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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The task which we have set for ourselves is to under-
stand the doctrine of exemplarism in general, and, in partic-
ular, this doctrine as expounded by St. Thomas Aquinas. In this
undertaking we are handicapped by seversl factors which have
arisen in modern times. First, exemplarism is looked on in
these times as an obscure and complex point ef mpdievai doc-
trine. This complexity, which tends to discourage any serious
effort by the uaaexity of minds, has lead to further obsscurity,
80 that today there is a 3onc:ql unawareness even pf the ex-
istence of "such a dootrine., There are few contemporary texts
on the subject of exemplarism, and these, though invaluable,
are in themselves summary. These modern attitudes are the ex-
act reverse of those which existed in the thirteenth century.
The doctrine of exemplarism suffered from no obscurity then.
Indeed, it was a basic part of the vital tradition which per-
meated the age. Such names as St. Auguatina, Dionysius,
Boethius, St. Anselm, Peter Lombard, and St. Albert are lifked

b
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with its developement.l Thus there were strong traditienal
reasons why St. Thomas treated this question of exemplarism.
However we, who are so far removed from this tradition, too
often fail to realize the significance and importance which it
neld in the time of St. Thomas.

And this leads us to a second difficulty prevalent in
recent times. For the past several years much stress has been
laid upon the existential interpretation of St. Thomas as oppés-’
ed to the essential interpretation of him. It has been insist-
ed upon to such an extent that one cannoﬁ help wondering: How
could St. Thomas have ever accepted such a thoroughly essential-
istic doctrine? One possible answer has already been indicated.
He accepted it because he could not throw off the weight of
tradition, However, there is a much more obvious answer which
in this case is also the best answer. St. Thomas accepted the
doctrine of exemplarism because it is frﬁe. And once the truth
of exemplarism is grasped its importance in the Thomistic
system cannot be overlooked. Therefore we must try to realize
the truth which is contained in this doctrine of exemplarism.

In our attempt to do this, there are three primary
considerations which we must examine. The first is the con-

gsideration of the existence and nature of the exemplary idea.

1 T.M. Sparks, O.P., De Divigione Causae Exemplaris
Apud S. Thomam, Somerset, Ohio, 1956, 9.
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such a consideration is naturally prior to any other. The
second is the problem of the causality of the exemplary idea.
There have been numerous interpretations of exemplary causality.
My own is based primarily on my study of St. Thomas. While he
never treated this question formally, St. Thomas has enough
material on it to warrant an interpretation which may be called
Thomistic. The last consideration is of God as the model of
all things. Here we will meet with a twofold difficulty: . the
possibility of God being the proper model of all things, and
the kind of likeness existing between things and God. As a
conclusion we will consider the position of exemplarism‘in re-
lation to providence and human knowledge.

But in order to appreciate St. Thomas' doctrine more
fully, ﬁe should give a brief historical introduction to it.
Such an introduction, because it is brief, will necessarily be
inadequate, and to a certain degree inaccurate. However we
must realize that our main problem lies in the doctrine of St.
Thomas itself, and that the chief merit of an introduction is
its brevity.

Historically speaking the first man to hold a
doctrine of exemplarism was Plato. In considering reality
Plato had found that all the things he saw around him were
constantly changing. However he also found that there were

certain things which did not change, and these were the things
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he knew: the Ideas. For, while any white thing can beéome .
plack, whiteness can never become blackness. Since these Ideas
are eternal, immutable, and necessary, they cannot exist in
things which are mutable, temporal, and contingent. Plato
therefore held that the Ideas were iﬁtelligible substances ex-
isting by themselves apart from all these changing things.=?
However there is certainly a relationship between these two
elements of reality. TFor these things which are constantly
changing at least appeér to be the Ideas. No two things are
ever exactly equal, but they may at times have the appearances
of equality. It is in this likeness to the lIdeas that material,
changing things find their highest reality. For in so far as
they are constantly changing, they are as if they were not. But
in so far as they imitate the Ideas which really are and never
change, to that extent they participate in that which really
is.® But let us look more closely at this relationship of the
Ideas and their copies.

In the Timaeus Plato tells us that the Ideas are the
eternal models of all things. These models, since they are

eternal and unchangeable, exist above the influence of any cause.

2 Frederick Copleston, S.J., A History &f Philosophy,
vol. I, Westminster Maryland, 1946, 142 -7 162.

3 Ibldo, 165 - 2060
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The copies, however, are temporal and changeable; and therefore
they must depend upon some cause. This cause is the Demiurge,
the supreme artist who fashions all the things in this universe
in the likeness of the eternal models. According to Plato's
description, the Demiurge, looking to the models which exist in-
dependently of him, works upon a pre-existing matter which he.
forms to the likeness of the models.4 And this, Plato. thought,
was the ultimate origin of things.

However there are two points of criticism which we can
level against such a conception of exemplarism. The first is
that ideas cannot exist apart from mind. For an idea is a men-
tal conception. It must then exist in the mind that conceives
it. Thus either these Ideas are really ideas, and exist in the
mind of the Demiurge; or they are not ideas at all, but sep-
arate and subsisting models of all things. And it is this
latter position which Plato seems to hold.® But even if we were
to say that these models were really ideas existing in the mind
of the Demiurge, we would be faced with a second difficulty. A
being which is dependent upon a pre-existing matter in order to
produce something cannot sufficiently explain the ultimate origin

4 Plato, Timaeus, trans. B. Jowett, vol 2, New York,
1937, 12 - 14.

5 Etienne Gilson, The Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy,
New York, 1940, 154.




6
of all thdng:. For at least it cannot explain the mpttg; which
exists 1ndopondont1y of it. The action of the Demiurge is then
exsctly the same as the aetion~¢f s man who is guided by an ex-
ternal model in ferming the mnterial at his diapolal. 1nvpouita‘
ing this aotion of beings highar and nobler than man, Plato has
not changed the nature of this action in the least. And there-
fore the Demiurge is no more able to éxplaln ﬁho ultimate origin
of things than man. Vhat Plato has done here is to eonfuse the
Divine Art with human art. This cenrusioa was eliminated by St.
Aukuutind; for he denied tho\lluita&ieas of humesn art before
positing Art of God. Iet us look to St. Augustine, for in hinm
we vili find a ceipléin synthesis of the chrigtiah cancépt of
oxoﬁplarium. | ,

For St. Augustine the ideas snbjiuf in the intelleot
of God. 8Since they are in God, they necessarily participate in
his essential attributau. Thoy‘ara then etcrnal. 1mmntxblo,
and neo.nsnry And bucuuso they are otornal, they eannot be
orn;tud forms. Bathor they ara ths forms of all created thingu.

For the 1dca¢ are oortuin original forms, or th&
Thich are not themseives formed and’ therefore

are eternal and exist always in the same way, agd
whioh are centainod in ths divint iutolllg&neo

ed., vol. 40, Parls, ¥*108, o1 :m Soilrely resgopeible for
this and all subsequent tranu&atieul. except those from the
Sunmma Theolegica. Xor these passages I have used Dr. Anton
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coeternal with God{ and therefore essentially the same a; God,
the ideas then are the Word of God. The Word, the Second Person
of the Blessed Trinity, is the expression of God in all that He
is and cen do{ And therefore it is according to His Word that
He makes all things. But in so far as all things are according
to the Word, they will resemble the Word which is God. There-
fore to be made by God and te resemble God are one and the same
thing,”7 But let us consider what it means to be made by God.

