holds true even in the case of difficult circumstances or differences
in philosophical perspective. When the mind works i faith, such oppos-
ing forces are not thought to have the power to malke or break ‘hmmn
happiness; instead they are understood as occasions for discovering, the

S Kerr, After Aquinas, 38,

®  Pergus Kerr, “ Theology in Philosophy: Revisiting the Five Ways,” Jotraal for Phifosophy
of Religion 50:1/3 (2001), 15-30.
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pOWET of God to redeem all things for good. For Aquinas, in fact, there
is nething that cannot be redeemed by the mind. There is no situation
where faith cannot be brought to bear on whatever reason assesses,
Conversely, there 1s no way to reconcile reason and faith but to do so in
ppe's own perspective on particular circumstances, so as to identify and
testify to the efficacy of God in them.

By identifying the finite good in all that is and occurs — and making
the best of challenges — reason allows itsclf to be affected by the faith in
God it professes. As a result, it becomes able to discern the way all things
work to the fulfilment of His good purposes — to see those effects in
relation to the divice cause. While the knowledge of the effects that is
generated by a mind affected by faith in their cause 1s not knowledge of
the cause per se, it nonetheless affords an indirect understanding of the
nature of the cause 1masmuch as it is the by-product of belief in the exist-
ence of that cause,

By adhering to that belief and coming to sec reality in accordance with
it, Aquinas goes on to say that the mind is bound to find reasons through
its experiences to describe God as just, wise, merciful, generous, and so
on.®! Like the thoughts that engender them, however, these “names of
God” do not express what God 1s. After all, the only reason they are
spoken of God 1s that things that are not God — natural objects and cir-
cumnstances — have been cvaluated in the light of faith.* Because the
alleged names of God are not peositively applicable to God, whose essence
is ineffable, Aquinas affirms that they are better denied of God.” Although
the so-called names of God are not properly predicated of God, Aquinas
affirms that chey apply analogously to Him inasmuch as they are used to
describe experiences of Him that are obtained through temporal circum-
stances that have been evaluated under the formality of faith in Him.*

When those circumstances arc assessed under the influcnce of the belief
that God works all things for good, 1t becomes possible to sce the ways
in which gocdness is being worked through them under the guisc of
justice and mercy and so on. Since the ability to discern justice and mercy
is enacted by faith in God, justice and mercy are rightly associated with
God even if the terms cannot refer directly to Him because the motive
for their cxpression is the knowledge of natural realities. It remains the
case that the only words that can be used to descrbe Ged positively are

f8T 1131,
“8T1.13.2.
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the ones that confirm His complete maccessibility to composite, finite
temporal creatures — the terms that indicate that He is one thing (Simple):
which 1s all that is good {infinitc), all the time (eternal); that He so jj
virtue of the fact that He is Triune; and that this is knowable as a resyl;
of the Incarnation of the Sen.*

The mind that adheres to the tenets of this cataphatic theology gaing
the tools it needs to engage in the negative or apophatic theological
project that is of utmost concern to Aqumas, Anselm, and Augustine,
This project involves knowing the unknowable God through what He i
not by bringing the belief i His supreme goodness to bear m assessing
reality. Through efforts to do this, experiences of reality become indirect
experiences of Him; they become reasons to praise Him. So despite the
fact that the thoughes that are formed about such expenences offer no full
disclosure of God, and the names for Him such experiences evoke do not
actually apply to Him but arc engendered by a faithful perspective on the
experiences, those thoughts and words allow one to see and speak of one's
situation in a way that is consistent with the belief that God works all
things according to His good purposes and thus to think and speak in real
life circumstances m a way that glorifics God, which is what analogical
predication, not to mention imaging God, is all about.

If the five ways to demonstrate God’s existence are introduced for any
Onc purpose, on my argument, it is to facilitate cfforts to mterpret tem-
paral circumstances in terms of the divine canse. The objective of the
ongoing use of the arguments is to make it a matter of habit for the mind
te perceive the cause through the effects — to see the hand of God in
everything.®® While a preliminary notion of the cause is reinstated in faith,
the cffect of the fall, which was the loss of the continuous knowledge of
God, is not overcome in the same instance. Instead, it must be gradually
overcome untll the divine being is restored te His proper position as the
object the mind takes into initial and automatic consideration.

In catalyzing the cultivation of this habit, the five ways allow for the
practical implementation of the speculative knowledge of the Triune God.
They promote the constant vision of God through experiences in the
world, which presupposes the abandonment of the fallen assumption that
anything in the world including the self is as important as God. Following
the five ways, therefore, trains the intellect to operate in a manner that
is consistent with belief in the existence of a God who is infinite, eternal,
omnipresent, and so on. By these means, the ways ready the eyes of the

& ST 1312
ST 1127,
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mind to see Him in Himself! to gaze upon the essence. To sum up, the
five ways help to bring about greater conformity to or a steadier reflection
of the nmage of God that anticipates the beatific encounter with His
Rcalilty.(’7 They habituate the human person to glorify God in all things
so as to be ready to glorify Him for eternity — and to do so in keeping
with the habits of thinking and acting that were formed during life in the
natural order,®

From the account of imaging God he offers at the end of the first part
of his Swmima, Aquinas turns to the sccond part, which covers the topics
of moral order and Chnstian virtwe. The ordering of these three parts is
not inconsequential. By following his treatisc on the transformation of the
mind with a treatise on virtue, Thomas intimates that the whole goal of
conforming to the image of God is 4 transfermed life.” Thoughts and
words that are consistent with faith in the ultimate Being of God are not
enough. If they are genuine, they must be backed up by the appropriate
behaviors.

Only when they are so supported is there full conformity to Ged. For
it is only at this stage that the proofs Thomas provides succeed in fulfilling
their intended purpose, namely, te turn those who use them into living
proof for God’s existence: people who are capable of maintaining a sound
perspective on all that occurs in the human situation, acting in keeping
with this perspective, and explaining the sense i which belief in the
Incarpation of the Son that is treated i the third section of Aquinas’
Sumima makes it possible to do all of this.”

Divine Illumination

Throughout the Suminia, Aquinas invokes illumination to illustrate what
is involved in reflecting the image of God and re-conforming to it after

ST 1934,
™8T 1.89.5: Aquinas, like Augustine, affirms that the intellectual habits formed in this
life will romain in the life to come.
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the fall. Although he drew on Asistotle’s account of abstraction and the.
istic proofs to spell cut the intricacies of those issues, he clearly did net
abandon illumination, as many Neo-Thomists have claimed, in order g
bolster the depiction of him as a pure Aristotelian, which lent weight ¢q
their own polemically-motivated arguments. Because scholars working
under the influence of various Neo-Thomisms have long assmmed thy
Aquinas eliminated illumination, this crucial and all-pervasive aspect of hjg
thought, like many others, has been neglected.

To demonstrate this, a certain Aquinas scholar once asked a graduate
assistant to search through every book and journal article on every avail.
able bibliography rclated to the study of St. Thomas for references to
ilumination. The assistant found only a handfial of articles that even
touched on the topic.”’ That was almost thirty-five years ago, and schol-
arly attentions have yet to make a significant turn toward the topic of
lumination in Aquinas’ thought,

The irony of the situation 1s that Aquinas’ major works, especially his
Suinina, are virtually lictered with references to illumination, very few of
which are negative. While it is true that Thomas argues against illumina-
tion in some passages, [ will show that it is only the Franciscan account
of illumimation that he called into question — although he dees not name
his opponents, in keeping with the acadenmc custom of the day. When
he challenged the Franciscan notion of illumination, moreover, Aquinas
did not undermine illumination but clarify and confirm  Augustine’s
original view on the topic, which Franciscans like Bonaventure had seem-
ingly distorted.

Incidentally, the same can be said of Aquinas’ alleged rejection
of Anselm’s argument,” By contesting the Franciscan interpretation of
Anselm’s argument as an a prior{ proof and formulating his own a posterior
theistic proofs drawn mainly from Aristotle, Aquinas did not question the
traditional Augustinian or better Anselmian idea of what is involved in
proving God's cxistence; he updated it. In the case of theistic proofs as
well zs illumination, Thomas did not negate the views of his llustrions

James H. Jobb, “St. Thomas on Ineelligible Light,” in The Tenth Annal Suavez Leduie
{Mobile, AL: Spring Hill College, 10 March 1974}, 36. Oue article on the ropic B
]. Guillet, “La lumiére inctellectuelle d'aprés S, Thowas,” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et fit-
teraire dy Moyen Age 2 (Pads: Vrin, 1927), 79-88,

2 Seort Macthews discusses the difference between the Franciscan and Dominican uses of
Anselnw’s argument in Reason, Contimenity, and Religions Tradition: Anselur’'s Argrinient atd
the Friars (Aldershar: Ashgate, 2001), 1514
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predecessors but attempted to preserve them in the face of contemporartes
who were successfully championing misinterpretations of the original
views in qucstion.

The scholars who take Aquinas to be objecting to Augustine and
Anselm themselves reveal a lack of insight into what it means to uphold
and update the Augustinian intellectual tradition in a new era. This same
lack accounts for the general failure to ses just how far the Pranciscans
who claimed to uphold Augustine’s tradition in the thirteenth century
actually departed from it. In order to cotertain the idea that Aquinas
opposed all things Augustinian, scholars must also overleok the fact that
Aquinas’ assessment of traditional arguments concerning matters like iliu-
mination is not entirely negative, masmuch as he immediately moves fiom
correcting inaccurate interpretations of Augustinian doctrines to explaining
what he believes to be genuine ones.

Not surprisingly, many passages in the Summa that deal explicitly with
ilurmination fall within the first part, where Aguinas outlines what is
involved in imaging and conforming to the image of God.”” One of the
first points Agquinas makes about divine Mlumination in this part that it is
the source of the “natural light” of reason, that is, the ability to engage
in abstraction or to shed light on the significance of the phantasms that
are stored in the memory by forming ideas about them.”

Aquinas elaborates on the naturc of the light’s invelvement in natural
cognitive processes in the course of addressing a question concerning the
relationship between the ideas the mind forms in abstraction and the
“eternal reasons” that are supposedly received through divine illumina-
tion.” He starts by distinguishing between two senses in which the reasons
can conceivably be known. Tn the first place, he says that they can be the
actual objects of knowledge; in the second, they can serve as the principles
of knowing, much like the sun is the principle of vision. In agreement
with Bonavencure, Aquinas rejects the notion that the reasons can be seen
directly in the present life and affirms that they now act only as the prin-
ciples that make intellectual vision possible.

When it comes to defining what sort of reasons the principles provide,
however, Aquinas parts ways with Bonaventure. The Jatter believed the

3
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reasons are the inate transcendental concepts that are impressed on gy,
mind from above through illumination. For Bonaventure, the transcen.
dentals are the principles of cognition ipasmuch as they govern acts of
abstraction to cnsure the truth and certitude of the ideas the intellect
produces. Through those concepts, Bonaventure argued that God cooper-
ates with the active mtellect in a shared concursus, helping it form ideag
that correspond to His.

Since Thomas helds that sensible rather than transcendental objects are
the mind’s first objects, he dentes thac illumination affords @ priori concepts,
For Aquinas, who adheres to the traditional Augustinian fafluentia mode|
of causality, the divine light 1s simply the scurce from which the innate
cognitive capacity “Hows in” to human persons.w‘ What comes fiom
above, in other words, is not the mind’s ideas themselves bue the ability
to form ideas on the basis of things below. Put differently, che divine light
is an intrinsic as opposed to extrinsic force. Because scholars have long
construed Augustinian illnmination as some sort of extrinsic influence,
Thomas’ tendency to conflate illurmination with the gift of the (Aristotelian)
agent intellect has been regarded as a fundamentally anti-Augustinian
one.”

In a challenge to this received interpretation, I have shown chat illu-
mination does not entall extrmsic conditioning in Augustine’s thought,
Not unlike Aquinas, hie held that the pund 1s illumined fo illuniine; what
it passively receives from God is simply the ability to be an active knowing
agent. If Augustine’s illumination theory has been detfined in an extrinsic
sense, such that it precludes Aquinas’ interpretation, I have suggested that
this must have a great deal to do with the fact that Bonaventure formu-
lated an extrinsicist interpretation of illumination and projected it en to
the writings of Augustine, leading many to believe chat this is a faithful
reflection of Augustine’s actual view.

Although Augustine and Aquinas, as I read them, both equate illumina-
rion with the scurce of the cognitive capacity, they by no means deny
that the divine light is involved in other aspects of cognition as well,
including the on-going precess of knowing, the generation of cognitive
content and certitude, and the knowledge of God. Although Aquinas has
been accused of rejecting llununation’s role 1 all thesc areas, he docs in

" Jacob Schmutz, *“ La doctrine médiévale des causes et la théologle de la nature pure

(13-17 siécles),” Revee Thomiste 101 (2001}, 223,

7 Reonald Nash, The Light of the Mind: St. Augustine’s Theory of Kuowledpe (Lexington:
University Press of Kentucky, 2003), 96if; C.E, Scheuwinger, The Gennan Controversy on
Augnstine’s Hiumiination Theory (New York: Pageant Press, 1960), 41,
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et maintain that dlumination enters into such aspects of cognition, inas-
much as they presuppose the use of the cognitive capacity that has its
source in the divine light. By serving as the source of that capacity, the
light does not detract from the mind’s integrity and ability to perform its
proper function on 1ts own initiative and of 1ts own accord, as ilumina~
ton on Benaventure’s understanding 1s prone to do. Instead, the grace of
Jlvmination empowers the mind to be the direct cause of its own effors,
The success of those efforts 1s indirectly attributable to God so far as He
is the one who gives the power to make them in the first place. Yet the
direct cause of all intellectval work remains the human being He has
empowered: the mind He has illumined with the ability to illumine Him.™

Although Aquinas believes that all human beings have the capacity to
“light up” the images of reality that are formed through experience, he
readily acknowledges that nov all ave aware that their power to know s
from God and renders them in the image of God. This lack of awareness
is of coursc the consequence of the fall, and it can only be overcome
through the “light of grace,” which restores the fmage dei” To the extent
that the light of the agent intellect operates on the belief that its natural
light is from God and was given for the purpose of illumining God, it
subjects itself to the light of grace, such that all chat is seen by the natural
light of reason 15 at once perceived in the lght of grace. Such a mind is
not simply illumined but divinely illumined, for it is conscious that its
capacity to llunune comes from Geod; it knows that the use of the capac-
ity entails participation in the eternal hife of the divine which consists in
illumining the nature of God.

Inasmuch as the mind employs its capacity in the present life for the
purpose of glorifying God in all experiences of the world He made,
thereby knowing Him analogously, it comes to secc more of reality morc
regularly under the divine light in which God Himself crernally sees all
things. By these means, the intellect conforms to the image of God that
is perfectly reflected by (od the Son, whose gaze is eternally informed
by the knowledge of the Father's unfaltering goodness. In the effort to
conform to God’s image, the tellect 15 helped along by the five ways,
which turn out to be nothing but tools that affect an increase in the scope

™ : '* L ] i :
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and constancy of the mind’s illumined perspective on reality — a perspec-
cive which doubles as or mediates the knowledge of the divine Light thy,
can only be glimpsed in the life to come. Through the fo.rmatlon and
growth of sich an illumined perspective, the eyes of the .mmd g.radualir
adiust by grace through faith to this “light of glory™ in which the intellec
will finally bask at the eschatological vision of God.™

Agquinas the Augustinian

For quite some time, Thomas Aquinas has been accused of ;1b;111c.10ning
the Augustinian tradition out of a philosophical preference for Amtot.]e.
Among the traditional Augustinian ideas Agquimas has been chargc{d with
rejecting arc illumination theory and Anselm’s argument concern_mg.the
existence of God. In this chapter, [ have suggested that such allegations
only obtain where Aquinas’ Swmina Theologise is deliberately musinter-
pre;ted for the salee of advancing polemical agendas. | haV(.: arguiied chat
Aquinas is actually a thorough-going Augustinian, not only in the area of
theology but also in the field of philosophy.

On my argument, tact, 2 theolegical Augustinian can ha.rdly .help
but be a philosopbical one as well, since philosophical accounts invariably
follow from theological assumptions. On the basis of Trnitarian thc.:ologi;
cal assumptions he shares with Augustine, 1 showed that Aquinas gives an
account of what is involved in reflecting the image of God that also
resembles Augustine’s.” Following Augustine, Thomas acknowledges that
the 1mage was lost at the f21l.** Furthermore, he gives a n_voffold (Specu']af
tive and practical) account of how to recover it in his Sumima Theologiae,
much as Aungustine had done in the two halves of De Trinitate, and Anselm
in his Mowuologion and Proslogion. .

In the speculative part of his account, Aquinas follows his Auvgustinian
forebears in saying what needs be said about the nature of the unknow—
able Geod for the sake of bringing belief m His supremacy to bear in
reasoning about reality — which is the way in ‘WhiCh‘ that belicf 15 “ren-
dered intelligible” to reason. In the “practical” part of his account, W]W'Lere
he articulates his famous five ways to demonstrate God’s existence, Aquinas
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provides conceptual resources for doing just that: for re-conforming to
the image of God. He continues the Augustinian tradition of encouraging
Christians to engage in the negative theological project of knowing God
“through His effects” — as opposed to positively, which is impossible in
the present life where there is no access to God as cause., This happens
by bringing belief in Him as the ultimate yet unknowable good to bear
in reasoning about the things that are not Him, which are the things
human beings can know now.

On the assumption that these ways are the pre-theological theistic
proofs that many moders thinkers have claimed they are, some recent
theologians have attacked Aquinas for engaging in what they deem to be
the questionable project of natural theology, where conclusions about
God’s existence and nature are supposedly reached outside the context of
personal faith in Him.™ As 1 pointed out in the first chapter, this same
accusation has been leveled against Augustne for his piychological analo-
gies, not to mention Anselm for his argument. Ironically, however, the
problcm that Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas are charged with causing
is just the one they remedy, as becomes obvious when their philosophical
writings are interpreted with attention to theological context,

Far from segregating the question of God’s existence from the personal
experience of transformation through faith in Christ, Aquinas’ Sumima, like
Augustine’s De Tiinitate and Anselm’s twin treatises, inextricably binds those
two lines of inquiry together as it provides an account of God and a related
account of the process of conforming to the image of God.* Following
the lead of Augustine and Anselm on yet another level, Aquinas illustrates
the gradual conformity to God’s image that the use of the five ways brings
about by appealing to divine illumination. By elaborating the intricacies
of the Augustinian conception of illumined knowing in Aristotelian terms,
however, Aquinas translates that concept into the forms of argument that
were most appropriate and appealing in his intellectual context, just as
Anselm had done in drawing on the rescurces of dialectic.®
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At the same time, Thomas prepared a guide for coufﬂm‘{mg to .G‘(')d’g
image that was exceptiom]ly well suited to the nc.eds of jhlS Tl)lommll)can
ceaders: intellectually gifted believers seeking to bring their _'.F;Tltl to e}ar
on all contemporary lines of inquiry and debate and bear \’.\’11.1;1865%. to tf]e
tuth of the fuith by those means. When he COH‘lpOS(f.d-hIS. uuhmm or
uch an audience, Aquinas proved hil‘ﬂS?lf an Augustlman %nltA c ?wfy
Anselm had done: he allowed an Augustinian underst’andmg of l;lu.lcx]c. d_l
Hon of God in Christ to divect his efforts to appropnate the ph..o.sop nica
resources that were popular at the time F(.n' the purpose of alfﬂlmmg in a
fresh and relevant way the theclogically infused meaning of Augustine’s

claim that divine illumination is the condition of possibility of all human

knowledge.

6

Divine [lumination in Decline

(AD 1274—c.1300)

Introduction

When Bonaventure and Aqumas both passed away in 1274, a new phase
in the lustory of divine illummation theory began: the period of its
decline. In this chapter, I explain why Franciscan thinkess working in the
last quarter of the thrteenth century began to question the viability of
the illumination account, eventually abandoning it. While there were
many who challenged illumination theory in one way or another over
the course of the period in question, T limit the present discussion to three
figures with Franciscan sympathies who played very different but key roles
i the era of Hllumimation’s decline: Peter John Olivi, Henry of Ghent,
and John Duns Scotus.

The following treatment of illumination in the work of these three
thinkers will bolster my earlier contention that late thirteenth-century
Franciscans reacted against Bonaventure's illumination account, not
Aungustine’s. Although late medieval Franciscans questioned the tenability
of Bonaverture’s illumination theory, I will show that they did not ques-
tion the legitimacy of his general conception of knowledge at the same
ttme. In fact, their efforts to eliminate llumination can be interpreted as
an attempt to remove inconsistencies from his distinctly Franciscan defini-
ton of knowledge in order to draw that definition to its logical
conclusions,

Toward the end of the chapter, this discussion will put me in a position
to reconsider the relationship between Augustinian and Franciscan thoughe

Divine Hiomination: The History and Frture of Aupustine’s Theory of Knordedge,
by Lydia Schumacher
© John Wiley & Sons Lid.
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and thereby re-define the boundaries between late medieval schools of
thought. In turn, that analysis will enable me to conclude the chapter with
some ohservations on the connection between late medieval Franciscan
thought and the development of modern philosophy.

