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A theory of divine ideas was the standard Scholastic solution to the question “How does
God know and produce creatures?” Such a theory was only held to be successful if it upheld the
nobility of God’s perfect knowledge without violating his supreme simplicity and unity. The theories
of divine knowledge coming from philosophers like Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes, which posit
no divine ideas, uphold divine simplicity, but seem to compromise the nobility of divine cognition
because they are forced to say either that God does not know creatures at all, or that he only knows
them in a universal (and therefore imperfect) or indeterminate way. They also seem to compromise
divine causality because they have to posit either necessary (as opposed to voluntary) or mediated (as
opposed to immediate) creation. Yet, positing multiple ideas in God as Augustine does seems
contrary to divine simplicity. Faced with these difficulties, the medieval Schoolmen were forced to
articulate very precisely how God can know and create a multiplicity of creatures without
jeopardizing the divine simplicity.

A complete explanation of how God knows and produces creatures requires the Schoolmen
to answer a number of questions that can be divided into two types. The first type of question
concerns the status of divine ideas: questions such as what is an idea? Are they speculative or
practical? Are divine ideas multiple and, if so, how? How many divine ideas are there? How are the
divine ideas related to God? What sort of existence, if any, does an idea enjoy? What is the status of
non-existing possibles? The second type of question asks about the scope of divine ideas: questions
such as are there divine ideas of singulars, evil, prime matter, genera, species, and number? These
questions cause Scholastics to articulate clearly, among other things, their positions on the nature of

knowledge, relation, exemplar causality, participation, infinity, and possibility. The goal of this



dissertation is to trace the way in which reflection upon the theme of divine ideas in the period
between 1250 and 1325 became increasingly refined as the metaphysical, epistemological, and logical

topics related to them became subject to greater scrutiny.
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CHAPTERI
A. INTRODUCTION

A theory of divine ideas was the standard Scholastic solution to the question “How does
God know and produce creatures?”” Such a theory was held to be successful only if it upheld the
nobility of God’s perfect knowledge without violating his supreme simplicity and unity. A variety of
sources lead the medieval Schoolmen to raise this question. First and foremost among those sources
was the witness of Sacred Scripture. From the very first verse of the Bible, it is declared that God
created the heavens and the earth.' Creatures did not preexist. They did not emanate from God out
of necessity or chance. Rather, God created them. Creation is the result of an intellectual and
voluntary act. Not content to declare vaguely that God knows the world, Sacred Scripture
consistently claims that God did not gain knowledge from some external source, and that he knows
even the minutest details of each aspect of creation.” He knows all our actions, our sitting and our
standing.” He “knows every sound we utter.” * He foreknows all our thoughts.” He knit us together
in our mothers” wombs,’ and has counted the hairs on our head.” This providential knowledge
extends not only to man, but extends to all of creation. A sparrow does not fall to the ground
without God’s knowledge of it.* He feeds the birds of the air that neither sow, nor reap, nor gather
grain into barns, and he makes the lilies grow.” God penetrates every division in creation, and “no

creature is invisible in his sight; everything is nude and has been laid bare to his eyes.”"” As St. Paul

1 Gen 1:1.

2 See Is. 40:12-14.

3 Ps. 139:1-2.

4+ Wis. 1:7.

5 Ps. 139:3.

6 Jer. 1:5

7 Mt. 10:30.

8 Mt. 10:29. Cf. Lk 12:22-31
9 Mt. 6:26, 28.

10 Heb. 4:12-13.



tells the Ephesians, “We are God’s work of art.”"! The divine artist has crafted all of creation.”” He
knows and guides all of its workings.

From the Biblical declaration the Schoolmen knew #af God knows creation intimately, but
Sacred Scripture is silent as to sow God can have such knowledge. Sacred Scripture was the primary
inspiration for the questions that the Schoolmen asked, and it offered the conclusions to which their
arguments should arrive, but it does not offer the premises that should lead to those conclusions.
Thus, in the second place, the Scholastics turned to the Fathers of the Church and to philosophers.
They turned especially to St. Augustine, who spoke explicitly of divine ideas as the eternal and
unchanging forms or reasons in the divine mind according to which God knows and produces
individual things."” They also made constant reference to Pseudo-Dionysius, whose treatise De divinis
nominibus provided great insight into God’s exemplarity.'* They also turned to Aristotle, Avicenna,
and Averroes. In these earlier thinkers, the Scholastic authors found the metaphysical,
epistemological, and logical tools to articulate divine knowledge of both existing and possible
creatures. They also saw the negative consequences of privileging one aspect of God over another.
The emphasis on divine unity and simplicity in these earlier thinkers, as we will see, results in a
theory of divine knowledge that does not uphold God’s nobility.

Sacred Scripture also proposes God’s supreme unity and simplicity to such an extent that it

seems like a stumbling block to upholding God’s perfect knowledge. God is “I am who am” and “he

1 Eph. 2:10.

12 Rom. 11:36.

13 See especially, Augustine, De div. gq. 83, q. 46 (PL 40:29-31).

14 See especially, Pseudo-Dionysius, De div. nom., V, c. 8 (PG 3:823C): “Exemplaria vero dicimus esse rationes in
Deo subtantificas rerum et unite praeexistentes, quas divinus sermo vocat praedefinitiones, et divinas atque bonas
voluntates, rerum definitrices et effectrices: secundum quas qui est supra substantiam, omnia quae sunt praedefinivit et
produxit.”



who is.”" Moses instructs the people “the Lotd is one.”"® God is spirit, in whom there is no
vatiation, nor shadow of change."” God has not received anything from another."

These scriptural claims render it necessary to say that divine knowledge has its origin in God
himself, not from any external exemplar or counselor, but this claim does not resolve a deeper
dilemma. How is it that the one God can know many things? It would appear that God’s unity and
simplicity makes it impossible for him to know a plurality as perfectly and intimately as Sacred
Scripture claims. Moreover, Sacred Scripture does not offer a solution to this difficulty.
Philosophical inquiry is required to assess the coherence of the two biblical claims.

The next two sections of this chapter will clarify the difficulty in two ways. First, I will briefly
explain the way in which the medieval Schoolmen articulated the divine simplicity. The way they
explain divine simplicity greatly impacts their explanation of the divine ideas. The compatibility of a
plurality of divine ideas with the divine simplicity depends upon the compatibility of distinctions
with supreme simplicity. Second, I will briefly explain the theories of divine knowledge proposed by
Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes. These three theories show how an overemphasis on the
simplicity of God can compromise the nobility of divine knowledge.

B. DIVINE SIMPLICITY

There is universal agreement among the Scholastics that God is simple. Simplicity is not
attributed to God explicitly in the Bible. We would look in vain for a passage that proclaims, “the
Lord, your God, is simple,” yet, as Henry of Ghent notes, “all questions concerning the simplicity of

God pertain to his unity.”"” God is one, and so also has to be simple. Simplicity provides a

15 Ex. 3:14

16 Dt. 6:4. Cf. Mk. 12:29 where Christ reaffirms this teaching.

17 Jn 4:24 and Jas. 1:17. Cf. Mal. 3:6.

18 Rom. 11:35. Cf. Acts 17:22-31, Is. 40:12—14.

19 Henry, Summa, a. 28, q. 1 (ed. Patis, I, f. 165¢N): “Hic circa simpliciatem Dei in principio intelligendum est
quod omnes quaestiones de dei simpliciate pertinent ad eius unitatem.” Cf. a few lines below: “omne quod simplex est
unum est. Non autem omne quod unum est simplex est” (Summa, a. 28, q. 1 [ed. Paris, I, f. 1651N]).



refinement of divine unity because there are several ways that a thing can be one. Something can be
one from composition, as man is one from body and soul, or one without composition. Simplicity is
the absence of composition. If God were a composite unity rather than a simple unity, then he could
not the one first principle from whom all other creatures have their being.*

Simplicity is one of the properties of God, where “property” is understood in the sense of
“proprium,” 1.e., something unique to God. God alone is supremely simple. This declaration follows
from the Biblical declaration, “the Lord, your God, is one,”" but it “is also certain in itself and from
the testimony of creatures.”” All creatures, regardless of how simple they may be (for clearly some
creatures are simpler than others), have a twofold manner of composition: “one in which something
is composed from other things (ex a/iis). Another in which something is composed with other things
(cum aliis).”® Both types of composition must be denied of God. He must have neither internal
composition (ex aliis), nor external composition (cum aliis). For the most part, the Scholastics use
“simple” as a general term as opposed to both types of composition, although at times they will use
“simple” to deny internal composition in God, and “one” to deny external composition.*

In order to see how important divine simplicity is for the Scholastic men, I will first have to
examine their arguments that God is entirely (omnino) or supremely (summe) simple. Second, I will
briefly examine some of their arguments for the compatibility of distinctions within God and divine

simplicity. In a trend that will mirror our investigation of their theories of divine ideas, the

20 See Durandus, Iz I Sent. (C), d. 8, p. 2, q. 1 (ed. Venice, 1.380.18-381:26). Cf. Thomas, In I Sent.,d. 8, q. 4, a.
1, s.c. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.218-219).

21 Dt. 6:4, and Mk 12:29.

22 Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.61a).

2 Henty, Summa, a. 28, prol. (ed. Patis, 1, f. 165tK): “unus quo aliquid compositum ex aliis. Alius quo aliquid
compositum cum alio.” Cf. Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 2, a. 2, ad 12 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.67a), and Durandus, I [
Sent. (C),d. 8, p. 2,q.1 (ed. Venice, 1.380.16-18). This distinction is taken from Augustine, De Trinitate, V1, c. 7, n. 8 (PL
42.929), which is quoted in Peter Lombard, Senz, 1, d. 8, c. 4, n. 85 (ed. Brady, 1.62)

% See, e.g., Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, qq. 2-3 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.59—78). In his later Breviloguinm,
Bonaventure puts aside this distinction: “Nam #zum nominat ens ut connumerable, et hoc habet per indivisionem sui in se”
(p. 1, c. 6 [ed. Quaracchi, 5.215a], emphasis original).



Scholastics writing from ca.1250—ca.1290 for the most part employ variations on the same
arguments for divine simplicity. Then, beginning with John Duns Scotus in ca. 1294, many of the
older arguments will drop out of the conversation, or be sharply critiqued. As we will see, William of
Ockham takes the simplicity of God so seriously that he rejects almost every prior argument that
attempts to allow for some manner of distinction amidst the divine simplicity. Because of the great
difference in Ockham’s account of divine simplicity, I will treat it separately in a third subsection.
1. Arguments for Divine Simplicity

Of the eleven different arguments that the Scholastics use as proof of divine simplicity two
of them argue to simplicity by process of elimination (which Richard of Mediavilla calls an
induction), and the rest argue for simplicity directly. I will treat the process of elimination arguments
first. Both of these arguments have in common the principle “if God cannot be shown to be
composite, then he must be simple.” They both then examine, and reject the possibility that God is
composite internally, and externally.

The more common process of elimination argument is found in Thomas Aquinas, Henry of
Ghent, Richard of Mediavilla, and John Duns Scotus. As Thomas has it, God is not a body (and so
lacks quantitative parts), is not composed of form and matter, nor of nature and supposit, nor of
essence and existence (esse), nor of genus and difference, nor of subject and accidents, so his essence
must be entirely simple.” Moreover, God cannot enter into composition with things such that he be
the soul of the world, the formal principle of all things, or prime matter. Since God is the first
efficient cause of things, he must be distinct from all things because efficient causes are numerically
distinct from their effects, and a first cause cannot be composite. If a first cause were composite,

then we should have to look for the cause of its composition, which would mean that our first cause

2 Thomas, ST, q. 3, aa. 1-6 (ed. Leonine, 4.35—46). Thomas sums up this argument at the beginning of his
response to a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 4. 46b—47a).



is not actually first.** Henry concurs with this line of reasoning, but treats the types of composition
in a slightly different order, and adds the composition of act and potency as its own question.”’

Richard also provides a similar process of elimination in a paragraph that includes a short
rationale for denying each type of composition. God is the highest being (summe ens), but each type
of composition is incompatible with the suzme ens. Therefore, God is supremely simple. Often, his
reason why God cannot have a particular sort of composition is because nothing with such a
composition supremely exists. These claims typically require more argumentation in order to be truly
conclusive, but anyone at all familiar with philosophy in the Aristotelian tradition should readily
recognize (and be able to supply an argument) for why no body or no composite of subject and
accident supremely exists.”

Finally, Scotus offers process of elimination arguments in both his Ordinatio and his Lectura.
Each of the arguments is in three parts. (1) God is not a composition of essential parts. (2) He is not
composed of quantitative parts. (3) He is not composed of accident to subject. In the first part, he
argues that God cannot be composed of matter and form. In the second, he argues that God could

not be composed of quantitative parts because then he would be material. In the third, he argues

26 Thomas, ST, q. 3, a. 8 (ed. Leonine, 4.48).

27 Henty, Summa, aa. 28-29 (ed. Paris, I, f. 164vI-178rO). Henry treats internal composition in this order: God
is not composed of quantitative parts, nor matter and form, nor genus and difference, nor nature and supposite, nor
essence and existence, nor potency and act. He greatly expands the types of external composition, arguing that God
could not come into composition with another as form with matter (or vice versa), as an accident with a subject (or vice
versa), as a mover with the mobile, as an end with the orderable, nor as a unity with another one. It is only after denying
all of these that Henry is willing to declare that God lacks every mode of composition. Henry of Ghent is not the first
Scholastic thinker to use the distinction between act and potency in his discussion of divine simplicity. Thomas Aquinas
uses the distinction as well, but the distinction does not appear as a distinct article in Thomas’s question on simplicity in
the ST. Thomas seems to assume that it was shown that God cannot be composed of act and potency in the prior
question.

28 Richard, In I Sent., d. 8, a. 3, q. 1 (ed. Venezia, 31rb-va): “Hoc idem patet per inductionem. In Deo cum sit
summe ens: non potest esse compositione ex partibus quantitativis: quia omne tale corpus est, nullum autem corpus
summe est; nec ex materia et forma quia cum materia dicat infimum gradum entitatis non potest esse de essentia summi
entis; nec ex essentia et supposition quia cum essentia sit qua unumquodque est id quod est, supponitur quod non est
sua essentia, non summe est; nec ex essentia et esse quia solum purus esse summe est; nec ex genere et differentia quia
quod est artctatum ad genus non summe est; nec accidente et subiecto quia nullum tale summe est.” This passage
appears almost verbatim in q. 1 of the Quaestiones variae attributed to Henry of Ghent. In fact, the entire response of both
questions is so close that it is obvious that one author has copied the other. I will have more to say about this below.



that because God is neither material nor has quantity, he is not capable of receiving material
accidents. He is capable of receiving only what agrees with spiritual beings, namely, intellection,
volition, and what corresponds to them. But these qualities are not accidental to God, but are rather
his substance. Thus, God is not composed of subject and accident.”

We should note that in Scotus’s presentation most of the possibilities for composition have
fallen off. Scotus does not find it necessary to argue against more types of composition than form
and matter, quantitative parts, and subject and accident. The compositions of nature and supposite,
essence and existence, genus and difference, and act and potency are not included. So while the
same general structure of the argument remains the same, i.e., Scotus argues that God is not
composed from others or with others, the threshold for completeness evolves from author to
author.

The second type of process of elimination argument appears in Bonaventure, Richard, one
of the Quaestiones variae asctibed to Henry of Ghent, and Durandus of Saint Pourcain.” It argues that
since God is neither composed from other things, composed of other things, nor can anything enter
into composition with him, he is supremely simple. They argue for the three aspects of the
proposition in a variety of ways. Some of these ways overlap with the direct arguments for divine
simplicity, but it is worth recounting them here to show the development of the process of
elimination argument. Bonaventure claims that they are ruled out because God is first (and so could

not have essential parts prior to him), most perfect (and so will not come to constitute a third thing

» Scotus, Ord. 1, q. 8, p. 1, q. 1, nn. 5-14 (ed. Vatican, 4.154-159), and Lec. 1,d. 8, p. 1, qq. 1-2, nn. 8-23 (ed.
Vatican, 17.2-7). In the Lectura, Scotus does not argue in favor of the position that God is not composed of subject and
accident. Instead, he argues that one of Thomas’s arguments and two of Henry’s arguments are not conclusive.

30 Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.70b); Henry, Quaestiones variae, q. 1 (ed. Etzkorn,
38.4:55-6:102); Richard, In I Sent., d. 8, q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Venezia, 1.31rb); Durandus, In I Sent. (C), d. 8, p. 2, q. 1 (380:16—
18).



in combination with others), and last (and so lacks the possibility of composition because other
things are ordered to him as to a restful end).”

Richard argues against the three types of composition using an argument that eliminates all
three possibilities at once. Any possibility of composition would be just that, a possibility. But the
highest being has no possibility. So any composition from others, with others, or even the mere
possibility of another entering into composition with the highest being, must be ruled out.”

Although the question attributed to Henry makes three main arguments against the three
types of composition rather than just one, it seems clear that its author has the text of Richard
before him as he crafts his answer. His first argument specifically argues against the claim that God
can be composed from others. Using Richard’s reference to Augustine’s De /ibero arbitrio, he argues
that God cannot be composed from other things because all such compositions depend on another
for their being composed. God, the highest being, cannot depend on another for his existence, and
so cannot be composed of others.”” His second argument amounts to a restatement of the first. The
highest being cannot have a cause. Diverse things do not concur in the constitution of one thing
unless some cause unify them. Therefore, the highest being, God, cannot be composed from many
things. The third argument is the one taken from Richard, and is aimed at all three types of
composition at the same time. Every composition includes possibility, but the highest being does

not have any possibility. Therefore, the highest being is not composed at all.*

3 Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.70b).

%2 Richard, In I Sent., d. 8, a. 3, q. 1 (ed. Venezia, 1.31tb). After giving the general argument against all three,
Richard goes through each of the three showing why it applies specifically to it.

33 Henry, Quaestiones variae, q. 1 (ed. Etzkorn, 38.5:66—78). The quotation from Augustine comes from De /b.
arb., 11, c. 15 (PL 32.1262).

34 Henty, Quaestiones variae, q. 1 (ed. Etzkorn, 38.5:79—6:102). He cites Aristotle, Mez. VII, c. 13, 1039a4-6 (AL
XXV.3.2.159:752-753), although he says it is from book V; Augustine, De div. qq. 83, q. 2 (PL 40.11); Avicenna, Mez. 1, c.
6; 1V, c. 2; VI, c. 3 (ed. van Riet, 1.43:18-20; 1.212:43; 11.319:12). Durandus makes use of the same three arguments.
Against the possibility of God being composed from others, he argues that God is the first being, and has no cause.
Against the possibility of God entering into composition with others or others with him, he argues that God is pure act,
and so does not have the requisite possibility to allow for any composition to ever occur. His perfection rules out any
composition. Despite these similarities, Durandus’s clearly wrote his own arguments (Durandus, Iz I Sent. (C), d. 8, p. 2,
q. 1 [380:17-382:74)).