A thing which is made by God is created. And this
concept of creation is certainly different from Plate's des-~
cription of the formation of things by the Demiurge. For out-
side of God therd was nothing, not even the raw unt§r1a1 out of
which He could fashion things. Hence if God is to make any-
thing, He must make it entirely, that is create it. There is
nothing then in the effect which does not owe its existence to
God. Therefore both matter and the forms which matter assumes
have been created by God., And since God has drawn all things in-
to being from nothingness, He does in His divine goodness guide
them to their proper end. For to create is to govern. There-

Pegis' translation as contained in the Random House editien of
the Basic Writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas.

7 Charles Boyer, S.J., L'Idée de VeTité dans la
Philosophie de Saint Augustin, Paris, 1920, 119, 123.
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fore the God Who ereates is also a provident God,B
This fundamentally is the position which all Chris-
tian philosophers hold with regard to the doctrine of exemplar-
ism, But it is our taak to consider the intricacles of this
dooctrine as proposed by St. Thomas Aquinas. Therefore let us

look to St. Thomas' treatment of exemplarism,.

8';916;’ 152 - 1395




CHAPTER II
THE NATURE OF THE EXEMPILAR

Creation was for St. Thomas, as for any Christian
philosopher, the production of something from nothing. Of
course "nothing" does not signify the matter out of which some-
thing is made, but is only meant to convey that the thing pro-
duced was not made from anything. It is a denial of any mater-
ial cause. But the thing which is of interest here is that
creation is a production, an action which results in some pro-
duct. And action can be of two kinds: either‘necessary or
free, i.e, voluntary. However into which class does creation
fall? 1Is it necessary or voluntary action?

In his analysis of action St. Thomas finds that every
action tends towards some definite end. But since action
follows upon the nature of the agent, both action and end will
depend upon the specific nature of the agent. Upon an examin-
ation of agents we observe that action proceeds from them
either according to the freedom of their will or according to
the necessity of their nature. Thus in the latter case the sun
will rise every morning, to state this astronomical occurance
naively. But on the other hand a man need not rise in the

9
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morning, or even in the afternoon for that matter. He wdill
arise only when he so chooses.

It is evident that will and nature act in differnt
ways. For nature does not know either the end or the means to
the end, and therefore it can neither set an end for itself nor
direct and order itself to the end. The voluntary agent however
knows all that is denied to the natural agent. And therefore he
can determine an end for himself, and direct himself to that end
by ordering his actions to it.

Nature indeed tends to an end as moved and directed

by another being who possesses understanding and will,

And this is clear from the example of the arrow, which

tends to a determinate mark on account of the direction

of the archer, and in this way it is said by the phil-

osophers, that the work of nature is a work of intel-

ligence.l
This reduction of the "work of nature" to "the work of intelli-
gence" is of great importance. For understanding is the necess-
ary condition of volition. If we did not know that there were
several possitilities of action, we could not be said to choose.
Choice presupposes the selection of one from several. Since a
free will is the only appetitive faculty which is proportionate
to the intellect, in placing intelligence at the summit of all

"works", St. Thomas holds that the first of all actions is vol-

1 De Pot., g.3, a.15, Quaestiones Disputatae, Marietti
ed., vol. 2, Rome, 1949, 231: This is highly reminiscent of the

fifth proof for the existence of God; e¢f, S.T., I, q.2, a.3.
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-

untary.

St. Thomas goes on to say that God is intelligence,
and therefore all the things which He is able to accomplish
will pre-exist in Him in an intelligible mode. For the effect
pre-exists in its cause according to the manner of cause. Thus
whatever is produced by God is brought into existence by His
free choice, i.e., by the voluntary action of God.2

The important thing is hereby established: that God
acts not by the necessity of His nature but according to His
intelligence and His will. Therefore the action which God per-
forms in creation is voluntary and not necessary action. Hav-
ing settled this issue we may inquire as to whether God iz the
exemplary cause of all things. And St. Thomas tells most
assuredly that He is.

If for the production of anything an exemplar is nec-
esgary it is in order that the effect may receive a
determinate form., For an artificer produces a deter-
minate form in matter by reason of the exemplar before
him... Now it is manifest that things made by nature
receive determinate forms. This determination of forms
must be reduced to the divine wisdom as its first prin-
ciple... And therefore we must say that in the divine
wisdom are the models of all things, which we have call-

ed ideag - i.e. exemplary forms existing in the divine
mind.

2 Ibid.

3 S.T. q.44, 8.3, Basic Writings of St. Thomas
Aguinas, ed. Anton C, Pegis, “vol. 1, New York, 1945, 430.
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Here we find that God is likened to the artist
(artifex); and it will be to our advantage if we consider more
closely this likeness to the artifex.4 The distinction, as in
the example of the archer and the arrow, is again based upon
the intelligence of the agent. The artificer or artist produces
things according to his intelligence and will. But why is the
exemplar a necessary condition of his action? We need only ex-
amine the nature of the exemplaf to find the answer.. The ex-
emplar is the form of the thing to be produced as it is precon-
ceived in the mind of the artist. The intelligent agent pro-
ceeds only according to his knowledge. Therefore he must be
able in some way to know what is to be produced before he pro-
duces it. If this condition were not fulfilled there could be
no artist. It is the exemplar which fulfills this condition.
And therefore the exemplar must be considered as a necessary
element in artistic production. Consequently the exemplar is
necessary for all intelligent production.

We may be assured that creation is an intelligent
production. And since creation is an activity proper only to
God, He must be an intelligent producer or artist. It was for
this reason that many mediaeval writers referred to creation

as the Divine Art. And rightly so. For this is the greatest

4 ¢f. Jacques Maritain, Art and Scholasticism, trans.
F.J. Scanlan, Iondon, 1930. This is the most complete modern
analysis of art and the artist.
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work of intelligence ever produced. But since this is gso, there
must be in God, as artist, the ideas or exemplars according to
which He produces His effects. Therefore St. Thomas in consid-
ering God takes up the question De Ideis.

St. Thomas says the effect to be produced must pre-
exist in the agent, and this may happen in either of two ways.b
First, the form of the effect may pre-exist in its natural being,
as fire generates a fire. And this, as we have seen, is action
by the neéessity of nature. Second, the form of the effect may
pre-exist in its intelligible being, as the likeness of a build-
ing pre-exists in the mind of the architect. And this is action
by intellect. But since this is the manner of action by which
God creates, the forms to the likeness of which He produces
things must exist in His divine mind. And this is the notion
of the idea.

Therefore this seems to be the concept of idea, that
idea is the form which something imitates according to
the intention of an agent who determines the end fér
himself.6

The idea is therefore a form., However it is not the
intrinsic form which, dwelling in the composite, determines the
being to its particular nature and constitutes it in a definite

grade of being. It is rather an extrinsic form, a form which

5 S.Tey I, q. 15, a.l.

6 De Ver., q.3, a.l, Quaestiones Disputatae Marietti
ed LX) 701-'1’ ROme » 1949, 63 .
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exists apart from the thing itself. And this is the cofmon ac-
ceptation of idea. For the idea of man is not the form of man
in so far as this form constitutes any particular composite, but
jt is the form of man as it exists apart from all men in the
mind of the knower. However the idea is not merely the extrin-
sic form, but it is the extrinsic form "which something imitates
according to the intention of an agent who determines the end
for himself." There is therefore a likeness which exists be-
tween the idea and the thing which is produced. And this like-
ness is intended by an intelligent agent. Thus the definition
of idea containes three principal elements: idea is (1) an ex-
trinsic form, (2) to the likeness of which something is con-
stituted, (3) by the intention of a free and intelligent agent.