Peter John Olivi (1248-98)

Peter John Olivi was probably the first Franciscan to netice the Ap%’oblmns
inherent i Bonaventure’s illumination theory.' In the 1260s, Olivi almast
certaiply came under the influence of Bonaventure's teachings during
his studies at the Franciscan school in Paris. From there, he moved to
serve as a lector at a Franciscan studium in southern France.? During his
time as lector, Olivi became notorious for his outspoken stance on
number of issues, above all, Franciscan poverty. As the head of the “spir-
itual” contingent of the Franciscan order at the time, Ol greatly opposed
the academic mainstream of the order.”

Although Franciscan authorities condemned Olivi's works in 1283,
there is reason to believe that the condemnation had little to de with any
unorthodox leanings in Olivi's intellectual positions and everything to
do with the overriding desire of leading Franciscans to discredit the spir-
itual stance on poverty.' If Olivi had not been the champion of the
spiritual movement, his “specalative opinions would hardly have aFtrnctcd
much attention.”™ In peint of fact, Olivi’s arguments disclose nothing but
the deepest commitment to orthodox Franciscan ideals.® Olivi’s st.atcd
intention was to promulgate the principles which Bonaventure codified
and spell out their logical implications, even if he did this with an exu-

;
berance that unsettled colleagues.

Eoienne Gilson, History of Chiistian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New Yeork: Random
House, 1955}, 344; Patrick James Doyle, “The Disintegration of [)ivine THununation
Theory” (PLLD. diss., Marquete University, 1984), 63 | .
> Duvid Burr, The Perseaition of Perer Olivi {Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society,
1967), 6. )

3 See David Burr, Olivi and Franeiscan Poverty: 'The Origing of ihe “Usts Panper” Controversy
(Philadelphia. University of Pennsylvania Press, 1989},

Burr, Persecution of Peter Olivi, 4}, o o
5 Carter Partee, “Peter John Olivi: Historical and Doctrinal Seody,” Francisean Stdies 20
(1960, 218,
© Burr, Persectetion of Peter Ofivi, 19, o
T See Partce, “Perer John Olivi,” 220, David Flood, “Recent Study on Peter Oliv,
Franciscan Stndies 58 (2000}, 111,
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Among the reasons given for Oliv’s condemnation was his implicic
rejection of illumination theory.® While the points he ratsed abour the
account were controversial in the moment, many of his Franciscan col-
feagues, most notably his student Peter of Trabes, his inquisitor Richard
of Middleton, and Scotus’ teacher William of Ware, quickly came to see
that his criticisms were not unfounded.” By the time Duns Scotus reached
the height of his career approximately fifteen years later, the gencral con-
sensus amongst Franciscans was that Olivi’s critcisms were valid and
illumination theory obsolete. Although Scotus is normally credited with
the elimination of lumination, it would seem that he merely placed the
final stamp of approval on a thesis which Olivi originally advanced."

Olivi presents bis arguments against illumination in sections of his
Sentence Commentary where he inquires “whether or not the eternal
reasons are the principle of understandmg ail things” and “whether or not
God irradiates in the intellect whenever it understands.””! In the context
of addressing these questions, his first course of action is to summarize a
theory of illumination that clearly has Bonaventure as its source.'®
According to this theory, whatever is eternal and immutable and infallible
comes from God and Ged alone. Since human beings bave the capacity
to attain knowledge that perfecedy reflects reality and is therefore absolutely
certamn, it must be the case that they are subject to the illumination
through which God imparts His “eternal reasons,” which supervisc human
acts of knowing to cnsure that the ideas that result from them are infal-
libly accurate.?

¥ See S Piron, “La liberté divine et Ia destruction des idées chez Olivi,” in Pierve de Jean

Olivi (1248-1298): Pensée scolastique, dissidence spirituclle er société (Paris: Vrin, 1998),
71-89.

* See Doyle, “Disintegration of Divine Mumination Theory;” Anronic di Neoto O.F.M.,
La ‘Ihéoiagie Natrrelle de Pierre de Trabibis, O.F.M. (Padua: CEDAM, 1963); Edgar Hocedez
SJ.. Richard de Middieton; sa vie, ses oenwres, sa docirine (Paris: Edovard Champion, 1925),
o See (. Berube, “Olivi, critique de Bonaventure et d’'Henri de Gand,” in Stidies
Houoring lgiating: Charles Brady, Friar Miner (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institure, 1976),
57121, esp. 57-8; Gilson, History of Cluisiian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, 350, Gordon
Left, The Dissofution of the Medicval Ouilook: An Fssay on Tnellectial and Spivitnal Change in
the Poiteenth Cenniry (New York: New York University Press, 1996), 9.

"' Peter John Olivi, Quacstiones in secusdiim b Sewrentiontom, 3 vels., ed. Bernard Jansen
3J. (Florence: Quaracchi, 1926), vol. 3, 500-13.

1 Berube, “Olivi, cridque de Bomaventure et d’Hend de Gand,” 538 Olivi criticized
Benaventure on illwminadion and anticipated the final critique of Scotus,
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Olivi identifies two major problems with this illumination accoung,
Both are associated with Bonaventure’s view that the eternal reasons are
innately 1mpressed on the mind through illumination. Since Franciscans
understand those reasons to be one with the very essence of God, such
that they immediately join the mind to God, Olivi msists that the reasong
are bound to give the mind recourse to the direct vision of the thoughts
of God and consequently God Himself. For this reason, he concludes that
illumination theory is prone to the error of ontologism.

The second problem concerns the role the reasons play in supervising
natural acts of knowing in order to confirm their truth and certitude. I
this supernatural concursus in the natural cognitive process is allowed,
Olivi argues, it is impossible to classify knowledge as either supernatural
or natural.® Even though Bonaventure denied that the use of the natural
capacity gives rise to direct knowledge of the supernatural being, or is
wholly enabled by the intervention of that being, he .d?ﬁned.the act of
cognition as a shared effort on the part of human and divine beings. From
Bonaventure's perspective, the grace of illumination is needed to perfect
nature, because nature is not adequate to achieve accurate natural knowl-
edge on its own.

While Bonaventure welcomed the concursus of the a priorf reasons,
takmg it as a sign of the nund’s intimate reladonship with I1ts divine
Malcer, this interference of the supernatural in the natural is precisely what
Olivi finds problematic.'® So long as cogmtion occupies an ambigL}oqs
space between the patural and the supernatural, Ohv% nsIsts th‘alt it s
bound to appear as though God and His creatures arc mn competition fo
accomplish one and the same task, where the work one succeeds in

" Jbid, 5-307.

5 Gilsen, History of Clristian Philosopity in the Middle Ages, 343—4; John Edward Lynch,
The Theory of Knowledge of Vital Du Fonr (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute, '.I‘)?Z),
1578 “by the time of Peter Olivi the Franciscans were uneasy about the doctrine .of
divine illumination. The dilemma that confronts the followers of ... Bonaventure 15 this:
if the divire illumination is reduced to the general concursus with which God cooperates
in all creatarely activity, then the divine illumination is no more than a metaphor, the
sense waorld becomes stable, and man’s intellect fundamentally indefectible. .. Tf; on
the other hand, God’s action is considered special, it takes on a supernatural character, The
dltirate foundation of frue knowledge will not rest on the plane of philosaphy but of
theology; philosophy becomes scepticism redeemed by fideism. There cannot be a simlple
truth that is at ence patural and necessary, for all necessty demands a supernatural action
of God on the mind.”

" Jacob Schmutz, “La doctine médiévale des canses et la théologie de la nature pure
(1317 sidcles),” Revwe Thowiste 101 (2001), 226.
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accomplishing subtracts from the work and thus the integrity of the other.
If human knowing 1s such a “zero-sum game”"” as David Burrell has called
it, then the implication is that the mind is incompetent to do what is
proper to its very nacure.'® If that is the case, moreover, then Olivi con-
cludes that illumination theory cannot help but produce skepticism, the
very terminus it was introduced to help the mind evade.

In order to prevent the grace that was introduced to perfect nature
from destroying it, Olivi argues that the role attributed to illumination
ought to be cluninated and the power to procure infallible knowledge
reallocated to the human mind itself.” Although Olivi remains willing to
“endorse dlumination as a theological docerine,”” that is, as the source of
knowledge about God, he communicates his serious reservations about
Bonaventure’s claim that divine illumination is the condition of possibility
of ordinary human knowledge. Notwithstanding his reservations, Olivi
states that he continues to give credence to illumination theory on the
grounds that wisc men like Bonaventure advanced it.”' By drawing atten-
tion to the theory’s fatal flaws, he suggests that he merely wishes to urge
others to devise ways to rescue the account from its attendant errors. For
it the account is left as it stands, it is a very dangerous theory of knowl-
cdge indeed,

Despite the fact that he questions the tenability of illumination, Olivi
reveals in his writings on natural knowledge that he thinks in continuity
with Bonaventure on the nature of knowledge itself. Like his predecessor,
Olivi understands knowledge as a one-to-one correspondence between
thought and reality, or the “actual, immediate expression of an object.”™
Because God as Franciscans understand Him has 2 “clear and distinct”
idea of every particular entity He has made or could make, Olivi follows
Bonaventure in assuming that human beings can and ought to have such
ideas, too.

L7
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On the basts of that assumption, Olivi radically challenges the notion
that a mediating species is necessary at all for knowledge, having already
implicitly rejected the idea that the cternal reasons mediate between the
mind and reality in questioning Hlumination. If the nature of knowledge
is immediate and the mind requires a species, he arpues, then the mind
will only ever immediately know the species and will never make contact
with reality at all.?* In denying the existence of intelligible species, Olivi
advances an carly form of the direct realism that has found many propo-
nents amongst modern epistemologsts.™

Although Olivi argues that human bewmgs are endowed with all the
powers required to perform their perfect acts of knowing, he does
not deny that the supematural grace that is reccived through faith s
relevant to reason. On the contrary, he states that faith — which arises
Fom a will to love God — while it docs not mterfere with the use
of rcason, gives access to the infallible powers of human reason. This
view grounds his wholesale rejection of the validity of any philosophies
formulated without Cheistian faith, not to mention the sacra doctring
of Thomas Agquinas, which allows for the incorporation of such

philosophies.®

Henry of Ghent (1217-93)
Kunowledge and illymination

Olivi’s contemporary Henry of Ghent was one of the most influenmal
intellectuals at the University of Paris in the last quarter of the thirteenth
century. Although he was not officially assoctated with a religious order,
Hemry was one of the foremost spokesmen for the Franciscan cause.
When he recast the illumination account in his Swmma  quaesticnum

3 Olivi's critique of specics theory can be found in his Quaestiones in seaundum fibmim
Sententiarn, vol. 2, 467-70 and vol, 3, 123,
B S argues Robert Pasnau, who discusses the origing of a dirccr realist episternology 1

the thought of Olivi and later Willlam of Ockham in ‘Theories of Cognition in the Lafer

Middle Ages {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 21-2.

B Gee Dnvid Burr, “Petrus Tonnis Olivi and the Philosophers,” Franciscan Stizdies 31 (1971},
41-71, esp. 66; cf. Frangois-Xavier Putallaz, “Comment lire les philosophes? (Pierre
de Jean Olivi),” in Iigures Tiranciscaines de Bonaventure @ Duns Scof (Paris: Cof, 1997),
23-31.
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ordinaritim, he seemingly sought to clear it of charges such as Olivi had
raised.>

The first question Henry asks in his Summa is whether it is possible to
know anything at all. This beginning is noteworthy, inasmuch as it signals
a departure from the methods of earlier Summists. While Henry's pred-
ecessors had begun their works with questions on God’s nature, Henry
only turns to pursue this line of inquiry after he has investigated issucs
pertaining to the possibility and nature of knowledge. As T will soon show,
Henry took this approach in an effort to out-maneuver Aquinas intellectu-
ally and to discredit the account of knowledge he outlined in his own
Suimita. After Henry, it became common for Franciscans to raise the
questionn concerning the possibility of knowledge at the outset of major
theological works.

In addressing this question himself, the “awe-inspiring docror” {docter
soffernnis) considers the closely related and by his time controversial ques-
tion “whether it 1s possible for a human being to know something without
divine illunyination.”™ In answering the question, he makes a pro-
Franciscan attcmpt to confum that illumination does in fact concur in
ordinary cognition, yet in a way that does not cause the account to err
in the two ways Olivi mentioned. To accomplish this, Henry introduces
2 new distinction between what he calls “purely natural” knowledge and
supernatural or “special” divine illumiration.” He notes that some objects
of knowledge can never “be apprehended by purely natural means but

* Other summaries of Henry's thought on illumination are given by Robert Pasnau,

“Hemry of Ghent and the Twilight of Divine Mumination,” Review of Metaphysics 49:1
(1995), 49=75; 1, Macken, “La théorie de I'illuminadon divine dans la philosophie d'Hernd
de Gand,” Rechewhes de Théologie ondenne ef wiédideafe 39 (1072), 82-112; and Stephen
Marrone, Trith and Scienific Knowledge fn the Thonght of Hery of Ghent (Cambidge, MA:
The Medieval Academica of America Press, 1985).

¥ Heury of Ghent, Stuwima (Quaestiones Ordinarviag), an. 1-3, in Heniiel de Gandave Gpera
Outia, ed. G.A. Wilson (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 200H1), Avticle one, guestions
one and two of Henry’s Stinma have been translated by Robert Pasnau in The Canrbridge
Transtations of Medicval Philosophical "Fexts, vol. 3: Mind and Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambndge
Unijversicy Press, 2002); all five questions of article one have been translated by Roland J.
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Knoledge (South Bend: St. Augnstine’s Press, 2008).

i Henry of Ghent, Swmma, trans. Paspau, 1.2.2.8; Schunutz, “La doctrine médiévale
des causes et la théologie de la mature pure {13-17 siceles),” 229-32: the new model
of causality was accompanied by the new lingnage of general and special, natural and
supernatural,
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only by a special divine illumination, for example, those that are essentially
and ungualifiedly matters of faith.”* i

By contrast to supernatural objects, Henry msists that natural objects
can in fact be known purely naturally. Although Henry is willing to allow
that the First Knower exerts a general influence on the human knower
by bestowing the natural capacity, he emphatically denies that God concurs
with the human mind in the process of cognition. In other words, he
concludes that the mind does not need the illumination of the etemg]
reasons in order to abstract, as Bonaventure had defined abstraction. In
affirming this, Henry dispels all hints of ontologism and avoids takjug
“much away from the dignity and perfection of the created intcilece.”™
In short, he puts Olivi’s allegations to rest.

Although he denies that illwmination enters into the process of cogni-
tion, Henry does not reject the nfluence of the light altogether, He
acknowledges that his Tranciscan predecessors and Augustine had insisted
on the intellectual indispensability of the divine light. To qualify the
meaning of their claims to the end of salvaging the illumination account,
Henry introduces yet another distinction between two ways of knowing
any object. He admits that he borrows much from Avicenna in his treat-
ment of these two ways. Amongst late thirteenth-century Franciscan
sympathizers such as Henry, incidentally, there was a great resurgence of
interest in Aviccnna. The questionable areas of his thought that had come
to the fore in Bonaventure’s generation had long since been discarded.
Once again, the Arab’s work was proving useful in efforts to assert the
respectable Augustinian character of the Franciscan outlook over and
agamst the Averroist and Awistotelian philosophies that had been con-
demned in the 12705

¥ Henry of Ghent, Stmima, trans. Pasnan, 1.2.2.03
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Annivesary of His Death (1293} (Leuven: Leuven Universicy Press, 1996), 155-67; Jerome
V. Grown, “Hemry’s Theory of Kuowledge: Henry of Ghent on Avicenna and Augustine,”
in Hemry of Ghent and ihe Transfonnation of Scholastic Thought, 19-42; Roland Teske, “Some
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In the first way of cognition Henry nientions, the intellect abstracts a
created reason or exemplar.”® In the process, it grasps the first principle
of Being and its transcendental detenminations, one, true, and good, as
they are manifested in the cxemplar.™ In the second way, the intellect

o

abstracts “backwards
somcething in the created order it now seeks to comprehend. The differ-

from the exemplar it previously constructed to

ence between the two ways of knowing 15 the difference between a
cognitive move from a sensible particular to an intelligible universal or
from an intelligible universal to a scnsible particular.

When the mind works in the first way, Henry states that it knows
what is frie {verun) in that object. It simply apprehends the thing as it is
and has the thing as the dircct object of knowledge (objectim cognitimn),
When the mind works in the second way, employing the excmplar as the
basis for cognizing other things (raffo cognoscendr), it engages in a complex
meode of cognition in which it determines the correspondence between
objects and exemplars in the mind, so as to determine the essential futh
(veritas) of objects.™ In summary, Henry's view is that there is a two-fold
knowledge of truth: the true knowledge that comes from simply grasping
that a being exists, and the knowledge of truth the mind enjoys when it
employs the concept of an object it has grasped i order to understand
other things. In emphasizing the mdispensability of exemplars for the true
and truthful comprehension of the natural order, Henry insists that he
perfectly marries the insights of Plate and Aristotle, as Bonaventure fol-
lowing Augustine had done.™

Though Henry allows that the knowledge of the true and the truth
are attainable by purely natural means, he goes on to argue that the only
way to achieve mifallible cognitive certitude about the truth or “whatness”
(quiddiias) of a thing is through special divine illamination.™ This is
the case because the purely naturally known exemplar is abstracted on the
basis of mutable sense objects, and invoking Plato and Augustine, Henry

32

¥ See ).V, Brown, “Abstraction and the Object of the Human Intellect according to
[enry of Ghent,” Vivariwr 11:1 (1973), 80-104,
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insists like a typical dualist that “pure truth” (sincera veritas) cannot be
acquired from the senses.”” Not only do the objects of knowledge change,
Henry insists, but the mind does so as well. For this reason, Henry infers
that purely naturally formed ideas are bound to be “incomplete, obscure,
and foggy.”™ Because the objects of knowledge and the knower are
mutable, Henry concludes with Bonaventure that “cectain, infallible, and
pure knowledge of the cruth,” or wisdom, cannot be achicved on the
basis of a2 human exemplar but only on the grounds of a divine one*
Henry proceeds to differentate between two kinds of exemplar. The
first is the kind the human mind creates on the basis of experience.
The second is an uncreated one that subsists in the divine mind.
Since the divine exemplars are the ideal patterns after which all things arc
made, Henry rcasons that the truth of anything that has been made in
accordance with an exemplar is known most perfectly in its uncreated
exemplar. To avoid the entologist insinnations of this claim, Henry revisits
his distinction between the two ways of utilizing any exemplar in cogni-
tion, namely, as the object of knowledge (objectum cognitunry or as the
means of knowing (retio cognoscendi). He argues that the divine exemplars
are only understood in the second sense in the present life, even though
they will be known in the first way in the state of beatitude. According
to Henry, the divine cxemplars of Being, unity, truth, and goodness, are
imprinted or poured on the mind through special illununation. These
uncreated exemplars “check” the truth of the exemplars that have been
created by the mind and thus confirm that they are absolutely certain.*!
Henry's position, in summary, is that the mind can apprehend that an
object is true as well as its tath by purely natural means, that is, by
abstracting a created exemplar from sense objects, a posteriori. To know
pire truth with infallible certtude, however, the mind must cognize its
objects by attending from an a prioyi divine exemplar to an empirical
instance of the exemplar, which is something that must be made possible
by the special divine illumination of uncreated exemplars.* Although
knowledge by illumination does not necessarily alter the content of
the idea the mind produces of its own accord, it is required to stabilize

See Augustine, div. qi. 46,

Llenry of Ghent, Suwnma, trans. Pasnan, 1.2.2.G.

B ihid,, 1.2.2.K,

" Andreas Speer, “Certitude and Wisdom in Benaventure and Henry of Ghent,” in Hewry
of Ghent and the Transformarion of Scholastic Thotght, 73100,

i Henry of Ghent, Sumima, trans. Pasnau, 1,221

2 Ibid., 1.2.2.F
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the grounds on whick the idea rests. By presenting distinctions between
purely natural and special knowledge, two kinds of truth, and two kinds
of exemplar, Henry found a way to confirm that the llumination that is
received through the eternal reasons concurs in the process of cognition
as Bonaventure supposed, but not in a manner that undermines the
autonomy of the intellect or gives way to ontologism. After he had
formulated it, he could honestly say with Bonaventure that divine illumi-
pation is the condition of possibility of all certain knowledge.

Knowledge of God

When 1t comes to explining how God 1s known purely naturally, that
is, without reference to revealed doctrines like the Trinity which arc
grasped in faith, Henry’s views are closely related to the account of natural
knowledge by illumination outlined above.® As it turns out, such knowl-
edge for Henry is convertible with the natural knowledge of God.™ On
Henry’s account, the illumination that pours eternal reasons on to the
mind in order to give it absolutely certain knowledge of beings simultane-
ously affords knowledge of beings inasmuch as they reflect one of God’s
ideas. Because bemgs arc patterned exactly after divine ideas that are God,
they directly reveal an aspect of God’s Being.®

Although Henry adnuts that the infinite Being is unknowable through
creatures in Himself, he holds that they disclose God’s nature nonetheless

¥ Relevant articles on Henry's arguments cencerning the knowability of Ged include:

Roland J. Teske, “Henry of Ghent's Criticism of the Aristotelian Arguments for God’s
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directly inasmuch as they are finite instances of what He is infinitely, pey
the univocal concept of bemng that 1s presupposed in Henry’s revised
account of analogy.* Tn virtue of the univocal relation of beings to Being,
or the fact that every being’s essence 1s a direct representation of some
finite facet of the divine essence, Henry concludes that anything that i
understood about the existence and essence of a creature confirms the
same point about the existence and essence of God. According to Henry,
moreover, it js the ability to grasp God’s existence and essence fully if
finitely in the present lifc that makes it possible to know Him in Hig
infinitude in an ulomate sense.”