In addition to these two arguments that God is not complex, the Scholastics made nine
direct arguments for divine simplicity. Since simplicity is a negation of composition, all of the
arguments focus on the incompatibility of composition in God with some already known attribute
of God, although some of the authors choose to emphasize the negative aspect of simplicity more
than others. The first three arguments are primarily Neoplatonic in that they associate a priority in
being with greater simplicity. They are also Aristotelian because, as we will see below, they rely on
the pure actuality of the highest being. The argument is based on God’s being independent because

he does not depend on another and is uncaused. The next argument is patently Aristotelian in virtue

I think that the author of this question is looking at Richard’s text (and not vice versa) for four reasons. First,
he gives a more specific reference to the quotation from Augustine’s De /bero arbitrio. Whereas Richard gives a
circumlocution describing where the quotation can be found on his manuscript, the text ascribed to Henry names a
specific chapter. Richard simply notes “Dicit enim Augustino II De /bero arbitrio quasi in medio loco inter medium et
finem...” (InI Sent.,d. 8, a. 3, q. 1 [ed. Venezia, 1.311b]). The chapter that the author of the Quaestiones variae names (33)
is not the chapter that we use today (15), but it is more likely that a later author would have a vague citation and offer a
more specific citation, than that he would have a very specific citation and then give a vague one instead.

Second, both of the authorities that Richard cites in his sed contra are found in the body of the question ascribed
to Henry. If, as Etzkorn notes in the introduction to the edition of the questions ascribed to Henry, the question on the
simplicity of God is a disputed question, rather than a quodlibetal question, which means that the sed contra would have
been offered by the bachelor, and the response by the master (“Analysis of the Text,” xi). Thus, the fact that the sed
contra quotations of Richard appear in the body of the question ascribed to Henry indicates that the latter was reading the
former and wanted to work those authorities into his text. This desire would explain why the quotation from Augustine
is somewhat awkwardly appended to the end of the body of the question. “Et sic sufficienter probatum est quod Deus
summe simplex est. Cui consonat Augustinus, VI De Trinitate cap. 2, loquens de aequalitate Spiritus Sancti ipsi Patri,
dicens sic: Aegualis est Spiritus Sanctus, et si aequalis in onnibus, aequalis propter summanm simplicitatem, guae in illa substantia est.
Quae auctoritas superius est allegata proprietate hac in opponendo” (Henty, Quaestones variae, q. 1 [ed. Etzkorn, 6:114—
119]). It should be noted that the first sentence of this citation is a direct quotation of the last sentence of Richard’s text
(In1Sent., d. 8,a.3,q. 1 [ed. Venezia, 1.31val).

Third, while Henry’s thought was undoubtedly influenced by Bonaventure’s thought, he does not seem to be
influenced as much as Richard was. Bonaventure’s influence over Henry seems to be primarily through his In Sent. and
Itinerarinm. He only articulates the three types of composition in his De mysterio Trinitatis, however. Thus, I am inclined to
think that Richard borrowed the distinction before the author of the question ascribed to Henry.

Finally, Etzkorn notes in his introduction to the edition, Henry does not use William of Moerbeke’s translation
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, preferring the older, anonymous translation (Etzkorn, “Authorship of the Qustions,” in Henry
of Ghent, Quaestiones variae, xii. Macken, “Les sources d’Henri de Gand,” Revue Philosophique de Ionvain 76 [1978]: 15).
Richard, however, does cite from the Moerbeke’s newer and better translation. Since both Richard and the author from
the Quaestiones variae cite Moerbeke’s translation of Mezaphysics V11, it is likely that Richard’s was the prior work.

Given that Richard wrote his Iz Sent. in ca. 1281-83, the evidence that Richard’s text was prior than the
question ascribed to Henry makes me skeptical that it was written by Henry at all. It would not be impossible for the text
to be by Henry, but according to Caffarena, Henry had finished the more complete reductio argument of the Summa in
1279 (Caffarena, “Cronologia de la «Suma» de Enrique de Gante por relacion a sus «Quodlibetosy,” Gregorianum 38.1
[1957]: 133). Why would he return to the issue and offer a less complete solution to the question? The question of
authorship is irrelevant to our concern here. What matters for our purposes, is that several authors were using this line
of reductio ad absurdum argumentation in favor of divine simplicity.
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of making explicit use of the principle that God is pure act, and so cannot have any potentiality. The
following two arguments appear only in Bonaventure and are based on God’s perfection and
immutability. The last two arguments which are based on necessary being (necesse-esse) and infinity are
important because they are the only two arguments that Scotus uses as direct arguments in favor of
divine simplicity. The other six arguments have fallen by the wayside.”

The first argument is from priority. Everything that is first is simplest because to the extent
that something is prior, it is simpler. God is the first in the genus of beings in that nothing is, nor
can be, nor can be thought to be prior than him. Therefore, God is the simplest, and supremely
simple. The major premise is true because every composite is posterior to its components, and a
simple is prior to the composite. Thus, Bonaventure adds, the predicate of the major premise is
contained in its subject and so is self-evident.”

The second argument is based on God’s nobility. The first principle of being (essendi) has
being (esse) in the noblest way since something is always nobler in the cause than in the caused. But
the noblest way of having esse is by something completely being its esse. Therefore, God is his esse.
But nothing composed is completely its esse because its esse follows from its components, which are

not its esse. Therefore, God is not composed.”

3 Durandus will still use some of the eatlier arguments in his third Iz I Sent., but the circumstances surrounding
his second and third commentary on the Senzences make it unclear how much he is endorsing a position or merely
showing a, somewhat coerced, deference to tradition. As we will see, this problem does not appear in his explication of
the divine ideas. His theory of ideas is so different from any that came before him that his endorsement of the position
is beyond question.

36 Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, . 3, a. 1, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.682), esp.: “compositum est posterius
quam component, et simplex prius composito: causa ergo praedicati est in subiecto in praedicta [sc., in majori]
propositione: ergo est vera per se.” Cf. Bonaventure, Iz I Sent.,d. 8, p. 2, a. un., q. 1, fm. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.165a);
Bonaventure, Breviloguium, p. 1, c. 6 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.215a); Thomas, In I Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 1, s.c. 1 (ed. Mandonnet,
1.218); Thomas, ST, q. 3, a. 7, arg 2 in corp. (ed. Leonine, 4.48). Durandus’s argument from priority is slightly
different: “Primum ens est primum unum; set Deus est primum ens; ergo est primum unum; set unum compositione
non potest esse primum unum; ergo Deus non est unum compositione, set simplicitate. Quod autem primum unum non
sit unum compositione, patet, quia sicut se ahbet ad entitatem, sic se habet unitas ad unitatem; set entitas composite
supponit entitatem partium; ergo unitas eius supponit unitatem cuiuslibet partis” (I I Sent. (C), d. 8, p. 2, q. 1 [380:20—
381:20]). A similar argument is found in Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1, fm. 10 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.69a).

37 Thomas, In I Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 1, s.c. 2 and 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.218-19); Bonaventure, I I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a.
un,, q. 1, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.165a); Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1, fm. 5 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.68b).
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The third argument is based on God’s power. The simpler something is, the more power it
possesses, and vice versa because “united power can do more than multiplied power.””® But God is
infinite and immense power. Therefore, he is infinitely simple. Therefore, God is supremely simple.”

The fourth argument is based on divine independence, and can be articulated in two
different ways. To say that God is independent is to say that he possesses himself perfectly such that
he does not depend upon another and is uncaused. This argument has two articulations that
emphasize either that God does not depend upon another or that he is uncaused. In its first
articulation, it is argued that everything that is whatever it has is simplest. But God is whatever he
has. Therefore, he is simplest. Bonaventure proves the minor premise as follows: God has power,
wisdom, etc. Therefore, either he is his power or he is not. If he is, then habenus propositum. 1f he is
not his power, since he has power, he has to possess it from another. Therefore, God is from
another. But this is false. Therefore, God must be whatever he has.*’

In its second articulation, God is independent because he is uncaused. Every composite

being has a cause, for things that are diverse in themselves cannot become some one thing except

Bonaventure’s approach to this argument does not focus as much on esse as Thomas’s. Bonaventure argues instead that
the noblest being must have all the conditions of nobility. Simplicity is a condition of nobility. Therefore, etc.

38 Liber de cansis, prop. 9 (10), n. 94 (ed. Pattin, 158-59: 18-23): “Et in primis intelligentiis est virtus magna
quoniam sunt vehementioris unitatis quam intelligentiae secundae inferiores; et in intelligentiis secundis inferioribus sunt
virtutes debiles, quoniam sunt minoris unitatis et pluris multiplicitatis.” The Quaracchi editors cite prop. 7 as the source
of this principle, but the closest I can find is the claim that “unitas est dignior ea quam divisio” in prop. 6 (7), n. 70 (ed.
Pattin, 151:99-00). Dignitas and potentia are not the same thing, however.

% Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a. un., fm. 4 (ed Quaracchi, 1.168); Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a.
1, fm. 6 (ed. Quatacchi, 5.68b-69a).

40 Bonaventure, I I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a. un., fm. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.168a); Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3,
a. 1, fm. 7 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.69a); Thomas, Iz I Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 1, s.c. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.218-19); Henry, Quaestones
variae, q. 1 (ed. Etzkorn, 38.5:66—78). In the ST, Thomas argues to God’s self-possession in a slightly different way:
“Quinto, quia omne compositum est aliquid quod non convenit alcui suarum partium. Et quidem in totis dissimilium
partium manifestum est: nulla enim partium hominis est homo, neque aliqua partium pedis est pes. In totis vero similium
partium, lecet aliquid quod dicitur de toto, dicatur de parte, sicut pars aetis est aer, et aquae aqua; aliquid tamen dicitur de
toto, quod non convenit alicui partium: non enim si tota aqua est bicutiba, et pars eius. Sic igitur in omni composito est
aliquid quod non est ipsum. Hoc autm etsi possit dici de habente formam, quod scilicet habeat aliquid quod non est
ipsum (puta in albo est aliquid quod non pertinent ad rationem albi): namen in ipsa forma nihil est alienum. Unde, cum
Deus sit ipsa forma, vel potius ipsum esse, nullo modo compositus esse potest” (Thomas, ST1, q. 3, a. 7 [ed. Leonine,
4.47]).
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through some cause. But God does not have a cause. Therefore, he cannot be composite. Therefore,
he must be simple.*!

The fifth argument, which is the most commonly used argument, is based on pure actuality.
Every composition includes some manner of potency. But God is pure act and has no potency in
him at all. Therefore, God cannot be a composite. Lacking all composition, God must be supremely
simple.*

The sixth and seventh arguments appear to have be made only by Bonaventure. The sixth
argument is based on God’s perfection. Every most perfect being is simplest. But divine being (esse)
is most perfect. Therefore, it is most simple. The minor premise is clear because no condition is
more consonant with divine being than perfection. The major premise is proved because what is
perfect itself wholly and according to its whole self is more perfect than that which has something
perfectible in itself. But every composite or thing capable of composition has something perfectible
in itself. Therefore, it is impossible that something be supremely perfect unless it also be simplest.
Therefore, God must be the simplest being.”’

The seventh argument is based on God’s immutability. Every composite is mutable.

Therefore, from the denial of the consequence, every immutable thing is simple, and everything

4 Thomas, ST, q. 3, a. 7, arg. 3 in corp. (ed. Leonine, 4.47a); Henry, Quaestiones variae, q. 1 (ed. Etzkorn,
38.5:79-85); Durandus, Iz I Sent. (C),d. 8, p. 2, q. 1 (381:27-382:56). See Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a. un., q. 2, ad
2,3, 4 (ed. Quarachi, 1.169b): “Solus autem Deus est independens. Omnia autem alia sunt dependentia, sive
comparatione ad principia, ex quibus sunt, sive unum principium componens complicetur ad aliud, sive esse dependens
comparatione ad Deum sive ab ipso Deo. Nihil, autem, quod dependet, est sua dependentia: ideo nihil tale est summe
simplex, quia omne simplicissimum est absolutissimum.”

4 Thomas, ST, q. 3, a. 7, arg. 4 in corp. (ed. Leonine, 4.47); Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3,a. 1, ad 4
(e. Quaracchi, 5.71b—72a); Henry, Quaestiones variae, q. 1 (ed. Etzkorn, 38.5:87-102); Richard, Iz I Sent., d. 8, a. 3, q. 1 (ed.
Venezia, 1.31rb—va); Durandus, I I Sent. (C), d. 8, p. 2, a. 1 (382:57-382:83). Bonaventure offers an interesting derivation
of divine simplicity in his I I Sent. that ties actuality to nobility, which in turn demands the supreme communication of
the Blessed Trinity: “Quoniam ubi summa simplicitas intelligitur, oportet summan actualitatem intelligi, si summe robilis
est. Et ubi est summa actualitas, summa diffusio et communicatio debet poni; et ista non potest esse nisi in sempiterna
poroductione rei omnino infinitae et aequalis in virtute; et hoc non potest esse in alietate essentiae: ergo non potest
intelligi divina essentia simplicissima, nisi in tribus personis intelligatur tota esse, quarum una sit ab alia” (d. 8, p. 2, a. un,,
q-1,ad 1 [ed. Quaracchi, 1.166a]).

43 Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1, fm. 8 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.69a).
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simply immutable is simple in every way. But divine being (esse) is entirely immutable because the
highest good cannot be changed into something better, equal, or worse. Therefore, divine being is
the simplest.*

The eighth argument for divine simplicity is the first direct argument offered by Scotus.
Although it seems like he would be amenable to several of the prior arguments for divine simplicity,
especially the argument based on God as pure act, he does not use any of them when he treats
divine simplicity in his Ordinatio and Lectura. The eighth argument is based on God as necessary
being (necesse-esse). If necesse-esse were composite, either its components would be 7ecesse-esse formally or
not. If not, then it would be possible being, and not necesse-esse. 1f yes, then it would not become with
the other part because what is per se ens does not become one with another being.*

The ninth and final direct argument is based on infinity. It is unique to Scotus and he offers
two versions of the argument. The first version argues that everything that can enter into
composition with another can be part of a whole. But every part is exceeded in perfection by the
whole. But an infinite cannot be exceeded. Therefore, God, who is infinite, cannot enter into
composition with another.*

Moreover, he argues, everything that can enter into composition with another lacks, in itself,
that with which it can enter into composition. Therefore, if 2 (God) can be in composition with &,
then « does not have 4 through identity. Therefore, « will not be infinite because the composite has «
and something else. But if it is not infinite, then it is not God. Therefore, if God can enter into

composition with another, he will not be God."

* Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1, fm. 9 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.69a).

4 Bonaventure, De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 1, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.68b); Henry, Summa, a. 29, q. 8 (ed. Patis,
I, f. 177vL); Scotus, Ord., 1,d. 8, p. 1, q. 1, n. 16 (ed. Vatican, 4.160:2-14); Scotus, Lect., I, d. 8, p. 1, qq. 1-2 (ed. Vatican,
17.8:8-17).

4 Scotus, Lect, 1, d. 8, p. 1, qq. 1-2, n. 26 (ed. Vatican, 17.8:19-22).
47 Scotus, Lect, 1, d. 8, p. 1, qq. 1-2, n. 27 (ed. Vatican, 17.8:23-28). He offers a slightly extended version of this
argument in Ord,, 1,d. 8, p. 1, q. 1, nn. 17-19 (ed. Vatican, 4.160:15-161:13)
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The arguments above make it clear that the Scholastics are unanimous in their demand that
God be simple.* Not only is there only one God, the one God is neither composed out of any parts
nor enters into composition with any other being. We have to conclude that God is simple because
we find reason to exclude from him all possible compositions, i.e., we conclude that God is simple
because is #of composed. Yet, we are not constrained to this negative conclusion. We can argue from
the eminence of God’s existence as the highest being that he must be simple. The fact that the
highest being is first, noblest, most powerful, independent and uncaused, pure act, perfect,
immutable, necessary and infinite forces us to admit that God simple.”
2. Arguments for the Compatibility of Distinctions with Divine Simplicity

The continual Scholastic claim that God is supremely (summe) and entirely (omznino) simple
immediately encounters three very serious objections: the Trinity, divine attributes, and divine
knowledge. If God is, as all orthodox Christians declare him to be, Triune, then the Scholastics must
offer reasons to think that the divine simplicity is compatible with a plurality of persons. Again, God
is both good and wise. But goodness and wisdom are not formally the same. Therefore, the divine

attributes must be distinct from each other.” Since it is not apparent how distinct divine attributes

4 Our examination of Ockham below will only strengthen this claim.

4 Of course, contemporary philosophers and theologians like William Lane Craig and Alvin Plantiga remain
unconvinced by these arguments, and offer a variety of reasons for denying that God is simple. Their arguments appear
to solve some of the apparent difficulties with positing a simple God (especially concerning divine foreknowledge), but
they also engender a host a difficulties because they seem to strip God of the other perfections mentioned above. E.g., if
God is not simple, then his priority seems to be in jeopardy because his essential parts would be prior to him. The same
holds for the other eight perfections as well. Moreover, if God changed, what assurance could we have that he would
not stop loving us? I mention these things only to show that the issue of divine simplicity is not as universally agreed
upon and might not be as easy to affirm as the Scholastics make it seem. What matters for our purpose here is that the
Scholastics all agreed that God is supremely (summe) and entirely (ommnino) simple. For objections to divine simplicity, see,
inter alia, Alvin Plantinga, Does God Have a Nature? (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1980), and J.P. Moreland and
William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2003), esp.
517-536. For defenses of divine simplicity, see, znter alia, Lawrence Dewan, “Saint Thomas, Alvin Plantinga, and the
Divine Simplicity,” Modern Schoolman 66 (1989): 141-51, Eleanore Stump, “Aquinas on Being, Goodness, and Divine
Simplicity,” in Miscellanea Mediaevalia Band 30: Die Logik des Transzendentalen, ed. M. Pickave, (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2003),
212-25, and James Dolezal, God without Parts: Divine Simplicity and the Metaphysics of God’s Absoluteness (Eugene, OR:
Pickwick Publication, 2011).

50 As we will see below, Ockham strongly objects to this argument. What is important at this point is that the
distinction between goodness and wisdom seems to demand distinction in the simplicity of God.
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are compatible with divine simplicity, reasons must be given for such a distinction. And if God is to
know all things intimately, then the Scholastics must offer reasons to think that the divine simplicity
is compatible with a plurality of things known.

Moreover, these three pluralities must be distinct from each other lest someone declare that
there are as many persons in God as there are divine attributes or as many divine persons as there
are objects known by God. This section will give only a general introduction to some of the ways
that the Scholastics argue for the compatibility of the Trinity and divine attributes with divine
simplicity. Such an overview will allow us to see the contrast between Ockham’s theory of divine
simplicity and his predecessors. Arguments for the compatibility of distinctions among objects of
divine thought and divine simplicity will be offered in later chapters under each author’s section
concerning the plurality of divine ideas.

The Scholastics prior to Scotus makes several sets of distinctions to argue for the
compatibility of a certain plurality with God’s supreme simplicity. They argue that in God there is no
real diversity, plurality or difference. They argue in particular that the divine attributes differ only by
reason, i.e., only by our way of considering them. They draw diverging conclusions from this insight,
but their shared principle that God’s essential perfections differ only by reason gives their theories
enough unity for us to present only Bonaventure’s account as a representative sample of the types of
distinction they draw.