This however seems to present a problem. For God has
not only a practical knowledge but also a speculative knowledge.
But ideas taken strictly in the sense of exemplars insure God
only a practical knowledge of all His effects and in no way in-
dicate that He has any speculative knowledge. This would be a
very grave limitation of the term ideas. For ideas are commonly
considered not merely to be principle of operation in the sense
of exemplars, but they are also held to be principle of know-

ledge.” St. Thomas was certainly not unaware of this problem,

7 "By the term ideas we understand the forms of things
existing outside of things themselves, that is to say, whose ex-
istence is extrinsic to things, and these we call ideas or forms.
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for he asks, "Utrum ad practicum vel speculativam cognitionem
spectent ipsae ideae"8

Speculative and practical knowledge differ according
to their respective ends. The end of speculative knowledge is
truth absolutely oonsiderdd. while the end of practidal know-
ledge is operation. Thus knowledge 1s called practical by its
relation to some work (ex grdine ad opus). Now there are two
relations which can exist between knowledge and work., Enow-
ledge can be actually ordered to work, ;I when the artist pro-
ceeds to realize the preconceived form of his work of art. This
is actual practical knowledge. There is also knowledge which
is capable of being ordered tc work but is not actually so
ordered, aes when an artist preconceives a wprk of art but does
not 1ntgnd to produce it. This is habitual or virtual practical
knowledge. However speculative knowledge is never ordered to
operation. son§tzmas this is because the thing known deoes not
lie within the power of the knower, as when man knows natural
or divine things. Sometimes however the thing known is operable

However, the form of a thing existing ocutside of itself can be
ordered in two ways: either as it is the exemplar of the thing
to the likeness of which the thing itself iz constituted; or =as
it is the principle of the knowledge of the thing in so0 far as
the form or idea of the thing known is said to be in the krnower."|
Thomas Maria Zigliara, Summe Ph: ica, q.48, a.2, vol.2,

8 29_ !g_!n:cp Qedy B3} of. §vzeg I, q.14, 8.16,
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by the knower but it is not coneidered as opsrable. And‘thnn
the intellect considers separately that which is not separate in
the thing itself., Por an architect may consider a building with
respect to its genus and differences. This would be speculative
knowledge.
Now God's knowledge is the cause of things. Therefore
He will contain doth menners of practical knowledge. He must
know those things which He has made or will make, and also those
things which He is able to make but never will meke. Further-
more God has speculative knowledge. PFor He knows Himself and
He is not able to be made in any way. MNoreover all other things
can be considered not only practically but also speculatively.
And we cannot deny this perfection of a God Who is Perfectioni
And thus it is that St, Thomas recognizes a certain
ambiguity in the word idea. PFor it not only implies the form by
which something is mede btut also the concept or likeness of the
thing known.
Therefore if ws speak of the ldea acoording to the
proper oconcept of the name, thus it extends only to
that science sccording to which something is formed:
and this 4is either actual practical knowledge, or
only virtual practical knowledge, which in a certain
way is speculative. But if we refer to the idea as

is commonly used to meen likeness or concept, thus
idea can pertain purely to speculative knowledge.?

Having dispoped of the shackles of terminology, let

9 Ibid.
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us consider whether there are many ideas.10 And it appéars
that there are, for there are many things which God has created,
Since God has created many things, He has properly intended to
constitute them in existence. But He could not properly intend
to make each of them unless there were present in His mind the
ideas or exemplars according to which each of them is made.

Whence it is necessary to say, that the.complete dis-

tinction of things is pre-defined by Him, And there-

fore it is necessary to hold in God the proper con-

cepts of singular things, and thus meny ideas.ll

But can God have the idea of all things known by Him?

Idea 1n'1t§ primary sense, we must remember, refers to the ex-
empiar according to which the artist préducen the effect. éut
since God is in no wiy the cause of evil; iﬁ is apparent that
God cannot have the idea of evil in this sense., However there
is a secondary meaning of ides in so far as it réfera to the
concept or similitude as a ﬁrineiple of knowlédge. But there
can be no idea of evil in this sense either, because evil lacks
a form, ‘For evil is a denial of good and‘tharerore of beinz.

And since similitude 1s a likeness with renpoct to form, ovil,

lacking form. can have no idea in God,12

10 _8_.010’ I, q.15. 8.2,
11 221 m..' Qe3s 8.2,
12 Ibidc. 8.3, a.4,
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However God does know evil, TFor God knows xoo& per-
fectly.
Vhoever knows a thing perfectly must know all that
can ocour to it, Now there are some good things to
which corruption by evil may occur. Hence God would
not know good things perfectly, unlees He also know
evil things. Now a thing is knowadble in the degree
in which it is; hence, since this is the essence of
evil that it is the privation of good, by the very
faot that God knows good things, He also knows evil
things; as by light darkness is known.l3
Nor is this an imperfection in God's knowledge that He knows
evil only as a privation of good. For, as it is brought out in
this article, a thing ocan be known only in so far as it is., But
evil has no other existence except as a privation of good, And
therefore it is only in this way that evil is knowable.
But can there be an idea of prime matter? Not in so
far as idea signifies the exemplar. For the exemplar regards a
thing according as it is capable of production, But since mat-
ter cannot be produced without some form, there must be a single
exemplar of the whole composite; for this alone is what is pro-
duced, Therefore there can be no exemplaery idea of prime matter,
But if we take the idea as a principle of knowledge, there can
be an idea of prime matter, For in this sense there are distinct
ideas of those thinza which cun be considered distinotly even

though these things cannot exiat gseparately. And therefore there

13 g-o_T_o. Xy le4’ ‘&e10
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can be an idea of prime matter in this sense.l4
How can it be possible though to have any knowledge of |
prime matter? ;Por we can only know a thing in so far as it is,
However primhvnattar in 1tdelf is not., It is true prime matter
in i@oelf is not, and thareforé we’cannet, strictly speaking,
know it in itself. But even though prime matter does not actu-
ally oxiat. it is that whiéh is related to existence in so far
as it is that which is capable of existence. And it is this re-
lation to existence which we are able to know,
Although prime matter is unformed, yet there is in it
an imitation of the first form; for howsoever much it
has insufficient dbeing (dcbilo esse beat), still it
is an imitation of the first be ng; a n this way it -
can have s likeness to God.l5
Now let ué consider the idea of the possibles., The
exemplary idea, we must remember, considers dboth actual and vir-
tual practical knowledge. God has virtual practical knowledge
concerning all things which He ocan make but never has or ever
will make., Therefore He has the ideas of all possible things.
For the ideas of actual things, in so far as they are produced
or ordered to production, are determined by a degree of the
divine will, Thus it ia-&otarm&n@d that a thing is here, and

now, in this way. But the ideas of those things which neither

14 De Ver., q.3, a.5.

.18 Ibidm. q.ﬁ, a.5, ad.l.

——o———
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are nor have been, nor will be have no such’determinatiéh.
Therefore they are called undetermined ideas.l6
And lastly we must inquire whether God has ideas of

pingular things. And it ¢can be answered very simply that He
must have the ideas of singular thinge, for this ié precisely
what He oreated., It wouldvbe foolish, however, to deny to the
artiat\the’knowledsu of that which he principally intended,

8ince God is the cause of things by His knowledge,
as was stated above, His knowledge extends as far as
His causality extends. Hence, as the active power
of God extends not only to forms, which are the
source of universality, but also to matter [which
is the source of singularity] ... the knowledge of
God must extend to singular things, which are indi-
viduated by matter,.l7

16 Ibid., q.3, a.6: e¢f, Etienne Gilson, The Philoso-
of St. Bonaventure, trans. Dom Illtyd Trethowan and ¥.J.
Sheed, New ?@rﬁ. 1938, 159. S

17 8.T., I, q;14, fell.