Though the natural knowledge of Ged as Henry describes it 18 occa-
sioned by the knowledge of creatures, Henry stresscs that it criginates in
what is proper to the dlumined mind, that 1s, in the eternal reasons. For
Henry as for Bonaventure and Avicenna, the a posteriori or cosmological
proof for God’s existence follows from one that is @ priori or ontological,
Converscly, the plansibility of the cosmological proofs is guarantced by
the ontological one. Because the latter proof does not depend on the
serscs but on what comes to the intellect from above, Henry claims that
it achieves infallible certitude and thercfore provides the “most perfect”
basis for proving God’s existence from creatures.™

In the twenty-first article of his Suminag, Henry indicates thar the dis-
cussion of God’s existence and nature he is about to undertake 15 the most
important part of the whole voluminous work. Even so, he affiums that
the preceding articles on the naturc and possibility of knowledge lay an
essential foundation for the upcoming line of inquiry. In the preliminary
questions on knowledge and illumination, Henry had proved the impos-
sibility of attaining certain knowledge of empirical reality without the a
priori cternal reasons that come from above. Establishing that at the outset
allowed him to affuim in his subsequent questions on the knowability of

* PFranciscans developed a “positive” idea of divine infinity which becomes especially

noticeable in che work of Henry of Ghenr, according to Gilson in his History of
Chiistian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, 449; and Roberto Levane, “Divine ldeas and
Infinity,” in Henry of Ghent and the Transformaiion of Scholastic Thought, 177-97. This
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Leo Sweeney, Divine Infivity in Greek and Medieval Thought (New York: Peter Lang,
1998).
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God’s existence and essence that the same holds true in the case of the
knowledge of God: that it is not possible to know God unless the intui-
rion of Being 1s assumed to be the precondition of abstraction on the basis
of beings.

By structuring his Stmia as he did and arguing that the preliminary
intuition of Being 1s the precendition of genuine knowledge of created
beings or the divine Being, Henry implicitly undermined the plausibilicy
of Aquinas’ account of natural human knewledge as well as his five ways
to demonstrate the existence of God. Since Aquinas had emphatically
denied that the mind enjoys an intuittion of Being short of the beatific
vision, he forfeited in Henry’s view the resources needed to situate hwman
knowledge on certain grounds. This is something Henry thinks he himself
accomplishes by giving the definitive Franciscan statement of knowledge
and llumination and proofs for God’s existence, which, in contrase to
Aquinas’ account, yet supposedly m keeping with the accounts of
Augustine, Anseln, and Avicenna, allows for the attainment of positive if
finite knowledge of God.* _

In challenging Aquinas, Henry was not alone. By Henry's dme, an
attitude of opposition toward Aquinas had become pervasive amongst
Franciscans. Franciscans had alrcady begun to grow uneasy about Aquinas’
work toward the end of Bonaventurce’s life. In particular, they regarded
the doctrine of double truth implicit in his sacra doctrina as a threat to their
outlook and to the Christian faith more generally. From the Franciscan
perspective, no truth is attainable owside the context.of Chrisuan faith.
Pagan philosophy, far from being readily appropriable as it is in the view
of Aquinas, is to be regarded with extreme suspicion and drawn on only
with great caution.

Because they regarded Aquinas’ notion of “all truth as God’s Truth”
as a threat to the autherity of Christianity, Franciscans apparently began
an intellectual campaign against him just after his death.” Historical records
indicate that some important “doctors of Sacred Scrpture” in Paris began
to complain to the pope that erroneous, faith-threatening ideas were being
taught in the L[niversiry.5' In response, the pope asked Brienne Tempier,
the Bishop of Paris and a great Franciscan sympathizer, to mvestigate the

¥ Dumont, “Henry of Ghent and Duns Scotus,” 303

' Gilson, History of Christian Phifosophy i the Middle zges, 410.
"I This account of the circumstances surrounding the condemnation of 277 is drawn
from John F. Wippel, “Thomas Aquinas and the Condemnation of 1277,” The Modern

Schoelpan 72 (1993), 233-72.
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situation. Although the pope had merely requested a preliminary investi-
gation, Tempier almost immediately issued the condemmation of 1277 gy
his own authority, without consulting the Holy Facher, although there g
no evidence that the pope frowned on this decision.

It is Hkely that Tempicr and his advisors had already drawn up a lis
of articles to condemn when the pope sent his request. When he finally
reported the condemnation to the pope, Tempier wrote that he hag
sought the advice of those atorementioned “doctors of Sacred Seripture,”
most likely Franciscans, and especially Henry of Ghent, when he was
drafting the condemnation. Recent rescarch has shown that Aquinsg
was strongly implicated in some of the 219 articles that were listed in
the condemnation.™ Although Aquinas’ reputation would eventually be
cleared by papal decree in 1325, Pranciscans had the chance m the mean-
time to make many trend-setting intellectnal moves * Because of hig
implicit and explicit efforts to undermine the authority of Thomas Aquinas,
Henry of Ghent descrves a great deal of the credit for creating this

opportunity .’

John Duns Scotus (1265/6-1308)
Knowledge and divine illumination

John Duns Scotus is the Pranciscan master who is generally accredited
with elimmaung Mumination from erdinary cognition once and for all,
In what follows, T will outline the arguments against illumination Scotus
offers in his mature work, the Oudinatio.® Like his teacher William of
Ware, the Subtle Doctor frames his objections to dlluniination as a response

2 1bid.

i Wippel, “Thomas Aquinas and the Condemnaden of 1277, 239,

U Dhumont, “Henry of Ghent and Duns Scotus,” 296.

»  Scotus produced several versions of this text. The carliest is the Lectig Owondensis, from
which he taughe at Oxford from around 1297 to 1301, A second, revised draft of his Lectura
15 known as the Reportata Parfsiensa, wldely was delivered at Paris, The Ordinatio is the final
version, which is alse known as Scotus” Opis oxoriense. His question on illumination in
the caly Lectira can be Found in Lectura i lbrunr prisnune Sententiarion, vol, 16 (Vadcai,
1960y, 1.3.1.3. The Ordinativ text can be found in Scotus’ Opere omnia (Vatican: Typls
Polvglottis Vaticanis, 1950), vol. 3, 1.3.1.4 (pp. 123-72). This section has been translated
by Allin Wolter, Q.F.M., under the tide, “Concerning Human Knowledge,” in D
Scotus: Phifosophical Whitings {Inclianapelis: Huacketr, 1987)
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to Henry of Ghent.”™

Hence, he begins his article on illumination with a
summary of Henry's account.” As T have shown, Henry argues that the
uncreated exemplars recetved through special divine illumination are
essential for cognitive certitude because the objects that serve as the basis
for constructing a created exemplar are changeable, as is the knowing
subject in which the exemplar inhercs.

Scotus’ strategy for mvaliding Henry’s arguments for illumination
involves demonstrating that the objects known and the knower are not
in fact mutable as Henry contends. According to Scotus, the objects of
knowledge must be inherently intelligible and the mind nacurally cquipped
to percerve intelligibilicy if certitude is to be obtainable at all. So long as
Henry posits the concurrence of the divine light in any aspect of human
cognition whatsoever, Scotus concludes, he cannot truly affirm that the
mind is competent to know with certainty.™ For this reason, Scotus
accuses Henry of inviting skepticism with respect to the possibility of
knowledge.

The arguments Scotus proceeds to present in order to prove the inumu-
tability of the objects known and the infallibility of the knower turn on
the univocal concept of being he elucidates elsewhere™ On this
concept, created beings exist finitely and materially in the same way that
the divine being exists infinitely and immaterially, that is, inmlutably.r’U

an

See Jerome V. Brown, “John Duns Scotus on Henry of Ghent's Arguments for [ivine
Mumination: The Srarement of the Case,” Pvaimm 13:2 (1976), 94-112; idem., “Tohn
Duns Seotus on Henry of Ghent’s Theory of Knowledge,™ The Moderm Schooluian 56 (1978),;
idem,, “Duns Scotus on the Possibility of Knowing Genuine Truth: The Reply to Henvy
of Ghent in the Lecra Prinia and in the Qrdinatio,” Recherdies de thiologie anciensie of médiduale
50 (1984), 136-82; Sreven P. Marrone, “"Hemy of Ghent and Duns Scotus on the
Knowledge of Being,” Speaili 63:1 {1988), 22-57.

7 On William of Ware, see chapter 5 of Doyle's “Disintegration of Divine umination
Theory™ and an edition of Ware’s question on illumination ju Augustinus Daniels, “Wilheln
von Ware f{iber das Menschliche Brkennen,” Zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalrers
Stpplementband 1 and 2 {(Muenster: Aschendorflsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1913), qu. 18.
' Scotus, “Concerning | luman Knowledge,” 104,
™ See Scotus, Gpera omnda, vol, 4, Ordinario 1.8.3 {pp. 205-7), translaced by Wolter under
the citle “Concerning Metaphysics” in Duns Scotns: Phitosophical Wiitings, 1—12; other see-
tions from Scotws” metaphysical writings are included in William A. Frank and Allan B.
Wolter (ecls.), Duns Scotns, Metaphysician (West Lafayerte: Purdue University Press, 1993).
" Although Scotus upheld the doctrine of the plurality of substantial lorms, which allowed
for change where fomms were defined in a “fixed” sense, it is worth mentioning that the
doctrine was declared unscund in 1311, even though the concept of beings as fixed

remained. See Gilson, History of Chistian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, 344,
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For this reason, “the difference between God and creatures ... s ultimately
one of degree. Specifically .. [propertics| exist in an infinite degree iy
God, and in a finite degrec in creatures.” As the sum total of all possibly
and actually existing entities and properties, God on Scotus’ account hyg
a clear and distinct — or particular — idex of each and every thing,

Tn affirming all this, Scotus discloses his preference for the “positive”
notion of divine infinity that Franciscan predecessors like Bonaventure hag
espoused — an idea of mfinity which does not underline the mystery of
God in the way of Aquinas but implies that there is actvally a great deal
that can be affirmed and known abeut God — even though the fullness of
God can never be grasped by anyone in the realm of finite beings.* In
point of fact, Scotus held infinity to be the most important divine attribute,
by contrast to Aguinas, who deemed this to be simp]icity.r"j

In the question on illumination itself, Scotus effectively interprets
Angustine’s illumination as his theory of the univocity of being.” On his
account, the divine light permeates created reality in a general sense, inas-
much as it causes beings to exist in an immutable mode of being. Through
the divine light, creatures become manifestly knowable.” What is known
of them is known of God. After recasting Auvgustinian illumination along
these lines, he procceds to argue that the human mind s intrinsically infal-
lible, by appealing to the idea that it maintains an intuitive knowledge of
Being — that Being is the first thing the mind knows, and that the knowl-
edge of it is the condition of possibility of all further knewledge of betngs. ™
Inéidentaﬂy, as Gilson has already argued, this idea of Being as the mind's
first object signals Scotus’ participation in the lare thirteenth-century
Franciscan “return’” to Avicenna, which was really a revelation of a pro-
clivity for Avicenna which Franciscans exhibited from the firse. ™

Where earlier Franciscan thinkers like Bonaventure had believed that
the intuitive knowledge of Being and the transcendentals comes through

61 Richard Cross, Dtins Seoins (Oxford: Oxford Universiey Press, 1999), 39

2 Tbid., 37.

5 Thid., 45,

M Scotus, “Concerning Human Knowledge,” 115.

® o Thid., 123 o

% See Basil Heiser OL.F M., “The Priin Cogrrifin According to Duns Scotus,” Taneisent
Stidies 23:2 (1942), 193-216.

¥ Gilson, *Avicenne et le peint de départ de Duns Scowus,” 89149, Sce also T. Druart,
“Avicenna’s Influence on Duns Scotus’ Proof for the Existence of God in the Lectira,” in
Avicensia and His Hodiage, cd, J. Janssens (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2002),

253-66.
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divine dlumination, Scotus makes a drastic move here and describes such
knowledge as a natural feature of the mind.™ In this way, he collapscs
Henry’s “supernatural” way of knowing into the natural power to know.
He altogether eliminates the divine concursus in ordinary cognition.
Though this is the case, it is also truc that the primary intuition of bemng
performs much the same function for Scotus it had in the thought of
Bonaventure and Henry. Rather than a distinct type of knowledge with
s own conceptual content, mtuition constitutes an intellectual capacity
to “check” the truth and certitude of the 1deas the mind gains m abstrac-
tion.” To put it in Scotus’ own words, intuition involyes knowing a thing
as being — or existent — and thus as present before the mind.™

Lt should come as no surprise that Scotus’ understanding of abstraction
closely rcsembles the Avicennian understanding of his Franciscan fore-
bears, especially Bonaventure, who described abstraction in terms of “con-
tuition.” In abstraction, Scotus affms that the meellect basically strips a
particular of any material determinants so as to view it in a state of com-
plete disembodiment; the species which is the product of abstraction from
phantasms therefore divulges the essence or quiddicy of a particular entity
as it corresponds to an attendant realicy.”’ The underlying premise here is
that human beings are able to acquive “clear and distinct” concepts of
individual realities since this is the kind of knowledge God Himself has.
This makes sense if one bears in mind that human beings are stamped
with the 1mage of God.

Because the acquisition of knowledge cnrils a remowval of all sensible
elements, abstraction for Scotus as for earlier Franciscans, presupposcs a
dualist separation between the senses and the intellect. For Scotus, the
body is not needed to complete the work that is proper to the soul, which
is to cognitively “capturce” essences on the basis of their instantiations.
Although essences are grasped in both abstractive and intuitive cognition,
such that there is no difference between what is known in the two
modes of knowing, Scotus insists that intuitive cognition does not need

" Jorge ].E. Gracia, “Scotus” Canception ot Metaphysics: The Study of the Transcendentals,”
Franciscan Studies 56 (19983, 153-68.

o . - - . A . -
" For Scotuy’ discussion of and distinction between intuitive and abstractive cognition,

see the relevant sections of his Ovdinaiio, transiated by Hyman and Walsh in Phlesophy in
the Middle Ages (Indiana: Hackett, 1983), 1.1.12, 2.3.2.2.

™ Sebastian Day, inmwitive Coanition: A Key 1o the Significance of the Later Schofastics (St.
Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute, 1947), 73; of Ordinatio 2.3.9.6.

" On Seoms® understanding of abstraction as correspondence, see Spruit, Species Inteiligibifis,
262, ‘Tachau, Vision and Certitnde, 64
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the species like abstractive cognition. The reason for this is simply that
the way in which the essence is apprehended m intuitive cognition
involves attention to precisely that which abstractive cognition ignores
namely, the actual existence of the object. Since the object of knowledge
is present to the mind in intuitive cogniticn, no mediating species iy
needed as 1s the case in abstractive cognition wherce ideas can be fabricated
about things that do not necessarily exist.”?

In treating intuition, Scotus distinguishes between mtoitions that are
perfeet and those that are imperfect.
by which an object is known as existing and actually present.””™ Ap
imperfect intuitive cognition, on the other hand, involves the memory of
an intuitive cognition that was obtained in the past. Whether it is perfect
or imperfect, Scotus contends that mtuitive cognition is the necessary
condition of all certain knowledge of realities, inasmuch as it 1s what
ensures that the mind’s object is one that actually exists — that it is in fact

T “Perfect intuitive cognition 1s that

a being in the real world order.” Since human beings have certitude with
respect to the observations they make about reality, conversely, there must
be a mode of intuitive cognition that makes the subjective verification of
truc knowledge possible.”

Because it guarantees the truth and certitude of human knowledge,
intuitive cognition in Scotus’ opinion is a “more perfect” form of knowmg
than abstractive cognition.”” This is even more truc in view of the fact
that the capacity for intuitive cognition is what readies the mind to know
(iod. Becausc the mind can know natural objects intuitively or mumnedi-
ately in this life, Scotus claborates, it is: ‘predisposed to grasp‘God imme-
diately by intuition in the life to come.” Although Scotus affirms that the
abstractive faculty is competent to infer an intelligible species from a sense
species or phantasi, it 1s not at once capable of guarantecing the vg;‘acity
and certitude of ideas and thus saving knowledge from skepticisim.’

In his account of illumination, Scotus presupposes his distinction
between abstractive and intuitive cognition in stressing that the mind i

™ Day, Iatuitive Cognition, 89, ¢l Ordinatic 4.49.12.6.

™ Ordinatio 3.14.3.4.

Day, Intuitive Cognition, 78,

7 Ibid., 82; cf Ordinatio 4.45.2.12,

Day, Intuttive Cogiiftion, 83,

7 ibid., 88; of Osdinetie 1.2.7.42 and 2.9.2.19

B Ordinatio 4.10.8.5; Konstantin Koser, O.F.M., “The Basic Significance of Knowledge
- Clisdan Perfection According to Duns Scotus,” Pranciscan Studies 8 (1948), 153-72.
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7 On Scotus’ interest i establishing the fact of cognitive certitude, see Tachau, Fision
and Certirde, 756,
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naturally equipped in its primary knowledge of Being to achieve certzin
knowledge of real beings, and thus to establish that there is no need for
divine concmrence in any aspect of human cognition.® Because the
nature of being is univocal — the Being the mind knows is that which is
manifested in really existing beings — those beings are not only intrinsically
knowable but the mind is also structured so that it cannot help but grasp
that and what those beings are.

Knowledge of God

Scotus’ decision to eliminate Hlumination from ordinary knowledge had
inumediate repercussions in the account he gave of the knowledge of God.
In the first place, it gave rise to the novel idea that it is possible to know
things about God, above all, that He exists, by purely natural means. Where
his Franciscan predecessors had produced a plurality of proofs for the exist-
ence of God, however, Scotus concentrates his efforts on preparing just one
proof. Although he drafted this proof numerous times over the course of
his career, its basic structures remain constant.”’ Not unlike Henry, Scotus
begins his proof by observing that there are many different finite beings, On
the assumption that being is univocal and that it is the first thing the mind
naturally knows, Scotus concludes that there exists a Being that includes
and gives rise to all these beings Naturally, this infinite Being is God ¥
On Scotus’ claim, this proof is consistent with Ariselm’s argument,
according to which the Being “than which nothing greater can be
thought” necessarily exists in reality if it exists in thought.® Although this
proof admittedly involves a number of sub-proofs which cannot all be

# Scotus, “Concerning Human Koowledge” 121-2; Stephen D, Dumont, “Theology as

1 Science and Duns Scotns’ Distinetion between Intuitive and Abstractive Cognition,”
Specifin 64:3 (1989), 57999,
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treated here, what has been said about it suffices to illustrate Scotug
general understanding of the way to prove the existence‘of God. While
this way is an @ posierior) one that is bascd on inferences “from creatures,”
Scotus insists it is nonetheless incontrovertible, insofar as it relies on the
doctrine of the univocity of being, which makes it safe to make claims
abeout the infinite Being on the basis of things known about finite beings,

Like Henry, Scotus adds that finite beings not only make it possible to
establish the existence of Being but also reveal aspects of that Being’s
essence by way of their own essences. ™ Although he admits that che quid-
dity of God Himself cannot be fully grasped in this life, given the unbreach-
able gap between the finite and the infinice, he sl affirms that God’y
essence is perceivable in a limuted sense through che creatures lfhnt reflect
it in virtue of their univocal connection to Him. This innovative natural
theology is one result of the decision Scotus made to collapse Hemy’s
supernatural way of acquirmg infallibly certain knowledge of reality and
God into the intrinsic abilities of the mind when he declared that the
mind’s first object — Being — is not known by special or supernatural
illumination but innately or naturally.

Although Scotus became the firse Christian scholar to claim that God
could be known by natural reason alone, he did not altogether deny the
role of what he calls the supernatural knowledge of God, or knowledge
by special Humination.™ In Scotus’ view, knowledge that falls Wlthgl this
category includes the knowledge that God is Triune and that He is the
source and end of all things. While all human agents act toward certain
ends, Scotus notes that most have no idea what the ultimate, supernatul:al
end of their striving i8.% In fact, they cannot know what that end is,
because all that is supernatural is inaccessible to nature, as is t1:1_e knowledge
of what 1s required in order to reach the supernatural end.”

To sum up, human beings have no natural inclination toward th:;
supernatural, because there is absolutely nothing supematur.al about uaFure.
If human beings are oriented toward the supernatural, this has nothing to
do with them and everything to do with the fact that the one who gives

M Seotus, Crdinatio, vol. 3, 1.3.1; this text is wanslated under the title “Man’s Natural
Knowledge of God,” in Duns Scotus: Philosophical Writings, 13-33.

% This question has been translated by Allan Wolter, G F.M., in his article, “Duns Scotus
on the Necessity of Revealed Knowledge,” Franciscan Stidies (1951), 231-72.

" Tbid., 244-5.