Bonaventure makes three sets of distinctions to help us understand how there can be some
distinction within God’s supreme unity. First, he says that there are two types of diversity. The first
type of diversity is diversity from addition, which is the diversity in absolute properties that are
diverse in diverse things as white in Peter and black in Paul. This sort of diversity posits composition
and so is incompatible with simplicity. The second type of diversity, however, comes from origin

alone as when a person emanates from another. The persons differ, but this is not contradictory to
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simplicity because it only posits an order and respect to the other, not a composition. Thus, it does
not posit composition, but rather a distinction and differentiation. It is compatible with simplicity.”

Second, as a corollary to the distinction among types of diversity, Bonaventure distinguishes
two types of plurality. In the first type of plurality, there is more found in two than there is in one, as
there is more goodness in two men than in one. This sort of plurality is contradictory to simplicity
because it adds to the unity, i.e., it is a diversity from addition. In the second type of plurality, there
is just as much in many as there is in one, as there is just as much being, goodness, and power in one
divine person as there is in many. This sort of plurality adds nothing to the unity, and so posits no
composition. It is a plurality resulting from a diversity of origin. There is no increase of being,
goodness, or power when the Son is generated or the Holy Spirit is spirated. There is only a
distinction in origin and respect.”

Finally, Bonaventure distinguishes three ways that a property can be distinguished from a
property: with respect to a subject, with respect to itself, or with respect to an object. A property
differs from a property with respect to a subject because they are caused by diverse natures found
within it. Thus, there is composition in the subject from a plurality. A property differs from a
property with respect to itself as when musical and grammatical differ in Peter. Thus, there is a
composition because the subject is subject (s#besse) to a plurality. Finally, a property differs from a
property with respect to an object because it posits the subject as compared to many things. This
respect does not posit composition, but distinction, as, e.g., when a point is the beginning of one
line, and the end of another. No composition is found in the point simply because it is the extreme

of two different lines. It is one point in reality and only two according to reason, i.e., it is two insofar

51 Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a. un., q. 1, ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.166ab). Cf. Thomas, Iz I Sent., d. 8, q. 4,
a.1,ad 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.219).
52 Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a. un., q. 1, ad 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.166b).
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as it is considered as the beginning of one line, and the end of the other. The divine properties, he
says, are distinguished in this manner.”

In all three of these distinctions we see Bonaventure arguing that divine simplicity admits of
distinctions because distinctions do not add to the reality of the one. The first two distinctions allow
us to understand how divine persons can be really distinguished from each other, but not add to the
divine essence, or differ in being, goodness, or power.”* The third distinction argues that the vatiety
of divine attributes, such as goodness and wisdom, are really one, and only differ because of our way
of considering them. We have to consider goodness as distinct from wisdom, and so we say that
God has two different attributes. Yet, they differ by reason alone, not because of any real difference
in God.”

Scotus agrees with Bonaventure’s conclusion, namely, the divine persons and the divine
attributes do not derogate the divine simplicity, but he takes issue with the claim that there is
distinction between the divine persons and divine attributes only according to reason. A difference
of reason is not sufficient, and so we must have recourse to Scotus’s formal distinction.”

In the Ordinatio, he argues this point as follows. A difference of reason consists in diverse

ways of considering the same formal object, e.g., the distinction between a wise man and wisdom, or

5 Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., d. 8, p. 2, a. un., q. 1, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.166b). Cf. Thomas, In I Sent., d. 2, a. 5
(ed. Mandonnet, 1. 74-76).

54 The divine persons need to be really distinguished from each other because, as Thomas notes, “dicere
personas distingui tantum ratione, sonat haeresim sabellianam” (Irz I Sent., d. 2, a. 5 [ed. Mandonnet, 1.75]). The Sabellian
heresy claims that “Father,” “Son,” and “Holy Spirit” are just three names that the one God takes up at different times.
The one God wears, as it were, three different masks. In that case, God would not really be a Trinity.

55 See Henry, Quodlibet V, q. 1 (ed. Paris, f. 150A-151E), Henry Summa, a. 32, q. 4 (ed. Macken, 27.67:13-15):
“Ecce quod respectus in Deo distinguit per affirmationes et negationes, ita quod omnia divina attributa, sive affirmativa
sive negativa, non nisi respectus significant.” Godfrey of Fontaines, Quodlibet V11, q. 1 (PB I11.265-278).

6 The formal distinction plays a central role in Scotus’s metaphysics. As King points out, in addition to using it
to explain the distinction between the divine persons and the divine essence, and the distinction between the divine
attributes, he deploys it to explain, zuzer alia, the distinction between an individual’s genus and specific differentia, an
individual’s essence and proper accidents, the faculties of the soul and the soul itself, and the uncontracted common
nature and the individual differentia. See Michael Joseph Jordan, “Duns Scotus on the Formal Distinction,” Ph.D.
dissertation, Rutgers University, 2005; Stephen D. Dumont, “Duns Scotus’s Parisian Question on the Formal
Distinction,” Vivarium 43 (2005): 7-62; Peter King, “Scotus on Metaphysics,” in The Cambridge Companion to Duns Scotus,
ed. Thomas Williams (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 22-25; and Peter King, “Duns Scotus on the
Common Nature,” Philosophical Topics 20 (1992), 50-76.
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wisdom and truth. But with the divine attributes, there is not merely a distinction of formal objects
because nothing is in intuitive cognition unless it is in the intuitive object cognized. Thus, Scotus
argues that there is a distinction preceding any distinction of reason that we might make, namely,
that wisdom is in the thing from its nature, and goodness is in the thing from its nature, but the
wisdom in the thing is not, formally, the goodness in the thing.”” Therefore, the two attributes must
be formally distinct in God.

He argues that the two attributes do not formally include each other because if infinite
wisdom were infinite goodness formally, then wisdom in general would be goodness in general
formally. For infinity does not destroy the formal nature (ratio) of that to which it is added. Various
grades of something do not add or subtract from its nature. So, if wisdom in general and goodness
in general do not have the same essential nature, or if the definition of one does not include the
other, then they are formally distinct. But the definition of goodness in general does not include
wisdom in itself. And since the definition does not only indicate the notion (rati0) caused by the
intellect, but the quiddity itself, there is a formal non-identity on the part of the thing. Thus, God’s
wisdom and his goodness are not different merely by reason, but are formally distinct in God
himself.”®

Scotus’s argument relies on the fact that we could not understand a distinction in the thing
unless that distinction were somehow already there. To Bonaventure’s example of the point, Scotus
would readily admit that the point is only one, but deny that the difference between the point as end
of one line and beginning of another is a difference of reason. There really is a difference in the

point itself because to be the beginning of a line and to be the end of a line are not formally the

57 Scotus, Ord., 1,d. 8, p. 1, . 4, n. 191 (ed. Vatican, 4.260:11-261:2). Scotus, Lecz, 1,d. 8, p. 1, q. 4, nn. 172-74
(ed. Vatican, 17.62:7—63:2). See Scotus, In IV Met., q. 2, n. 143 (OPh 111.355:7-9): “alietate, inquam, non causata ab
intellectu, nec tamen tanta quantam intelligimus cum dicimus ‘diverae res’; sed differentia reali minori, si vocetur
differentia realis omnis non causata ab intellectu.”

8 Scotus, Ord., 1, d. 8, p. 1, q. 4, nn. 192-93 (ed. Vatican, 4.261:3-262:10). Scotus, Lect., 1, d. 8, p. 1, q. 4, n.
175-76 (ed. Vatican, 17.63:3-20).
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same. But since these two facts about the point, namely, its being the end of one line and the
beginning of another, cannot be separated (because then there would be two points, not one) they
must be formally distinct, not really distinct.

Thus, there is a superficial agreement among the Scholastics from Bonaventure to Scotus
that there must be certain distinctions that do not derogate God’s supreme simplicity because
otherwise we could not account for certain divine attributes, such as wisdom and goodness. This
agreement is only at the most general level, however, and they immediately divide into two camps:
those who think the distinctions are merely rational, and those who think the distinction is formal.
3. Ockham on Divine Simplicity

William of Ockham is the fiercest Scholastic defender of divine simplicity. Divine simplicity
is so crucial for him that he does not wait until the eighth distinction of his Ordinatio to treat it as
most of the other authors do. Instead, it is the first thing he treats in the second distinction. He takes
the claim that God is supremely (summe) and entirely (ommnino) simple so seriously that he denies that
God, strictly speaking, has distinct divine attributes.”

Ockham’s argument for this daring claim is as follows. Wherever there is some multitude
there is some distinction. But everyone (as we have seen) says the attributes are many. Therefore,
they are to be distinguished in some way among themselves and even from the essence, since they
do not posit the essence as an attribute. Therefore, they are either distinguished from the nature of
the thing, or by reason alone. It cannot be by reason alone because Scotus’s arguments against this

position are decisive.”’ Yet, neither can it be from the nature of the thing because then the attributes

5 “Dico quod petfectiones attributales, quae demonstrantur de divina essentia, non sunt realiter ipsa divina
essentia” (Ockham, Ord. 1, d. 2, q. 1, ad 1 [OTh 2.49:13-15]). As we will see, he argues for this position in q. 2 of the
same distinction.

%0 Ockham also argues against the distinction of the divine attributes by reason alone at Ord,, 1, d. 2, q. 2 (OTh
54:9-60:2).
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would have to be formally distinct, which cannot be, or the attributes would have to be distinct
things, which everyone denies.”'

Ockham is convinced that Scotus’s formal distinction has to be false. Wherever there is
some distinction or non-identity, some contradictories can be verified of the things there. But it is
impossible that contradictories be true of each thing, unless those things are (1) distinct things, (2)
distinct reasons, (3) beings of reason (entia rationis), or (4) a thing and a reason. But if all those
contradictories are not (2) distinct reasons or (4) a thing and a reason, then they are distinct things.”

The major premise, he says, is clear because if 2 and & are not the same in every way, then
both “z is the same as a in every way” and “/ is not the same as « in every way” are both true such
that “to be the same as « in every way” and “not to be the same as « in every way” are verified of «
and b. This is exactly what Scotus claims when he says that divine wisdom is formally divine wisdom,
and divine goodness is not formally divine wisdom. Universally, then, wherever there is some
distinction or non-identity, something is affirmed of one and truly denied of what remains.”

He argues for the minor premise as follows. All contradictories have equal repugnance
among themselves. There is as much repugnance between a soul and a non-soul, a donkey and a
non-donkey, as there is between God and non-God or between being (ens) and non-being.** From
some contradictories we can infer that those things from which the contradictories are verified are
distinct things, distinct reasons, or a thing and a reason. Therefore, universally nothing the same can
truly be affirmed and truly denied except because of a distinction of thing(s) or reason(s). He then
offers an example of each of the four situations he outlined above for the claim that when « is, and 4

is not, there is a distinction of thing(s) or reason(s). For example, if a substance exists and an

61 Ockham, Ord, 1, d. 2, q. 2 (OTh 2.63:1-10).

02 Ockham, Ord,, 1, d. 2,q. 1 (OTh 2.14:10-16).

6 Ockham, Ord, 1, d. 2,q. 1 (OTh 2.14:16-15:5).

% Ockham notes one, unrelated exception: “Nisi forte dicatur esse maior repugnantia inter ista quam inter illa

propter maiorem perfectionem alicuius partis in una contradictione quam in alia. Sed hoc non est ad propositum” (Ord.,
1,d. 2,q.1[OTh 2.15:9-12]).
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accident does not, it follows that they are not one thing, but distinct things (either in act or in
potency). From the exhaustive list of examples, he concludes that from the affirmation and negation
of the same thing we can infer a real non-identity. Therefore, if to be the same formally as wisdom is
truly affirmed of wisdom and truly denied from goodness, it is necessary that divine wisdom and
divine goodness convey something that is not really the same. They are not merely formally distinct,
but really distinct.®

Since, as Ockham has argued, everything that is formally distinct is, in fact, really distinct,
divine simplicity demands that from the nature of the thing, the attributal perfections in no way be
distinguished from the divine essence. If such perfections were distinguished from the essence as
Scotus describes, then we could not distinguish between the divine perfections and the divine
persons. In the case of God, Ockham says that we should never distinguish anything formally unless
because of a real distinction, and this applies only to the distinction between a divine relation (like
paternity), and the essence. The divine essence and paternity are distinguished formally because the
essence is filiation, but paternity is not filiation. The same holds true for the other three divine
relations. If we distinguished divine attributes in the same way, then we could not distinguish
between the divine persons and the divine attributes because, just as paternity is not filiation, it is
also not wisdom. And since everything that is the divine essence is either absolute or relative, that
which is absolute, like wisdom, goodness, justice, etc. is not distinguished from the divine essence in
any way. We should not even concede something of one attribute that we deny of another regardless
of whether we do so with any determination whatsoever or without a determination (unless there is

a grammatical or logical impediment).*

%5 Ockham, Ord,, 1, d. 2, q. 1 (OTh 2.15:6-16:3). Ockham offers another, more concise argument that things
could not be proved to be really distinct, but only formally distinct. If 2 and 4 can be formally distinct, yet really the same
(as Scotus affirms of divine wisdom and divine goodness), then nothing could be proven to be really distinct, but only
formally distinct. Even saying that a donkey is not rational and man is rational would not suffice to distinguish them
really, only formally. Thus, man would be a donkey formally (Ord,, 1, d. 2, q. [OTh 2.16:4-14]).

% Ockham, Ord. 1, d. 2, q. 1 (OTh 2.19:3-24).
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Given that all the attributal perfections are identical with the divine essence in every way,
Ockham still has to reckon with the fact that we cannot say that wisdom, goodness, and justice are
completely the same. His answer focuses on the fact that »e cannot say it. An attributal perfection
can be taken in two ways. In the first way, it is taken for some divine perfection simply that really is
God. This is the understanding Ockham has assumed up to this point in the discussion. In this way,
there cannot be many attributal perfections, but only one perfection that is indistinct both in reality
and in reason. These perfections are not, strictly speaking, 77z God or 7 the divine essence because
they are the divine essence in every way. In the second way, an attributal perfection is nothing but a
certain concept or sign that can be truly predicated of God. More propetly, we should say that they
are not attributal perfections in this case because a perfection is a thing, not a concept. Thus, we
should say that they are attributal concepts or attributal names.”’

Attributal concepts or names introduce the divine essence in three ways. Some do so
absolutely and affirmatively, like “intellect” and “will.” Some do so connotatively by connoting
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something else, like “predestinating,” “creating,” or “creative.” Finally, some do so negatively, like
“incorruptible,” and “immortal.” This connotation allows many attributes to be predicated of the
divine essence.” These attributal concepts or names have been impropetly taken as attributal
perfections. So if attributal perfections introduce perfection simply, and therefore the divine essence

itself, and if attributal concepts or names were attributal perfections, then they would introduce

distinctions in the divine essence. They are not attributal perfections, however, because they are

67 Ockham, Ord,, 1, d. 8, q. 2 (OTh 2.61:14-62:4).

% For Ockham, a connotative term is one that signifies something primarily and something else secondarily.
The definitions of such terms express the meaning of the name (definitio quid nominis). Connotative terms are opposed to
absolute terms, which terms signify primarily everything that is signified by the term, and have real definitions (defnitio
quid rei). He uses “animal” as an example of an absolute term because calls to mind animal, and only animal. “White,”
however, is a connotative term because it signifies the thing that is white primarily, but secondarily signifies whiteness.
See Ockham, Swmma logicae, 1, c. 10 (OPh 1.35-38).
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names and concepts, but the divine essence is neither many concepts nor names. Therefore, such
attributes are not really the divine essence.”

Ockham makes an important clarification in his reply to the first objection of Ordinatio, 1, d.
2, q. 2. Despite the fact that the attributal concepts and names are not the divine essence, the
perfections that the names signify really are God. Thus, we truly say “intellect really is God,” and
“will really is God” because in these statements the words “intellect” and “will” can only have
personal supposition.” In the statement “intellect and will are attributed,” then they could either
have personal, simple, or material supposition. If they have personal supposition, then it is simply
false because no intellect, divine or created, is attributed. If they have simple or material supposition,
then they are true because they stand for the concepts or words themselves. Concepts and words are
attributed because they are predicable and knowable of God. If we take the first statements,
“intellect really is God” and “will really is God” such that “intellect” and “will” have simple or
material supposition, then the statements are also simply false because neither the concepts nor the
words are really the divine essence, even though they stand for it.”

All of the Scholastics defend the divine simplicity, but none do so as vigorously and as
zealously as Ockham. If the divine attributes are taken to be real distinctions in God, and not simply

connotations of the essence necessitated by our imperfect understanding, then God is really divided.

% Ockham, Ord,, 1, d. 2, q. 2 (OTh 2.62:5-22). Ockham says that it is obvious that the divine essence is not
names. The divine essence concepts because concepts do not exist (babet esse) without an act of the intellect. But
whatever is really the divine essence does not depend on an act of the intellect. Therefore no such concept is really the
divine essence

70 Ockham distinguishes between three types of supposition: personal, simple, and material. Personal
supposition occurs when a term stands for (supponit pro) the thing it signifies, and does so significatively. Simple
supposition occurs when a term stands for an intention of the soul that propetly is not the thing signified by the term
because the term signifies real things and not intentions of the soul. E.g., “Man is a species.” Properly speaking, “man”
refers to extra-mental objects. But in the sentence “Man is a species,” “man” stands for mental ceontent because the
content is a species. Material supposition occurs when a term is not used significatively, but stands for some vocal or
written sign. E.g.; ““Man’ is a noun.” In contemporary terminology, material supposition obtains when a word is
mentioned, not used. See Ockham, Summa logicae, 1, c. 63 (OPh 1.193-195).

1 Ockham, Ord, d. 2, q. 2,ad 1 (OTh 2.73:10-74:8).
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Division is contrary to the divine essence and so must be rejected. We can understand and predicate
a variety of concepts and names of God, but these must not be taken as attributes.
C. PROBLEMATIC ACCOUNTS OF DIVINE KNOWLEDGE

From the above analysis, it is clear that the medieval Schoolmen treated divine simplicity
with the utmost gravity. God is pure act, and it is precisely because God is pure act that he cannot
be composed in anyway. Moreover, God is the first cause because he is pure act. The only reason
that God suffices as an explanation for the existence of the world is that he is act simpliciter.”
Stripped of his simplicity, God becomes an intermediate mover, incapable of accounting for his own
existence and the existence of the world.