CHAPTER III
EXEMPIARY CAUSALTY

| Ehfing‘aeen St-‘Thomas' treatmnnt of the tradition@l
questi§n gg ;gg_!, it remains for us to determina the precisc
nature or cxemplary eaunalﬁty. The exemplary idea, as we have
seen, 1: that by means of which an intelligent agent produces a
deterninate effect, In thia statement we see that there is some
kind of eauaslity implied by the idea. We uhould alao remember
that the 140& in its primary and propor sense or exemplar always
has the nature of practiceal knowledge. However practical know.
ledge is alwnys related £o work, and therefore it is always re-
lated to the concept of oauaality. There is nb way of esocaping
the canoality of the .xnmplara. But once we ask ourselves what
type of causality the exemplar exerts, we are fased withi o tre-
mendous problem. Hawovor, I believe our solution lies 1n St.
Thomas' treatment of excmplary enusality. if we have but the
patience to see him through. Iet us start then at the basis of
this prebleh.

The exemplar fs an idea, and this exemplary idea 1is 1n
some way cause, For tha artiut nacomplished his work according
to and by ‘means of the exomplur in his mind, And therefore, as

21
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5t Thomas says, the exemplar must be a principle of actlon.l
However an idea is not a principle of action in so far as it re-
sides in the intelleot of the knower unless it recelves an in-
clination to an effect. And such an inolination can only be re-
céived from the action of the will.

For since the intelligible form has a relation to con-

traries (inasmuch as the same knowledge reletes to

contraries), it would not produce a determinate effect

unless it were determined to one thing by the appetite,

as the Philosopher says.2
Tharefore‘an idea is insctive outside of = union with the will,
Before the idea ie united to the will, St. Thomas would oall it
an undetermined idea, even though it is capable of producing an
effect. It muet be united te'tha will in order that its capacity
for activity may be sotualized. Therefore since an idea cannot
be a cause without the influence of the will, we must consider
the relationship which exiets between the intellect and the will,

The will is an indispensable element in 2 consideration

of exemplary causality. ¥or no matter how well an art is known,
we never make anything unless we are moved to do it by the will.

And this is because the object of the will is the end and the

1 *Now the knowledge of the artificer is the cause of
the thinge made by his art from the fact that the artificer
works through his intellect. Hence the form in the intelleect
mist be the prineiple of actions as heat is the principle of
heating." §.‘_1’_.. I, q.l14, a.8.

2Ibid.; ef. Aristotle, Metaph., IX, 5, (1048a 11),
%%% ggggg‘WQrks of Aristotle, Richard lcKeon ed., New York,
1, 828. '
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good. TFor since the object of the will is the good, whitch has
the nature of end, the will moves the othar powers of the soul
to act; and we make use of these powers when we so will,
For the ends and perfections of every other power are
included under the object of the will as particular
goods; and the art or power, to which the universal
end belongs, (pcil. the willl alweys moves to their
acts the arts or powers to which belong the particu-
lar ends included in the universal end.d
However the will cannot act for an end unless the end
is known, But to knaw 13 the funotion of the intellect. The
will thcn is incompletc without its complamnntary faculty, the
intellect, Juat as the intelleot is incomplete without the will.,
Thus the intellect apart from the will would be sterile in the
order of aatian, while the will apart from the 1ntallect wculd
lack dirootieu in action. For we not anly act or refrain from
acting, But we act in this way or in that., The will looks to‘
the g;oreiggrer use of tho'act, whereas tho intellect looks to
the etgrmingtggg of thc act 4 Ann in thin way the intellect is
sald to move the will.
On tho ethor hand, tho object moves by determining
the act, after the manner of a formal principle,
whereby in natural things actions are specified, as
heating by heat. Now the first formal principle is
universal being and truth, which is the object of

the intellect. And therefore by this kind of motion
the intellect moves the will, es presenting its

3 g.ibt Ie IIEC; é-é’ a.l.
4 Ibid.
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-

object to 1t,5
perhaps now we can realigze why it is so difficult to treat either

of these faculties separately in the order of action., In this
way they appear as phantoms always quavering bensath our gaze,
for neither of them aonzgiﬁa in itself the sufficient reason for
the result effected by their interaction. Intelligent action is
possible only by the union of the will and the intellect, and to
disregard either one is to déatroy the integrity of that action.

~ In this way the essentially mixed character of every
intelligent action becomes apparent. And will and intellect are
the factors which mutually condition this action., For in all
our reasoned acts there must be an act of the will, since the
will moves our faculties to their reapective operations. Thus
I will to eat, to run, to feel, to know; I even will to will,
The operations of all the other faculties depend upon the act of
the will, It is the will that either moves them to act or koéps
them from acting. Yet the will of itself can mever determine the
nature of the act, It is iteself blind snd c¢an only act upon that
which the reason presents to it as good.
Ihadhint Tt WaLoent 18 T 1N

and in this sense my 1ntellec§ acts upon my will as
my will acts on my intellect,

5 Ibid,

6 Etienne Gilson, Moral Values and gi g%§§1 Life,
trans. leo Richard Ward, C.S.C., St. louis, 19
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-+ Now that we have considered the relationship ﬁQtWeen
the intellect and will, we are able to see the intricacies of
exemplary causality. The exemplar is first of all a final cause.
It is an idea which is presented to the will as a good or an end
to be sought., This may easily be seen if we consider the ways
in which the four csuses, scil, efficient, material, formal, ahd
final, are prior to their effects. The agent and the matter
precede the effect according to intrinsic being. The end how- °
ever precedes it according to intention and not according to be-
ing. And the form is prior to the effect in neither of these
two waye in 80 far as it is a form. TFor the being both of the
effect and its form are simultaneous.”

However in so far as the form is an end, it precedes

the effect in the intention of the agent. And al-

though the form is the end of operation, being the

end that terminates the operation of the agent, still

every end is not a form. For besides the end of op-

eration there is an end of intention, as in the case

of a house.8 | ‘ .

Using St. Thomas' example we can see ¢clearly that the
form of the houme is the end of operation. For it was this form
that the builder strove to realize, and having realized it he
has attained the end of his operation. But while his operation
ceages at the realization of the form, his intention is not ter-

minated here. Rather'his intention looks to a further end., JFor

7 De Pote., 3.3, 8.16.
8 Ibid.
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pe intends to live in the house himself, or allow some one else
to live there, And this is the end of intention.

- This form which 1s the end of operation precedes the
effect in the intention of the agent, PFrom our previous consid-
eration of this matter, we know that this form is identical with
the axemplary ideg, And since this form is an end to be attaine
ed, the exemplary 1dua'w111 necessarily exercise final causality.
Final causality is the first of all causes. For the beginning of
any action is the end, since the end is that which is first
sought, However, one might object, this form which is the end
of operation is not an ultimate end but only a proximate end.
But this is not a real difficulty. For the fact that this is a
proximate end merely chahsea its sequence as an end, but in no
way do-trdyt 1ta nature of ehd. | ,

“Buﬁ let us look«fuxthdr at this article. Here we find
St. Thoma-‘applying this concept of exemplary causality to God.

] We know that the power of God is infinite, and therefore He can
ertatezahything‘ihich ean possibly be. lMoreover He is intelli-
gent,zand.wiilfhcnce act aecording to the ideas He has. However
the end God's intention iz the divine goodness. And therefore
God is not necessitated to create any certain thing rather than
another beoause of the end of His intentions fer the divine
goodness gains nothing from the production of the effects.
Therefore God is mbaolutelyﬂfré' in His choice of the ideas
which He will realige. But when He has chosen to realize a
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certain idea, this idea imposes necessity as to what will be
produced. |

Therefore it remains that there can be no necessity
in the divine works unless from the form, which is
the end of operation. For this form, since it is

not infinite, has determined principles without which
it is not able to be.?