57 Thid., 244-6. ' | |
# Allan B. Wolter, “The Natural Desire for the Supernatural,” in The Philosophizal
Theofogy of John Dins Scofus, 133
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the natural powers is supernatural.® For this reason, Scotus msists that all
knowledge of God’s nacure and His status as the end of human Hfe “must
be given in a supernatural manner.”™” That is to say, supernatural knowl-
edge must be bestowed through God’s benevolent will to impart it; similarly,
it must be received through a spontaneous response to Flim on the part
ot the human will. For Scotus, 2 personal responsc to God is emphatically
not a rational matter but a matter of the will.”' To have faith that God is
Triune and that He is the goal of human life is to take a leap beyond
reason.” Although reasen is abandoned in the leap which the will makes
in faich, Scotus does not think it is denigrated but perfected 1n this instance,
because it thereby attains to the love of God for which it was made.

Augustinian and Franciscan Thought

Althongh Olvi and Ghent did not espouse the “classic” Augustmianism
that has been attuibuted to Bonaventure, scholars often speak of them as
key participants in a “neo-Augustinian” revival that took place in the gen-
eration after Benaventure, They maintain that, to the time of Duns Scotus
and his departure from earlier eradition, Franciscans were Augustinjans
through and through, especially with respect to the theory of knowledge
by illumination.” Tn the foregoing, T have challenged these assumptions,
furst by differentiating between the llumination accounts of Augustine and
Bonaventure, and then by showing that, in rcjecting illumination, Scotus
responded to Henry who responded to Olivi, who critiqued illumination
with Bonaventure’s account rather than Augustine’s in mind.

As I have explained, Bonaventure conceived of divine illumination as
the source of eternal reasons — more specifically, the concepts of Being
and its three main properties — which supervise human acts of knowing
to ensure their truth and certirude. Although he deliberatcly construed
illumination as a supervisory or extrinsic influcnce in order to give an
account of the nmund’s intimacy with God and absolute dependence on
Him that reflected the expemence of St. Francis, Bonaventure’s successors
quickly identified the philosophical problems inherent in that account.

Wolter, *Duns Scotus on the Necessity of Revealed Knowledge,” 259,

Ibd, 261.
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* Ibid., 237,

" Raymond Macken O F.M., “Henry of Ghent and Auguastine,” in Ad iitteram: Authoritarive
Texts and their Medfeval Readors (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 19923,
251-74; Dumont, “Henry of Ghent and Duns Scotus,” 292, 296,
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Chief amongst these, at Jeast in Olivi’s mind, was that the concursus of
lumination, coupled with the Franciscan standard of immediate knowl.
edge, would give way to the error of ontologism. On top of this, QOliy
believed that illumination as Bonaventure defined it reduces cognition o
a zero-sum game in which human beings compete with God to perform
their own acts of knowing, such that the status of cognition s ambiguously
situated somewhere bersween the natural and the supernamral. Although the
eritiques Olivi leveled against illumination have generally been considered
applicable to Augustine’s account as well as Bonaventure’s, this opinion
only carries weight if the two accounts really are interchangeable — and |
have demonstrated that they are not. While Bonaventure adhered to 2
standard of immediate knowledge and identified illumination as an extrinsic
and interfering influence, Augustine saw human knowledge as subject to
gradual development through the use of an intellectual capacity that 1s an
intrinsic gift of God. Tor this reason his account of illuminaton is not
subject to the accusations that the grace of illununation engenders ontole-
gism or undermines the itegrity of nature as is normally supposed >

Because Olivi's eritiques were in fact Jegitimate in the case of
Bonaventure, however, Franciscans working after him faced the challenge
of promuigating the Franciscan intellectual tradition the Seraphic Doctor
had founded even while eradicating the inconsistencies i it. Henry of
Ghent made an initial attempt to do this by removing the influence of
the divine light from the knowing process. In doing this, he avoided
ontologism and preserved the integrity of the intellect cven while main-
taining an cssential rofe for illumination in cognition as the final guarantor
of certitude. Yet Henry's attempt to reduce significantly the concurrence
of the divine light did not satisfy Scotus, who held that any divine con-
currence whatsoever threatens the integrity of the intellect and therefore
undermines the possibality of genuine knowledge. '

On the basis of this argument, Scotus climinated illummnation and pro-
cceded to explein how human beings are naturally competent to fulfil ali the
intellectual responsibilities they formerly shared with God, on account of an
tuitive knowledge of Being which is not fllumined butintrinsic, Ultimately,
consequently, Franciscan thinkers obtained an account of the human cogni-
five power 4s an. infrinsic one such a3 Augustine, Anselin, and Aquinas
always maintained. Yet this understanding of the intrinsic power differed
significantly from that which the three Augustinians presupposed. For 1t
denied at some level that the divine light is the condition of possibility
of the intrinsic powet, and it entailed 2 new notion of the nature of the

o Marrone, Hhe Light of Thy Countenance, vol. 2, 262, 289,
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knowledge that the mind is competent to procure by its powers. According
to this novel epistemological standard, knowledge involves the actual, inyme-
diate expression of its cbject rather than a gradual process of discovery.

Although Olivi, Ghent, and Scotus receonsidered Bonaventure’s views
on illunmination, that is, on the conditions that make knowledge possible,
they did not question his understanding of the nature of knowledge itself.
[f anything, they sought to spell out the logical implications of that under-
stancing and present it in its most coherent form. So long as “Augustinian”
illumination seemed suited to helping them achieve their ends, they
invoked it. When dluminadon began te hinder the accomplishment of
Franciscan purposes, however, it was discarded. Thus, although changes
and developments in presentation can be traced through the work of
Bonaventure, Olivi, Henry, and Scotus, no monumental shift in the funda-
mental concept of knowledge bemg espoused can honestly be discerned.

By affirming this, T by no means wish to imply that all Franciscans
hold exuctly the same views on epistemological matters. This clearly is
not the case. Olivi, for instance, rcjects the inteliigible specics, while
Scotus nsists on 1ts indispensability in abstraction. Bonaventure and Henry
argue that the intuitive knowledge of being that makes the mind adequate
to know reality comes from God, where Scotus contends that it is buile
inte the very fabre of human nature. Although there are admittedly these
sorts of differences in perspective on particulars, the basic structures of
Franciscan philosophy seemingly remain constant: the intuitive knowledge
of Being 15 always regarded as fundamental to abstraction, no matter
whether it is said to come supernaturally or naturaily. Furthermore,
abstraction is conceived m an originally Avicennian fashion as the immedi-
ate and totalized knowledge of an individual essence, whether or not the
intelligible species 1s said to enter into it

Such views on human knowledge were originally derived from broader
theological and metaphysical assumptions that Franciscans adopted from
Rachard of St. Victor and Avicenna, respectively, in the attempe to articu-
late positions that were consistent with Franciscan ideals. Although
Franciscan thinkers working over the course of the thirteenth century may
have used different forms of argument to articulate these views, they rarely
deviated from the underlying theological assumptions that were the hall-
mark of their schocl,

If illumination was abandoned, consequently, it was not because the most
basic Franciscan assumptions were being abandoned. Rather it was because
Franciscans were working out their commitment to carrying those assump-
tions, especially about the nature of knowledge, to their logical conclusions.
As T have already suggested, the Franciscan concept of knowledge has its
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origins in the thought of Avicenna, whose philosophy lends itself to derivy-
tion from Victorine theological doctrines. The idea that Being is the first
object of the intellect, the new notion of abstraction as “correspondence”
between thought and reality which entails a dualism of sense and intellect,
and the ontological proof for the existence of God, all came from Avicenna,

When the Victorine and Avicennian background of Franciscan thoughe
is taken into consideration, a reason arises to reconsider the normal divi-
sion of late thirteenth-century thinkers into Augustinian and Aristotelian
schools, where Franciscans are classified as Augustinians, at least unti
Scotus, who turned in new philosophical directions.” In contrast to this
received view, T have stressed that there is tremendous continuity of
thought amongst thirteenth-century Franciscan thinkers. On my reading,
Bonaventure and Duns Scotus do not present their readers with mutually
exclusive systems. Rather, their worle represents different phases  the
gradual emergence of a philosophy that is based on Franciscan ideals and
purged of intemnal contradictions.

As | previously suggested, late thirteencth-century Franciscans did not
reject the early Franciscan views formulated by Bonaventure se much as
they gradually scttled on what Franciscans always inchoately though,
adjusting their uses of sources, terms, and arguments in the process. The
fact that such adjustments were made should not lead the scholar to con-
clude that fundamental shifts in underlying meaning were simultaneously
taking place. When the relevant texts are examined with a view to the
theological source of significance, the varying forms of philesophical
argumentation can be traced to shared assumptions; and if there are
assumptions that have hardly changed in the whole history of the Franciscan
intellectual tradition since Bonaventure, cven if they have been more fully
elaborated in the course of time, they are assumptions about the structure
of Trinitarian theology and the purpose of the Incarnation of Christ”

% GSee Ewert Cousins, Bonawenttire and the Coincidence of Opposites (Chicago: Franciscan
Herald Press, 1978), 5; Christopher Cullen, Bosavertire (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2006), 2, Bert Roest, A Hisfory of Franciscan Edvcation (Boston: Brill, 2000)

" See Juan Carlos Flores, Hemy of Ghent: Metapiipsics aund the Trinity (Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 20006); Maria Calisi, frivitarian Perspectives in the Frandscan Theotagical
Tradition (St. Bonaventure: Franciscan Institute, 2008); Richard Cross, Dine Scotus on God
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2005); idem., The Metaphysics of the Incariation: Themas Aqiinas fo Drns
Seotus (Oxcford: Oxford University Press, 2002); idem,, “Relations and che Triuiqa;: The Case
of Henry of Ghent and John Duns Scotws,” Decumentii ¢ studi silla tradizione filasofica medievale
16 (2005), 1-21; Russell L. Friedman, Mediepal Trinitarian Theology from Agquinas to Qclhanr
(Camlridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 5, 18, 46: on Henry; 110: on Scouws,
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Like all ideas, the Franciscan idea of knowledge simply took tiume — at
leasc three generations — to emerge. As it emerged, it simultaneoushy
meved out from under the guise of Augustinian illumination.

These conclusions bear directly on my assessment of the received story
of illumination’s thirtcenth-century decline that is most elaborately
recounted by Stephen Marrone in his two-velume book on the topic.”
Marrone takes the work of Etienne Gilson as the point of departure
for his study of illumination in ten thirteenth-century “Augustinians”
(i.e. Franciscans). For that reason, he construes the theory of knowledge
by illumination which Augustine espoused as an unsystematic and “mysti-
cal” one. Although Marrone acknowledges that the “illiterate” people
of the early Middle Ages were content with such an account, its
inferiority quickly became obvious once Aristotle’s works on cognition
were introduced.”

7 Aside from Marrone, Patrick James Doyle is the only other author of an cxtended
English-language assessment of the decline of divine illumination in the thirteenth century,
namely, his PhDD thesis on the “Disintegration of Divine Illumination Theory.” Like
Marrone, he takes the work of Lticnne Gilson as the point of departure for his study of
the disintegration of divine llumination theory in the thought of Peter of Trabes, Richard
of Middleten, and Willlam of Ware, Gilson had spoken of an Augustinian complex of
inseparable doctrines that vircually all Franciscan thinkers espoused in the thirteenth century.
Some of these doctrines were the pluralicy of substantial forms, essentialism, the convertibil-
ity of existence and essence in creaturcs, the formal distinction, and of course, divine
fflumination, Doyle’s project is to derermine whether the doctrines were in fact inseparable
in the thought of the figures that are the focus of his study, In other words, he set out to
see whether the rejection of divine illuminadon encailed the rejection of the other doctrines
in the complex. Doyle found that it did not and confessed that he was surprised by this
discovery. Since he supposed that all the doctrines in the complex were truly Augustinian,
as Gilson indicated, he thought it odd that cne doctrine could so suddenly be eliminared
after it had been considered indispensable for centuries. What Deoyle apparently does not
recognize is that the doctrines in Gilson’s “Augustinian” complex ace not Awgustinian but
distinetly Franciscan and originally Avicennian, The research presented here has revealed
that illumination remained a feature of Franciscan thought only so long as it belped
Franciscans achicve their principal objective of articulating and advancing Franciscan ideals,
and ne longer. Once it became clear dhar Wlumination makes it impossible to affirm the
other doctrines in the Franciscan complex in a consistent manner, it had to be abandoned.
From this perspective, it comes as no surprise that late thirteenth-century Franciscans such
as Peter, Richard, and William, who rejected illwminaticn, alse held fast to their other
philosophical asstunptions, for it was those wvery assumptions that rendered illumination
untenable.
Marrone, The Light of Thy Cowtenance, vol. 1, 11.
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In view of the threat Aristotle posed to the authority of Augustine,
Marrone explains that “ultra-conscrvative”™ Augustinians, most notably
Bonaventure, put forth a concerted effort to systematize Augnstine’s
theory of knowledge cven while incorporating some Aristotelian elemengs,
such as the recognition of the indispensability of sense knowledge. Other
Augustinians, such as Henry of Ghent, rcalized the inadequacy of
Bonaventure’s attempt and proposed other possibilities. Eventually,
Augustinians acknowledged the futility of their efforts to salvage Augustine’s
account.”” In the thought of Duns Scotus, Augustinian illumination was
finally abandoned, and the Aristotelian ideal of knowledge came to prevail,
This is exactly the ideal that Marrence insists that modern thinkers adopted,
Because such different interpretations of illumination were presented by
the ten thirtcenth-century Augustinians whose thought Marrone exam-
ines, the author concludes that there is no continuity of thought in the
“Auvgustinian”  school. What bound thirteenth-century  Augustinians
together, in his opinion, was not shared assumptions cencerning the
nature of knowledge, but an appreciation for the same metaphors.’”

Although Marrone’s namative of the thirteenth-century decline of
illumination is the generally accepted cne, my inquiry into the hstory
of dlumination theory would seem to suggest that this narrative entails
a number of significant aversights. The first concerns the vast difference
between Augustinian and Franciscan thought, Marrone and many others
conflate the illumination accounts of Augustine and Bonaventure, and
they usually do so without maling any attempt to determine what
Aungustine or any other pre-thirteenth-century thinker actually meant
by illumination through a theologically contextualized interpretation of
the account.

This oversight makes for a number of other mistakes i the received
story of illummation’s thirteenth-century demise. In the first place, the
conflation of Augustinian and Franciscan thought en illumination causcs
many interpreters to misconstrue the place of Aristotle in thirteenth-

" Ibid., vel. 2, 260-1: “Classic Augustinian doctrines were simply too fragle for the
world of late thirteenth-century thought. Bonavencure and his followers had made a heroic
effort to translate what they considered the essential core of Christian speculation nto the
idiem of high medieval scholasticism. Yer vast areas of their thought appeared ro possess
a2 unity more contrived than real, unfic to withstand scrutiny in the havsh light of the new
Anstotclianiazing world,” ¢
M Thid., 16.
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century thought, Contrary to what many have supposed, the revolutionary
cognitive ideal that evenrually brought about the rejection of illumination
was not Aristotelian but Avicennian. That ideal did not come from
outside the allegedly Augustmnian tradition but from within it. It was not
a genumely Augustinian ideal but one that was consistent with Franciscan
ideals. Although the vast majority of scholars have depicted the early
Franciscans as conscrvatives, desperate to preserve a longstanding tradition,
they were in fact innovators, grounding a novel theory of knowledge on
the authernty of trusted spiritual leaders. While that theory of knowledge
is admittedly incompatible with Aristotle’s, the real Augustinian theory
itself is not,

For this reason, it seems a mustake to conclude with the conscnsus
opinion that the decline of divine fllummation theory was directly pro-
portional to the mnse of an Aristotelian cognitive ideal. By the appearnce
of it, the question that preoccupied thirteenth-century theclogians most
did net concern how to acconunodate Aristotle, as 1s generally believed,
but how to advance the cause of Francis or that of Dominic.” The
rescarch | have presented confirms this contention by showing that
the demise of illumination was gradually brought about by the emer-
gence of the distinctly Franciscan philosophical ideal from under the
guise of Augustinian illumination in the hands of figures like Olivi,
Ghent, and Scotus.

The Avicennian and therefore non-Augustinian underpinnings of this
ideal escape the notice of many scholars, inasmuch as they fail to inves-
tigate what the thought of Augustine on illumination actually entails, and
so overlook the difference between Augustinian and Franciscan thought.
Such an oversight results from the use of an mterpretive approach that is
common amongst medieval historians, which involves reading arguments
concerning illumination at face value rather than m theological context.
The employment of that method is what has led many to misidentify the
cause of the decline of divine illumination, to say nothing of the late
medieval sources of modem thought, and to misconstrue the boundary
lines between late medieval intellectual schools.

On my argument, those schools should net be demarcated according
to philosophical allegiances to Aristotle, Augustine, or anyone else, since
medieval thinkers mainly invoked philosophical authorities in order to
accomplish theological cnds. Rather, the lines should be drawn on the
basis of the shared theological assumiptions that motivate the use of dif-
ferent authoritics. If the lines between schools are drawn on theological
grounds, then they will not be drawn between thirteenth-century
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Augustinians from Aristotelians. Instead, they will distinguish betweep
Deominicans who adhered to Augustine’s theological doctrines and updateq
the theory of knowledge that followed from them by articulating thay
theory in the popular terms of Aristotle and other philosophers; and
Franciscans, who opted for a Victorine theology that lent itself to the
appropriation of Avicennian philosophy.

Although early Franciscans formulated their own rendition of this
philosophy in Augustinian language for the sake of making their new
mtellectual tradition look consistent wath the longstanding tradition of
Augustine, it was actually Dominicans like Aquinas who upheld that
tradition by translating its basic tenets into new forms of argument. For
this reason, it secms viable to conclude that those typically associated with
the “Arstotelian” school of the thirteenth century were the res]
Augustinians of the era, while the so-called Augustimans were part of an
intellectual movement inspired by St. Francis that was altogether innova-
tive. And it is in that mnovative intellectual system rather than the long-
standing Augustinian or Arstotelian traditions (which I have hinted are
more compatible than mutually exclusive) that the sources of modern
thought are to be sought.

Franciscan and Modern Thought

In recent years, many scholars have begun to inquire mto the late medi-
eval sources of modern thought. Increasingly, they have been finding
reasons to locate the origins of modern thought in the Franciscan
intellectual tradition; by some accounts, in fact, modemnity is merely
the extension of a “particular middle ages.”'"" Although much of the
discussion centres on John Duns Scotus and his successer, William of
Ockham, because of their admittedly radical intellectual maneuvers, my
argument concernmg the continuity of Franciscan thought suggests
that the ideals that invited the invention of the modern emerged as carly
as Bonaventure.

The copnections between Franciscan and modem thought can be
and have been made on a number of levels. While some make them
from a fauly neutral standpoint, others do so on the assumption that the
modern developments Francisean thinkers anticipated were cither posirive

WU Catherine Pickstock, “Modernity and Scholasticism: A Critigue of Recent Invocations
of Univocity,” Antomiannn 78 {2003}, 33.
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" On the positive side, some have said that the Franciscan
idea of the univocity of being, for example, is “orue and salutory” becanse
it makes it possible to know a great deal mere about God than was previ-
ously thought possible by, say, Aquinas.'” According to others, the direct

or hegative.

realism and correspondence theory of knowledge that have roots in
Franciscan thought represent beneficial developments in the field of epis-
temology, which made it possible for moderm thinkers to obtain complete
certainty and avoid skepticisn, "™

% More “neutral” proponents of this view include: Burrell, Faith and Freedom, 106: “Such

an autonomeous movement prepared of course by what understanding delivers to it yet iesclf
moving us beyond proposals to action fairly defines willing for Scoms, It also marks him
as a modern man for whom freedom is auto-determinarion of an igdifferent pewer.” In
Ete ot représentation (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1999} and Duns Scor, la righieny
de o chavité (Paris: Le Cof, 1998), Qlivier Boulnods traces the rise of modern “onto-
theology” and voluntarism te Scotus, See also his related article, “Quand commence
Tontathéologie? Aristore, Thomas d'Aquin et Duns Scot,” Revae Thomiste (1995), 84—108.
Next sce Amos Funkenstein, Theology and the Sciewtific hagination fram the Middle Ages to
the Seventecnth Ceniry (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989); Michacl Allen
Gillespic, The Thealogical Oniging of Modernity (Chicago: University of Chicago Dress, 2008);
Left, Disselution of the Medicval Outlook, 9. Ockham and Scotus stand at the source of a
new way in theology and philosophy; 35: “Scotus in a very real sense stands at the parting
of the ways; to him more than anyone may be aributed the beginnings of a systematic
rethinking of knowledge and belicf in the form in which it was to be both transcended
and developed by Ockham and his suceessors.” A number of these authors, including
Funkenstein, Gillespie, and Leff, locate the roows of modernity in the nominalism of
Ockham. Those that see Franciscan philosophical developments in 2 more positive light
include Marilyn McCord Adams; Richard Cross; Mary Beth Ingham in “Re-situating Scotist
Thought,” Madernt Theolagy 21:4 (2005), 606—18; Robert Pasnau; and Thomas Williams.
Proponents of the theological sensibility called “Radical Orthodoxy” hold a more negarive
view. There has been considerable debate between those who hold positive and negative
views of Scotus. Aspects of this debate have been captured in the Qctober 2005 edition
of Modern 'Thealogy, and in articles by scholars like Richard Cross, including *“Where Angels
Fear to Tread: Duns Scotus and Radical Orthodoxy,” Antorianum 76 (2001), 1-36.

" Thamas Willisms, “The Doctrine of Univocity of Truc and Salutory,” Moder Theology
21:4 (2005), 575-85.