An account of divine simplicity, however, does not explain sow God can know and produce
the world. To this account must be added an account of divine knowledge and production. The
history of philosophy gives ample evidence of the difficulty of articulating a precise account that
does justice to both divine simplicity and divine knowledge. In this section, I will examine the
accounts of divine knowledge and production of Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes. We should
know these accounts before delving into the theories of the Scholastics because these accounts
influenced the Scholastics greatly, and exhibit the consequences of privileging divine simplicity.” We
will consistently find the Scholastic authors cautiously appropriating insights gleaned from these
three authors, while criticizing them for falling short of the truth. In fact, it is Averroes’s Long
Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, that becomes the proximate cause of the explosion in writing on
the divine ideas. We will also see our Scholastic authors criticizing each other for appropriating too

much of some of these theories. As we will see, the emphasis that Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes

72 This follows most directly from the fourth and eighth direct arguments for divine simplicity above.

73 For a fuller account of the history of divine knowledge and divine ideas prior to the medieval Schoolmen, see
Vivian Boland, Ideas in God according to Saint Thomas Aquinas: Sources and Synthesis New York: Brill, 1996), 17-192. Boland
focuses on the sources insofar as they influence St. Thomas Aquinas, but his analysis serves as a good introduction for
all of the authors because, for the most part, they were all influenced by the same texts and intellectual traditions.
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place on simplicity forces them to derogate divine knowledge, despite their claims that God has
perfect knowledge.
1. Aristotle (384-322 BC)

Aristotle argues that god, i.e., the Unmoved Mover, is pure actuality and the highest
substance. He argues this point in at least two places. In Mezaphysics IX, he argues that actuality is
prior to potency in substance. Every potency is potency for the opposite at the same time, for that
which can be might also not be. That which is capable of not being is corruptible. Therefore,
anything that is in potency is corruptible. Sempiternal substances do not have potency, so nothing
that is incorruptible simply is in potency simply. All sempiternal things, then, are actuality. Moreover,
sempiternal things can exist without corruptible things, but if they did not exist, then the corruptible
things would not exist either. If # can exist without & but 4 cannot exist without «, then « is prior
according to substance.”* Therefore, sempiternal things are prior to corruptible things.”

Since, as Aristotle himself notes, nothing prevents a sempiternal thing from being in potency
with respect to how much or place, the argument from Mezaphysics IX does not distinguish between
the heavenly bodies and the Unmoved Mover. Aristotle takes the argument a step further in

Metaphysies X11, c. 6 where he argues for the necessity of some sempiternal, immobile substance, i.e.,

7+ Aristotle, Mez. V, c. 11, 1019a2 (JAL XXV.3.2.107:439—40): “Alia [sunt priora] secundum naturam et
substantiam, quecumque contingit esse sine aliis et illa non sine illis.” I cite the Aristotelis Latinus because it is the version
that the medieval Schoolmen used. I will typically cite the translation by William of Moerbeke that appeared ca. 1271.
Since they had penned most of their texts before then, Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinas primarily used an earlier
translation of the Mezaphysica, available in AL XXV.2. I will cite both translations when the variations in translation are
philosophically significant. We know for a fact that Thomas had access to Moerbeke’s translation of the Mezaphysica
because Moerbeke’s translation is the first to translate book XI. Toward the end of his career Thomas switches from
citing Aristotle’s discussion of the Unmoved Mover from Mez. XI to Met. XII. See Gauthier, Préface in ed. Leonine,
1*1.85-86. Jean-Pierre Torrell, Initiation a Saint Thomas D’ Aquin, vol. 1, Sa personne et son oevre (Fribourg: Editions
Universitaires Fribourg Suisse, 1993), 328, 337—40. John F. Wippel, Metaphysical Themes in Thomas Aquinas I (Washington,
DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 2007), 240-71.

It is worth noting that despite the fact that most of his works were written after Moerbeke’s translation
appeared in Paris, Henry of Ghent did not use it. He preferred to use the anonymous translation. See G. Etzkorn,
“Authorship of the Questions,” xii. Raymond Macken, “Les sources d’Henri de Gand,” 15.

7> Aristotle, Mez. IX, c. 8, 1050b7-20 (AL XXV.3.2.190:315-29), esp: “Nichil ergo incorruptibilium simpliciter
potentia est ens simpliciter.” The anonymous translation has “Nichil ergo corruptibilium simpliciter potentia est ens
simpliciter” (AL XXV.2.179:17-18).
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the necessity of the Unmoved Mover. Substances are the first of beings, and if they are all
corruptible, then all things are corruptible. But it is impossible that motion either come to be or be
corrupted (for it always was). Nor can time come to be or be corrupted for neither could there be a

before and after if time did not exist.”®

Therefore, motion is continuous like time; for either they are
the same or motion is some passion of motion. But motion is not continuous except according to
place, and of this only circular motion.”

But if there is something that capable of moving or effecting things, but not working it, then
there will be no motion. For the one having a potency is able not to act. Therefore, it does no good
for us to suppose substances to be sempiternal, as those who believe in the Forms do, if we do not
posit some principle of being moved in them.”™ And even this will not be enough if it does not act,
for there would still be no motion. Further, even if it does act, but its substance is potency, then its
motion will not be eternal because, as we saw in the argument in Mezaphysics IX, what is in potency is
able not to be. Therefore, there must be such a principle whose substance is act. Moreover, such a
substance must be without matter, for it must be sempiternal, if anything is going to be

1.” Therefore, it is actuality.*” And since, as he showed in Book IX, actuality is prior to

sempiterna
potentiality in substance, this substance which is sempiternal actuality must be sempiternally prior.

The Unmoved Mover, Aristotle says, moves by being desirable and intelligible, i.e., it is the

good that moves the desire of those who know it. Being known and loved by the heavenly bodies, it

76 Aristotle argues for the truth of this claim in Phys., VIIL, cc. 1-2, 250b11-253a21 (AL 7.1.2,277:1-286:13).

77 Aristotle, Met., XII, c. 6, 1071b4—11 (AL XXV.3.2.254:181-190).

78 Cf. Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics, 3 ed., rev. (Toronto: Pontifical
Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1978), 441: “The deficiency of the Platonic Forms, as in Book @, is that their natute is
potential. They are not of their own nature actual. They are not ‘energy.” They are contrasted with the Aristotelian separate
forms as something potential against something whose nature is to act. The difference can hardly be overestimated in
comparing the two ways of thinking.” Emphasis original.

7 Aristotle had already argued in Mez., X1I, c. 2, 1069b14—15 that anything that has matter is mutable (AL
XXV.3.2.247:37-38).

80 Aristotle, Met.,, XII, c. 6, 1071b12-23 (AL XXV.3.2.254:191-255:201). As Owens points out, “The argument
envisages a type of Entity that is incorruptible both per se and per accidens. 1f the Entity were corruptible even per accidens, it
could not cause efernal movement” (Doctrine of Being, 439—40).
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moves them into motion. The Unmoved Mover remains completely unmoved, however. Since it
moves without being moved, it can in no way be otherwise. Thus, it exists necessarily, is necessarily
good, and is the first principle.”

Since it is the best good and perfect actuality, its activity is best, and its actuality is its
pleasure.”” The best activity, however, is the actuality of thought.* In the Metaphysics Aristotle offers
no philosophical argument for this claim. We are left only with a comparison to man’s life. Joseph
Owens describes the comparison well: “As actual human thinking is life, so the divine thinking will
be an eternally actual and continuous life, the best and most enjoyable life.”™ For a justification of
the claim that the Unmoved Mover is thought, we have to examine Aristotle’s account of cognition
in the De anima. Forms can be either principles of material being, or principles of cognition. The
prior occurs when the form is in matter, and the latter occurs when a form is received without
matter.*> Immaterial form is thus cognition. As living is the being of living things, so too is
intelligence to a wholly intellectual being.** An immaterial being is “cognitional as it were by
definition. It is in its nature a cognition. Where it exists, it knows. It is a thinking.”® The life of the
Unmoved Mover is thought precisely because it is immaterial, and it is immaterial because it is pure

act.

81 Aristotle, Mez., XII, c. 7, 1072a20-b13 (AL XXV.3.2.256:237-258:270).

82 See Atistotle, EN, VII, c. 17, 1154b24-28 (AL XXV1.1.3.4.519:9-13); Cf. Aristotle, EN, X, c. 8, 1178b21-22
(AL XXVI.1.3.4.578:3—4).

83 Aristotle, Met., X1, c. 7, 1072b14-29 (AL XXV.3.2.258:271-259:287).

84 Joseph Owens, “The Relation of God to World in the Metaphysics,” in Ftudes sur la Métaphysique d’Aristote: Actes
du VI Symposium Aristotelicnum, ed. Pierre Aubenque (Paris: Vrin, 1979), 211. Cf. W.D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A
Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary, vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), 378: “Having shown that there is a
prime mover which is substance and is pure activity or actuality, Aristotle assumes that it must be such as the highest
actuality or activity that we know.” Emphasis mine.

8 Aristotle, De anima, 11, c. 12, 424b17-24 (ed. Leonine, 45.1.168); De anima, 111, c. 2, 425b23-24 (ed. Leonine,
45.1.177); De anima 111, c. 8, 4322910 (ed. Leonine, 45.1.235). Cf. Aristotle, Anal. Post., 1, c. 31, 87b28-30 (AL
1V.3.57:7-11): “Et iterum non est uia ad hoc ut comprehendatur scientia per sensum; quod est quia sensus non
comprehendit nisi hoc indiuiduum et non comprehendit hoc aliud, et quod comprehendit ipsum non est nisi in tempore
et secundum quod indiuiduum sit in loco.”

86 Aristotle, De anima, 11, c. 4, 415b13 (ed. Leonine, 45.1.95): “uiuere autem uiuentibus est esse. Cf. De anima, 11,
c. 2,413a22-23 (ed. Leonine, 45.1.77).

87 Owens, “The Relation of God to World,” 212.
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The simplicity of pure actuality renders divine thought something of a mystery, however. For
if the Unmoved Mover understands nothing, then how could it be the most venerable being? How
could it inspire love enough to move the sempiternal heavenly spheres? It would be like one
sleeping, and this is surely repugnant to pure actuality. Again, if it understands but has another as its
principle, then it could not be the best substance. For its substance would not be thinking itself; it
would be in potency to understand.*

We must conclude, then, that the Unmoved Mover must always be actually thinking and that
thinking arise from an internal principle, but the question still remains: What does it think? It must
think either itself or something else. If it thinks something else, it will either think about the same
thing or something else. If the latter, it would seem like there are some things that it should not
think. It is well known that it understands the most divine and honored things, and does not change.
Changing its object of thought would make it less noble, and would already be a movement for two
reasons. First, if it is not thought, but in potency to thought, it is reasonable to say that the
continuation of thought would be laborious for it. Second, because something else would be nobler
than its understanding, namely the thing understood, for even understanding and thinking are
present in he who thinks the most unworthy things. Therefore, we ought to avoid these
consequences, which would render thinking not the best thing, and declare that it understands itself
since it is the most powerful thing. It is thought thinking thought.*

Two important conclusions follow from Aristotle’s account. First, God is the final cause of
the world, but not its efficient cause. Second, God does not have knowledge of anything other than

himself. The first conclusion might appear strange because on a number of occasions Aristotle says

88 Aristotle, Mez., XII, c. 9, 1074b15-21 (AL XXV.3.2.264:423-265:430).

8 Aristotle, Met., XII, c. 9, 1074b22-35 (AL XXV.3.2.265:431-446). R.A. Gauthier and J.Y. Jolif note that God
is “Tintelligible au supreme degté, le premier intelligible, et c’est en tant que supreme intelligible que atteint la
contemplation; Aristote sur ce point n’a jamais vari¢” (L’Ethique a Nicomague, Commentaire, vol. 2 [Louvain, 1970], 858).



29

that one being can be the formal cause, the efficient cause, and the final cause.”’ Why could the
ultimate final cause of the world not also be its efficient cause? Aristotle has to exclude such a
possibility both because of his account of efficient causality and because of his account of the
eternity of the world.

In Physies VIII, c. 4 Aristotle argues that an efficient cause is always simultaneously active and
passive. It is always active, and makes its effect actual whenever it encounters something in potency
and any hindrances are removed. Efficient causality is thus an imperfect type of causality because it
requires something external to the cause to bring about the effect. If the Unmoved Mover were an
efficient cause, then it would be in potency to something other than itself to exercise its efficient
causality. Even if that other thing were eternally and unfailing present to the Unmoved Mover, it
would still be in potency, which is contrary to its very nature. And lest we think that such potency is
not inherent to efficient causality in itself, but only for hylomorphic entities, Aristotle explicitly
names learning as his primary example of an activity that needs to have a hindrance removed.”

Even if the very nature of efficient causality were not contrary to the nature of the Unmoved
Mover, Aristotle’s modal understanding of the eternity of the world excludes its being efficiently
caused. In De caelis, 1, cc. 11-12, Aristotle argues that something cannot be both eternal and the
effect of an efficient cause. Generation and perishing, he argues, ought to be understood in terms of
necessity, possibility, and impossibility because only what is possible can be generated. The latter
terms must be understood in relation to existence in time, however. A thing is necessary if it exists at
all times. It is possible if it exists at one time, but not another. It is impossible if it exists at no time

whatsoever. Given that eternal things exist at all times, they are necessary and not possible. But only

%0 Aristotle, Phsyics, I1, c. 7, 198a25-26 (AL VIL.1.2.79:11).

o1 Aristotle, Physics, VIIL, c. 4, 255a1-b24 (AL VII.1.2.292:15-295:14), esp: “Est autem potentia aliter addiscens
sciens et habens iam et non considerans. Semper autem, cum simul activum et passivum sint, fit aliquando actu quod est
potential, ut addiscens ex potential esse alterum fit potential (habens enim scientiam non considerans autem potential est
sciends quodammodo, sed non sicut et ante addiscere), cum autem sic habeat, si aliquid non prohibeat, operator et
considerat, aut erit in contradictione ignoratia.” Cf. Owens, “The Relation of God to World,” 216 and 223
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that which is possible is generable. Therefore, eternal things are not generable. The world is eternal,
and so it is not generable.”

Final causality, however, avoids the difficulties associated with efficient causality, and is
consistent with an eternal and ungenerated world. Since a final cause moves only insofar as it is
loved, the Unmoved Mover can be known and loved by lower beings without being affected at all.
The end really does cause the physical motion of the world because everything wishes to imitate its
pure actuality as much as it can.” The Unmoved Mover eternally moves the world because he is, as
Boland says, “its model rather than its goal.””* The Unmoved Mover is the exemplar of the world
and things imitate him only insofar as “the lower things strive to attain as best as they can the
permanence exhibited by the divine beings.”” The Unmoved Mover accounts for the order of
things, but not their existence.” The Unmoved Mover orders the wotld and that order arises from
the desire of things to imitate the Unmoved Mover, but it does not establish anything in being.”’
Aristotle argues for the origin of the movement of the heavenly bodies (and consequently of all
lower bodies), but says nothing about the efficient or final cause of the existence of the heavenly
bodies. His silence suggests that the heavenly bodies have no efficient or final cause.

This insight leads to the second conclusion, namely, that God does not have knowledge of

anything other than himself. This conclusion can be argued for in at least two ways. First, as Owens

92 Aristotle, De caelis, 1, cc. 11-12. As Jon McGinnis points out, the De caelis is generally considered to be an
early work of Aristotle, and so Aristotle may have abandoned this line of reasoning by the Metaphysics (Avicenna [New
York: Oxford University Press, 2010], 271, n. 12). Thus, he could hold that the world could possibly not be, yet always
exist. Aristotle still holds that that whatever is possible can either exist or not exist, but I do not find any strong
indication that he thinks the eternity of the world is conditional (Mez, IX, c. 8, 1050b7-20 [AL XXV.3.2.190:315-29)).

93 Paulus, “La Théorie du Premier Moteur chez Aristote,” Revue de Philosophie 33 (1933): 408: “Pour lui, la fin
ment téelement, encore que d’autre facon que 'agent; la fin est réelement motrice, lors méme qu’elle ignore la motion que
émane d’elle et ne voit point les étres que en sont touches.” Cf. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 11.374.

94 Boland, 172.

% Owens, “The Relation of God to Wotld,” 218. Cf. Aristotle, De generatione et corruption, 11, c. 10, 336b27—
337a7 (AL IX.1.76:3-10).

% Owens, Doctrine of Being, 445.

97 See Atistotle, Mer., X1I, c. 10, 107521625 (AL XXV.3.2.266:466-267:477).
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points out, the immaterial form and pure act that is the Unmoved Mover s finite, not infinite.” As
such, it is only its own form, and not the form of all other things, either actually nor virtually, or of
being in general (ens). Ens, Aristotle says, is not the substance of things.” It does not contain within
itself the forms of all other things. By their being, things do not participate in or share the existence
of the Unmoved Mover. The only way that it could know other things is to receive the forms of
those things. Such receptivity is incompatible with pure actuality, which means that the Unmoved
Mover has no epistemic access to other things: “It contains only its own perfection, not the
perfections of other things. In knowing itself it does not know them.”'" It knows itself perfectly,
and so knows itself to be a final cause, but it has no knowledge of the effect.

Second, Aristotle claims that there are some things that are not worth knowing, and that it is
in fact nobler not to know them than to know them.'”! Unfortunately, Aristotle does not expand
upon this claim, but leaves us to fill in the details. I submit that the ignobility of some objects of
thought stems from their potency. Base objects of thought are base because they are deprived of
being and goodness. They are not actual enough. Thought is supposed to actualize the knower, but
Aristotle indicates that these objects deprive their knower of true act. They introduce potency into
the knower. If such a situation can occur, then it will occur with any object that the Unmoved
Mover thinks other than itself. Potency will accrue to it by knowing other things. Knowing potency
will introduce potency into him and deprive him of his pure actuality.

God’s knowledge only of himself is no problem for Aristotle precisely because God does

not cause the existence of the world. God is not like an artist who must foreknow his painting

98 Owens, “The Relation of God to Wotld,” 213. Owens cites Aristotle, Mez., I, c. 5, 986b18—21 where Aristotle
notes that form is related to matter as finite to infinite.

9 Aristotle, Met., VII, c. 16, 1040b18-19 (AL XXV.3.2.164:871). Cf. Owens, “The Relation of God to World,”
226.

100 Owens, “The Relation of God to World,” 220.

101 Aristotle, Met., XII, c. 9, 1074b33-34 (AL XXV.3.2.265:443—44): “et enim non uidere quedam dignius quam
uidere; non si sit optimum intelligentia.”
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before he paints it. God is instead like an arrogant celebrity who is too self-absorbed to know or
care about his fans, yet constantly influences the way the fans act, dress, wear their hair, speak, etc.
God brings about the motion of things that, as it were, already exist. God does not create the world
blindly for Aristotle because God does not create the world at all. What he does do is inspire
everything that is not pure act to become as actualized as it can.

I would be remiss if I did not note that the proper interpretation of Mezaphysics X11, c. 9 is
highly contested. Richard Norman has famously said that the interpretation I have endorsed,
following Ross and Owens, “lends an air of unnecessary absurdity to the whole account” and
“suggests that the Prime Mover is a sort of heavenly Narcissus, who looks around for the perfection
which he wishes to contemplate, finds nothing to rival his own self, and settles into a posture of
permanent self-admiration.”"”” De Koninck reaffirms that claim holding this interpretation “could
not . . . be more completely mistaken.”'”” He argues that potency is known and defined with
reference to act, and not vice versa. Moreover, the divine intellect is more truly a form of forms than
is our own intellect because it is the most intelligible and desirable being.'”* Thus, since forms extend
to many as is clear from the potentially infinite number of individuals to which a universal may
extend, De Koninck argues that “all that is actual has to be actually in that form of forms.”'"”