Thus 4if we suppose that God intends to create man, He must cre-
ate a rational soul and an organic body. For without these there
can be no man, And if God intends to orsate a certain universe,
He will have to create those creatures which are parts of that
universs. But since God acts in this way according to His in.
tellect, St. Thomas concludes that the diversity of creatures is
a work of the divine wisdom,10

Thus we can see how the exemplar's causality does not
stop at being merely final, but proceeds to take on the role of
formal cause. For, as we have seen in our analysis of the rela-
tion of intellect and will, "the object moves by determining the
act, after the manner of a formml principle." The idea present-
ed to the will as good becomes the formal cause of the act of the
will when the idea is united to the will, TFor the idea determines|

9 Ibid.

10 "Sic¢ igitur dfcendum est, quod ad uno primo multitudo
et diversitas creaturarum processit, non propter materiae nec-
essitatem, nec propter pétentime limitationem, nec propter boni-
taten, neo freptor bonitatis obligationem; sed ex ordine sapi-
entiase, ut in diversitate creaturarum perfectio consisteret
universi.* & M.g Qe3y "-160
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the nature of the aect of the will. Thus when the idea of man is
united to the will it determines what s to be made to rational
animal, .

Now it is evident that, in s sense, resson precedes .
the will and directs its act, namely in so far as the
will tends to its object according to the order of
reason; for the apprehensive power presents to the
appetite its object, Accordingly, the met whereby
the will tends to something proposed to it as being
good, through being ordained to the end by the reason,
is materially iﬂ act of the will, but formally an act
of the reason, ‘

The exemplary ides exerts a formal causality, because
it informs the will snd determines the act of the will to some
one thing, Besides the final and formal causality which it ex-
erts, the exemplary idea also exercises efficient causality.
Por it actively ordere and directs the will in its operation.
The will of itself is blind, and therefore it can only receive
direction and order from some nztornal source. This external
source is the exemplary idea. Therefore the idee which is» in

potence to the production of an effect is not in passive potence,

but it is in ective potence.l2 And in so far as the idea effects

an oxrder, to that extent it is active and efficient. However

11 §&Zo, Ia Ilae, q.13, a.l.

12 "Sicut formse artificiales hadbent duplex esse,
unum in actu secundum quod sunt in materia, aliud in potentia
secundum quod sunt in mente artificis, non quidem in potentia
passiva, sed activa; itn etiam formae materiasles habent duplex
6888, ..., unum in actu secundum quod in rebus sunts et aliud in
potentia activa secundum quod sunt... in deo... Bt ideo formas
rerum in Deo existentes ideas dicimus, quae sunt sicut formae
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order ig potential and imperfect unless it is imposed upo; that
wkich 1s to be ordered. Therefore the efficient ecausality of
the exemplary ldea attains its completion and perfection only
when the order and direction caused by the excmplary ides is im-
posed upon the act of tke will,

The efficient causality of the exemplar ides then, 1is
partiel snd when considered in actu primo consiste in
the "dirigeant" virtue that I% :assxfzs*io a will,
otherwise bdlind, ‘Lg,ggggkggggg%g.‘itf causality is 3
o7 the effeot, imitative of the lisas is produccd.is -

Now this ig precisely the paiﬁt. The efficient caus-
ality of the éunmplar-ia partial outside of its relation to the
will, Just as its final and formal causality are partial outside
of the same relationship. However its relation to the will is a
complex one; and if we disregard any element of this complex re-
lationship, we destroy the continuity of action. The causality
of the exemplar has a three-fold relationship to the will depend-
ing upon the precise moment in the movedent of the will. Pirst
the exempbar is s final cause in so far as it is the end; then
it is a formal ecause in so far as it determines the nature of
the act; and finally it is an efficient cause in a0 far as it

directs the act. But we see that none of these are complete in

operativae.” Sent., ILib. I. dis. 36, g.2, a.l, Scriptum Super
Iibros Sentiarum, Mandonnet ed., vol. 1, Paris, 1929, J342.

13 Prancis Meehan Brfistent Causality in istotle and
8t. Thomas, Catholic Univqr;1>y - America ogophical Studies,
vol. 56’ "min‘t@a" b-pn 1940, 181,
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themselves. Taken separately none contains the sufficient reason
for the complete act. All these elements are essential and in-
dispensable to exemplary causality. This is wh¥, taken separate-
ly, no one of these chargctorizop exemplary causality any more
than another. It is only through viewing this action as a whole
that we can say that it is most properly one type of causality or
another. Therefore let us see what St, Thomas considered as the
characteristics of this action as a whole.
What stands out most vividly in St. Thomas' treatment
of the exemplar is that it is an extrinsic form which determines
the likeness of the effect to itself. And therefore the causal-
ity of the exemplar will have to include these two aspects of
exteriority and likeness.
+ss this word idea seems to signify a form separated
from that of which it is a form. Finally the form eof
a thing is said to be that after which (ad gquod) some-
thing is formed; and this is the exemplary form, to
the likeness of which something is constituted. And
the word ides is commonly used with this meaning, so
that the idea is the same as the form which something
imitates.1l4

' This concept of 11keneen which is included in the ex-
jemplary cause is a formal likeness, just as the determination
of this likeness which the exemplar expresses is a formal deter-
pination. For in 80 far as the practical intelleet causes things

it is said to measure them.15 And that which can most truly be

14 Qg_ Ver., q.3, asle

15 "Intellectus enim practicus causat res, unde est men-
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called a measure is the form, which determines the being to a
definite grade of being. And thus it ie that a house iz deter-
mined by the plan of the architect, and words by the truth in
the intellect. And all natural things are determined by the
divine intellect which contains all creatures as the intellect
of an artist contains the works of his art,

The exemplsr thus implies, as its main charascteristic
an extrinsic form which formally determines the likeness of the
effect to itself., This means thet formal causality is the
characteristic causality of the exemplar. As John of St. Thomes
8o accurately put it: |

Nevertheless it must be said that the causality of
the ideas c¢an be reduced to efficient and final, but
especially and properly to formal in so far as it is
an extrinsic form forming, but not informing. This
is the common opinion among Thomists.l6
And in this way the causality of the exemplar is most character-

istically defined as extrinsic formal causality.

suratio rerum quae per ipsum fiunt." De Ver., q.l, a.Z2.

16 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, Lib. 2,
q.ll' a.3, Torinﬁg 1933, 5960




CHAPTER IV
GOD AS THE MODEL OF ALL THINGS

~ Now thereyia but one God. And this God is absolutely
simple, for He is absolutely first. God is the First Being,
the cause of all other beings; and therefore there is nothing
which can be prior to God., For it would be absurd to think
that an effect was prior to its cause, -But if God were composed
in some way, there would be something which was prior to Him:
namely, parts of which He was composed. Since, however, there
can be nothing prior to God, God must necessarily be simple.l}
To deptroy God's uimplicity would be to destroy God Bimaelf.
Thus, having sdmitted there is a God, we have no other choice
but steadfastly to maintain His simplicity.