W Sec Pasnaws Theories of Cognition by the Later Middie Ages, Pasnau discusses what he
considers to be the standard scholastic account of knowledge, best formulated by Aquinas,
and the ontique of this account by the Franciscans Olivi and Willlam of Qckham.
According to Pasnau, Olivi and Ockham offer a much more viable account of epistemo-
logical representation that was utterly innovarive ar the time in that it dispensed with the
need for the mediaten of an intelligible species and gave the mind direct access to reality.
By doing this, the Franciscan account anticipated the direct realist accoune of knowledge
which Pasnau favors, and which he thinks saves knowledge from scepticism,
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On the negative side, some have observed that Scotus’ decision o
collapse the supernatural into the natural in vircue of his doctrine of unj-
vocity and the related idea that the intuitive knowledge of Being is ay
intrinsic feature of the mind rather than the product of divine llumina-
tion, resulted in a previously unmmagined realm of “puore nature.” In that
realm, the mind can supposedly operate without acknowledging the fact
that nature and its attendant capacities are a gift from God in the first
Place. 103

For the present purposes, it is relevant to add that human nature g
Scotus defined it in keeping with the Franciscan conception of the image
of God entails a fully actualized power to cognize parucular entities in ap
immediate manner, or to discern the exact correlation between thought
and reality, and to do so with absolute certitude. In order to gain access
to those powers, Franciscans like Scotus supposed that the human subject
simply needs to make a turn — often mistakenly said to have been insti-
gated by Avgustine — to identify the self as the perfectly adequate founda-
tion for all knowledge. Scotus placed so much confidence m the natiral
powers of human reason that he affimed the possibility of proving God’s
existence without rccourse to faith in what He revealed through His
Tncarmate Son. Since he was among the first to affinm this, Scotus can be
listed among the founders of the discipline of natural theology.

Although Scotus believed the existence of God could be proved by
purely natural means, he argued that Christian faith in the Triune,
Incarnatc God is not a matter of rcason but only a matter of che will
working under the impulse of love for God. As such, farth entails a leap
aver, against, and beyond reason; it is basically irrational. By affirming
such things, Scotus has been said to lay the groundwork for new ideas
about the nature of human reason and religious faith that came to pre-
dominate in modernity. Tn his proto-rationakist definition of reason, for
instance, no element akin to faith is said to enter in. In other words,
human knowledge is not subject to development, doubt, and so on. Ifa
thought 15 to be pronounced a tue item of knowledge, it must be a
perfectly formed onc that corresponds precisely to its attendant reality.

Since reason cannot entail any element akin to uncertainty or faith
on this rationalist definition, faith, conversely, has no natural bearing on
human reasoning, and there are no obvious reasons for maintaining it.
Although Augustinians have long been accused of separating reflections
on God’s existence from efforts to live by faith in Christ, inventing the

105 See John Milbank, The Suspended Aiddle (Grand Rapids: Ecrdman’s, 2005}, 93-6. Schimwtz,
“La doctrinc médiévale des causes et la théologic de la nature pure (13—17 siécles),” 237.
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discipline of natural theology in the process, this segregation, which pre-
supposes a dichotomy between reason and faith, seems more properly
associated with Scotus and even the earlier Franciscans who innovatively
defined the two concepts in mutually exclusive torms, '™

Teo confirm that the trends toward rationalism and fideism thac late
medieval Franciscans apparcndy set had an mmpact on later thinkers, one
need only look so far as the work of those famous representatives of
modernity, René Descartes and Blaise Pascal. The conceptual parailels are
striking. Take as an cxample the characteristically modern epistemological
account for which Descartes is famous. When this philosophy of knowl-
edge 15 examined alongside the theory of knowledge that runs through
the thirteenth-century Franciscan intellectual tradition, the similaritics
come nto clear rchef.

In his Meditations, Descartes states his belief that all knowledge acquired
through the senses is changing, uncertain, and deceptive — that any claims
made on the basis of 1t are subject to skepticism.!” He thus discloses his
adherence to the dualism that was arguably .mtroduced in the West by
Franciscans. In an effort to overcome skepticism, he determined to with-
draw from all that is subject to uncertainty in order to identify what is
unquestionably certain. After putting the sensible world aside, Descartes
found that he remained certain of just one thing, namely, that he is a
thinking thing (res cogitans), and if chinking, existing.m "This 1dea of himself
as a thinking thing was his first and most fundamental “clear and distingt”
or certain idea.

On establishing this, Descartes goes on (o inquire into the conditions
of possibility for his being a thinking thing. He concludes that the exist-
ence of God satisfies these conditions. Because nothing in the sensible
world is capable of convincing him that he 15 a thinking thing, he infers
that the source of His conviction must be a God who is beyond the
world."™ As the cause of Descartes’ ability to be conscious of himself,
the idea of God is priov to the 1dea of the seif as a thinking thing, As
such, it 1s the most clear and distinct idea there s, Any tme the mind

" Catherine Pickstock describes this development as the loss of “an integrally conceptual

and mysdeal path” in “Duns Scotus: His Historical and Contemporary Significance,”
Modern Theology, 21:4 (Oct. 2005}, 548,

" René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, trans. Donald A. Cress, fourth edition
{Indiana: Hackett, 1998), 60.

Y thid,, 64,

¥ Ihid., 76-7.
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turns within to consider what it is, it 1s bound to find that there is a God,
per Descartes” version of the ontological argument.

Since God is the source of certainty about the existence of the self,
Descartes further states that He is at once the scurce of a human _cogniti\;e
faculry that cannot make mistakes in its efforts to know beings.""” In other
words, the clear and distinct idea of Hun which entails the same sort of
idea of the self enables human beings to obtain “clear and distinct” ideas
of all entitdes.""! In cases of nustaken understanding, Descartes insists that
the intellect is not the cause of error but rather the will which fails to
fully orientate itself toward God.'?

Not unlike his Franciscan forebears, i sumumary, Descartes promotes
a subjective turn that results in the realization that the self is stamped with
the innate knowledge that it exists, that is, with the mnnate knowledge of
Being that is the foundation for all true and certain or “clear and distinet”
knowledge of natural beings. Implicit in that same knowledge of Being
is the knowledge of the existence of the divine Being, at least so long as
the will is properly ordered toward Fim. Although dualism, the subjective
turn, the correspondence theory of knowledge, the project of natural
theology, and the concern to aveid skepticism and obtain certainty are
often described as typically modern ideas which have their beginnings i
the thought of Descartes, rationalist philosophical tenets like these can
already be detected in the proponents of the medicval Franciscan intcl-
lectual tradition,

The same holds true m the case of the fideistic outlock of Descartes’
younger contemperary Blaise Pascal, who informed his readers that reason
has no power to prove anything about the God of Christian faich, but
advised them to wager that the God of this faith exists all the same, for
they have nothing to lose and much to gain by making this arbitrary leap
of t:aith.m Because faith so construed fails to meet rationalist epistemologi-
cal standards, religicus belicf as Pascal and others undersiood it soon came
to be defined as an altogether irrational sentiment. In the work of Kang,
for example, even the proofs for God’s existence that Descartes had ear]ierl
espoused were pronounced untenable. For according to Kant, the a priori
knowledge of the transcendentals chat renders the human subject fit te
achicve perfection in cognition only includes the power to make sensc of

M Ibid, 813

" dbid,, 92,

" Tbid,, 84

13 Gilson notes the relation between Franciscan thought and that of Descartes and Pascal
in Hisiory of Christian Phifesephy in the Middle Ages, 48, 174, 459, 650.
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empirical reality, By contrast to Descartes, Kant did not think that tran-
scendental knowledge entails but rather excludes the knowledge of God.

Although Kant and other Enlightenment thinkers would still affirm that
human beings should adhere to faith, they dispensed for all practical pur-
poses with any reasons for acknowledging the divine as the condition of
possibility of human being and knowing. In point of fact, they imagined
a realm of pure nature in which human beings are the fiflly autonomous
masters of themsclves and their knowledge, at least as it concerns natural
realitics. Numerous scholars have highlighted the detrimental conse-
quences of the development of this individualist notion that human beings
need answer to no one but themselves, for that is the notion chat has
wreaked social and politdcal havoc over the course of the modern period.""
Although T cannot detail those consequences here, what T have said should
serve to underline the point that there are in fact affinities between late
medieval Franciscan and modem thought.

In light of those affinities, T would like to spend the last pages of this
chapter qualifying the sensc in which a connection between Franciscan
and modern thought can scemingly be made. For it seems to me that
thirteenth-century Franciscans, especially Bonaventure, did not use their
ideals in the same ways as the modern figures who absorbed thosc ideals
into their own thought through a chain of intellectual events that cannot
be traced within the focused scope of this work. Take as an example the
Franciscan interest in the possibility of knowledge and the problem of
skepticism, which has also greatly preoccupied the. minds of modern
thinkers. In the case of Bonaventure and even Duns Scotus, it hardly
seems like the possibility of obtaiming certainty in knowledge was really
a live concern. Both of these Franciscans took certitude as a given and
simply sought to explain wiy it is a given.'”®

The reasen for doeing this, of course, was to render the Franciscan
outlook the conditon of possibility of all certitude in knowledge, in a
polemical context wherce Franciscans faced the strong intellectual competi-
tion of the Dominican Thomas Aquinas. When the historical circum-
stances that engendered the Franciscan interest in certainty are taken into
consideration, it becomes clear that Bonaventure, for one, did not feel
genuinely threatened by skepticism, but was committed to cxonerating
his order of accusations .that were being leveled against it by those that
called the viability of its intellectual life into question,

114

See works by proponents of Radical Orthodoxy, and Gillespie, Theolagical Owngins of
Modernity.

Y3 Tachau, Vision and Certitude, 76,
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Apart from this issue, the recognizably proto-modern “subjective tarn”
that onginally takes place in the writings of Bonaventure — and is accom-
panied by an ontological theistic proof — does not seem commensurate
with the characteristically modern turn that Descartes made when he
contemplated himself as a “thinking thing.” In Bonavenrture, the turn i
to a source of divine help that lics within, and the account of the turn
is given in order to encourage the deep intimacy with God and the sen-
sitivicy to His purposes that would enable Franciscans to love and serve
others as Francis did. As such, Bonaventure’s subjective tin is a far cry
from the modern one that leads to the rejection of God and the promo-
tion of human beings as their cwn rulers.

Although the a prioii knowledge of Being and the transcendentals that
can be identified on making the Franciscan turn to the subject arc posited
to cxplain bow human beings can achieve virtual perfection in knowing
reality, the motivation for the doctrine of the transcendentals was not to
cngeldldcr the rationalism that renders faith irrelevant but to encourage
Franciscans to see all the things God has made as He sees them and to
treat them accordingly; in sum, to uphold a high standard of intellectual
purity and intimacy with God. Here, reason however seemingly ration-
alistically defined still operates within the context of faith.

While faith for Franciscans is admittedly something that subsists
in the absence of reasons and intellectual activity, and it thrives on a
will to love God, it is not yet a fideist or utterly irrational faith. For
the Franciscan definition of faith was only introduced to underscere the
point that knowledge amocunts to nothing if it Is not motivated by
the love that prevents understandmg from eliciting pride, which m turn
motivares uncharitable behavior toward those who are supposedly less
knowledgeable.

Though it is true that Franciscans defined faith, reason, and their inter-
relationship in new ways that would enable later thinkers to create the
extremes of rationalism and fideism, they clearly did not assume
the extremes themselves, nor did they wormry in the medemn way
whether faith and reason, defined as extremes, can be reconciled. Lf they
defined fith and reason in innovative ways, it was only for the sake of
giving systematic expression to Francis” experience, greouraging 4 hfesty}e
like his, and validating that lifestyle in an academic setdng — at least m
the case of Bonaventure, or making Franciscan thought consistent —
in the case of Scotus. Although they brought reason and faith rogether in
their own way, thirtecnth-century Franciscans saw reason and faith as
reconcilable and as reconciled. As a result, it does not seem fair to affirm
that the ideas drawn from the Franciscan tradition that had a detrimental
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impact in modernity arc problematic in themselves. The ideals clearly are
not intrinsically detrimental. By and large, in fact, their purposes and
impact are positive, so long as they are utilized in the context of Franciscan
faith and life for which they were invented and intended.

[t Franciscan ideas became problematic in the modem period, T am
arguing that this can only be because they were removed from their
proper context and used for purposes that were never foreseen. Inasmuch
as the ideals were employed outside of context, they are effectively incom-
mensurable with and unrelated to the ideals maintained in their appropri-
ate context. Since the detrimental ideals are not truly the Franciscan ones,
Franciscans are not directly responsible for modern developments, whether
they be positive or negative, As Olivier Boulnois has argued, it is essential
to differentiate berween the project of conducting a genealogy of modern
thought — a study of the origins of the ideas modern thinkers invoked
—and the project of determining where the responsibility les for the use
of thosc idcas in distinctly modern ways.''

In light of this observation, it would scem that the connection berween
Franciscan and modern thought is at best an indirect one, To the extent
that Franciscans already used their ideas for purposcs that were inconsistent
with Prancis’ original intents, onc might say that they made their ideas
available to those who de-contextualized themn in a rigorous and total
manner. Bonaventure appears to have done something like this when he
ransformed Franciscan ideals into a normative cognitive standard, for the
sake of legitimizing the Franciscan presence in the academic context,

However he may have attempted to justify this effort as one that was
conducive to the fulfillment of Francis' wishes, it patently was not.!”
Francis had called his followers to serve the poor and downtrodden, at
the expense of involvement m academic life. In arguing to the contrary
and going even further to transtorm Franciscan prmciples which were
meant to support and menvate a particular sort of active ministerial life
mto a umversally applicable philosophical standard, Bonaventure had

" See Olivier Boulnois, “Reading Duns Scotus: From History to Philosaphy,” orans,

[.C, Baucrschmide, in Modem Theology 21:4 (2005), 603-8.

"TIn A Hisiory of the Francscan Owder (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 140-1, |obn
Moorman goes so far as to say that Bonaventare never understood Francis’ vision at all;
see also B, Randolph Tianicl, “St Bonaventure: A Faithful Disciple of St. Francis? A Re-
examination of the Question,” in Sawerns Bonaventura 1274—1974, vol. 2 (1973), 170-87.
To this same effect, J. Guy Bougerol quortes friar Jacopone da Todi, who famously pro-
claimed that “accursed Paris is destroying Assisi,” in his fofroduction io the Wiitings of St.
Bonaventure (Paterston: St Anthony Guild, 1964), 13,
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already begun to de-contextualize the Franciscan vision. Tronically, then,
the idolization of Francis’ message through efforts to promote him iy 4
context he never wished to enter resulted in the distortion of thy
message — just as the idolization of Aquinas and the villainization of Duyng
Scotus have caused some medemn readers to produce interpretations of
these thinkers that are of questionable wtegnty

Although Bonaventure could not have known the future outcome of
his efforts, he was net without recourse to an objective perspective,
Augustine had long since explained the sense in which objectivity i
knowledge is attainable, namely, by refusing to prize anything, even intel-
lectual or spiritual goals, as the all-inclusive goods they cannot be. Ap
orentatien toward the objective of knowing the common Good makes
it possible to evaluate temporal things from a perspective that 15 objective,
not because it is all-encompassing, but because it precludes atticudes like
pride, envy, fear, and malice that inhibit the cultivation of a predispesition
to perceive all truth as God’s Truth, that is, to find the Good in all things
rather than just one particular thing. To maintain an orientation toward
the common Goed, Augustine affirmed, 1s to Live in umitation of Christ,
Since there are as many ways of being oriented to the Father, through
the Son in the Spirit, as there are human spirits, his acecunt opens up
cvery conceivable way of imitating Christ.

In equating the imitation of Christ with the literal imitation of Francis,
albeit 2 Francis whose ministerial guidelines had been redefined as philo-
sophical ones, Bonaventure restricted the range of possible ways to inutate
Christ. At the same time, he began to remove the Franciscan vision from
its original context, making it available for later, larger efforts to do the
same, Althoungh Bonaventure and Scotus might be considered indirect
contributors to the rise of modernity when their work is regarded in ths
light, the full responsibility for modern developments cannet be said to
rest with them but with subsequent scholars who in their diverse ways
de-contextualized the ideals they had inherited from the late medievals,
affecting in the process the real and ultumate decline of the account of
knowledge by divine illumimation.

7

The Future of Augustine’s
Theory of Knowledge

Introduction to a Theological Theory of Knowledge

Although it may not be justifiable to hold medieval Franciscans account-
able for the later de-contextualization of their.views, it would seenungly
be equally inadvisable to overlook that this de-contextualization did
occur over the course of the modern period and to fail to recken
with its consequences. For the present purposes, the most important of
those consequences 15 the rise of mutually exclusive definitions of reason
and faith, according to which reason is not subject to elements like faith
(development, doubt) and faith s inherently irrational, As T explain in
what follows, such “rationalist” and “fdeist” notions of reason and fuith
have given risc to two questions which have become central concerns
for contemporary epistemologists and philosophers of religion. These arc
questions concerning the very possibility of knowledge and the rarionalicy
of faith.

My argument in this chapter turns on the contention that reason
and faith as Augustine and his followers defined them mutually include
rather than preclude one another. On those grounds, | advance the thesis
that contemporary thinkers secking to address these problems might take
a new approach to doing so in future. The approach T have in mind
would not involve relying on and reacting against the epistemological
presuppoesitions that have been handed down as a result of the late
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medieval decline of divine illumination theory. Rather, it would entyj)
a recovery of Augustine’s understanding of knowledge by illuminatigy
which follows the trend set by An.selm and Aquinas in translating
that understanding into philosophical terms that are mtelligible apng
relevant today.

This chapter is divided into three main sections. In the first part, I wij]
briefly define reason and faith, as they have often been understoed ip
modern times as opposite extremes. In this context, I make no attempt
to trace the development of modern ideas about reason and faith from
Franciscan origins; [ do not assign responsibility to particular thinkers for
modern epistemological developments; nor do I take mto consideration
the admittedly great variety of ways in which modern thinkers have
spoken of reason and faith on the assumption that there is no element of
faith in reason or reason in faith, This assumption, T will argue, is the
main feature of what I call a “non-theclogical” theory of knowledge for
the obvious reason that knowledge, on this account, does not include any
element akin to faith.

Here, T will only briefly make the connection berween the rise to
predominance of a non-theclogical notion of knowledge and the genesis
of the questions concerning the rationality of faith and the possibility of
knowledge. T will mention some of the main approaches that have been
taken to these questions. I will arguc that the reasons many of the answers
that have been given prove inconclusive is that they continue to operate
on the non-theological understanding of knowledge that mitially generates
and subseguently perpetuates the questions.

On those grounds, [ will explain why I think those very questions are
questicnable, such that one need not feel obligated to respond to them
on their own terms. In addition, I will submit that the resclution of the
questions depends on the retrieval of the “theological” idea of knowlcdge
that Augustine and his faithful interpreters cntertained. This idea, whilch
arguably prevailed in pre-modern times, was eclipsed and rcndered G-
telligible in large part owing to the late medieval decline of illumination.
Tn this idea, reason is defined so that it natunally involves elements reseni-
bling faith. Faith, therefore, is implicitly justified in virtue of the role it
plays in rendering reason functional and sound.

In the second part of the chapter, I will sketch the basic structure of
a concept of reason that entails faith — which will be rccognizable from
the study of Augustine, Anselim, and Aquinas. In doing this, I anticipate
future efforts to give a far more elaborate explanation of what | mean by
a theological theory of knowledge, which will be formulated in conversa-
tion with contemporary epistemological accounts and concerns. In the
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third part of the chaprer, I will argue that faith, and even specifically
Christian fzith in the Triune, Incarnate God, most effectively explains
the element of faith that enters into reason. Tnasmuch as this is truc,
faith is “‘justified, not because its objects can be rendered intelligible, but
because it makes other things intelligible.” In suggesting this, I follow
the example of Augustine, Anselm, and Aguinas, who enacted the
faith-based theories of knowledge they gleaned from the Neo-Platonists,
dialecticians, and Aristotelians, respectively, through an appeal to the God
of Christian helief.

By defming reason so that it cntails faith, and faith so thas it naturally
bears on human reasoning, [ aim to lay the groundwork for future
efforts to offer a more fully elaborated theological theory of knowledge.
[n such an account, the questions concerning the rationality of faith
and the possibility of knowledge are overturned and implicicly addressed
as reason is shown to require faith, and even specifically Christian
faith.

In the non-theological outlock on knowledge that gradually became
pervasive in the wake of the late medieval decline of divine illumination,
reason and faith are defined so that they mutually exclude rather than
entail one another. According te this outlook, human reasoning that is
wortlly of bemng pronounced objective results in knowledge claims thac
are either self-cvident or backed by incontrovertible empirical evidence.
By this account, moreover, the mind is competent to determine of
its own accord that its thoughts are adequately supported by evidence:
that they fully correspond to their attendant realities. So construed,
human reason is not subject to uncertainty, deficiency, development,
dependency — in sum, to any slement like faith that entails some intel-
lectual lack.