While I think that De Koninck’s argument fails because it assumes that the Unmoved Mover
is the efficient cause of the world, and so does not take seriously enough the claim that Aristotle’s
God is finite, not infinite, the proper interpretation of Aristotle is secondary for the purpose of the

106

dissertation. What matters is that divine intelligence can be articulated in such a way that God

102 Richard Norman, “Aristotle’s Philosopher-God,” Phronesis 14 (1969): 63—64.

103 Thomas de Koninck, “Aristotle on God as Thought Thinking Itself,” Review of Metaphysics 47 (1994): 496.

104 See Aristotle, De anima, 111, c. 8, 432a2-3 (ed. Leonine, 45.1.235).

105 De Koninck, “Aristotle on God,” 508. De Koninck also argues for his position on the basis of authority.
His interpretation, he says, coheres with that of Themistius, Avicenna, Averroes, Maimonides, Thomas Aquinas, and a
vatiety of contemporary authors (511-12).

106 See De Koninck, “Aristotle on God,” 512-13 where he explicitly affirms that he, and the commentators
who agree with him think that the Unmoved Mover is the efficient cause of the world. He argues for the truth of this
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knows only himself. The simplicity of God as pure act can be emphasized to such an extent that
knowledge of anything other than himself would be ignoble for God. Potency could accrue to God
even if he were related to the world only by knowledge of it. God knows himself perfectly, and acts
as a final cause for the order of the world, but is too perfect to know this effect of himself.

B. Avicenna (980-1037 AD)

Avicenna advances Aristotle’s claims about God. He argues that God, whom he calls the
Necessary Existent (INecesse Esse), is the cause of the existence of everything other than himself, and
so has some knowledge of it. To see how he makes these advances, I will first consider how
Avicenna’s distinction between the necessary and the possible argue for the existence of a simple,
Necessary Existent. Then, I will examine his argument that the Necessary Existent is intelligent.
Finally, I will investigate his claims about the Necessary Existent’s knowledge of particular beings.

a. The Necessary and The Possible.

Avicenna famously claims that “thing, being (exs), and necessary” are the first things
impressed upon the soul by a ptimary impression.'”” From our vety first intellectual impression we
understand the world as modal, i.e., we understand everything that exists to be either necessary or
possible. The necessary and the possible are primary divisions of existence because there is nothing
prior to them by which we could define them.'” Moreover, they come to us by a primary
impression, which means that are primary intelligibles. For Avicenna, primary intelligibles are

received directly from the active intellect, i.e., the dator formarum. These intelligibles are primary

position in “La «Pensée de la Pensée» chez Aristote” in La guestion de Dieu selon Aristote et Hegel, edited by Thomas de
Koninck and Guy Planty-Bonjour (Paris, Presses Universitaires de France, 1991), 99-106.

107 Avicenna, Met., 1, c. 5 (ed. van Riet, 1.31:1).

108 Avicenna, Met, 1, c. 5 (ed. van Riet, 1.40:54-77), esp: . . . cum volunt definire possible, assumunt in eius
definitione necessarium vel impossibile, nec habent alium modum nisi hunc. Cum autem volunt definire necessarium,
assumunt in eius definitione possibile vel impossibile, et cum volunt definire impossibile, assumunt in eius definition
necessarium vel possibile.”
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because they are the first intelligibles to emanate to our intellects, and do not require any activity
from the sensitive or imaginative levels of the soul.'”

Avicenna provides greater precision to his understanding of necessity and possibility by the
qualification that things enter the intellect in two ways: “considered in itself” and “through
another.”'"” This distinction allows Avicenna to claim that we can consider everything that exists as
necessary because it is either necessary through itself, or through another, i.e., through its cause.
That which is necessary through itself must contain all the conditions of its own existence within
itself, and so has no cause.""" Such a being lacks nothing proper to it, and so is neither relative to
another, mutable, or many. If such a being exists, it is contradictory to deny its existence.

That which is necessary through another “does not contain the conditions of its own
existence.”!"” What is necessary through another is, as it were, “necessary on a certain condition.”'"?
Considered in itself, it need not exist. Its quiddity is sufficient for existence or non-existence. Its
existence or non-existence are due to a cause. If it comes into existence, then it does so because of

the cause, and if it does not come into existence, it is because of a lack of the cause. Its actual

existence ot non-existence cannot be discerned from its quiddity alone.'"* Once a cause acts upon

199 Avicenna, De anima, 1, c. 5 (ed. van Riet, 1.96:44-102:15). See Michael E. Marmura, “Avicenna’s Proof from
Contingency for God’s Existence in the Metaphysics of the Shifa’)” in Probing Islamic Philosophy (Binghamton, NY: Global
Academic Publishing, 2005), 135-36. For more on the metaphysical and epistemological role of the dator formarum, see
Jon McGinnis, “Making Abstraction Less Abstract: The Logical, Psychological, and Metaphysical Dimensions of
Avicenna’s Theory of Abstraction,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosgphical Association 80 (2007): 167-183, Dag
Nikolaus Hasse, “Avicenna’s Eistemological Optimism,” in Interpreting Avicenna: Critical Essays, ed. Peter Adamson (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2013): 109—-119, Deborah Black, “Mental Existence in Thomas Aquinas and
Avicenna,” Medjeval Studies 61 (1999): 4579, and Herbert A Davidson, A/farabi, Avicenna, and Averroes on Intellect: Their
Cosmologies, Theories of the Active Intellect, and Theories of Human Intellect New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 74-102.

110 Avicenna, Mez., 1, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 1.43-48). Lenn Goodman argues that the phrase “considered in itself” is
the key to understanding Avicenna’s metaphysics of contingency (Avicenna, updated edition [Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2000], 66).

1 Avicenna, Met, 1, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 1.44:24-20).

112 Goodman, 66. See Jon McGinnis, Avicenna (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 160-63.

13 McGinnis, Avicenna, 161.

14 Avicenna, Met., 1, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 1.44:38-45:58)
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the possible, it must become necessary. If it remained possible, then it would not be appropriated to
existence or non-existence. But it assuredly exists, so it must be necessary through the cause.'”

These two types of necessity, then, absolute necessity and contingent necessity are opposed
to each other. Any being that exists after non-existence, then, will be contingently necessary
(whenever it exists), and any being that has uncaused existence will be absolutely necessary, i.e., it
will be the Necessary Existent. But if we trace the necessity of contingently necessary beings, we
have to ask whether the cause is necessary in itself or through another. If it is necessary through
itself, then the Necessary Existent exists. If it is necessary through another, then we will have to ask
whether that cause is necessary through itself or through another. This line of questioning cannot
continue infinitely, so we must reach the Necessary Existent. Therefore, the Necessary Existent
exists.''

The impossibility of continuing infinitely with caused causes arises from the very nature of
causality. Avicenna argues that each of the four types of causality has to be finite, i.e., there has to be
a first principle of it. For each type of cause, we can understand three levels of causality: (1) an
effect, (2) a cause that is also caused, and (3) a cause that is not caused. It is impossible, however, to
have an effect and caused cause without an uncaused cause, even if we suppose an infinite number
of caused causes. We must arrive at an uncaused cause because caused causes are not ultimately
explanatory. If no part of the collection of causes is self-explanatory, then the whole collection,
despite being infinite in number, cannot account for the existence of the effect. There must be a first

to account for the existence and causality of all the intermediate causes.'"

15 Avicenna, Met., I, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 1.45:59-63).

116 Avicenna, Mez., 1, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 1.45:64—48:39). This argument is the core of Avicenna’s complex and
widely dispersed argument for the existence of the Necessary Being in his Mezaphsics. For a good analysis of this
argument and a guide to finding all of its premises, see Michael E. Marmura, “Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency,” in
Probing Islamic Philosophy (Binghamton, NY: Global Academic Publishing, 2005), 131-148.

17 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 1 (ed. van Riet, 11.376:4-379:62). We would do well here to note the similarity
between Avicenna’s denial of composition by means of differentiae or by means of accidents and the Scholastics’
insistence that God is neither composite ex aliis nox cum alio.
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From the necessity of the Necessary Existent, Avicenna argues further that there can only be
one Necessary Existent because of its simplicity. If there were multiple Necessary Existents, then
they would have to be distinguished in some way. If the necessary distinctions came from without,
then they would be caused, which is contrary to the absolute necessity of the Necessary Existence.
Thus, the distinctions would have to be internal to the nature of the Necessary Existence. Such
distinctions could only occur through differentiae or through accidents.'®

Differentiae are not received into the definition of the genus because they do not confer a
nature on the genus, but rather confer existence in act. Thus, “rational” does not confer the
intention of animality upon animal. Rather, it confers upon it existence in act through the succession
of being (essendi) properly. It would be absurd to say that the Necessary Existent received being in
act from a differentia for two reasons. First, the true nature (ceritudo) of necessary being is nothing
but the impossibility of non-being, unlike the true nature of animality, which is an intention beyond
necessary being. Being comes to animality either as something concomitant, or supervenient.
Whence the conferral of necessity upon an unnecessary being is the conferral of a condition of the
true nature of its necessity. But, as we just saw, such a conferral does not exist between genus and
species. Second, the true nature of necessary being would depend on its necessity being given by
another. The differentia, which is not included in the definition, would give existence to the
Necessary Existent, which is contrary to the nature of the Necessary Existent.'"”

Accidents are an equally unacceptable candidate for distinguishing multiple necessary
existents. If necessary existence were a property of the thing, existing in the thing, then either the
thing would have that property by the very necessity of the property itself, or it would have that

property possibly, and not from necessity. If the first option, then the attribute would necessarily

118 Avicenna, Met., 1, c. 7 (ed. van Riet, 49:40-51:83).
119 Avicenna, Met., 1, c. 7 (ed. van Riet, 51:83-52:7).
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exist in that thing and it would be impossible for it to exist in another being. It would have to be
only in that one. If the second option, then the thing would not be a necessary being considered in
itself, which is contrary to the necessity of the Necessary Existent.'”

Having exhausted the options for distinguishing between multiple necessary existents,
Avicenna concludes that the Necessary Existent is what he is in virtue of himself, i.e., in virtue of his
essence. The very essence of the Necessary Existent makes it impossible for necessary existence to
belong to any other. The Necessary Existent does not have a quiddity that conjoins it to any being
except necessary existence itself.””' Thus, Avicenna concludes that there can be only one Necessary
Existent precisely because the simplicity of the Necessary Existent rules out there being more than
one.

b. The Intelligence of the Necessary Being.

As a result of the Necessary Existent’s simplicity, Avicenna declares, ““The Necessary
Existent is perfect existence. For he lacks nothing of his existence, nor any of the perfections of his
existence.”'” He is good, and beyond goodness because all things come from him. He bestows the
petfections of each thing and establishes the truth of each thing.'” Moreover, the Necessary
Existent is pure intelligence because his essence is entirely separated from matter. He is pure
intelligence because he is an intelligible, an intellect, and the very act of understanding. Matter and its

attachments, not the existence of a thing, are what prevent a thing from being intelligible.'* Since

120 Avicenna, Metz., I, c. 7 (ed. van Riet, 52:13-53:20).

121 Avicenna, Mez., VIII, c. 5 (ed. van Riet, 405:6-4006:39), esp: “necessitas essendi non habet quidditatem sibi
adiunctatam nisi ipsam necessitatem essendi.

122 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 412:55-506): “Necesse esse est perfectum esse. Nam nihil sibi de suo
ese et de perfectionibus sui esse.”

125 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 412:62-413:94).

124 See, e.g., Avicenna, De anima, 11, c. 2 (ed. van Riet, 1.114:50-115:65) where Avicenna discusses various levels
of abstraction culminating in the perfect intellectual abstraction in which the intelligible is completely stripped of matter.
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the Necessary Existent is formal existence, and so separated from matter, it is also intelligible
existence. The Necessary Existent is pure intelligibility. His essence is intelligibility.'*’
The Necessary Existent is also an intellect because it has itself as an intelligible. As McGinnis

7126 But, as we saw above,

puts it, “only intellects are the sort of things that have intelligible objects.
Avicenna claims that the Necessary Existent’s essence is existence and its existence is intelligible.
Since he has an intelligible, then, he must be an intellect. In Avicenna’s own words: “Because he is
intelligence through himself, and is also understood through himself, he is also understood by
himself.”'*" He is intellect, intellectual apprehender, and the thing understood, yet without
compromising his simplicity.

Divine self-knowledge does not compromise simplicity because the Necessary Existent’s
knowledge of his own knowing does not require an additional faculty. If an additional intellectual
faculty were required then that faculty would also be unable to know itself. The Necessary Existent
would require yet another intellectual faculty to understand the first additional faculty. This process
would proceed ad infinitum such that even an infinite number of faculties would never suffice for
perfect self-knowledge because the last faculty in the chain would never understand itself. Thus,
Avicenna concludes that the Necessary Existent knows itself perfectly in virtue of himself.'*

Not only does divine self-knowledge not require multiple knowing powers, Avicenna also
argues that the realization that God is intelligible and an intellectual apprehender does not even
require multiple things in consideration (7 respect). We do not get to these two except that his

quiddity, stripped of matter through itself, belongs to him, and that his quiddity, stripped of matter,

belongs to his essence. But here we have only the priority and posteriority in the order of intentions.

125 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 414:95-97).

126 McGinnis, Avicenna, 172.

127 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.414:7-8).

128 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, I1.416:38-53). His reasoning here mirrors his reasoning with regard
to the category of relatives in Mez, I11, c. 10 (ed. van Riet, 1.173:12-183:1)
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For the intention that is acquired is clearly one without division. Thus, it is clear that his being an
intellectual apprehender and an intelligible does not render him multiple in any way.'”

Finally, the Necessary Existent is also the very act of understanding. In the De anima,
Avicenna teaches that we must not understand the intellect’s having an intelligible in a physical way.
The intellect’s having an intelligible is nothing other than the act of understanding." Thus, to say
that the Necessary Existent has itself as its intelligible is to say that it is its very act of understanding.

¢. The Necessary Being’s Knowledge of Particulars.

Having argued that the Necessary Existent is a knower, and that knowing does not capitulate
divine simplicity, Avicenna qualifies that the Necessary Existent’s knowledge cannot come from
without. If He understood things through the things, then the things that he understood would
constitute his essence. If this were the case, he would not be the Necessary Existent. He does not
acquire knowledge as we do by receiving it."”"

The Necessary Existent understands all things from himself because he is the principle of all
things. He is the principle of the things that are perfect in their singularity and of the things that are
generated and corruptible, first in their species and second according as they are individuals. His
knowledge of generated and corruptible beings requires qualification because it is contrary to the
nature of the Necessary Existent to know changeable beings with their changes insofar as they are
changeable in a temporal, individualized manner. If he understood them as existing in one temporal
act of understanding and then as not existing another temporal act of understanding, he would have
to have two intelligible forms because the forms are not compatible with each other. Thus, he would

have a vatiable essence, and not be the Necessary Existent.'”

129 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.416:54—417:61).

130 Avicenna, De anima, V, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, I11.137:70-138:85). See McGinnis, Avicenna, 140—43.
131 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.417:61-68)

132 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.418:73-80).
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Moreover, it follows from the very nature of understanding that corruptible beings, propetly
speaking, cannot be understood. Corruptible beings are corruptible because they have matter. But
they are not understood unless their quiddities are stripped of matter. So their corruptibility cannot,
by definition, be understood. Any time they are apprehended with their matter, as in the senses and
in the imagination, they can be cognized in their changeability, but this sort of cognition requires a
material organ and it is not understanding."” To attribute understanding of corruptible creatures
insofar as they are changeable, then, is to attribute multiple acts of understanding to the Necessary
Being, and to misunderstand the nature of understanding."™

From these qualifications, Avicenna concludes, “the Necessary Existent does not understand
things except universally, yet with this he does not lack knowledge of any singular thing.”"”> He then
quotes the Koran is support of the claim that God knows even the least thing in the heavens and on
the earth. Such a claim, he admits, is hard to understand and cannot be imagined except by the
subtlest of natural geniuses.”® Avicenna’s proof for the curious claim that the Necessary Existent
knows singulars universally relies on his bringing every other existent into being. Because the First
knows the causes and what is contained under them, he also necessarily knows that to which they
are reduced and the temporal intervals between them, and how often they recur. For it is impossible
that he should know the first principles without knowing that to which they lead. Therefore, he
apprehends particular things insofar as they are universals, namely, insofar as they have attributes."”

Marmura reminds us that to understand this claim, we must make a series of distinctions

among particulars.”” First, we must distinguish between the incorruptible particulars in the celestial

133 See Avicenna, De anima, IV, c. 3 (ed. van Riet, 11.44-54).

134 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.418:80-90).

135 Avicenna, Mez., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.418:91-92): “Sed necese esse non intelligit quicquid est, nisi
universaliter, et tamen cum hoc non deest ei aliquod singulare.”

136 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.418:91-419:94).

137 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.419:95-4).

138 Michael E. Marmura, “Some Aspects of Avicenna’s Theory of God’s Knowledge of Particulars,” Probing
Islamic Philosophy (Binghamton, NY: Global Academic Publishing, 2005), 78.
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realm, and the generated and corruptible particulars in the sublunary world. Second, both of these
types of particulars have to be further distinguished into particular beings and particular events.
Finally, the particular beings must be distinguished into corporeal beings and incorporeal beings.
These distinctions are important because “the fact of a particular’s materiality does not prevent its
conceptual apprehension under all circumstances. Apprehension of matter is necessary for knowing
a particular only when matter is needed as the individuating principle that differentiates one
individual from another of the same species.”””” Thus, Marmura argues that for Avicenna God can
know the celestial intellects, souls, and bodies because each is the only member of its species.'* In
such cases, the definition of the species belongs to one particular alone, and so knowledge of the
definition, i.e., knowledge of the attributes, is knowledge of the particular entity. But since every
definition can possibly apply to many such that there can be no definition of singulars, an
extraneous argument is required to show that the definition does not, in fact, apply to many."*! God
could also know individual human souls because he explicitly argues that they subsist of themselves,
not because of the matter of their bodies.'** But what of particular beings that share their species
with other particular beings, and what of particular events?

Avicenna offers the analogy of the astronomer’s knowledge of eclipses to explain particular
events. If a man knows all the celestial motions, he also knows every eclipse and every application

and disjunction of that eclipse in a universal way. So it can be known that after a certain amount of

139 Marmura, “God’s Knowledge of Particulars,” 80.

140 Marmura, “God’s Knowledge of Particulars,” 80—84.

141 Avicenna articulates this understanding of definition in Mez, V, c. 8, which chapter does not appear in the
Latin translation that the Scholastic authors possessed.

142 Avicenna, Mez., IX, c. 4 (ed. van Riet, 11.485:29-486:60), esp: “Aut sunt formae quarum existentiae sunt per
seipsas, non propter materias corporum sicut animae, quia unaquaeque anima on appropriator corpori nisi quia eius
action est protper illud corpus et in illo.” Cf. Avicenna, De anima, V, c. 3 (ed. van Riet, 11.109:91-113:43). Deborah Black
has argued that Avicenna’s discussion of individual intentions had all the necessary premises to articulate divine
knowledge of individual human souls, but that he failed to draw them together (“Avicenna on Individuation, Self-
Awareness, and God’s Knowledge of Particulars,” The Judeo-Christian-Isiamic Heritage: Philosophical and Theological Perspectives,
ed. Richard C. Taylor and Irfan A. Omar [Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 2012], 255-81).
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motion one heavenly body will pass in front of another heavenly body and cause an eclipse. The
necessity and incorruptibility of celestial movements would make it such that he would know each
and every time the one body would pass in front of the other, and vice versa. Having similar
knowledge of all the celestial movements would make all possible eclipses known. Yet these eclipses
would be known in a universal manner, for even with this knowledge, a man “might not be able to
judge that there is this eclipse or not, unless he knew the singulars, namely by seeing the motion
sensibly, and by knowing how much time is between the eclipse being seen right now and the next
one.”™ Even perfect knowledge of all the celestial motions seems deficient because intellectual
cognition alone does not grant access to the singularity of #his eclipse.