' However we are immediately faced with the problem of
explaining how a plurality of ideas in the divine mind can be
reconciled with God's simplicity. And the answer which St.
Thomas has given us to this problem will bring us to the very
core of his doctrine of exemplarism. To begin with, St. Thomas

distinguishes two types of ideas: one the model of the thing

1 _S_-zo’ I, q.3, 507;
32
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to be made, and the other the likeness of the thing known. et
us examine this latter class of ideas first. Here the idea is
the representation of an ebjébt yz‘!g;gg that ebﬁéct is knawﬁ.
For it is only in so far as the likeness of an objeot informs
our intellect that we are able te¢ pass beyond ourselves to £hat «
object. Thus such an idea 1nform1ng our intelleot causes it to
be in mot.2 Now if the mind of God were informed by a plurality
of esuch likenesses, His simplicity would necessarily be des-
troyed., For in so far as He knew diverseé objects He would be
informed by a multiplicity of diverse ideas, But this is not
the case if we consider God to have ideas which are the models
of things. Such ideas are devised by the artist. And there-
fore they are no longer that by which something is known. They
are rather that whigh is known and by which the artist is able
to accomplish his work.3 A plurality of such idess would in no
way compromise God's simplicity. For we are not trying tc:aay

2 "Now it can easily be tcun how this is not royusnaut
to the simplicity of God, if we consider that the idea of the
thing to de produced is in the mind of the producer as that which
is understood, and not as the likeness whereby he understands, '
which is a form that makes the intellect in set.” 8.T., I, q.15

3 "For there are two ways in which form may exist in
the intellect... In the second way so that it is the term of the
act of understanding, as the artist by his understarfifesTt
the form of a house; and since that form is devigé¢ “by

not be the beginning of the act of underltandiz;,waitﬁhQ :
thing by which something is understoed; but it im rather
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that God could not understand many things. Whﬁt we are saying is
that God's understanding could not be informed by a plurality of
diverse likenesses.4 Now that God understands many things is
implied in the kmowledge which He has of Himself. Fer in so far
as God knows the divinokeusenye perfectly, He knows every mode in
which it is knowable. But God's essence can be known not only as
it is in itself, but also as it is imitable by oreatures., Since
every agent produces its like, every crg;tura in so far as it is
a creature i4 in some way like the diviio essence, Thus as God
knows His essence as imitable by this creature, God knows it as
the model or idea of this oreature.® And in thie meuner God
knows all things other than Himself.

If we keep this in mind, we are able to see how God can
understand many things without being composed of a plurality of
likeness. For in the one simple met by which God knows Himself,
God understands all things other than Himself. Thus there {s no
real diversity in God. The diversity is rather im the things

which are understood by God, Xor all creatures, in so far as

De Ver.y Q¢339 2.2,

4 "Now, 1t is not repugnant to the simplicity of the
divine mind that it understimd many things; though it would be
repugnant to ite simplicity were God's understanding to be in-
formed by s plurality of likenesses.” 8. T.y I, q.15, a.2.

5 "Inasmuch as God knows His own essence perfectly, He
knows it aecording to every mode in which it can be knom,., Yow
it can be known not only as it is in Ltself, but as it can be
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they are, imitate God., However no creature csn imltate Gda per~
fectly, since God 1s infinite. ZEach ocreature then will imitate
God in its own particular manner, since each individual creasture
is distinct from every other creature. And God, by knewing Him-
gelf as the model of all things, knows every creature in =0 far
as it nyproachca to an 1m1tation of Him. Thus it is that God,
through anity of Hiﬁ own Boing. ie ublc to understand the diver-
sity of tmag- 6

Thn balit af this vholo 1ine uf’argumont is that the
divine t--cnco 1- thc propor nodol er all things. And this
promino 1: nnnt certainly trnn. Hhvortholcst it is not at all
an easy thing t0 see how the divﬁne elacneo. which is one simple
thiaa. canfbo thc proper model of divcrsq things. For in so far

as it is proper to one it would seem to be unlike the others.”

S

participated in by creatures according to some kind of likeness.
But every oreature has its own proper specles, according to which
it participates in some way in the likeness of the divine essence,
Therefore, as God knows His emsence as so imitable by such s
creature, He knows it as the particulaer model and idea of that
croaturc: and in like manner as regards other creatures.” Ibid.

' 6 *Dico ergo, quod Deus per intellactum ommnid operans,
omnia ed similitudinem essentiae suse producit; unde essentias
sua est idea rerum; non gquidem ut essentia, sed ut est intelleo-
ta. Res autem creatae non perfeete imitantur divinam essentiam;
unde essentia non accipitur absolute adb intellectu divino ut
idea rerum, sed cum proportione creaturae fiendae ad ipsam div-
inam essentiam, sedundum quod difieit ad ea, vel imitatur eam."

Pe . m.. q.a. 824

7 Divorse things may, of ceourse, have something in
common., For instance, a man snd an ass have this in common:
they are both animals., Thus nothing prohibits them from having

——
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This difficulty is not easy to overcome. But the more pétrfectly
we realize how God is the proper model of a2ll things, the more
perfectly will we realize the truth of exemplarism. Therefore
let us try to clarify the manner in which God is the proper
model of all things.

The distinction of diverse things arises from their
proper forms.,B8 We may gain an insight into our problem then by
realizing what Aristotle meant when he said forms were like
numbers.® Porms and numbers agree in this: if one unit is add-
ed or subtracted from either, the species is chenged. And just
as two plus or minus one differs specifically, so does a sensi-
ble substance plus or minus rational, With respect to the high-
er numbers and forms, intellect and nature can act in differant

ways. For the nature of a thing does not allow the separation

one common likeness., But it would seem to be impossible for
them to have one proper likeness. For a man and an ase are two
distinet things; and since they are, there must be something
which distinguishes them. That which distinguishes them is their
proper form. The proper form of & man is specifically different
from the proper form of an ass. Therefore, since likeness is a
similarity in form, the proper likeness of a man would be differ-
ent from, and in some way unlike (dissimile), the proper likeness
of an ass. For this reason, we ask the question: How is it
possible that God, Who is one simple being, can be the proper
likeness of diverse things?

8 ",,. diversarum rerum sit distinctio ratione propri-
arum formarum ..." Cont. Gent., Lib., I, cap. 54.

9 Metaph., VIII 3, (1043b 35).
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of those things which are essential to it, Indeed if something
essential 13 removed, the very nature of the thing is changed..
Thus there mno longer is an animsl if the sensible soul s re-
moved from the body. However the intellect can consider separate-
1y those thinéa which are essentially united in the thing. Thus
in the number five the intelleot mey coneider three alone, or im
a rationel enimsl only that which is sensidble, Therefore the
intellect is able te consider in the more complex forms the pro-
per notions of the inferior forms, juntﬂﬁa it ¢an consider in

ten the proper notions of all the lesser numbers conteined

therein,.10 4
God, since He is absolutely perfect, eontaing the pere
fections of all things, not however by way of composition, but
sinply. And form, in so foer as it is, is a perfiatton. ¥or
does it include imperfection except in so far aaytt falls short
of true being, | | |

Therefore the divine intellect is able to comprehend

in Hie essence that which is proper to each thing by
understanding in what way a thing imitates His essence,
and in what way it falls short [deficit_] of His easences
for instance, by understanding His essence as imitable
by the mode of life and not of knowledge, He attains
the proper form of plant; or again as imitable by the
mode of knowledge and not of intellect, He attains the
proparliarm of animal; and thus it ie with all other
forms. :

10 Cont. Gent., Lid. I, ecap. 64.
11 Ibid.
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Thus it ig clear that God, since He is supremely perfect; can be
the proper model of all things, not indeed by His nature, but by
His knowledge.