Since claims to know an immaterial God cannot be validated by such
rationalist standards, faith in Him comes to be conceived as belief in the
absence of sound reasons. Since faith and reason are by definition irrec-
oncilzble, the question concerning whether and how they are reconcilable
appears.! In the modern period, Christian philosophers of rcligion have
taken two main approaches to responding to this question. Some
have attempted to show that there is a sort of rcliable evidence for belief
i God, often by arguing in support of various theistic proofs for
the existence of God, especially cosmological and teleological ones. The

Promiment objectors to the rationality of belief in God include David Hume, Inumanuel
Kant, and more recently, W. K. Clifford, J. L, Mackie, and Bertrand Russell.
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method these have employed — that of the natural theclogian — has
involved demonstrating that it is possible to provide arguments for the
rationality of religious belief that make no appeal to faith and so conform
to rationalist standards.”

Other proponents of Christian faith have simply embraced the fact that
faith is irrational by rationalist standards and have chosen to adhere to it
all the same.’ Since these two approaches render belief in God more or
less rational than it seems appropriate for it to be, many have failed to
find them fully satisfactery. Teo be fair, T should note that the situamgn in
the scholarship has taken a different turn in recent years.” Many phileso-
phers of religion have recognized the inadequacy of aNSWers o the ques-
tion of religious belief that tend toward rationalist or fideist cxtremes. In
recent traditicns such as Reformed Epistemology, to take one example,
scholars have refused to address the question concerning the legic of faith
on the basis of prevailing cpistemological ;15511111ptior?5. Instead, they hfwc
inquired whether it is even valid to apply rationalist standards to faith,
endeavoring to show that faith can be proved reasonable on its own terms,
inasmuch as it makes the mind reasonable,” Because they refuse to comply
with rationalist standards, however, Reformed Epistemologists have some-
times becn accused of fideism.®

There is some weight to that critigue. For while Reformed
Epistemologists have construed faith so that it naturally relates to reason,
they have not given the full-scale re-definition of‘reason that includes
faith. Since they have only completed half of the project that would make

Certain Neo-Thomist Catholic thinkers have been some of the most famous proponents
of the natural theological project, against which Protestancs like Karl Barth and even some
Catholics reacted. Another more recent proponent of the argument that the exismnceloi
God can be demonstrated from the cosmos s William Lane Craig, The Kalam _Cusnquqtmf
Agroent (London: Macmillan, 1979). The slightly more mocdlerate conclusion of the 1'1amral
theologian Richard Swinburne is that theistic proofs provide‘ pl'oha?]e as opposed to incen-
trovertible evidence for God’s existence. See The Existence of God {Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1979, -
> PBhise Puscal, Soren Kierkegaard, and Ludwig Wictgenstein are usually cited in dlSCl.]S—
sions of Adeism, although it is arguable that those who have labeled these thinkers fideists
have misunderstood them. ‘ 7 .
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their case for faith believable to those who lack faith, they have yet to
situate their arguments for the rationality of faith on the firm grounds
which could only evidently be created by a preliminary re-definition of
reason as entailing faith. Even if Reformed Epistemologists and others
working in a similar vein were to give a theological account of knowl-
edge, it would remain for such proponents of theism to demonstrate that
the God whose existence is in guestion is the Triune God of Christian
faith as opposed to the object of any other monotheist belief system or
simply the “God of the philosophers.”

In hight of the difficulties associated with addressing the question con-
cerning the logic of faith, at least on the basis of the non-theological
assumptions that generate the question in the first place, I would like to
present an alternative approach to the question. This approach does not
involve mmagining new ways to reconcile rcason and faith as they have
been defined in recent history; nor doces it entarl a half-hearted effort to
challenge those definitions — 2 challenge in which faith but not yet
reason 15 recast. While most philosophers of religion begin by mquiring
into the rationality of faith, the approach I am advocating actually
overturns that question in considering whether it is possible to be
rational without faith, To sum up, it starts by re-evaliating reason rather
than faich.

After re-defining reason so that it cannot do without elements like
faith, it becomes possible to make the point that faith is intrinsically
rational — not because it is comprehensible in iself, but because it is
the force that propels the mind toward comprehension. Where this
way forward in arguing for the rationality of faith is taken, questions
concerning the knowledge of God cease to be treated separately
from questions concerning knowledge more generally, as they often are
in contemporary philosophy. Instead, the two questions are answered
together.

An added benefit of addressing religious and general epistemological
questions together is that it becomes possible to resolve some of the
problems pertaining to ordinary knowledge together with those that
pertain to religious knowledge. As it concerns ordinary knowledge, the
main problem today is that of proving the very possibilicy of knowledge.
Although the project of proving the rationality of faith is one that has
been a concern at least since che Enlightenment, this question only
recently arose when many so-called post-modern philosophers began o
point out that, contrary to the common modern contention, human
knowledge is subject to the elements of uncertainty, development, and so
on, which supposedly undermine the validity of knowledge claims. On
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discovenng that the rationalist standard of knowledge is unattamable and
thus untenable, many post-inoderns concluded that it is impossible o
reason objectively at all.

The argument I am making here 1s that this conclusion need not nec-
essarily follow if rcason is explained such that the elements that have
been declared detrimental to rationality — those elements that resemble
faith — are shown to be vital components of rationality. At this stage,
I would be remiss if I failed to mention that something along these
lines has been done by representatives of modern philosophical
traditions such as phenomenology and pragmatism, and by figures like
Michael Polanyi, who combined what he took to be the key aspects of
both those traditions.” Though Polanyi occasionally refers explicitly to
faith, not all do. In spitc of this, an examination of the theories of
knowledge in question would confirm that the theories do takg features
of knowledge that could be described in terms of faith into full

consideration.

While this is admittedly the case, it remams for religious and even

specifically Christian religious faith in a Triune, [ncarnate God.to be
identified with the element of faith that enters into human reasoning. In
other words, it remains for those who have redefined reason in terms of
faith to relate the clement of faith they acknowledge to religious faith,
just as it remains for those who have redefined faith in terms of reason
to found their arguments fully by redefining reason in terms of faith. Te
perform those tasks in that order would be to enact faith-based theo.ries
of knowledge even while implicitly establishing the rationality of religious
faith. It would be to resolve the questions conceming the possibility of
knowledpe in general and the logic of faith together, as they apparently
must be if they are to be conclusively resolved. The formulation of.such
a theological account of knowledge, however, is a task that scemingly
remains to be completed.

As I have already suggested, the first step involved m undertaking it 1s
to define knowledge such that it entails faith. In this regard it both pos-
sible and advisable to incorporate the findings of contemportary philoso-
phers who have articulated faith-based accounts of knowledge, as Augustine

o ; N PO
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did with Neo-Platonism and Aquinas with Aristotelianism, since such
scholars often do the job Christians need done better than Christian think-
ers have managed. Although an effort to approprate the contemporary
philosophies most conducive to the Christian purpose of articulating a
faith-bascd theory of knowledge that is intelligible and relevant in the
current context is not one that can be undertaken now, my intention is
to make a full-blown effort to do this in future. For the time being, I
simply offer a general explanation of a faith-based concept of knowledge,
as I understand 1t

Reason in a Theological Theory of Knowiedge

The hallmark of a faith-based theory of knowledge, I submit, is its rec-
oguition of the fact that any effort to know cannot begin with the fiill
attainment of understanding but only with a goal of attaining it. By setfing
an intellectual goal, the mind effectively puts its. faith in the attainabilicy
of the goal. This, incidentally, s the sense in which one can say with
Plato in his Meno dialogue that the mind may simultaneously know and
fack knowledge of whatever it is thinking about. For the mind can know
its object potentially, by anticipating knowmg it, even when it has vet to
encounter that object in reality.

The faith the mind places in the knowsbility of some reality is what
compels it to do whatever is relevant to reaching the goal of knowmng
that reality. In attempting to do this, the mind must draw on the knowl-
edge it already has so as to make speculations about the nature of the
object of knowledge it does not have but wants to have and believes it
can have. While exisung knowledge makes it possible to meet the goal
eventually, 1t 15 noteworthy that it also plays a part in determining the
goal in the first place, masmuch as that which the mind knows already
indicates what it desires and is able to know.

By placing faith in such pre-existing knowledge and the desires and
abilities it entails, the mind becomes capable of working to obtain new
knowledge. For that knowledge enables the mtellect to form a provisional
picture of the object that is still unknown; it thus informs the faith in that
object and attunes the mind to recognize the object of faith when it is
finally encountered, sustaining its efforts unwl a flash of insight engenders
the realization that this encounter has occurred. In this effort to meet an
intellectual objective ~ to find a suitable solution to a question or
substantiate an intuition — it is often necessary to go out in search of
new information, to form hypothetical solutions on the basis of that
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information and subsequently test those solutions and revise or even reject
them. To get thmgs right, in other waords, it is often 11ccesszn")-" to get
things wrong, or at least less right. Unknowing, or faith, in sum, 15 a key
component in the process of commng to know.

While this inevitable feature of human inquiry might be regarded as a
hindrance to objectivity by some moedern accounts, according to which
objectivity entails the totalized knowledge of any object under con.?ldera—
ton, knowledge as | have been describing it can be considered objective
if objectivity is said to exist wherever 2 human subject has set a cognitive
objective toward which it is actively working, To the degree that the
mind is oriented toward that objective — and puts 1ts faith in the attainabil-
ity of the objcctive — which gives it a sensc of direction and a raticnale
behind its actions, one can say that the mind is objective and that the
knowledge claims the sabject makes are justified, even if they have vet
to be fully substantiated.

On this definition, objectivity, like knowledge itself, is not an all-or-
nothing affair but a matter of degrees, msofar as all objects of knowl(‘tdge
must. be objects of faith first. That is to say, they must be unfulfilled
cognitive goals before they can become cognitive achievements. The
paradoxical point that comes into relief here is that the on]y.wa.y for a
human subject to be objective 1s to set and work toward an objective that
is compatible with their subjective interests and ablities.

Whenever the mind meets an objective it has set for itself, the under-
standing that results becomes a permanent extension of its c.ognitive
equipment. The mind relies on or has faith in that understanding in futgre
efforts to make sense of the world. Furthermore, that understanding
inspires a growth in faith inasmuch as it instills confidence that ot.h.cr goals
can be met and then enables the mind to meet them in cogniuve acts
that result in further understanding.

The more hebitually the mind brings understanding it already has to
bear in its efforts to acquire new knowledge, the more one might say that
it lives by faith in that understanding and grows certain as to its tmth.
Certitude, it turns out, is acquired by degrees, just like objectivity in
knowledge. It exists to the extent that the mind uses its understanding in
further acts of knowing. By putting it to use, the mind does not regard
that understanding as an end but as a means — not as an object of und.cr—
standing but as something on which 1t relies subconsciously or in ffuth.
To dwell on the understanding itself would be to cease to employ 1t 1n
the effort to understand something else. Even after faith makes it possible
to acquire understanding, conscquently, the understanding that has l}eeﬂ
acquired becomes again a matter of faith, albeit 2 more informed thith.
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This angoing interplay of faith with understanding is what allews for
growth in understanding. Apart from the faith through which intellectual
objectives arc set and met, there would seem to be no way to span the
distance between not knowmg and knowing, and as a result, there would
be no knowledge at all

So far, T have been listing the positive ways in which faith makes it
possible to progress toward cognitive objectives. In what fellows, 1 want
to mention a few of the ways faith helps the mind overcome hindrances
to intellectual progress. As I have alrcady intimated, the very possibility
of progress is contingent on the willingness of the knowing agent to
relnquish 1deas whenever new evidence renders them outdated — to
acknowledge 1deas as provisional as opposed to absolute. In this instance,
what is necded is an attitude of open-mindedness or faith, which checks
the mind’s natural tendency to cling to the belief that it has already cap-
tured the truth and has nothing more to learn. Such a prideful outeck
ironically inhibits the mind’s ability to overcome the less than rotally tue
notions it inevitably entertains and therefore grow in understanding. To
sum up, pride undermines the human ability to work toward an objective
and thus to reason objectively,

As pride causes those that exhibir it to regard their own ideas and causes
as the be-all and end-all of human existence, narrowing their perspective
on what is right and good in a way that excludes the ideas of others, it
also tends to foster animosity between those who entertain and cling to
their different opinions; it renders people willing to undermine the good
of others in the effort to promote their own. As such, it is the source of
the many destructive and thercfore frrational behaviors that wrath
engenders.

By contrast to this, faith promotes peace so far as it predisposes those
who live by it to accept the fact that they are finite and that they can
profit from attending to the ideas of others, which may help them cxpand
and clanfy their own. Although faith instills intellectual purpose, it simul-
tancously keeps the mind from holding so tightly to that purpose as to
defeat the purpose by sacrificing the well-being of others for the sake of
tultilling 1ft, and thus from abandoning the integrity that is the source of
the stability of the individual as well as the collective mind.

In addition to restraining pride and wrath, faith saves those who adhere
to it from the apathy thar often ariscs as a resuft of realizing the immensity
of a cognitive objective or the risks and unknowns mvolved in straining
toward it. Such fears in the face of obstacles can lead the mind to give
up on 1ts objective altogether and in this way abandon its objectivity. In
this case, faith has the power to make the mind reasonable because it
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keeps those that have it steadily fixed on a goal so that when challenges
arise, they can overcome rather than be deterred by them.

The upshot of the discussion thus far is that faith is reasonable not
because its objects are fully comprehensible but because it gives human
beings cognitive objectives and makes it possible to meet those objectives
as well as to overcome obstacles to doing so and thus to bemng rational.
Much more could be said about how faith accomplishes all this. Mereover,
more could be done te put a faith-based description of human knowing
into contemporary philosophical terms, addressing contemporary episte-
mological problems and positions in the process. Like many other topics
of discussion, however, all of that lies cutside the compass of this chapter
and waits to be treated in a book-length work on the topic.

Faith in a Theological Theory of Knowledge

A lingering question that falls within the scope of the present inquiry
concerns the reasons for identifying the faith component that seems so
essential to human reasoning with faith in a transcendent or divine being,
The first observation I would make m response to this question is that
belief in the divine seems to entail faith in the most “objective” objective
imaginable. Although an objective is the necessary condition for human
rationality, 1t is net at once the sufficient condition, insofar as it 15 entirely
possible to set irrational objectives.

A variety of examples of such objectives could be enumerated here.
One irrational objective would be that of obtaining something one cannot
possibly have or should not have. Others would involve organizing all of
life around the attatnment of temporal things like powecr, fame, tortune,
physical satisfaction, or an excess of any of these things. Insofar as those
who exhibit envy, greed, lust, or gluttony stake all their hopes for hap-
piness on things that are fleeting or hard to find in the human situation,
they make themselves slaves to desires, the constant satisfaction of which
cannot be guaranteed. They put their sanity at the mercy of transient
circumstances.

Faith in a transcendent being, by contrast, instructs that nothing in this
world can offer lasting fulfillment, whether it be material attamments,
physical pleasures, even ideals and causes. This 15 true so far as there is
nothing in the wotld that is not without certain limitations; nothing that
is the all-inclusive, unending good that the divine 1s said to be. By adopt-
ing the objective of knowing God or at least transcending the self, the
mind sets the most “objective” objective it possibly could because this
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objective dees not come from within the self but from beyond human
beings and the transient world in which they live.®

When the intellect sets a transcendent objective, it acquires the resources
it needs in order to pursue its immediate goals in view of the overarching
goal of grasping something that surpasses all tmmediate things and that
cannot be reduced to any one of them. By these means, it is kept from
the seven sins — if 1 may be so bold as to say the word — of pride, anger,
apathy, envy, greed, lust, and gluttony that cause the mind in different
ways to work from the assumption that its happmess depends on temporal
things, skewmng its priorities and perspective on those things in ways that
ultimately prove fatal to its ability to think and act rationally in the cir-
cumstances that arise.”

Although 1t is true that operating on the assumption that happiness
consists in immediate attainments can scrve to secure happiness in certain
situations, this approach makes it impossible to find the good in or make
the best of all the crrcumstances that are likely te present themselves at
some point to those who live in the human situation. For this reason, the
seven ways in which many work to secure immediate personal happiness
twrn out to be ways in which they ensure that their defaule state will be
one of discontentment By checking the notion that happiness consists in
specific temporal attainments, faith allows those that have it to maintain
a positive outlook, no matter how things may change. By preserving the
mind’s stability m this manner, faith has a ratonalizing cffect, which 1s
cvidenced by the unbroken spirit of contentment that is the hallmark of
the sound mind.

While the points made previously serve to confinm that faith in a
transcendent being is indispensible to human rationalicy, they do not
disclose why Chustian faith might be seen as exceptionally well suited to
rendering reason sound. What has been said thus far, m other words, fails
to cxpound the reasons for believing in the Triune, Incarnate God as
opposed to the cbject of any other monotheist religious or philosophical
system.

Ostensibly, all such systems entail belief m one God as well as an
overarching goal of knowing Him; furthermore, all offer some
account of how to meet that goal. For this reason, therc is much that
members of one rchigious tradition can learn from those working within
ancther about how to work toward the goal of knowing God. Although
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all systems of faith share that goal in common, Christianity is unique in
that 1t offers a concrete account of what makes it possible for that goal
to actually be attained: an zccount of how God entered into the realm of
human beings so that they might zpproach Him in His.

By way of the doctrine of Incarnation, the Christian system: grounds
the affirmation of the possibility of spanning the gap between the imma-
nent and the transcendent that all monotheists make. At His Incarnation,
the Son of God revealed what human beings had forgotten at the fall,
namely, that there is a God who made the world and that the chief end
of humankind is to know Him and to make Him known, Tn His life on
carth, Christ revealed God as He carried on doing what He does eternally,
which is to express the Spirit of God that glorifies God the Father."

In thus reflecting the nature of God, Christ made it known that Ged’s
nature is Triune. He disclosed that the one God who knows Himself and
makes Himsell known does so because there are three elements in His
smgular act of knowing, namely, the knower, the known, and their act
of knowing. In affirming the Triune nature of God and His Incarnation,
it would appear that the Christian faith enacts the possibility of providing
the account of one God and His knowability by human beings that all
monaotheists seck to give. In light of this, one might say that Christian
belief 15 supremely rational, not because members of other traditions are
less capable of being rational, but because Christianity seems to offer the
best rationale for the ability to be rational that all faithful people have.
This ability is one that people with faith of a non-Christian kind can and
in many cases do put te better use than the Christians who can give a
reason for it, which is why it is vital for Christians to regard other religious
faiths with an entrely open mind.

The Christian teaching is that Christ’s coming accounts for this abilicy
to be rational. For as Christ imaged the Triune nature of God m the form
of a human person by expressing His Spirit or mind in view of the Father’s
glory, He simultancously established that all human persons are made in
God’s image to do the same. That is to say, He revealed that they are
designed to express the unique spirit or mind the Son gives them at their
creation for the glory of none but Ged the Father; that this, in fact, is
their way of reaching the objective of knowmg the Father."!

Although those who put faith in Christ commit to working toward this
end, it is important to note that they do not fully recover the capacity to
reason with faith in God’s ultimate goodness in the same instance, lnstead,

" John 3:19-20, 5:20: 1 seck not to please myself but Him who sent me.”
" John 14:6.
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it waits for them to make their faith completely effective by cultivating
the habit of reasoning under the influence of faith until they memorize
how to do s0.'* Every time a mind that fanctions in faith allows the oyer—
arching objective of knowing God to inform its efforts to meert its imme-
diate goals, it cultivates this habit. Tt allows the belief thar God is ultimate
to govern its evaluation of its objects. As a result, it is kept from consider-
ing the circumstances that come under its purview as the be-all and end-all
of human existence that only God is — a perspective that produces the
attitudes like pride and envy that prove so detrimental to rationality.

While it keeps the mind from considering the things that come to its
attention as ultimate ends, faith also makes it possible to percerve temporal
experiences as a means to the end of knowing God, Tt renders perceptible
the good that God is able to bring from those experiences. Tnasmuch as
faith in Goed is what allows reason to identfy the goodness of the cir-
cumstances, the knowledge of those circumstances mediates or doubles as
the knowledge of God that is attainable in this life, which i knowledge
of Him through things that are other than Him.

By way of knowing those things in faith, the mind begins to develop
2 sense of what it weuld be like to know the unknowable God. The
more it works in faith, the stronger its sense of what is involved in
knowing God — and the faith that compels it to know God — is bound
to become, If the mind can form a habit of reasoning in faith — a habit
of evaluating reality in the spirit or mind of the Son who regards all things
with a view to the Father's goodness, which is 2 habit of praying without
ceasing ~— then it becomes predisposed o recognize the God of faith who
1s addressed in prayer working good in all things. This predisposition, in
tum, veadics the eyes of the mind to gaze upon God Himself at the point
when He is revealed.” By performing acts of knowing as the Father
performs His, namely, through the Sen and in His Spirtt, consequently,
the mind’s acts of knowing in this lifc become the means through which
it begins to participate already in God’s cternal life, which simply consists
in knowing God."

When it is construed along these lines, the process of coming to know
God comes into relief as a process analogous to the one that 15 involved
in conting to know any object whatsocver, that Is, a process of “faith
seeking understanding.” In such a process, the mind allows its faich in the
attainability of an as yet unmet objective to guide all its rational endeavars,

2 . - - . © '
12 John 15:1-8: abide in me; 15:9—17: remain in my love

® 1 Thessalonians 5:17,

e John 17:3.
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Those endeavors convey the hope the mind has to attain its object — 3
hope that increases the more automatically faith is brought to bear. To
the extent that taith works in hope, it fosters a perspective that cannot
help but work itsell out in human actions which are the expression of
the love the mind has for its object.”