Avicenna would argue that such a situation is not truly deficient, however. It is simply a
result of the distinction between the awareness we acquire from the senses and imagination, and the
knowledge we have in the intellect. Thus, Avicenna would also deny that man’s intellectual cognition
can give him access to #bis eclipse because, simply put, there is no intellectual cognition of singulars.
As Adamson has pointed out, intellectual cognition is always universal and never particular for
Avicenna."™* God’s knowledge is superior to man’s because “He has on/y the best kind of cognitive
grasp of particulars, namely knowledge.”'* As soon as Avicenna declared that God is pure intellect,

he was forced to choose either that God had no knowledge of particulars at all like Aristotle’s

143 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.420:30-421:32): “. . . fortasse non poteris iudicare modo per hoc
ese hanc eclipsim vel non esse, nisi scieris singularia, scilicet videndo motus sensibiliter, et scieris quantum temporis est
inter hanc eclipsim visam et illam.”

144 Peter Adamson, “On Knowledge of Particulars,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 105 (2005): 267. He
quotes from the Demonstration of The Healing: “Sensation is not a demonstration, nor is sensation gz#a sensation a principle
of demonstration. For demonstrations and their principles are universal, not particularized in time, individual, or place.
Sensation supplies a judgment about a patticulat, at a time and place proper to it. Therefore . . . nothing from [sensation]
is universal knowledge” (Avicenna, a/-Shifa’: al-Burhan, ed. Afift and Madkour [Cairo: Organisation générale égyptienne,
1956] 249:11-13, quoted on Adamson, 267).

145 Adamson, “On Knowledge of Particulars,” 269.
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Unmoved Mover, or that God had knowledge of particulars in the only way available to an intellect,
namely, universally.'*

The Necessary Existent is the cause of all things other than himself, and knows himself to be
the ultimate cause of all of those things, but he does not have cognitive access to particular events,
and particular beings that are generated and corruptible. Without sensitive awareness, he cannot
know the here and now of events, or particular sublunary beings."*” This situation is disconcerting
for two related reasons. First, the Necessary Existent’s knowledge is not purely actualized. The
universal knowledge remains, as Adamson says, “in a sense merely ‘potential” until it has deployed in
application to a particular case.”'* The universal knowledge that God has concerning the species
“man” awaits the application to a singular man. And it will wait forever because the Necessary
Existent does not have access to singular men. God could not identify that this thing is of that
species because he lacks the lower faculties necessary to identify particulars under a universal.
“Lacking these faculties,” Adamson comments, “God is in danger of being like a mathematician
with perfect knowledge of geometry, but a total inability to recognize any particular figure as a

triangle.”"* He simply would not have epistemological access to the claim “This is a triangle.” God

146 Adamson, “On Knowledge of Particulars,” 270.

147 'This objection was first posed by al-Ghazall (known in the West as Algazel) in his Incoberence of the Philosophers
(Tahafut al-falisifa), discussion 13. This work was not translated into Latin in the time period we are discussing. The only
access to Algazel to which the Scholastics had access was the first part of a work that explained and then fiercely
criticized Avicenna’s metaphysics. Having only the explanation, the medieval men thought that Algazel was a disciple of
Avicenna, although nothing could have been further from the truth. Roger Bacon appears to be one of only a handful to
have known that Algazel was not a true disciple of Avicenna: “in libris quos recitat Algazel de logicalibus naturalibus, et
methaphisicis, ad imitacionem libri Avicenne, de quibus Algazel in prologo librorum illorum asserit quod omnia que
recitat in eis sunt secundum opinionem aliorum, in quibus dicit multa contineri que vult reprobare et aliter exponere in
libro suo De controversia philosophorun’ (Communia naturalia, 1, p. 4 [ed. Steele, I11.248:23-28]). For the text of al-Ghazali’s
argument, see The Incoberence of the Philosophers, 204 ed., trans., Michael E. Marmura (Salt Lake City, UT: Brigham Young
University Press, 2000), 134—43. For Algazel’s reception in the West, see Anthony H. Minnema, “The Latin Readers of
Algazel, 1150-1600,” PhD dissertation, University of Tennessee, 2013, esp., 56-74, and 130—144.

148 Adamson, “’On Knowledge of Particulars,” 273. As he notes, this position is thoroughly Aristotelian. See
Metaphysies, X111, c. 10, 1086b14-87a25 (AL XXV.3.2.299:782-301:830) and De anima 11, c. 5, 417b17-27 (ed. Leonine,
45.1.114).

149 See Avicenna, Demonstration of The Healing (ed. Afifl and Madkour, 73:1-6). Cf. Adamson, “On Knowledge
of Particulars,” 266 and 273. The example comes from Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 1, c. 1, 71a17-24 (AL IV.3.4:2-9).
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can know all the essential attributes of all particulars by virtue of knowing all intelligible universals,
but he could not identify any individual having any set of attributes, regardless of how specifically
the attributes were considered. Without sense awareness of the particular, God could not identify its
species.

Second, Avicenna’s argument makes it such that a lower and more imperfect being has a
perfection that a higher and more perfect being lacks. It is a perfection to be able to identify that a
particular is a member of a certain species. The fact that the universal knowledge is related to its
application to the particular as potency to act is sufficient to show that such application is a
perfection. Man can make this identification, but God cannot. Thus, Avicenna is in the ontologically
indefensible position of claiming that a lower being has a perfection not found in the most perfect
being.

Given this analysis, we must declare that Avicenna fails to show that God has knowledge of
the least thing in the heavens and on earth." We cannot conclude from this failure that Avicenna
does not think that God knows particulars, or that he is disingenuous when he quotes the Koran’s
statement of the same.”" What Avicenna held for himself, however, is not as important to the
Scholastics who will read him as what Avicenna proves. Avicenna argues for a theory of divine
knowledge that excludes God’s knowledge of particulars. His theory has the advantage of making
God more than just the final cause of creation such that he can have knowledge of things other than
himself, but the way he articulates God’s knowledge makes it impossible for God to know
individuals or their deeds. Not only is this conclusion abhorrent to the Christian writers’ insistence

that God is omniscient, the immediate cause of all creation, and intimately provident, it seems to

150 Avicenna, Met., VIII, c. 6 (ed. van Riet, 11.418:91-419:93).

151 This point is made forcefully in Rahim Acar, “Reconsidering Avicenna’s Position on God’s Knowledge of
Particulars,” Interpreting Avicenna, ed. Jon McGinnis (Leiden: Brill, 2004): 151-156. “One cannot,” he reminds us, “deduce
the answer to the question ‘whether’ from the answer to the question ‘how,” because the question ‘whether’ is logically
prior to the question ‘how.”” See Adamson, “On Knowledge of Particulars,” 270 for a reaffirmation that Avicenna’s
belief in God’s knowledge of particulars is sincere despite its being unproven.
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impose potency on God. Given that they all describe God as pure act, they will react very strongly
against any theory that makes God in any way potential.
C. Averroes (1126-1198 AD)

Of the three pre-Scholastic authors whose theories of divine knowledge we are discussing,
the theory of Averroes is the most important because it was the most proximate cause of the
explosion of literature on divine ideas in the Latin West. Prior to the arrival of Averroes’s Long
Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Christian scholars were generally content to repeat the views that
Augustine expressed in his two paragraph articulation of divine ideas in the De diversis guaestionibus

1 152

83, q. 46, if they mention ideas at all.”* Peter Lombard’s treatment of the divine knowledge and
creation in the Sententiae never mentions the word “idea.”” The Latin translation of Averroes’s
commentary presented the Scholastics with objections to divine knowledge that demanded a
response because, as Ockham will say, they are “clearly false and contrary to the authority of Sacred
Scripture, as is clear in innumerable places.””** Thus, the Scholastics expanded and systematized their
accounts of the way that God knows things other than himself. By the early 1250s, the few pages of
Augustine will have grown to twenty-seven pages in St. Bonaventure’s I I Sent., and thirty-nine

155

pages in St. Thomas’s In I Sent.">> Averroes’s arguments have such force that even in the early 14"

century, Ockham feels the need to raise and reject each of them individually in his Ordinatio."

152 Augustine, De div. qq. 83, q. 46 (PL 40.29-31). This text was, of coutse, not the only place that Augustine
speaks of divine ideas, but it is the most systematic treatment of them. If he did not feel the need to elaborate beyond
what he does in those two paragraphs, then we can safely assume that he thought he had expressed himself adequately.

153 Lombard, Sent., 1, dd. 35-36 (ed. Brady, 1.2.254-63) and Lombard, Sent, 11, d. 1 (ed. Brady, 1.2.329-36). He
does, however, note that divine simplicity greatly affects the way in which we speak of God’s knowledge and wisdom:
“Sciendum est igitur quod sapientia vel scientia Dei, cum sit una et simplex, tamen propter varios status rerum et
diversos effectus, plura et diversa sortitur nomina” (Lombard, Senz, I, d. 35, c. 1-6 [ed. Brady, 1.2.254-55])

15 Ockham, Ord, 1, d. 35, q. 2 (OTh IV.436:7-8): “Ista opinio est manifeste falsa et contra auctoritatem Sacrae
Scripturae, sicut patet in locis innumerabilibus.”

155 Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., dd. 35-36 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.599-632). The editors’ scholia account for
approximately 6 pages in that range. Thomas, Iz I Sent., dd. 35-36 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.806—845). By the late 1250s, we
find Thomas’s treatment of divine knowledge and the divine ideas spanning an astounding seventy-nine pages (De
veritate, qq. 2-3 [ed. Leonine, 22.1.37-116]).

156 Ockham, Ord., 1, d. 35, q. 2 (OTh 1V.434-306 and 442—44).
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The urgency that the Scholastic men felt to refute the opinions of Averroes was intensified
because they came to know his arguments through his Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, book
XI1, c. 51 (In XII Met.)."” Arguments against divine knowledge are not new, and so Averroes’s
arguments may not have been as alarming if they had encountered them in one of Averroes’s
independent works, like the Incoberence of the Incoherence, or the Decisive Treatise.””® The arguments from
In XII Met., however, are offered as the authentic interpretation of Aristotle. If these arguments are
accurate, then Aristotle is not the ally that some Scholastics want him to be.'”” Aristotle, whose
works were now standard texts in the University, was being presented as an opponent of divine
knowledge. His arguments, then, are quite worthy of our attention insofar as they are the most
proximate cause of the increased and intense discussion concerning the divine ideas in the second
half of the thirteenth century and the beginning of the fourteenth century.

Averroes begins his fifty-first comment on the twelfth book of Aristotle’s Mezaphysics by
specifying the nature of Aristotle’s discussion in Mezaphysics X11, c. 9. The question of what God
understands is the noblest of all questions and everyone naturally desires to know the answer to it.
In this discussion, therefore, the supreme nobility and perfection of God is assumed. Given that
God is the noblest of all beings, he must have understanding, but that understanding could be a

disposition that he uses or does not use, i.e., it could be potential or actual. If his understanding is

157 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VIII, ff. 157va—158tb).

158 Neither of these works were yet translated into Latin.

159 By ca. 1235, Robert Grossetese had already declared that Aristotle’s philosophy contains very serious errors,
and cannot be taken wholesale without reservation and emendation. “Ex his itaque et multis aliis quae afferri possent nisi
prohiberet prolixitas, evidenter patet quod plurimi philosophorum simul com Aristotele asseruerunt mundum carere
temporis principio; quos unius verbi ictu percutit et elidit Moyses dicens: Ir principio. Haec adduximus contra quosdam
modernos, qui nituntur contra ipsum Aristotelem et suos expositors et sacros simul expositors de Aristotele haeretico
facere catholicum, mira caecitate et praesumptione putantes se limpidius intelligere et verius interpretari Aristotelem ex
littera latina corrupta quam philosophos, tam gentiles quam catholicos, qui eius litteram incorruptam originalem graecam
plenissime noverunt. Non igitur se decipiant et frustra desudent ut Aristotelem faciant catholicum, ne inutiliter tempus
suum et vires consument, et Aristotelem catholicum constituendo, se ipsos haereticos faciant” (Hexaemeron 1, 8, 4 [ed.
Dales and Gieben, 60:30-61:11). Thomas offers a very charitable interpretation of Aristotle, ascribing to him the
position that God knows all things insofar as he knows himself to be the principle of all things: “Philosophus intendit
ostendere, quod Deus non intelligit aliud, sed seipsum . . . Nec tamen sequitur quod omnia alia a se sint ei ignota; nam
intelligendo se, intelligit omnia alia” (In XII Met., lect. 11, n. 2614 [ed. Spiazzi, 608]).
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merely potential, then, as Aristotle says, he is like a man dreaming. Such a situation would be ignoble
and unfitting for God.""

Since God’s understanding must be actual, what does he understand at this moment? In his
first argument, Averroes reminds us that the principle guiding our answer to this question is divine
nobility. He must be so noble in the end that he will be nobler than another being in this regard.
Intellection is the perfection of the one understanding. But because God is nobler than all other
beings, he must be perfect of himself. He cannot be perfected by anything else. Therefore, he does
not understand anything other than himself.""'

Moreover, God’s substance is his understanding. But if he understands something else, then
he is in potency to that intelligible. If he is in potency, then his substance will not be his action, but
rather will be potency that becomes action through that intelligible. This action would necessarily
perfect God just as our intellect is perfected by what it understands. But God would not be the
noblest of all beings if he were perfected through another. Thus, he must be perfected by his
substance. Therefore, his action must be his substance, and therefore, he does not understand
something other than himself.'*

Averroes’s third argument, like the first two, is based upon divine perfection. If God’s
substance consists in understanding, then he necessarily understands himself or understands another
beyond himself. If his being (esse) always consists in understanding another, then he would have
being (esse) through that other. But this is contrary to the first principle. Therefore, God does not

know anything other than himself.'*’

160 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VII1.157val-20).

161 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Iunctina, VIII.157va21-25).
162 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Iunctina, VIII.157va25-37).
163 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VIII.157va37-47).
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Averroes’s fourth argument states that that which understands another is changed in its
substance into the other. This change could only happen if it is possible for it to change into the
other. But God cannot change because any change would be a change for the worse. Therefore, he
does not understand anything other than himself."* As a corollary to this argument, Averroes notes
that God’s understanding does not have a succession of things understood like ours does.'”

Moreover, he argues, the noblest principle does not acquire nobility except through its action
of understanding. Therefore, if the first principle understands base things, then its nobility comes
from understanding lesser things. Because of this its action will be the basest action of actions.
Therefore, if noble beings must flee low actions (which is obvious from the fact that there are some
things that we are better off not knowing because of their baseness), then God must not understand
lower things. Thus, God must understand only himself, and not things other than himself.'*

Again, knowledge and the thing known are the same, even if the thing known is in matter.
This claim is clear from art and artificial things because we say that the artificial form that is in mater
and the artificial form that is in the soul are the same. How much more ought this be the case in
intelligible things that are not mixed with matter? But God is supremely separated from matter such
that what is understood and his understanding are the same. Therefore, he does not understand
things other than himself."”’

These first six arguments could, perhaps, be read in two different ways. In the first way, it
could be understood with regard to that which God understands. Understood in this way, God
cannot have knowledge of anything other than himself whatsoever because such knowledge would

be inconsistent with his supreme nobility. This interpretation would cohere with the interpretation 1

164 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Iunctina, VIII.157va53-62).

165 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Iunctina, VIII.157va67-b7).

166 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VIII.157vb7-206).

167 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VIII.157vb56—158ra3).
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gave of Aristotle above. In the second way, it could be understood with regard to that by which God
understands. Understood in this way, God cannot know by means of anything other than his own
substance, namely, his own essence. The things that God knows could not come to him from
without. This reading would positively rule out a Platonic understanding of subsistent forms to
which God (or the demiurge) looks in order to create, but it would not necessarily rule out God
knowing other things by means of himself. Since Averroes does not make such a distinction himself,
and since his last two arguments, which we will consider below, exclude determinate divine
knowledge of things other than God, it is reasonable to assume that Averroes understood these first
two arguments in the first way.'® So even though these six arguments could be (and in fact were)
excised from their context, and used in favor of divine knowledge, we ought to read them as
denying divine knowledge of other things for the sake of the divine simplicity and nobility.

Averroes then asks whether what God knows from himself (zntelligit ex se) is simply one or
many composed. Everything that does not have matter is not divided, as is the case with the human
understanding. In our understanding, everything understood is the same as the understanding itself
such that it is impossible to divide them. Yet, we can find some cause of division in our
understanding because that which is understood in some way is other than the intellect. Because our
intellect and the thing understood are not in every way one in us, the otherness between the intellect
and the thing understood is the cause of multitude. The human intellect is freed from matter in
itself, but it is not freed from matter simply because that which we understand has to be abstracted
from matter. If a being is freed from matter simply, then understanding and understood are the
same in it. But the first principle is simply one without any multiplicity arising because of the

alienation of understanding and thing understood, or because of a multitude of things understood.

168 Ockham, at any rate, interprets Averroes in this way, and also criticizes him for failing to distinguish
between knowledge that is caused by the thing and knowledge that is identical to the thing understood and so is apt to
cause the thing. See Ockham, Ord., 1, d. 35, q. 2 (OTh 1V.442:9-20).



50

In God understanding and thing understood are one in every way. Therefore, his simplicity excludes
a multitude. If a multitude of things understood were in one understanding but they did not become
united with the essence of the understanding, then that essence would be other from the things
understood.'®”

As Cruz Hernandez comments, thinking that divine cognition is just like our own is “the
principle source of error” according to Averroes.'”” We must recognize that “the mode of divine
cognition is not analogous to the human mode.”"”" Our cognition is ever changing and divisible
according to the many different things that we know, but God “is pure intellective simplicity . . . .
Divine cognition is his own wisdom that consists in a single unitary act.”'” Averroes emphasizes
divine unity so much that by means of the one thing that God understands, i.e., himself, he
understands only one thing, i.e., himself.

Averroes adds one final argument against God’s knowledge of things other than himself,
which argument is aimed specifically against God’s knowledge of particulars. Although he does not
mention him by name, this argument is meant as a partial attack and partial defense of Avicenna’s
position, and an attack on the interpretation of Themistius.'” Themistius was of the opinion that
God knows all things from the fact that he understands himself to be the principle of them all.
Averroes agrees that God knows all things insofar as he is the cause of their being (esse), but he is

concerned about the way Themistius understands the word “all.” If God is to know @/ things, he

169 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Iunctina, VIII.158ra3—68).

170 Miguel Cruz Hernandez, Abu-1.-Walid ibn Rusd (Averroes): Vida, Obra, Pensamiento, Influencia (Cordoba: Monte
de Piedad y Caja de Ahorros de Cordoba, 1986), 155.