We may conceive God as the divine plentitude, the sup-
erabundant source of all perfection, from %hom issues the perfec-
tions of all things. Inexhaustible in Himself, those things
which imitate Him are necessarily many and diverse. And one will
be more perfect than another in so far as it more perfectly imi-
tates God Himself, Here we are able to see the foundations of
St. Thomas* famed doctrine of the hierarchy of being. St. Thomas
has often insisted that minerals are more perfect than elements,
and plants than minerals, and animasle than plants, and men than
all other animals.l2 Nature is ordered according to the various
imitations of God from the lowliest likeness of the material
elements to the very image of God such as exists in man., The
elements and mixed bodies imitate God most fundamentally in that
they exist. All else shares not only in existence but life,
Iastly animals are perfected by knowledge and man by understand-
1118-13

12 "Hence in natural things species scem to be arrang-
ed in a hierarchy: as the mixed things are more perfect than the
elements, and plants than minerals, and asnimale than plants, and
men than other animalss and in each of these one species is more
perfect than others.” 8.T., I, q.47, a.2,

13 "Hence, some things are like God first and most com~
monly because they exist; secondly, because they live; and
thirdly because they know or understand." S.T., I, q.93, 8.2}
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We are able to distinguish two mode in which cmeatures
are like God. They have a likeness first to the divine knowledge
and thence to the divine nature itself. Thz‘gugh the knowledge
God has of Himself, God understands the medels of all possible
things. These models themselves are distinpt in’ao far as they
mirror tho divine nature in distinct ways. Constituted according
to their proper models things then become the living expressions
of these models. And since these models in themselves are but
the expressions of the modes in which the divine nature is imit-
able, things are likenesses of the divine nature itself, And
therefore St. Thomai apys when speaking of the image of God in
mans
ess OVETY cteuture is an image of the exemplary like-
ness it has in the divine mind. We are not, however,
using the word image in this sense, but as it implies
a likeness in nature, that is, inasmuch as all thingse,
as beings, are like to the First Being: as living
beings, like to the First Life; and as intelligible
beings, like to the Supreme Wisdom,l4

This likeness to the nature of God is intrinsic to all
things, and that which is most real in them. However the like
ness cannot be one of equality, for the infinite cannot be re-
produced. There is in the case of man's reproduction of man a

likeneas in species. JMan in this case may be called a univoecal

cf. Sparksg‘gg Divisione Causae Exemplaris, 50 & 51.
14 _S;. ‘_I'_" I’ q.93. 302, ad 4.
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cause. But God is a non-univocal cause transcending ali'genera ’
and species s0 that Hies effects maey attain a likeness to Him only
by way of analogy. 8t. Thomas expresses the distance of this
likeness by the example of the sun. The thing generated by the
sun's power attain a likaneai of tﬁe sun, not indeed a specifie
likeness to the sun, but only & generic likeness. Such a like-
ness is in iteelf iery distant. But the likeness of cneutﬁre to
God is even more distant since there is no generic likeness but
only an analogous one,15 -

8ince every creature falls short of perfect likeness
to God, the divine will remaine essentially free with respect
to all oreatures., In itself infinite the divine will can only
be necessitated by an infinite object. God must nscessarily
will Himself; but in eo doing He remaine free with respect to
all else.l6 However things exist only b@causo God freely wills

15 "Therefore if there is an agent not contained in
any genus, its effects will still more distantly reproduce the
form of the agent, not, that is, so as to participate in the
likeness of the agent's form according to the same specific or
generic formality, but only according to some sort of analogy:;
as being itself is common to all, In this way all created
things, so far as they are beings, are like God as the first and
universal principle of all being." 8. T.» I, q.4, a.3.

16 "... creatura non procedit a voluntate divina .
naturaliter neque ex necessitate; licet enim Deus sus voluntate
naturaliter et ex necessitate amet suam bonitatem,.. non tamen |
naturaliter aut ex necessitate vult creaturas produci, sed grat-
‘48, YNon enim creasturae sunt ultimus finis voluntatis divinse,
‘neque ab eis dependest bdonitas Dei, qui est ultimus finis, cum ex
oreaturis diwminae bonitati nihil accrescat...”  De Pot., q.10,
a.2 ad 6,
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them to be.}”7 Thus just as they depend upon the kncwled;e of
God for what they are, they depend upon the will of God for the
faoct that they are. And this is the prime perfection of the
crgatﬁxee that it be. For it is only through existing that the
créétura ean attain perfection. God bestows this perfection
upen creatures by an act of His will. And thus He may be said
to love that which He creates. For “"love is the first movement
of the will and of every appetitive power."18 How marvelous it
is that God out of His goodness would have loved such lowly
things. Indeed since it is an absolutely free act we can only

conceive it as true after the fact.

17 .§.. _T;oj' I, q.19, Bl
18 8. Tes I, Q20,4 T I




CHAPTER V
DIVINE PROVIDENCE AND HUMAN KNOWLEDGE

The doctrine of exemplarism 1s of great importance in
the philosophy of St. Thomas. Once having formulated this doc-
trine, St. Thomas could not proceed ap if he had never mentioned
it. He had to show the relationship which existed between exemp-
larism and the other doctrines of his pﬁilosophy. However it
would be impossible for us to consider all the problems that are
raised in this way. Therefore in order to limit our inquiry I
have chosen two problems which I consider of prime importance:
those of divine providence and human knowledge. It is not my
intention, however, to become involved in these problems as such,
but only to clarify their relation to the dowtrine of exemplar-
ism., And I contend that both of these Thomistic doctrines find
their ultimate foundation in the doctrine of exemplarism.

God is the first Being Who possesses the full perfec-
tion of all beings simply. It is out of the abundance of His
perfection and the infinity of His goodness that He has chosen to
create all that exists. 1In this creation He is aided by nothing,
neither a pre-existing matter upon which He works, nor intermed-
iate agents through which He works. He has, however, made all
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thirige according to His knowledge and will. By His knowlkdge He
Eomprehends everything: Himself firstl and through Himself all
jother things. And He knows things other than Himself not only in
b general way.but even according to their individual being. TFor
God knows not only that which is common to things but also the

rinciple of their 1nd1viduation,yigé. matter. But even such an

xhaustive knowiedge as thie'will‘not be followed by zn effect

nless it;be united to & decree of the will, It is because of
15 goodness‘ahd according'toyﬂle knowledge that God willas gll
at He does will, All things are totally subject to the divine
111, because it is by the decree of the divine will that they
re made ex nihilo. Hence it can be said that God governs sll
he things made by Him, for we are sald to govern those things

Fhich are subject to our will, |

Therefore it is necessary that God, Who in Himself is
perfect in every way, and by His power grants exist-

ence to all beings, is the Ruler of all beings, Him-

gelf ruled by none: nor is there anything which is
exempled from His ruling, as neither there is anything

which does not owe its existence to Him., Therefore

as He is perfeet in being and cauging , B0 ie He per-

fect in ruling.?

Thus we find that the fact of creation forms the basis

1l This is a priority of nature and not of time,
2 Cont. Gent., Lidb, III, cap. 1.
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of providence.5 For when we come to realize the meaning‘of crea-
tion, we grasp the radical dependence and contingency of creatur-
es on their Creator. All that the creature has, it has recelved
from God.  Its form and operations, its goodness and order, and
even its individuating differences are all dependent upon the
Creator.. The order of thing is no less dependent upon God than
anything else. But we know that to order a thing is to govern it.
Thus God, Who is the supreme cause of things, is their suprems
Ruler. BHe has not only given them their being, but in theii‘be—
ing He has given the rule of their being. Individuals are not
governed by this rule as by some general law. For in meking in-
dividuals directly, God will govern them directly. If we have
grasped the meaning of ereation fully, we can appreciate the
truth of the formula that to oreate is to govern.

However, while the divine government, or providence, is
based upon the creative act, the divine knowledge, as we have
seen, is at the root of God's creative action, For it is neces-
sary that God's knowledge extends as far as His causality, and,

in a certain sense, His knowledge is even presupposed to His

3 ef. Gilson, The Spirit of Mediaseval Philogophy, ch.
8, Gilson here brings out the fundamental character of creation

in the doctrine of "Christian Providence." He even goes so far
as to say that "it is not in the least necessary to introduce
any new principles here" in order to explain providence (155).
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causality.4 Since God's knowledge assumes such a basic position
in relation to providence, St. Thomas can give what I shall eall
an exemplary definition of providence. God haé given crestures
all that they have, not only their being but slso their order.

| Now God is the cause of thimgs by His intellect, snd
therefore it is necessary that the exemplar of every
effect should ¥rt¢¢xiit in Him ... Hence, the exemplar
of the order of things towards their end must neces-
seridy pre-exist in the divine mind: and the exemplar
of things ordered towards an end is, properly speaking,
providence.b : : ‘
We can ses what St. Thomas had in mind when he said that to rule
and govern by providence is merely to move things to their emd
by the intellect.® Thus providence oan extend only sc far as the
knowledge of the intellect extends.