The difference between the process of faith seeking understanding that
is invelved in knowing natural objects and knowing God comes down to
this: He cannot be reduced to any ordinary obiect that is encountered
in this life and for that reason can ncver be grasped in this life. The fact
that He is currently inaccessible, however, 15 precisely the reason why the
objective of knowing Him is the ultimate cognitive objective; why faith
in Him is the paradigmatic instance of the faith that enters into all acts
of reasoning; why those acts can and must be regarded as the venue in
which God is indirectly known and made known in the present life. The
rranscendence of the God whose existence is accounted for by His Triune
nature and whose knowability is explained by FHis Incarnation, in summary,
is the reason why the most sensible course of action for human beings is
to allow belief in Him to unpact efforts to know the things that are not
God until doing so is second nature.

While the Christian calling to cultivate a habit of reasoning in faith
may seem laborious, one ought to bear in mind that Christ promised His
followers an easy yoke.'" To live by faith, after all, is sinply to take
advantage of the grace God gives in abundance. The only “work” human
beings have to do is to realtze in tnereasing measure what Clirist has already
accomplished on their behalf. This is something they do by opening their
hands in faith in all circumstances, so as to receive through those circum-
stances the grace that is the knowledge of the goodness of God "

Although this “work” may initially prove difficult, masmuch as it
requires the mind to let go of all the things it has come to regard as
essential to happiness, the sacrifice of the sclf and its desires is ultimately
bound te bring a life of unparalleled freedom and joy.'™ For as followers
of Christ allow themselves to be refonned by the three theological virtues
of faith, hepe, and love, pride is countcracted with humility, wrath wich
peace, apathy with diligence, envy with kindness, greed with generosity,

B 1 Corinthians 13:13: faith working in love,

' Matthew 11:30.

"7 John 6:29, “Jesus answered, the work of God s this: to believe in the one He has
sent,”

¥ Johu 8:34-6, “I tell you the truth: everyone whao sins 3s a slave to sin ... if the Son

sets you fiee, you will be free indeed.”
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lust with integrity, and gluttony with self-control.” To sum up, the sins
that ensurcd that the default state of the mind would be one of discon-
tentment are substituted for the virtes that make it possible to thrive in
all things.

Since those who lose their lives for Christ’s sake only forfeit the mind-
narrowing attitudes that prevent them from identfying the good or God
in all the events of cheir lives and thus from finding happiness in those
events, one might say that they do not truly lesc their lives, their interests,
and their abilities in laying them at the feet of the Savior. What they lose
is what prevented them from living freely in keeping with their interests
and abiliies. What they forfeir, in swmmary, is what hindered them from
being themselves by working toward the objectives they were uniquely
designed by God to fulfill, and thus from being objective or rational.®

Although the message many modern philosophers propounded was that
human knowledge and happiness are best served when the subject turns
to itself to find the norms by which to judge reality, I have been sug-
gesting that just the opposite is true. For to the extent that the mund
serves itself instead of God, seeing itself rather than Him as the ultimate
end in itself, 1t is bound to stake its hopes for happiress on the fulfillment
of personal desires for things that must fade. In doing this, as I have
argued, the mind undermines its ability to secure ongoing happiness. Such
behavior can hardly be called raconal. Yet the irrationality of it, as G.I.
Chesterton has written, is not proved by any error in philosophical argu-
ment but by the manifest mistake of human lives and whaole societies that
are rent apart by the effects of sin.”

Chesterton goes on to affirm that the most effective way for philoso-
phers to promote human rationality is not through the characteristically
modern dectrine of human perfectibility, but through the old doctrine of
original sin. Giving credence to this doctrine, Chesterton contends, entails
a realistic and therefore rational recognition of what it takes to be a sane
human being, namely, an acknowledgment of the fallen conditions
of human existence and the need for gradual redemption through faith in
Christ. The alternative to recognizing that faith is required to be reason-
able is the discontentment and discord that can be witmessed everywhere

¥ Galatians 5:22-3,
#* John 11:25: “T am che resarrecton and the life” 12:25; “'The man who loves his life
will lose it, while the man who hates his Jife in this world will keep it for etemal life,”
As St Augustine wrote in his sermon oun 1 John 4:4-12, “love God and do what you
will.”

" GK. Chesterton, Orthodoxy (New York: Doubleday, 1959), 148.
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today; the choice, as Drorothy Sayers describes it, is between “creed or
chaos,” “dogma or disaster.””

In affinming such things, 1 have been trying to gesture toward the sense
in which faith, speciflically Christian faith in 2 Triune, Incarnate God, is
rational. Although the divine object of faith may not be fully compre-
hensible, it would seem that belief in Him is nonethcless ratzonal, inasmuch
as it bears the burden of rendering reason functional and sound.” Faith
does this by forcing the mind te acknowledge simultanecusly that it does
not yet know a certamn object of knowledge and that it desires to know
that object. In this way, faith puts reason in the right position to attain
to the desired knowledge, whether it is of something ordinary or of Ged,
To argue along these lines, 1 indicated that the philosopher or thecologian
ought not begin by addressing the question concerning the rationality of
fzith, but by re-defining reasen so thac it presuppoeses faith. To do this is
to overturn the very question concerning the logic of faith and shift the
oniss of proof off of those who believe and on te those whe doubt.

From that point, it becomes possible to identify faith in the Triune,
Incarnate God as the paradigmatic instance of the faith-component that
is involved in all reasoning. On these grounds, moreover, cne can finally
conclude that Christian belief is rational, inasmuch as it enables those who

2 Dorothy Sayers, Creed or Chavs: Why Chyistians Mist Cheose Lifther Dogiia or Disaster

{Manchester, NH: Sophia Institute Press, 1999).
3 Chesterton, Ortliodoxy 23: “mysticism keeps men sane ... the whele secret of mysticism
is this: that man can understand everything by the help of what he does not understand-
ing;” 29: “it is idle to talk always of the alternative of reason and faith, Reason itself is a
marcer of faith;” 104: “some faith in life is required even to improve it ... some dissatisfac-
tien with things as they are is necessary even in order to be sarisfied.” Terry LCagleton
argues alomg similar Lives in his witey Reason, Faith, and Revolution: Reflections on ihe God
Debate (New Ilaven: Yale, 2009, which is primarily a response to the milicant atheisin of
the likes of Richard Dawkins and Christopher Hitchens. According to Eagleton, the
problem with the perspective of “Ditchking,” as he dubs the two atheists, is that they
assume that faith is something that subsists in the absence of reasons, thar it 15 blind, On
Eagleton’s contention, however, that is not at all what fatth is. For as the auchor points
out, all reasoning requirves faith; faith, in fact, is the condidon of possibilicy of reason, In
bis chapter on “faith and reason™ (109-3%9), Eagleton gives some reasens in support of this
claim. He notes some of the decrimental practical conscquences of reason’s failure to operate
in an attitude of faith, showing these up for what they are: frrational. Tn che end he con-
cludes that, “reason alome can fice down a barbarous irrationalism, but that to do se
it must draw upon forces and sources of faith which run decper than itself and which
can therefore bear an unsettling resemblance to the very nmationalism one is seeking to

repel” (161
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adhere to it to be rational and to explain fully why they are able to be
rational. To articulate an account of reason that entails elements akin to
faith and mnveke Christan faith to account for those elements would be
to articulate a theological theory of knowledge in which questions con-
cerning reason and faith are addressed together, such that the problems
that result from addressing those questions apart are implicitly resolved.

[n establishing the logic of faith on the basis of the claim that it is
impossible to give an account of how to reason soundly without appealing
to faith, such an theological theory would reconfigure the nature of the
work required of those who make it their work to prove the rationality
of faith in the face of objectors who demand a “sign” to validate belicf.
For on a theological account, the project of proving the logic of faith is
not, or at least not merely, a matter of producing proofs on paper. Rather
it involves the decidedly spiritmal labor of surrendering the self to the
transforming power of a faith that fosters soundness of mind as well as
fellowship with others, while remaining ready on demand to explain why
the Triune, Tncarnate God is the reason for the joy this sacrifice readily,
if paradoxically, affords™ In this instance, the sought-for proof shines
through those who do not need to see in order to believe, because they
have confidence that a walk in the darkness of faith 15 at once a journey
toward the light of the knowledge of God.

H o Peter 3:15.



Conclusion

In this work, I set out to delincate the history and future of Augustine’s
theory of knowledge by divine illumination. In order to do this, I argued
that it iy esscntial in all cases to interpret divine ilumination theory with
reference to its theological context. By theological context, [ had in mind
the underlying doctrine of God and His image, which determines the
nature of the mind’s work, the impact of the fall and redemption on
the image, and the intricacies of the process of re-conforming to the lost
image, which is illustrated by illumination, This interpretive approach,
which has not previously been taken by scholars, who tend to turn imme-
diately to texts where Augustine and his medieval readers cxplicitly handle
the topic of Jlumination, led me to threc mam discoveries concerning
the history of the dlumination account.

The frst discovery had to do with Avgustine’s own understanding of
illuminatien. Normally, Augustinian illumination 1s interpreted as some
sort of extrinsic intellectual influence. For this reason, it is opposed t
o Aquinas” idea of the divine light as the source of an intrinsic power to
abstract, or to think in unifying terms. The success of extrinsic interpreta-
tions of Augustine on llumination, T have suggested, has much to do with
the scholarly tendency to project a modern concept of revelation back on
to Augustine — a tendency that is checked when “face value” readings of
Augustine are set aside in favor of a reading that is attentive to theelogical
COntexr.

I the effort to offer such a reading, [ conducted an extended inquiry
into some of Augustine’s mature theological treatises, above all, De
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Trinitate. This work is divided into two main parts. 1n the first, Augustine
details the doctrine of the Triune God as he understands it through
the revelation of Christ. The Person of Christ revealed God by manifest-
ing the Spirit of God, who brings glory to the Father. As He did this,
the Son simultaneously revealed that all buman persons are made to reflect
God’s image by cxpressing the spirit or mind that is given by the Son in
view of the ultimate goodness of God. To be the inago dei, in summary,
3% to possess an intrinsic intellectual gift to think in unifying or abstrace
terms, 11 terns of the existence of one God.

Because the ability to bring the knowledge of God to bear in ordinary
knowing was forfeited at the fall, Augustine turns in the second half of
his treatise to teach his readers how to re-learn to reflect constantly the
image of God and thereby imitate Chnist, wihe glorified the Father in all
He did. The seven psychological analogies Augustine introduces over the
course of thar section are designed to facilitate readers’ efforts to form a
habit of reasoning in faith and thus underge the gradual restoration of the
image of God that anticipates the ulimate vision of God.

In this process, thoughts and actions are rendered consistent with the
professed belief in God as the Highest Good. That process, to summarize,
is one that is made possible by the two halves of De Trinitate, which form
a progressive and interdependent line of inquiry. Where the first half
explains what needs to be known of the Triune God in order to reason
in the hight of faith in Him, the second half actvally instructs how to re-
train reason to regard all realities in the light of faith in God — even while
gesturing toward the Trinity and Incarnaton as the Christian doctrines
that enact the possibility of doing so — in preparation for the vision of
the Light itself.

[n view of this, it became clear that Augustine regarded divine llumi-
nation as the source of an intrinsic ntcllectual ability, which is gradually
salvaged from the effects of the fall as the mind re-learns to think in
unifying terms m view of the existence of one God. Far from the sort of
extrinsic or interfering influence scholars normally conceive it to be, illu-
mination is what empewers human beings to hamess all of their God-
given abilities in and for the purposes of faith, in the process making good
of every situation that arses.

This theclogically contextualized rcading of Angustine led me to a
turther, connected conclusion concerning what is involved in “updating”
Augustine’s understanding of knowledge by illumination in a new intel-
lectual context. To do this, I argued, is to opcrate on the Augustinian
theological assumptions that generate a certain concept of the narure of
knowledge, articulating that concept in forms of argument that render it
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intelligible and relevant in a new context. More specifically, modermnizing
Augustine’s intellectual tradition involves the composition of a two-fold
work like his De Twinitate, in which an Augustinian doctrine of God and
instructions for applying the knowledge of God in the process of conform-
ing to His image — illustrated by illumination — are delineated.

This is the sort of project Anselm of Canterbury undertook when he
drew on the resources of dialectic in preparing his Monologion and Prelogion.
Furthermmore, it is what Aquinas did in appropriating Anstotle and many
other authorities in his Susma Theologiae Like Augustine, Anselm and
Adquinas sought to offer their intellectually gifted readers all the resources
they would need to transform every encounter and experience into a
ven‘ue for knowmg God and making Him known, Oune important point
that came into relief in the course of belstering this argument is that the
theistic demonstrations Anselm and Aquinas include in their works — far
from the sort of pre-theological proofs for God’s existence that modern
thinkers have supposed them to be — are actually formulae for conforming
to the image of God, or for increasing the mind’s illumination, such as
Augustine offered wath his psychological analoges.

While the use of a theological method of interpretation allowed me to
discern contmuity of thought between Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas,
it also led me to a second key discovery concerning the history of illu-
mination theory, which was that the thirteenth-century Franciscan
Bonaventure, who is commonly regarded as the last and best champion
of Augustinian illumination and the Augustinian tradition more generally,
did not in fact work in complete conceptual continuity with Augustine,
T supported this argument on the grounds that Bonaventure adopted the
altogether innovative thcological assumptions of the twelfth-century
mystic Richard of St. Victor, which generated a new doctrine of the
mmage of God and its cognitive operations.

As | explained, Bonaventure and his Franciscan collcagues formulated
their new concept of cognition with the help of philosophical resources
they found in the wiitings of the eleventh-century Arab philosopher
Avicenna, which were well suited to their purpose of presenting a philo-
sophical account that was consistent with Franciscan ideals. If they articu-
lated orgmally Avicennian ideas in the temns of Augustine — especially
illumination — T showed that this was mamnly for the polemucal reasons
associated with their efforts to establish the ntellectval leginmacy of the
friars minor in the Parisian university context.

Notwithstanding his invocation of Augustine, I demonstrated that
Bonaventure did not in fact mean what Augustine meant by knowledge
and illumination. In his theory, knowledge is not described as subject to
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gradual growth through ongomg participation mn a unifying mode of
thinking. Instcad, it is a matter of mentally representing observed realities
with perfect precision. According to Bonaventure, this cognitive capacity
was ot lost at the fall and for that reason does not need o be recovered;
this, incidentally, is why [ argued that the account of conformity to Christ
which Bonaventure gives in his ltinerariun — normally described as the last
in 2 line of taditional Augustinian texts on the “ascent” to God — cannot
be compared with the one Augustine gives in De Trinitate and
elsewhere.

Bonaventure msists that this mfallible cognitive capacity is instilled by
an a priori knowledge of Being, which concurs in acts of knowing to
ensure their perfection. Bonaventure accounted for this supernatural
supervision through an appeal to divine illaminadon and thus defined
lumination as an extrinsic force. Since the intuitive knowledge of Being
is ulamately intaitive knowledge of the divine Being, Bonaventure con-
cluded that the existence of God could be proved a priori. Although
Avicenna had been the first to make such a claim, Bonaventurc insisted
that his idea of theistic demonstration could be found in Anselm’s
Proslogion. In this way, he transformed Ansclm’s argument from a tool for
conforming to God’s image mto the ontological proof it has been gener-
ally assumed to be cver since.

Although Bonaventure undeniably said what Augustine and Anselm
sard in a great number of cases, he seemingly did not think as they thought
1 terms of his theological and philosophical positions. If anyone was the
foremost representative of Augustine of the thirteenth century, it was not

¢

Bonaventure but his Dominican contemporary Aquinas, whe has ironi-
cally been accused of abandoning the traditional Augustinian path, inas-
much as he challenged 2 version of illumination and Anselm’s argument
and drew on the Aristotelian account of cognition. Although Thomas
admittedly did all this, my research led me to conclude that he only
questioned the Franciscan interpretations of the traditional Augustinian
doctrines in question, even while he translated genuine Augustinian views
into the Aristotelian fingua franca of the day.

Contrary to what many scholars have supposed in the past, conse-
quently, Aquinas was a whole-hearted advocate of Aungustine where
Bonaventure became one of the first and foremost propenents of the
utterly distinctive Franeiscan intellectual tradition, which deserves to be
appreciated in its own right. One implication of this discovery — made
possible by the theologically contextnalized reading of the medieval phi-
losophies in question — was that it called for the re-cvaluation of the lines
that distinguish lare medieval schools of thought.
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Although late medieval thinkers have normally been classified accord-
ing to philosophical preferences for Augustine or Aristotle, [ argucd that
they ought to be categorized in keeping with a theological preference
for Augustine or Richard of St. Victer. While the thirteenth—centmy
Dominicans exhibited the former proclivity, which led them to appropri-
ate Aristotelian and many other philosophical resources, Franciscans where
characterized by the latter, which lent 1tself to the incorporation of
Avicenna’s philosophy In light of this, it seems clear that the merely
philosophical, face value, classification of late medieval thinkers fails to
capture the reality of the late medieval intellectual sitvation, where schol-
ars were not nommally philosophers first and foremost but theologians
using philesophical resources to accomplish specific religious tasks,

By identifying this, and clearly distinguishing between Bonaventure and
Augustine in the process, I came to my third major discovery concerning
the reason for the latc medieval Franciscan rejection of illunination. In
this regard, my main argument was that Franciscans like Duns Scotus
did not abandon Augusting’s account in favor of an Autstotelian one as
is commonly supposed. Rather, they reacted against Bonaventure’s extrin-
sic nterpretation of illumination. Though they questioned his understand-
ing of the conditions that make knowledge possible, I showed that they
did not in fact challenge the theory of the nature of knowledge which
Benaventure codified. In eliminating illumination, the purpose of Scotus
and others was simply to eliminate perceived inconsistencies from what
had become the distinctly Franciscan concept of knowledge,

On my argument, that was the concept of knowledge that became
prevalent in the modern period, albeit only after it had been rent from
the context of Franciscan faith and life for which it was origimally designed.
Thus disterted, originally Franciscan philosophy engendered what I have
called a “non-theological” understanding of knowledge. On this under-
standing, reasen and faith are mutually exclusive extremes, such that reason
entails no element of the unknown, and faith is fundamentally wrational.
Such rationalist and fideist definitions of reason and faith, respectively,
have given rise to the two epistemological questions that have most pre-
occupied modern minds, namely, the question concerning the rationality
of faith — which was raised early in the history of modem philosophy —
and the question concerning the very possibility of obraining objectivity
in knowledge, which has only recently been formulated, in the wake of
the post-modern critique of the modem standard of knowledge.

Insofar as philosophers and philosophers of religion continue to presup-
pose or react against the rationalist and fideist ideas that generate these
questions in the first place, the solutions they have proposed to the ques-
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tions seem inconclusive, For this reason, [ argued that furure efforts to
address contemporary epistemological concerns might entail the introduc-
tion of non-mutually exclusive concepts of teason and faith, which do
not generate those concerns in the first place. In my study, T showed that
Augustine’s account of knowledge presupposes such concepts of reason
and faith. To introduce non-mutually exclusive concepts of faith and
reason in the current context, consequently, would seem to involve the
recovery of Augustine’s theory of knowledge by illumination.

Thaose whe might make such a recovery in future have the benefit of
the precedent Ansclm and Aquinas set when they themselves updated
Augustine’s claim that divine lumination is the condition of possibility
of all human knowledge, by manslating his notion of knewledpe into
forms of philosophical argumentation that were intelligible in their own
intellectual sitnations. This book lays the historical greundwork for the
project of articulating a “theological” account of knowledge that rescmbles
Avgustine’s 1n spint, if not in fonm, inasmuch as it identifies what such
an account entails and how it was obscured through certamn late medicval
developments, above 2ll, the elimination of Mlumination.

That theological theory of knowledge as T envision it will cxplain what
can and must be known about the unknowable God in order to bring
belief in Him to bear in knowing reality, and it will provide resources
for doing so. The motivation for offering some formulac for conforming
to God’s image would be to encourage readers to cultivate the habit of
reasoning in the light of faith in God’s ultimate goadness that males it
possible to make the best of all human cxperiences. To do that would be
to carry on and imitate the redemptive work of God the Son — to refer
every thought to the Father, through the Son, in His Spirtt — until all
that pours forth from the human mind or spirit is a prayer: an experience
of divine illumination.