1" Cruz Hernandez, 155: “El modo de conocimiento divino no es analogo al humano.” In the Decisive Treatise
Averroes asserts this point quite forcefully: “If the name ‘knowledge’ is said of knowledge that is generated and
knowledge that is eternal, it is said purely as a name that is shared, just as many names are predicated of opposite things .
... Thus, there is no definition embracing both kinds of knowledge, as the theologians of our time fancy” (n. 17 [ed.
Butterworth, 13:24-29. Cf. Averroes, Epistle Dedicatory, nn. 6—7 (ed. Butterworth, 40:6-41:14).

172 Cruz Hernandez, 160: “es pura simplicidad intelectiva . . . . El conocimiento divino es su propria saiduria
que consiste en un unico action unitario.”

173 The core of this argument reappears in the Decisive Treatise, n. 17 (ed. Butterworth, 13:30—-14:12).
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must know them with either a universal knowledge, or a particular knowledge. Universal knowledge
is necessarily knowledge in potency to know the particulars that fall under the universal. God’s
knowledge is not in potency. Therefore, he does not know things with a universal knowledge. God’s
knowledge could not be particular either because particulars are infinite. The infinite is not
determined to knowledge because it cannot be comprehended. God’s knowledge is thus
indeterminate with regard to things other than himself."* God’s knowledge breaks our categories;
his knowledge “has been demonstrated to transcend description as ‘universal’ or ‘particular.””'” God
knows everything as cause, but because his knowledge and ours are equivocal, we have no access to
what it means to say that God has knowledge of all things. Any logical inference that we would
make concerning God’s knowledge cannot be built upon an equivocal use of the term “knowledge.”

It should be clear at this point that Averroes offers some very strong arguments against the
claim that God has determinate knowledge. Divine simplicity precludes any claim that God knows
all things determinately. His simplicity, in fact, makes it impossible to draw any inferences regarding
divine knowledge. God is so simple that we cannot really know what it means to say that God
knows, or make any claims about what he knows. Averroes, like Aristotle and Avicenna before him,
claims that God has perfect knowledge, but cannot explain how God has this perfect knowledge
such that he seems to deny his affirmation that God knows all things.
4. Recapitulation and Summary

Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes all maintain that God is the highest being. He is pure
actuality with no potency whatsoever. Lacking all potency, he lacks all possibility of composition.
Thus, God is simple, and even supremely simple. Yet, because of their affirmation that God is

supremely simple, Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes each end up denying that God has the perfectly

174 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VII1.158ra68-b33).
175 Averroes, Decisive Treatise n. 30 (295a).
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intimate knowledge of all things that all of the Scholastic authors will want to affirm. Aristotle denies
that God knows creatures at all because having such knowledge would render him ignoble. He does
not think that God having knowledge only of himself is a derogation of God’s nobility because God
is only the final cause of the world. If God were cause of the world by any other type of causality,
then he would have potency.

Avicenna makes a step toward God’s knowledge of the world by articulating him as the
efficient cause of the world. God is not just the cause of the order of the world, but the cause of the
world’s very existence. As such, he knows himself as the principle of all other things, and the
consequences that follow from being principle. Despite his claims to the opposite, however,
Avicenna argues that God does not know particular things. Because God only has the best type of
cognition, namely, knowledge, he does not have epistemic access to particular beings because those
particular beings can only be known in their particularity by means of lower cognitive powers. To
the mind of the Scholastics, then, this theory marks progress toward the truth, but still has some
fundamental flaws.

Averroes’s theory also emphasizes that God is the noblest being, but also denies that God
has knowledge of particular beings. Only by means of pure equivocation can we say that God has
knowledge. If our speech is purely equivocal, then none of the inferences that we wish to draw
between divine and human cognition succeed. His knowledge transcends our categories of universal
and particular. The best we can say is that God knows creatures in an indeterminate way. Such an
affirmation, however, falls quite short of the perfect knowledge that the Scholastic authors want to
affirm.

D. OUTLINE OF FOLLOWING CHAPTERS
A theory of divine ideas was the standard Scholastic solution to the question “How does

God know and produce creatures?” Scholastic authors were primarily motivated to defend divine
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knowledge of (possible) creatures and divine production by the biblical claims that God has intimate
knowledge of his creatures. The scriptural claims cause the Scholastic authors to posit #hat God has
perfect knowledge of creatures that has its origin in himself, but it does not explain sow God could
have such knowledge. Moreover, the biblical claims about God’s unity and simplicity make it very
difficult to explain how God could have such knowledge. How can a theory uphold the nobility of
God’s perfect knowledge without violating his supreme simplicity and unity? Aristotle, Avicenna,
and Averroes offered the Scholastic men examples of the consequences for divine knowledge of
overemphasizing divine simplicity. These theories upheld the divine simplicity to the point that God
does not know creatures at all, or that he knows them in a universal (and therefore imperfect), or
indeterminate way. Faced with these difficulties, the medieval Schoolmen were forced to articulate
very precisely how God can know and create a multiplicity of creatures without jeopardizing his
supreme simplicity.

A complete explanation of how God knows and produces creatures requires the Scholastic
authors to answer a number of questions that can be divided into two types. The first type of
question concerns the status of divine ideas: questions such as What is an idea? Does God have
ideas? Are they speculative or practical? Are divine ideas multiple, and if so, how? How many divine
ideas are there? How are divine ideas related to God? What sort of existence, if any, does an idea
enjoy? What is the status of non-existing possibles? The second type of question asks about the
scope of divine ideas: questions such as are there divine ideas of singulars, evil, prime matter, genera,
species, and number? Is there an order among the divine ideas? These questions cause the
Scholastics to articulate clearly, among other things, their positions on the nature of knowledge,
relation, exemplar causality, participation, infinity, and possibility. The following chapters will trace

the way in which reflection upon the theme of divine ideas in the period between 1250 AD and
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1325 AD became increasingly refined as the metaphysical, epistemological, and logical topics related
to them became subject to greater scrutiny.

The next chapter, chapter two, will consider different theories of divine ideas from ca. 1250—
ca. 1290. It will focus primarily on St. Bonaventure of Bagnoregio, St. Thomas Aquinas, and Henry
of Ghent. These theories, as well as the theories of a few other Schoolmen, will be treated together
because they share the common feature of characterizing the divine ideas as a guasi-secondary
consideration of the divine essence by the divine intellect. Each author’s theory will be examined
according to the division of status and scope noted in the previous paragraph. Each author’s general
theory of divine cognition will be given insofar as it is helpful for illuminating his theory of divine
ideas.

Chapter three will introduce the theory of divine ideas of the little-known Franciscan and
student of Henry of Ghent and Matthew of Aquasparta, Raymundus Rigaldus. His theory appears in
a set of yet-unpublished disputed questions dated ca. 128789 that focuses primarily on the divine
ideas. His theory will be examined according to the same two divisions in chapter two. Particular
emphasis will be placed on the ways in which Raymundus’s theory can be read as a fulcrum that
continues, develops, and criticizes the theories that precede his own, and anticipates developments
in later theories.

Chapter four will examine later theories of divine ideas (ca. 1294—1325), especially the
theories of John Duns Scotus, Durandus of Saint Pourcain, Peter Auriol, and William of Ockham.
The theories of Scotus and Auriol will show the full-blown criticism of the earlier theories that posit
divine ideas as rationes cognoscends, the objects of cognition, or the very act(s) of understanding. Rather
than being constituted primarily by a relation, a divine idea is reducible to the creature as known.
This more direct understanding is posited as an attempt to solve difficulties of former theories of

divine ideas that seem to make God dependent upon creatures. The theories of Durandus and
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Ockham will show a rejection of most of what has gone before. Durandus argues that God cannot
have divine ideas except imperfectly because creatures can only imitate the divine essence
imperfectly. Ockham argues that God knows creatures directly without a plurality of ideas because
of the emphasis he places on divine simplicity.

Chapter five, the conclusion, will recapitulate the trajectory of the positions expounded
earlier in earlier chapters, provide a template for how the divine ideas are systematically arranged,

and it will draw conclusions regarding the strength and viability of the various positions.
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Reflection upon the divine ideas greatly increased beginning at about 1250 AD. As I noted in
the previous chapter, the advent of Averroes’s commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics caused a crisis
in the Scholastic teaching on divine knowledge. If Averroes is correct, then it is philosophically
indefensible to say that God knows in the way what Christianity claims that he does. Since God is
completely immaterial, his knowledge excludes any and all multiplicity." Divine simplicity and
perfection make it impossible for God to have any determinate knowledge regarding creatures. God
knows all creatures insofar as he is their cause, but his knowledge cannot be called universal or
particular. Universal knowledge entails potency to the particular, and particular knowledge is ruled
out because patticulars are infinite.> According to Averroes, we simply have no epistemological
access to the way in which God knows.

Rising to meet this challenge to divine knowledge, the scholastic men begin to articulate
elaborate accounts of divine ideas. These theories are supposed to account for the multiplicity in
God’s knowledge without denying divine simplicity. They are also supposed to account for God’s
knowledge of every creature particularly. Such particular knowledge allows God to exercise personal
providence over each and every thing and its actions. This chapter will focus on the earlier theories
of divine ideas (ca. 1250—ca. 1290). As we will see, these theories all argue that divine ideas are
secondary objects of God’s understanding. Moreover, divine ideas are cast as certain relations such
that God knows possible creatures by means of a relation. The first section will focus on St.
Bonaventure of Bagnoregio’s theory of divine ideas. The second section will focus on St. Thomas
Aquinas’s theory. The third section will focus on Henry of Ghent’s theory. The fourth section will

take up the theories of Peter John Olivi and James of Viterbo. Both Olivi and James begin to

I Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Tunctina, VII1.158ra3-68). Cf. Cruz Hernandez, 155.
2 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 51 (ed. Iunctina, VIII.158ra68-b33).
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critique some of the fundamental points of agreement that are found in Bonaventure, Thomas, and
Henry, but they still maintain that creatures are known, as it were, indirectly by means of divine
ideas. The fifth and final section of the chapter will draw together the main themes of the chapter,
noting in particular the points of agreement, disagreement, and development in theories of divine

ideas in the period.



A. ST. BONAVENTURE OF BAGNOREGIO (c. 1217-1274 AD)
1. The Place of Ideas in St. Bonaventure’s Thought

St. Bonaventure of Bagnoregio is a good figure with which to begin our investigation of
theories of divine ideas for two reasons. First, Bonaventure’s thought is extremely influential for
later authors, especially Franciscans, both in general, and with regard to the divine ideas in particular,
Second, the divine ideas occupy a preeminent place in Bonaventure’s thought. The first point will
bear itself out during the course of discussing later authors, but it is worth discussing the second
briefly before delving into the details of Bonaventure’s theory.

Metaphysics, Bonaventure says, is the study of being (esse). Esse is found to be either ex se, in
which case it has the notion of originating, secundum se, in which case it has the notion of
exemplifying, ot propter se, in which case it has the notion of ending/terminating. Metaphysics is
thus the study of the principle, middle, and end, and has three branches of study relating to these:
emanation, exemplarity, and consummation. Closer examination of these three branches, however,
reveals that they are not all equal. When investigating the emanation of all things from the first
principle, the metaphysician’s task is in agreement with that of the physician, who is also
investigating origin of things. When investigating the consummation of all things in their final end,
the metaphysician’s task ovetlaps with the moralist/ethicist who reduces all things to one highest
good as to an ultimate end by considering happiness either practically or speculatively. Only when
the metaphysician investigates the exemplarity of all things is his task wholly unique to him. Thus,

Bonaventure says that the true metaphysician investigates exemplarity.'

UIn Hex., col. I, nn. 11-17 (ed. Quaracchi, V.331a-332b), esp.: “Sed ut considerat illud esse in ratione omnia
exenplantis, cam nullo communicat et verus est metaphysicus . . . . Hoc est medium metaphysicum reducens, et haec est tota
nostra metaphysica: de emanation, de exemplaritate, de consummatione, scilicet illuminari per radios spirituales et reduci
ad summam. Et sic eris verus metaphysicus.” Emphasis original.
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Exemplarism, then, occupies the central and preeminent place in metaphysics. The true
metaphysician investigates being as the exemplar of all things. Since, as we will see, the divine ideas
are what allow God to know creation, and they are the exemplars according to which he creates, it
follows that the divine ideas hold a preeminent place in metaphysics. Denying the divine ideas has
two major consequences.

First, to deny the divine ideas entails abandoning the search for truth in its fullness. The true
metaphysician cannot be satisfied merely to say that God is the exemplar. The true metaphysician
must also make recourse to the medium of all things, the divine Word. The uncreated word is the
door to all understanding, and holds the medium position in all things. He is, therefore, “the
medium of all sciences.” An investigation into the exemplarity of all things through esse secundum se
must consider in a particular way the exemplarity found in the Word because “the Father from all
eternity generated the Son like himself . . . and expressed all things in him.””” The Son is thus the

”* Reason alone cannot come to knowledge of

medium of the Father’s art, and “that medium is truth.
the uncreated Word, yet it is the door to full understanding: “If, therefore, you understand the
Word, you understand all knowable things.”” To understand Bonaventure’s account of the divine
ideas, then, it will be necessary to consider some of the points he raises about the Word.

Second, to deny divine ideas is to cease to be a metaphysician, and leads to several errors.

Aristotle, who denies in many places Plato’s conception of the Ideas, was not a true metaphysician

according to Bonaventure. Aristotle, “who principally looked below,” became too focused on

2 In Hex., col. I, n. 11 (ed. Quaracchi V.331a): “ipse est medium omnium scientiarum.”

3 In Hex., col. 1, n. 13 (ed. Quaracchi V.331b): “Pater enim ab aeterno genuit Filium similem sibi . . . et omnia in
eo expressit.”

4 In Hex., col. I, n. 13 (ed. Quaracchi V.331b): “illud medium zeritas est.”” Emphasis original. Cf. In Hex:, col. 111,
n. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, V.343b):

5> In Hex., col. 111, n. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, V.344a): “Si igitur intelligis Verbum, intelligis omnia scibilia.”
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knowledge of things for their own sakes, rather than as signs pointing to God.® Without an
exemplar, things lose their stability, which is necessary for knowledge. Bonaventure holds Aristotle
in high regard, declaring him to have safeguarded the way of science, but once things are said to
subsist for their own sake, “they are for us simple objects of curiosity” and not investigated in the
pursuit of wisdom.” Moreover, as we saw in the introduction, the denial leads to errors God’s
foreknowledge, and providence.®

Divine ideas are so central to Bonaventure that he declares, following Augustine, “he who
denies that the ideas exist, denies that the Son of God exists.”” So crucial are the ideas that to deny
them is at least tacitly heretical. So important are they for God’s knowledge, the act of creation, the
very essences of things, and our knowledge, that one could not deny them and continue to be a
Christian. We ought to take note of this centrality because while many of the scholastics we will
consider in this study argue that the divine ideas are of great importance, none even come close to
the claim that denying the divine ideas is paramount to denying the Trinity. And since by the end of
this study we will come to authors who deny that God has divine ideas, we will have to ask ourselves
how it is that in the course of approximately 75 years, divine ideas go from having as prominent a
position as possible to having no place at all.
2. The Status of the Divine Ideas

Bonaventure’s discussion of the divine ideas appears primarily in two places: Iz I Sent., d. 35
(ca. 1251), and the Quaestiones disputatae de Scientia Christi, qq. 1-3 (1254)."° T will have to draw on

things that he says in other places, but the lion’s share of the discussion appears in these two texts. It

6 Christus unus omninm magister, n. 18 (ed. Quaracchi, V.572): “Et ideo videtur, quod inter philosophos datus est
Platoni sermo sapientiae, Aristoteli vero sermo scientiae. Ille enim philosophus aspiciebat ad supetiora, hic vero
principaliter ad infra.”

7 Etienne Gilson, La philosgphie de Saint Bonaventure, third edition (Paris: Vrin, 1952), 143: “Mais il faut
nécessairement, ou bien que les choses subsistent pour elle-mémes et soient pour nous de simples objets de curiosité.”

8 See In Hex., col. VI, nn. 2-6. (ed. Quaracchi, V.360b-361b).

9 InI Sent., d. 6,a.un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.130a): “qui negat ideas esse, negat Filium Dei esse.”

10 John F. Quinn, “The Chronology of St. Bonaventure (1217-1257),” Franciscan Studies 32 (1972): 168-86.
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has been pointed out by many that Bonaventure’s thought remains constant throughout his career,
and while I think this is generally the case, I will present the accounts from the two main sources
separately because I think the two accounts offer a slightly different emphasis which will be
instructive for understanding the full picture of Bonaventure’s theory."

a. Does God have Ideas?

i. In I Sententias (ca. 1251). The thirty-fifth distinction of book I begins the second major
division of In I Sent. for Bonaventure. Before distinction thirty-five, the Master, Peter Lombard,
focused on the Trinity and Unity of God. Beginning with distinction thirty-five, he will begin to treat
the conditions according to which God is the principle of causality (ratio cansalitatis), i.e., his power,
wisdom, and will."”* This preface tells us two important things. First, everything that Bonaventure
says must be understood with an eye toward God as ratio causalitatis. We should have exemplarity at
the front of our minds as we consider what he says. Second, the discussion of the divine ideas is the
very first thing we need to understand if we are to understand the relationship between God and
what God causes, i.e., creation.

In the first question of distinction 35, Bonaventure asks whether we ought to posit ideas in
God. He offers four fundamenta in favor of the proposition that make it clear that the divine ideas are
of central importance. Divine ideas account for God’s ability to foreknow what he creates, our
ability to know the truth by means of divine illumination, and God’s exemplar causality. Without
ideas, both God and man would be ignorant, and the world would be the result of necessity or
chance, not a result of knowledge and love. The outlook is very dim without divine ideas, and so we

are impelled to posit them.

1 Gilson first made the claim in La philosophie de Saint Bonaventure, and though not unanimously held, it has had
a lasting influence. See Hayes, The Hidden Center: Spirituality and Speculative Christology in St. Bonaventure New York: Paulist
Press, 1981), 7n7 for a brief bibliography of the issue. I wish to emphasize that I do not see the slight difference in
emphasis as a real development, but rather merely as a difference of focus.

12 In I Sent., d. 35, divisio textus (ed. Quaracchi, 1.599a).
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The first fundamentum is from the authority of Augustine who states that “Ideas are eternal
and incommunicable forms, which ate in the divine intelligence.”" Plato had preserved the way of
wisdom by positing ideas, but erred in making the separate and subsistent. Aristotle rightly criticized
Plato for making them separate and subsistent, but erred in ignoring them altogether in his defense
of the way of knowledge. Augustine saw the middle way between them, and by placing the ideas in
the mind of God is able to preserve both the way of wisdom, and the way of knowledge."

The second fundamentum argues by reason that every agent which acts rationally, and not by
chance or necessity foreknows the thing before it comes to be. But every knower has the thing
known either according to truth, or according to likeness."” But a thing cannot be had according to
truth by God before it exists. Therefore, he has it according to likeness. But the likeness of a thing
through which it is cognized and produced is an idea. Therefore, God has ideas.' Ideas account both for
God’s knowledge of creation, and his ability to create.

The third fundamentum argues that everything which determinately leads to the cognition of
another has with it a likeness of the thing cognized, or is itself its likeness. But the eternal mirror
leads the minds of those seeing it to cognition of all creatures, as Augustine says, because they are
cognized more directly there than anywhere else. Therefore, it holds true that likenesses reside in
him. And it also stands true that they are in him as in a knower because not only do they represent

to others, but to himself. But this is the whole intelligible content (ra#i0) of an idea. Therefore, God

B Inl Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, fm. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.600a). Cf. Augustine, De div. qq. §3, q. 46 (PL 40.29-31).