There is, ﬁherefuru; 2 plan of divine providence cons-
ibting in the exemplary idea of the order which things heve. Tth
fact that such e plan is put into effect is entirely dependent
updn the divine will, But séppaaing thet 4t is put into effect,

4 cf. 8. Tey I, q.l4, 0.8, Jed contra. Here St, Thomagl
quotes the Augustinian formula that God does not know things
because they are, but things are because God knows them. Thus w
can conceive God's knowledge as logically prior te His causality.
God is an intelligent agent Whose knowledge is presupposed to
Hie action so that His knowledge is a condition of His action.
God's action, hewever, cannot be thought of as the condition of
His knowledge; for God would still knoew all things even if He
had made none of them. :

5 8. Tos I, 9422, s.l. B |
6 Cont. Gent., Lib. III, cap. 64, Amplius ostensum gg§+
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the direction which the order will take is dependent upo; the
exemplary idea., It is the exemplary idea which informs the will
snd directs its action to some determinate effeet. In such a
doctrine there is no room for the voluntarist assertion, that the
only reason why things are as they exe is because of the divine
will, God cannot mske mountains without valleys.” For this
would centriddict the mature of mountains, and therefore contra.-
dict the very intention of God. Just as the will is necessarily
related io thé intellect, the execution of providence is neces~
sarily related to the exemplary ideas.

| There is yet another problem with which we must dea}l:
the problem of human knowledge in relation to the divine exem-
plars. And this problem is of great importance; for in dealing
with it we will discover the first principles of St. Thomas' epis.
temology. Thersfore let us say firet that it ies according to the
divine exemplars that things are said to be true. Por a thing |
is true in so far as it correspends to its ides in the intslleot
on which it depends.8® Thue, if we are to know the truth of any-

7 "Accordingly a twoefold errer iam refuted ... First,
there is the error of those who maintain that «ll things are the
result of Ged's absolute will without any plan. This is the
error of the Moslem theologians ... according to whom the only
reason why fire hests rather than chills is btumn God 80 wills"

Cont. Gent., Lib. III, oap. 97.

8 ",... overything is said to be true absolutely, in so
far as it is related to the intellect on which it depends; and
|thus it is that artificial things sare gaid to be true as being
related to our intellect ... In the same way natural things are
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-

thing, our intellect must contain some likeness of the divine
truth, ‘, ,

Accordingly, just as the soul and other things are said

to be true in their nature according as they are liken-

ed to that supreme nature, which is truth itself, since

it is its own understood being, so too, that which is

known by the soulis true so far as it contains a like-

ness t¢ that divine truth which God knows,?
Hence the divine exemplars are the ultimate criteriom of truth;
and when we attain té some truth,; we are sald to know it in the
divine exemplars.l0 S

Bat what does St. Thomss meah when he says that we know

all things in the divine exemplars? He does not mean that we
Inow the exempler in itself and, through the sxemplar, the things
which imitate it. For this knowledge he reserves for the
blessed, who see God "face to face." There is, howsver, a sec-
‘ond way in which one thing is knewn in another, i.e. as in a
prineiple of knowledge, just as inm the sun, which is a principle
of sight, we see all that we sée.ll And in this vay we are said

to know all things in the divine exemplars as in a prineiple of

said to be true in so far as they express the likeness of the
species in the divine mind," 8. I., I, q.16, a.l. _

9 Cont. Gent., ‘I4v,. I1I1I, cap. 47. "It is according to
these exemplars <that all things are formed as well as that the
human goaz mu‘an' things.” S.I., I, q.84, a.5.

10 *And thus we must needs say that the human soul
knows all things in the divine exemplars..." S.I., I, q.84, a.5.

11 *... one thing is sald to be known in snother in two
ways. First, as in an object itself known; as one may see in a
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knowledge.

And thus we untf needs say that the human soul knows
all things in the eternal mxemplars, since by partici-
pation in these exemplars we know all trings. For the
intellectusl light itself, which is in us, is nothing
else than a tioipated likeness of the uncreated
light, 1n’w ch are contained the eternal exemplar.l?

As I said bcfcrt. in erder to know truth, "our intel-
lect must contain some likeness of the divine truth," And we do
contain a likeness to the divine truth in the intellectual light,
or the agent intellect, which we have. This intellectual light
is an 1ndi¢ycnsab1¢ proporty at all lntsliigent beings. However
the agent intollect alonc 1: not sufficiont rer knowladgc in man.
Man 1."1n th. bcdy' and mnst tttain knovledga through the body.
rhorcfarc thn nace-aity er thn iutallislblo species, which are
abutraetod from thtnga. oannot bo cvcrlaokxd.

But bo-ido: the 1ntolleetaal light uhich is in us,
intelligible species which are derived from things,
are required in order that we may have knowledge of
‘materisl things, therefore this kndwledge is not due
merely to a participation of the sternal exemplars, as

the Platonists held, maintaining that the ggro partici-
patien in the Idea sufficed for knowledge.

mirrer the 1mason of the thing: reflected thesrein. 1In this way
the soul, in the present state of 1life, cannot see all things in
the eternal exemplars; but thus the blessed, who see God and all
things in Him, know gll things in the eternal exemplars. Second-
ly, one thing is said to be known in snother ss in e prineciple of
knowledge; and ﬁhﬁt we might uay that we see in the sun what we
seo by the sun." ~;§1 .

13 Ibid.
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There is yet anotler way in which we may be said to

contain a likeness of the divine truths 4in our possession ¢f the
first principles of knowledge.l4 This 1s also an indispensable
element of knowledge., Without this likeness to the divine truth
no knowledge is possible, The first principles of knowledge are
Just as much a property of all intelligent beings as the agent
intelleet, In so far as we see all things in the light of these
principles and judge all things according to them, we are said
a&e see and judge all things according to the divine exemplars.

«ss yet some truths there are in which all men agree,

such as the firet principles both of the speculative

and of the practical intellect, inasmuch as a kind of

image of the divine truth is reflected in the minds of

all men, Consequently, when a mind knows with certitude

anything at all, and dy tracing it back to the princi-

ples by which we judge of everything, comes to see it in

those principles, it is said to see all such things in

the divine truth or in the eternal idess, and to judge

of all things according to them.15

The relation of the divine exemplers to human knowledge

can be summariged in this way. PFirst, the divine exemplars form
the ultimate bassis of truth and certitude. Second, in no way do
we know the divine exemplars in themselves. Third, we sttain the|

divine exemplars only in a mediate manner and in a caused like-

- 14 ",.. Tirst principles, the knowledge of whioh is

innate ( ringipia quorum cognitio est nobis innata) are
certain likeness of the uncreated truth." De ¥Ber., q. 10, a. 6,

ad 6. ,
15 Cont. Gent., Iib. III, ecap. 47.
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ness, finite and 1d@reuned on our intellect.
We have considered exemplarism in the philosophy of
S8t. Thomas Aquinas., There can be no doudbt of the importance of
this doctrine in his philosophy. It assumes a basic position in
his metaphysics, natural theology, and epistemology. Ilet no one
who ¢alls himself a Thomist forget to take account of this

doctrine.
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