Amen.
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blind(ness) 82, 143
Boethius 68-9, 86
Bonaventure 1-3, 10, 14-16, 20-3,
67, 85, 109-53, 213-16, 236-7
as Augustinian 143-53
Breviloquivm 115-16
Collationes in Hexaemeron 117
conforming to the image of
God 135-41
creaton in the image of
God 121-32
De reductione artium ad
theologiam 117, 142
divine illwminaden 141-3
doctrine of God 117-21
fall and redemption 132-5
intreduction 110-17
Hineravivi mentis iy Dennnr 21, 116,
13540, 237
Life of Francis 115=16, 140
Boulneis, Olivier 99 n.47, 209 n.102,
215
Brevilogttinm 115-16
Brown, Peter 27
Bubacz, Bruce 11
Burrell, David 185, passim in notes

capax Dei 125-6, 129
Carolinglan renaissance 69-70)
Cassiodorus 68




242 Dipine Mumination

cataphatic theology 168, 172
see also positive theology
Cathar (heresy) 101-2
Catholicism 14, 29, 101, 1567
certitude/certainty 6, 8, 10, 11-13,
467, 64—5H, 79, 130, 141,
151-2, 176,189-99, 210,
212-13, 224
Charlemagne 69
“checking” the truth 11, 81, 1940, 197
Chesterton, G K. 231-2
Christendom 68
Christocentrism 120, 138
Cicero 69
circle {of creationy 122, 127
“eiry of God” 67-8
see also D civitate dei
“clear and distinct” ideas 121, 186,
196-7, 211-12
cogito ergo snm 92
cognitive capacity 4, 34-06, 45, 147,
152, 160
cogritive cerntude 6, 64
cognitive content 4-5
cognitive light 141-2
cognitive process H—6
Collationes in Hexaemeren 117
concursus 10, 97, 126, 129-30, 1406,
182, 176, 184, 197, 202
see also Inflnentia
condemnation of 1277 193—4
Confessiones 18, 27
conforming to image of God 42-37,
76-82, 135-41, 16573
in Anselm 76-82
in Aquinas 16573
in Augustine 42-57
in Bomaventure 135-41
contingency 123, 126, 169
contuition 130-3, 197
conversion 25-8, 60-1, 151
corporeal analogies 49-53
corporeal vision (iafie) 35, 49

correspondence theory of
knowledge 127, 152, 185, 189,
204, 209, 212
cosmological argument (a posterior
theistic proof) 22, 94, 131, 137,
156, 174, 192, 200, 219
Couvent des Cordeliers 104
created reason 128-31, 189
creation in the mmage of God 30-9,
121-32
human being 34-9, 127-32
natural order 30-4, 121-7
creator/ creation distinction 31, 74,
95, 124, 168, 196
criticisms of psychological
analogies 567
cross 62, 104, 135, 139, 150
cruci-fixation 120

dark{ness) 60-1, 643, 68,
82-3, 143, 233
De anima 88-90, 92, 98, 106
see dlso Aristotle; Avicenna
De beata vita 30
De civitate dei’ 67-8
De genest ad lifteram 18, 30-6, 38
De magistio 18, 58-60
De ordine 50
De reductione artiim ad theofogiam 117,
142
De Trinifate 18=22, 25-8, 40, 52-8,
71-2, 77, 133, 148, 167, 234-7
death 93
decline of divine ilhuninatien 22—4,
181-216
Augustinian and Franciscan
thought 201-8
Franciscan and moedern
thought 208-16
Henry of Ghent 186-94
introduction 181-2
Qlivi, Peter John 182-0
Scotus, John Duns 193-201

decline of the Roman Empire 678
Descartes, René 57, 92, 211-14
Meditations 211
dialectic(ians) 70, 83, 179, 219,
236
dialogue {inter-faith) 164, 227-8
diligit se: see love of self (dilipit se)
disembodiment 94, 7, 99, 197
distinctio rationis 121
divine illuminaden
Anselm 82-3
Aquinas 173-8
Augustine 58-65
Bonaventure 141-3
Henry of Ghent 186-91
Olivi, Peter John 182-6
Scotus, John Duns 1945
divine knowledge 37, 74,
1212, 166
divine love 118-19, 122, 140, 143
divine perspective 38, 79
“doctors of Sacred Seriprure” 193-4
doctrinna: see learning (doctring)
doctrine of God 29-30, 117-2i
Augustine 29-30
Bonaventure 117-21
Dominican order 15, 20, 85, 101-6,
120, 154, 158, 164-5, 208
double tuth 138, 164, 193
dualism 92, 99, 106, 146, 152, 162,
197, 204, 211-12

ccstatic union {with God) 139—40,
150-1

effective mtellect 97

efficient causality 96, 119, 126, 133,
1608

Elements of Theology 89

embodiment 162

empirical sources of knowledge 11,
13, 35-6, 91, 98, 130, 137,
160, 190, 213

Inlightenment 213, 221

Index 243

envy 40, 54, 79, 216, 226-7,
229-30

Eriugena, John Scotus 69

crror 45, 61-2, 89, 136, 138,
147-8, 184

esse ipstisi 33

essence vs. existence 95—7, 124-06,
1445

cssentialism 95-6, 124, 144-5, 152

eternal life 39-40, 63, 177, 229

cternal reasons 107, 121, 127,
129=-30, 136, 1412, 1756,
183—4, 186, 188, 191-2, 201

cternal (God) 29-30, 33, 49, 74,
77, 80, 172

evil 40, 51, 214

exempladey 121, 128-31, 144,
18990

exemplar cansalicy 119, 1227

ex nikifo 31

expetience &, 367, 43—4, 57, 80-1,
98-, 146, 161, 171-2, 190,
229, 239

external senses 91-2, 128, 137, 160

extansic influence 8, 12-14, 36, 62,
145, 176,

eyes of the mind 60-2, 173, 178

faith
dead 76
i God 3, 19-20, 43, 47-51, 54
secking understanding 45, 48,
229-30
in a theological theory of
knowledge 226-33
see also rationality of faich in God
fall 3942, 66-7, 78, 82, 115, 127,
132-5
Father {God) 29-30, 40-2, 118-19
Ficine, Marsilio 9
fideism 70, 211-14, 217, 220, 238
First Cause 163
First Knower 188
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“fve ways” to demonstrate God's
existence 22, 157, 168-70,
172-3, 177-9, 153

five-fold function of lumination 4

flying man 92-3

forgivencss 134

form of corporeality 125

formal distinction 121, 125

formal features of God 167

formalism 11

Fourth Tateran Council 101-3

FPrancis of Assisi 21, 1025, 108,
115-17, 120, 127, 133, 135-6,
1401, 151, 153, 202, 208,
215-16

Franciscan thought 67, 73, 90-1,
20116

and Augustinian thought 201-8
and modern thought 208-16

Franciscanism 1-3, 10-15, 20—,
85, 101-9

free(dom) 40

fulfillment 40

full analysis 130-1, 134, 145

future of Augustine’s theory of
knowledge 24, 217-33

fuith in a theclogical theory of
knowledge 226-33

mtroducton to a theological
theory of knowledge 21719

reason in a theological theory of
knowledge 223-0

Garden of Milan 28

Genesis 302

Gerard of Cremona 88-9

Gethsemane 54

gift 53—4, 80, 84, 126, 146, 1512

Gilson, Btienne 11, 14, 108-9,
112-15, 205

Giver of Forms 97

Classa ordiparia 87

gluttony 226-7, 231

God of the philosophers 221

God’s Truth 63, 74-h, 215-16

Golzotha 54

Good-in-Ttself 77, 80

Goodness of Gad 37-43, 47, 51,
54, 63-4, 71, 118-19

grace 41-2, 51, 65, 146, 152, 165,
177, 185-6, 230

greed 220-7

Greek scholarship 88-91, 100

Gregory the Grear 68

Grosscteste, Robert 107

(Gundissalinus; Dominicus 88

Guzman, Dominic 102

habit 42-36, 76-82, 165-73
habitual intellect 93—4
happiness 38—40, 43, 47, 51, 64, 170
Harrison, Carol 26-9
Hemry of Ghent 23, 186-94, 202~6
knowledge of God 191-4
knowledge and divine -
illomination 186-91
Sumnta giiaestionam
ordinarinm 186-7, 192-3
heresy 101, 116
hierarchy 34, 134
higher reason 128, 147
Highest Good 39-40, 43, 48, 51,
71, 74, 78, 169, 235
history of Augustine’s theory of
knowledge: mtroduction 1-24
Augustine on divine
illuminatdon 47
interpretations of divine
lumination in Augustine’s
thoughe 7-13
interpretations of divine
lluminaton in medieval
thought 14-16
re-interpreting history of
Augustine’s theory of

knowledge 16-24

holiness 136-7

Holy Roman Empire 69

Holy See 104

Hoely Spirit (of God) 30, 33, 40-2,
32, 62-3, 81, 105, 119-22,
228, 235, 239

hope 230

Hugh of St. Victor 87, 107-8, 113,
116, 124, 143—4

human being 349, 127-32

idealism 11
Mhuninator (Christ) 65
image of God 20, 30-9, 42-57,
74-82, 121-32, 160-73
in Anselm 74-82
in Aquinas 1604
in Augustine 30-9, 42-57
in Bonaventure 121-32
conforming to 42-57, 76-82,
16574
creation in the 30-9, 121-32
imagination 35, 49, 91, 989, 128,
160, 162
image Dei 1312, 177, 235
immanence 77-8, 164, 228
immortality 93, 127
immutability 31, 130, 141, 1667,
195
Incarnation 28, 47-8, 50, 52, 59,
63—4, 71, 133-4, 147, 157, 164,
172-3, 204, 228-30
individualism 56, 149-50
ineffability 171
infallibility 130, 130, 141, 149, 183,
186, 18990, 195-6
infintte Being 199-200
infliientia 126 n.66, 152, 176
see alsp concursus
ingeiinme: see ability (ingeninm)
innatism 910
Inner Teacher {Christ) 59, 130, 142
instantiation 32, 92, 967

Index 245

integrity (of the intellect) 177, 185,
202
intellect (iens) 42-3
intellection 146
intellectual traditions {(Jominican and
Franciscan) 103-9
intellectual vision (intelligentia) 36, 43,
175
see afse understanding (fntelfigentia)
intelligible species 98, 161, 165-6,
186, 157-8, 203
intelligit se: see understanding
(infelifgentia)
intention 91-2, 94
interference 15, 22, 92, 184
interionty 137 n.136, 149, 150
n 188
see also inward tum
interior eyes 60-2, 149
internal sense 91-2, 128, 137, 160
interpretations of divine llumination
n Augustine 7—13
formalism 1t
Franciscamsm 10
idealism 11 -
innatism 9-10
ontologism 9
probiems in interpretanion 12-13
Thomism §
intrinsic cognitive capacity 8, 19, 23,
37, 59, 62-3, 146, 176, 200,
202-3, 210, 234-5
intnitive cognition (of Being) 93-5,
106-8, 129, 131-2, 1367,
145, 149, 1532-3, 163, 168,
193, 196-8, 202-3, 214,
223, 237
inward turn 57, 132, 137, 142, 149,
150, 161, 210, 212, 214, 231
Isidore of Seville 69
Islam 88, 163
Itinerarium mentis fn Denn 21, 116,
135-40, 237
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Jacopone da Todi 105

James of Venice 88

Joachim of Flore 105, 116-17, 120

John of La Rochelle 107

Jordan, Mark D. 158, passim in ch. 5
notes

Kant, Immanuel 57, 149, 21213

Kerr, Fergus 156 n.53-6, 157 n.8, 161
n.21, 163 n.31, 164 n.33, 167
n.53, 169 n.54-7, 170 n.38-9,
[73 n.69, 177 n.78, 179 n.83

knowledge of God 7, 1914,
199-201

knowledge (notiiia) 42-3, 186-91,
1949

“known unknown” 168, 172

Lanfranc 70

Latin scholarship 88-50

learning (doctring) 48-9

Legenda major: see Life of Francis

Liber de cansis 89-90

Iiberal arts 50, 69—70, 86

Life of Francis 115-16, 140

Light of grace 177-8, 184

likeness (to God) 33, 126-7,
135-6, 148, 150

living proof 19, 81, 84, 173

Lombard, Peter 87-8, 106, 113, 115

lost image 42, 76

Louis IX, King of France 104

love {amor) 42-3

love of self {diligit s¢) 53-6

lower reason 37, 1278

limen inselfigendi 141-2

lust 2267, 231

Malebranche, Nicholas 9
Marrone, Steven P, 205-6
Marston, Roger 10, 107
materal intellect 93
measure (menswra) 32-3, 126

Meditations 211
memoria: see Memory (semoria)
memory {(memoria) 43-8, 330,
128-%
mendicancy 102, 116
Meno dialogue 223
mens: see intellect {mens)
mercy {of Ged) 80, 171
Metaphysics 889, 946, 107, 144
see alse Aristotle; Avicenna
metaphysics
essentlalist 95, 144, 152
of exemplarty 121
of participation 162
method of inquiry, theological 2,
17, 236

Middle Ages 1618, 24, 68-9, 72-3,

88, 90-1, 96-100, 113
modern thought 208-16
Monelogion 19, 22, 71-8, 158, 167,

236
monotheism 164, 227-8 .
Mount Alverna (La Vema) 104,

135-6
moving causes 129

mutability 31, 130

names of God 171-2

natural causes 96

natural light of reasen 175

natural order 30—, 121-7

natural theology 57, 73, 81, 163,
179, 200, 210-12, 220

negation (way of) 45

negative theology 47, 52, 170,
172, 179

see also apophatic theology

neo-Augustinian revival 201

Neo-Platonism 27-8, 33, 89,
219, 223

Neo-Thomism 156-7, 163,
169, 174

nothingness 31, 123

notitia: see knowledge (notitia)

number (numeris) 32-3, 126

objectiviity) 45-6, 48, 52, 216, 219,
222-31, 238

Olivi, Peter John 22-3, 182-6, 201-3

ontological argument (a prios theistic
proof) 19, 21-2, 73, 81, 83,
94, 107-8, 111, 131-4, 137,
139, 142, 149, 153, 155,
168, 174, 192, 204,
212, 214

ontologism 910, 184

Ordinatio 194-5

Crganon 69

Oxford 103

paganisnl 53, 147, 193

pantheism 123

Paris 86, 1035, 115, 117, 182, 193

participation 5, 29, 57, 63, 956,
124-5, 144, 152, 162, 166,
177, 237

particular 92, 122, 128, 185, 189,
196-7

Pascal, Blaise 211-12

passion of Christ 142

passive intellect 97-8

peace 64, 135, 225, 230

Pentecost 41

Pcter of Trabes 183

phantasm 35, 98, 160-1, 175-6, 197

phenomenology 222

philosophy of Avicenna 90-100

philosophy of religion 157, 169, 217,

219-21, 238
Plato{nism) 1, 9-10, 12, 50-1, 59,
64, 69, 89, 99-100, 144
Meno dialogue 223
Platonic paradox of inquiry 46
pleasure 128
Polanyi, Michael 222
Pope Gregory IX 104, 106

Tndex

247

Pope Leo XIII 14, 136
positive theology 47, 52, 167-8,
171, 179, 193
see also cataphatic theology
potential intellect 93—4, 97, 123—4,
161
poverty 102-5, 134, 139, 148-9, 182
pragmatisim 222
prayer 68, 104, 229, 239
preaching 101-4, 153, 158
pride 40, 54, 153, 216, 225,
227, 22930
primary intelligibles 93—+, 97-8
prime matter 95, 123, 125
privation 40, 95, 123, 214
problems in interpreting
Mumdnation 12-13
Proclus 89-90
proof for God's existence 64, 72-3,
81-2, 16873, 199-201, 212,
219
see also cosmological argument;
ontelogical argument
Proslogion 19, 22, 71-82, 107, 139,
148, 158, 167, 2367
Psendo-Dicnysus 69, 86, 107, 113,
116, 118, 122, 136, 151
psychological amalogies 18-19, 26,
42-57, 73, 84, 235-6
ability, learning, use 48-9
in Bonaventure 128-9, 146, 148
corporeal analogies 49-53
criticisms of psychological
analogics 567
intellect, knowledge, love 42-3
memory, understanding, love of
self 53-6
memory, understanding, will 43-8
spirital analogies 4953
in Thomas Aquinas 170, 179
see also conforming to image of
God
purgation 136-7, 141
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gisadrivitn 50

Qriaestiones disprtatae de scleiifia
Christi 141

(Qito elongari (papal bully 104

rafio cogroescend! 18990
rationalism 70, 155-6, 170,
210-12, 214, 217, 21920,
222, 238
rational soul 92-3
rationality of faith in God 3, 24,
84, 156, 21722, 232-3,
238
ratfores semiinales 32, 123
realism 145, 186, 209
reason
in a theological theory of
knowledge 223-6
see also intellect (mens); knowledge
{(notitia)
re-interpreting history of Augustine’s
theory of knowledge 1624
Anselm 19-20
Aquinas 21-2
Augustine 18-19
Bonaventure 20-1
divine lumination in decline 22—4
divine illumination in transition 20
future of Augustine’s theory of
knowledge 24
re-orientation of wall 134, 136
recollection {of Platonic forms) 10,
12, 100
TECOVETY
of Augustine’s theory of
knowledge 3, 218, 239
of God's image 60, 67, 81,
149-50, 165, 228
rectitude 74
redemption 39-42, 62, 64, 87,
132-5, 147
Reformed Epistemology 220-1
Régnon, Theodore de 113, 120-1

relativisim 156

religious orders 101-3
Renaissance 9

repentance 76, 78, 102
representation 121, 151, 192,

237
revelation 57, 73, 81, 83,
163-5, 234

Richard of Middlcton 183

Richard of St. Victer 20-1, 106,
113, 116-18, 120-1, 203—4,
236-8

Roman Empire 67-9

Raule (of St. Francis) 104-5

rules of judgment 11, 30, 130, 133,
136-8

sacra doctring 165=7, 186, 193

sacred intellect 97

sacrifice 54, 108, 134, 150, 230

secondary intelligibles 94, 97-8

sensation 35, 49, 91-2, 989, 128-30,
145-6, 160

St. Anselm of Canterbury: see Anselm
of Canterbury

St. Auvgustine of Hippo: see Augustine
of Hippo

St. Benedict 68

St. Bonaventure of Bagnoregio: sec
Bonaventure

St. Francis of Assisi: see Francis of
Assisi

St. Thomas Aguinas; see Aquinas,
Thomas

San Damiano 102

Savers, Dorothy L. 232

scholastic method 2, 17, 86-8,
109

school of thought (lace medieval} 1416,
23—4,201-8

science (scfenfia) 49-53, 701, 130,
138, 142, 165

Scot, Michael 20

Scotus, John Duns 15, 22—4, 120,
194-203, 21315, 238
knowledge and divine
illumination 194-9
knowledge of God 199-2(1
Ordinatio 194-5
Second Vatican Counal 157
selttabandonment 134, 139, 148-50
self-communication 11819
sclf—evidence of God 131-2, 137,
149, 168, 200, 219
seminal principles 32, 123
Sentence Commentary 87, 115, 183
Sentences (Lombard) 87-8, 106, 115
seniientiae 87
Seraphic Docror 2, 112, 114, 122,
135-6
seven deadly sins 226-7
Sic ef non 867
sin 40, 54, 115, 134, 2267
single formula: see wimum argementum
skepticism 10, 150, 185, 195, 198,
209, 211-13
Sofiloquia 18, 58-02
Son (of Ged) 40, 75, 116-17, 133,
145, 228
specitham Tifellectuale 124
spiritual analogies 49-53
spinitual Franciscans 105, 116-17,
135, 1531, 182
spiritual vision (infelfectis) 35, 49
stigmata 104
subalternate science 166
substantial fonm 96, 125, 144-5, 162
Summa fratris Alexandri 106, 115
Summa quacstiomun ovdinariim 1867,
1923
Stnima Theologiae 22, 106, 116,
154, 157-9, 16570,
173-80, 236
supernatural 79, 130, 163, 184,
186-8, 197, 200-3, 210, 237
Supreme Being 76-8, 81-2, 121, 139

Index 249

Tempier, Btienne 193—4
theological theory of
knowledge 223-33
faith in 226-33
reason in 223-6
theological virtnes 230-1
theophany 123
“thing m itself” 96, Y8-9
Thomism 8, 112, 156—7
Toeledo 88, 9G .
transcend({ence) 28, 77-8, 1067,
1312, 139, 142, 150,
160, 230
transcendental {concepes) 10, 94, 107,
129, 1313, 136, 142, 145,
151, 160, 163, 176, 189, 196,
21214
transition of divine illwmination 20,
85-109
introduction 85
new meellectual radinon 103-9
new religious challenges 1001
new religious orders 101-3
new schools 85-8
new translations 88~100
translations (of Greek and Arabic
works) 88-100
trinity of understanding 46
Trune nature of God 21, 28-30,
33, 43, 47-51, 59, 64,
712, 76, 117, 147,
1637
tritivinn 50
truth 45-6, 63, 74-5, 83, 163, 224

turn to the subject: see inward turn

Ugoline 104
see also Pope Gregory 1X
understanding {(fntelligentia) 36, 43-8,
53-6
unifying mode of cognition 34, 37,
47, 63, 98-9, 146-7, 161, 165,
234



250 Divine Hlumination

union with God 125-6, 136,

139-41, 151
see also capax Dei

universal {concepts) 36, 92—-4, 97-8,
122, 128, 161-2, 189

University of Paris 20, 87, 115, 138,
180, 193

univocity of being 124-5, 139, 144,
153, 192, 195-0, 199200,
209-10

uitin argumentiim 72, 78

use {usits) 48-9

vestige of divine 123, 126-7, 137,
144

vision of God 40, 82, 87, 166, 172,
178, 235

voluntas: see will (voltinias)

voluntarism 117, 148 n. 185, 152,
209 n.102

weight (pondus) 32—4, 36, 42,
126
“whatness™ (quidditas) 189
will (volinfas) 43-8, 128-9,
133—6, 141, 147-8,
150
Willam of Auvergne 10, 107
William of Moerbeke 90
William of Ockham 208
William of St. Amour 116
William of Ware 183, 194
Williams, Rowan 26, 36 n.147
wisdom (sapientia) 6, 38, 4953,
55, 61, 70-1, 128, 130,
135-8, 142-3, 147,
158, 190
work 230
wrath! see anger

zero-sum game 13, 185, 202