14 See Christus unus omninm magister, n. 18 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.572a): “Unde quia Plato totam cognitionem
certiduinalem convertit ad mundum intelligibilem siven idealem, ideo merito reprehensus fuit ab Aristotele; non quia
male diceret, ideas esse et acternas rationes, cum eum in hob laudet Augustinus; sed quia despecto mundo sensibile,
totam certitudinem cognitionis reducere voluit ad illas ideas.”

15 This distinction most likely has its origin in Augustine’s discussion of memory in Confessions X. There, he
argues that memories of sensible things are present by likeness because the external thing is not literally in the memory,
i.e., they “have no entry into the memory: only their images are grasped.” (X, c. 9, n. 16 [PL 32.786]) The memory of
other things, such as those learned in the liberal arts are present in truth. (X, c. 9, n. 16—c. 10, n. 17 [PL 32.780]).

16 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, fm. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.600a). Emphasis original.
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has ideas."” If God did not have ideas, then intellectual creatures would not have access to the truth
because, for Bonaventure, we cannot know the truth without divine illumination. Divine ideas
explain why anything is intelligible in the first place, and how we can grasp their intelligibility.

The fourth fundamentum argues that because things are produced by God, they are, therefore,
in God as in one effecting, and God is mostly truly an efficient cause. And similarly, because they
are bounded by him, he is most truly an end. So by the same reasoning, because they are cognized
and expressed by him, God is most truly an exemplar. But an exemplar in itself has to have ideas of
the things exemplified. Therefore, God has ideas.”® God has to have ideas because he is an exemplar
cause.

Bonaventure begins his response to the question by noting that some have tried to reduce
the notion (ratio) of an idea to the notion of a cause. They say that God does not know by ideas, but
by causes." Since God has the power to produce all things, and he cognizes the full extent of his
power, he cognizes all things. This argument is weak, however, and Bonaventure offers several quick
critiques of the position, of which the third is worth noting. To say that God knows because he can
create is to make the effect prior to the cause. Everything that can distinctly produce is able to do so
only because it distinctly cognizes, not vice versa. Therefore, “the principle (ratio) of producing is not

9520

the principle of cognizing.”* 1f God did not already have a distinct cognition of the thing he was

going to produce, then he would not be able to produce distinctly.

7 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.600a). Cf. Albert the Great, De bono, tr. 1, q. 1, a. 8 (ed.
Aschendorff, 28.18:45).

18 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.600ab).

19 See Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica 1, inq. 1, tract. 5, sect. 1, q. un., mem. 2, c. 2, n. 165 (ed. Quaracchi,
1.248b). God’s causality must be articulated carefully. The Fourth Lateran Council (1215) in its condemnation of
Joachim of Fiore expressly stated that “inter creatorem et creaturam non potest tanta similitudem notari, quin inter eos
maior sit dissimilitudo notanda.” (Denzinger and Hinermann, no. 8006). The likeness between Creator and creature that
could accrue because of the ideas must not be formulated in such a way that the transcendence of God is compromised.
There must always be a greater dissimilarity.

20 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.601a). The closest I have come to finding a source for this
objection is Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica, p. 1, inq. 1, tr. 3, q. 1, mem. 2, c. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.131a): “Dicendum
ergo quod idea in Deo idem est quod divina esentia, tamen alio modo significat eam. Nam essentia divina significatur
absolute: et sic significatur per hoc nomen ‘essentia’; item significatur ut causa: et hoc vel efficiens vel finalis vel formalis
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Instead of saying that God cognizes through causes Bonaventure says that God cognizes
through ideas. An idea “bespeaks a likeness of the cognized.””' There atre two types of likeness. The
first type, which he calls a univocal likeness, involves the agreement of two things in a third.”” This
type of likeness exists between two species of the same genus, or two individuals of the same
species. Spike and Rex have a likeness between them because they agree in the species “dog.” God
and a creature cannot have a univocal likeness because there is no third thing to which they could
agree.

The second type of likeness is one in which one is said to be a likeness of the other. There is
no third thing common to the two because “the likeness is itself like.”” Taken in this manner, the
likeness is the principle of cognizing (ratio cognoscendi), and is called an idea. In his response to the
second objection, Bonaventure makes a further refinement to his division of likenesses. The second
type of likeness can be divided into a likeness of imitation and a likeness of expression. This division
proposes to look at the likeness from both sides of the likeness. Likeness of imitation looks at the
likeness from the point of view of the creature, and this likeness can exist between God and a
creature in a small way because “a finite being can imitate an infinite being in a small way whence
there is always more unlikeness than likeness.”* Likeness of expression is the highest because it is
caused by the intention of truth. Thus, this likeness takes the perspective of the Creator who knows
the full expression of his truth. Bonaventure also emphasizes in his response to the third objection

that “this likeness expresses the thing better than the thing expresses itself because the thing receives

exemplaris. Idea ergo significat divinam essentiam, prout est causa formalis exemplaris, quia ipsa est omnium rerum
exemplar.” Cf. Albert the Great, Quaestio de ideis divinis, a. 1 (ed. Aschendorff, 25.2.265:12—15 and 26-34). In both cases,
the author does not claim that divine causality explains divine knowledge, and so neither holds the position proper, but
we can imagine the positions of Alexander and Albert being misinterpreted by some, which would deserve a response
form Bonaventure.

2UIn I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.601a): “idea dicitur similitudo rei cognita.”

22 In the reply to the second objection, he also says that this type of likeness can be called a likeness of
participation (In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, ad 2 [ed. Quaracchi, 1.601a]).

2 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.601b): “similitudo se ipsa est similis.”

2 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.601b).
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its principle (ratio) of expression from that [likeness].”” The divine idea, as the likeness of truth
itself, is the highest expression of each thing, and so is the rule according to which the thing itself
should be judged.”

Finally, Bonaventure clarifies that a ratio cognoscendr 1s different in God and in us. In us, a ratio
cognoscend; 1s the likeness, and the thing known is the truth because we are not pure act and have to
receive our likenesses from extrinsic sources. God, however, has truth itself as his ratio cognoscends,
and a likeness of truth, i.e., the creature itself, as the thing known. And because his razio cognoscends is
the first truth, it is also supremely expressive. The more expressive something is, the more it
assimilates the thing cognized in the cognition. Therefore, truth itself, because it makes things know,
is an expressive likeness and an idea.”” That which makes God know is truth itself, and since truth
itself is supremely expressive, and creatures are an expression of divine truth, God knows all
creatures. It is important to note that the idea and the thing cognized are not identical here. The idea
is the ratio cognoscends, i.e., it is truth itself, but the thing cognized through the idea is the creature.

Summarizing Bonaventure’s account of divine ideas in Iz I Sent., d. 35, a. 1, we can see that
truth is emphasized in this account. Ideas are defined completely in terms of their cognitive role for
God. Exemplarity is present, but only as a motive for positing divine ideas. When it comes to the
ideas themselves, we can explain them completely without reference to exemplarity.

ii. De scientia Christi (1254). When Bonaventure returns to the question of divine ideas
again as a master in the Quaestiones disputatae de scientia Christ, he arrives at the same conclusion as he
did in In I Sent., d. 35, but does so with a very different emphasis. The exemplary role that the divine

ideas play appears immediately in the conclusion: “God cognizes things through eternal reasons,

25 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.602a): “haec similitudo melius exprimit rem, quam ipsa res se
ipsam exprimat, quia res ipsa accipit rationem expressionis ab illa.”

26 See In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.602b).Cf. I#inerarium, c. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 5.305a), and
Augustine, De vera rel., c. 30, n. 56 and c. 39, n. 72 (PL 34.147 and 154).

27 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.601b).
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which are exemplary likenesses of things and perfectly representative and expressive and essentially
the same, that is, God himself.”* After educing several quotations in favor of divine ideas from
Pseudo-Dionysius and Augustine, Bonaventure steers us away from a bad understanding of the ideas
on the basis of their exemplarity. The divine ideas cannot be the very essences or quiddities of things
since they are not other than the creator. If they were the very essences of things, then creatures
would be God, and the divine ideas would amount to pantheism. So, the essences of Creator and
creature must be different. Therefore, Bonaventure says, “it is necessary that they be exemplary
forms, and through this representative likenesses of the things themselves, and therefore they are
rationes cognoscendi because cognition, precisely as cognition, bespeaks an assimilation and expression
between the cognizer and the cognized.” As Christopher Cullen points out, “likenesses ate
mandated by the very nature of knowing.””” Cognition involves the assimilation of the cognizer and
the cognized, and so it must be by way of a likeness.”'

One might be tempted to think that Bonaventure’s presentation here is subject to the
chastisement he gives in Iz I Sent. to those who say that we can argue from God’s causality to his
cognition, but that is not what Bonaventure is doing here. He is beginning from the fact of creation.
Given that there are creatures, and that the essences of those creatures cannot be identical to God’s,
we must posit an exemplary form according to which those creatures are made. We must posit an
exemplary form precisely because divine cognition has to precede divine causality. It is only because
God first has a ratio cognoscendi by which he distinctly cognizes the creature that he can produce the

creature. Since the ratio cognoscends is that by which God both knows and produces creatures, we have

28 De scientia Christi, q. 2, conclusio (ed. Quaracchi, V.8b).

2 De scientia Christi, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, V.8b).

30 Christopher M. Cullen, “The Semiotic Metaphysics of Saint Bonaventure,” Ph.D. dissertation, The Catholic
University of America, 2000, 145.

3UCK. De scientia Christi, q. 2, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, V.7a). See Aristotle, De anima, 111, c. 8, 431b20-21 (ed.
Leonine, 45.1.235a).
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arrived at the same place as I I Sent. that an idea is a ratio cognoscendi and likeness, but add that it is
also an exemplary form.

Bonaventure continues by noting, once again, that “likeness” can be understood in two
ways. In the first way, a likeness is found when two things agree in a third. In the second way, there
is likeness when one thing is like another. He immediately divides this type into two types of likeness
corresponding to the two poles of the likeness. On one side there is an exemplative likeness, and on
the other an imitative likeness. An exemplative likeness is expressing, and an imitative likeness is
expressive.”

Bonaventure explains expressing and expressive likenesses through the distinction between
knowledge that causes a thing, and knowledge that is caused by a thing. When knowledge is caused
by the thing, there is an imitative likeness in the knower because the likeness has its source ab extra.
The likeness in the knower is expressive of the thing known because it was received from the thing
and causes a certain assimilation between the knower and the thing known. The thing known is
expressing because it causes the likeness in the knower. The thing known is what the imitative
likeness is like. The received and imitative nature of the likeness in the knower also entails some
composition and addition in the intellect of the knower. If a likeness is received ab extra, it enters
into composition with the knower and becomes added to the knower’s understanding. Such a
change and augmentation attests to the imperfection of the knower who must pass from potency to
act.

When knowledge causes a thing, however, there is an exemplative likeness in the knower,
and this likeness implies every manner of perfection. Because the divine intellect itself is the
supreme light, full truth, and pure act, it is sufficient for expressing all things. And because

expressing is an intrinsic act, it is an eternal act. And, finally, because expression is a certain

32 De scientia Christi, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, V.8b-9a).
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assimilation, the divine intellect, by its supreme truth expressing all things eternally, eternally has
exemplary likeness of all things.”

Moreover, he argues that it is the mark of an intellect which is pure act to have likenesses. If
our intellect were pure act, we would not have likenesses received ab extra, but we would still have
likenesses as rationes cognoscendi because we would use ourselves as a likeness to know other things.™
Since God is pure act, he uses himself as a likeness to know all other things, and Bonaventure
specifies God uses his own essence as his ratio cognoscends. 1t is the divine essence as known which
takes on the notion (ratio) of likeness.”

In his response to the ninth objection Bonaventure gives some insight into what he means
by the word “truth.” We saw in Iz I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 that for Bonaventure truth itself is God’s
ratio cognoscendi. Here in De scientia Christi, q. 2 he reiterates that the exemplary likenesses of things are
the result of the supreme truth expressing itself from all eternity, but he clarifies how we should
understand the word “truth.” We can understand the word “truth” in two ways. In the first way,
following Augustine, “#ruth is the same as the entity of the thing.””” In the second way, following
Anselm, “truth is the expressive light in intellectual cognition.”””” Taken in the first way, there would be
more truth in the thing than in a likeness, but taken in the second way, there is more truth in the
likeness found in the intellect because in this case the ratio cognoscends is the exemplary likeness that
makes the thing to be what it is. It is because of truth taken in the second way that truth taken in the

first way is possible, and so Bonaventure argues that “that exemplary likeness more perfectly

3 De scientia Christi, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, V.9a).

34 De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 7 (ed. Quaracchi, V.9b).

3% See De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 11 (ed. Quaracchi, V.10b), especially: “ipsa essentia, in quantum est ratio
cognoscendi, tenet rationem similitudinis; et hoc modo ponimus similitudinem circa divinam cognitionem, quae non est
aliud quam ipsa essentia cognoscentis.”

36 De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 9 (ed. Quaracchi, V.10a). Cf. Augustine, So/, 11, c. 5, n. 8 (PL 32.888).

37 De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 9 (ed. Quaracchi, V. 10a). Cf. Anselm, De veritate, c. 11 (ed. Schmitt, 1.191:19-20).
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expresses the thing, than the caused thing itself expresses itself.””® Thus, we should declare that God
cognizes things more perfectly through their likenesses than through their essences.

The greater role that exemplarity plays in the De scientia Christi is obvious. The reality of
creatures and the difference in essence between Creator and creature makes exemplar forms
necessary. It is only after seeing the necessity of these exemplar forms that we see that these same
forms are God’s rationes cognoscend. The emphasis on both aspects of the second type of likeness
appears directly in the conclusion, and he more cleatly articulates the causality that exists between
the likeness of one to another. Just as in Iz I Sent., the nature of knowing that explains why divine
ideas have to be likenesses by which the creatures are cognized, but the increased emphasis on
exemplarity makes us better appreciate the causal relationship that exists in a likeness of one to
another.

iii. Conclusions. As we can see from the presentation above, the accounts presented in I [
Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 and in De scientia Christi, q. 2 argue to the same position, but they do so in a
way that brings out the two major roles that Bonaventure ascribes to the divine ideas. The divine
ideas are simultaneously rationes cognoscendi and exemplary forms. God knows and produces creatures
according to their exemplary likeness, the idea, and creatures imitate their ideas by an imitative
likeness. We should note the change in vocabulary in from the cognitive role to the productive role.
In their cognitive role, ideas are likenesses, and they become exemplars only in the productive role.
The distinction in vocabulary allows for an important distinction. While all exemplars are necessarily
likenesses, not all likenesses are necessarily exemplars. Only those likenesses which are chosen by
the divine will become exemplars. But even when a likeness is chosen to become an exemplar, the

creature is still not identical to its idea because the idea is identical to the divine truth, i.e., the divine

38 De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 9 (ed. Quaracchi, V.10a): “illa enim similitudo exemplaris perfectius exprimit rem,
quam ipsa res causata exprimat se ipsam.” Cf. Alexander of Hales, Quaestio de duratione mundi seu de materia prima, mem.
10A (ed. Wierzbicki, 216:945-217:279).
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essence as known, whereas the creature’s essence is different from the divine essence. The divine
ideas are knowledge that can cause a thing to be, and so God can have knowledge of all things
without having to be in potency to knowledge. God knows a likeness of divine truth by means of
divine truth.” Thus, without introducing any manner of potency or composition into God, St.
Bonaventure is able to account for divine knowledge and the possibility of creation.

From the texts above, it is clear that truth plays a central role in Bonaventure’s account.
There is one divine truth that eternally expresses likenesses of itself, and that the ideas “simply are
the divine truth, ipsa veritas.”* The divine ideas ate the expressions of truth, and so, we ought to take
a closer look at truth as a divine property. Bonaventure asks whether truth is a property of divine
being in In I Sent., d. 8, p. 1,a. 1, q. 1. As Timothy B. Noone points out, “the term ‘property’ is used
in the text to mean not simply ‘attribute’ but rather ‘exclusive feature of’.”*! While the arguments for
and against argue that truth is strictly one or many, Bonaventure’s answer argues for some middle
ground because of a distinction of that to which truth is opposed. If considered as opposed to
falsity, then truth is found in creatures since creatures have a certain privation of division of act from
potency, represent the supreme unity, and express themselves cleatly enough to be distinguished
from one another. If considered as opposed to admixture, then truth is only in God. God alone is
undivided without any diversity. God alone is a pure likeness without any unlikeness. God alone is
the expression of light without any darkness.* Bonaventure claims that all things are true insofar as
they imitate the unmixed truth in God, and this claim is rooted God’s expressivity. When Anselm
says that all things are true by the first truth, we must realize that the word “true by its own

imposition bespeaks a compatison to an exemplar cause, just as good to a final cause.”” As

¥ In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.601b).

40 Cullen, “Semiotic Metaphysics,” 150.

4 Timothy B. Noone, “Truth, Creation, and Intelligibility in Anselm, Grosseteste, and Bonaventure,” Truth:
Studies in a Robust Presence, ed. Kurt Pritzl, OP (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America, 2010), 121.

2 In1Sent.,d. 8,p.1,a.1,q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.151b).

B InlSent.,d. 8, p. 1,a.1,q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.151b).
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goodness is related to order, so is truth related to expression, and, as Bissen notes, “this expression
is precisely that which we have noted as proper to an exemplar.”** All things are true by the divine
truth because all have their origin in the divine truth. Divine truth is the cognitive likeness of all
things giving knowledge the divine intellect by means of ideas, and the ontological exemplar giving
existence to the things that God wills to create by means of the ideas.

iv. Exemplar in General. When we move to a discussion of the divine ideas from
knowledge to production “the word ‘exemplar’ always replaces the word ‘idea.” Because . . . an idea
is strictly speaking a likeness and does not necessarily bespeak production.” The role that divine
ideas have in production is predicated upon the role they have in knowledge. Ideas belong primarily
to the genus of likeness, which bespeaks cognition first and foremost. This likeness does not stop at
mere cognition, however, and can take on a productive role. To understand the divine ideas, then,
we ought to investigate the shift in vocabulary, and examine what St. Bonaventure means by
“exemplar” more closely.

In the Breviloguinm, St. Bonaventure says that divine wisdom is called “exemplar” insofar as
“it is the ratio cognoscendi what is foreseen and disposed” because the exemplar is “of things that

46

proceed” from God.

s a result, we often speak of exemplar as “dea, word, art, and reason: idea
A It, ft k of 1 “Ide d, art, and d

according to the act of foreseeing; word, according to the act of proposing; ar# according to the act of

4 R.P.J.-M. Bissen, “Des Idées Exemplaires en Dieu d’aprees Saint Bonaventure,” Ph.D. dissertation, The
University of Freibourg, 16: “Car, de méme que le bien est bien en considération de I'ordre, ainsi la vérité est vérité en
considération de 'espression; et cette expression est précisément ce que nous avons noté comme le propre de
I'exemplaire.”

4 Bissen, “Des Idées,” 15: “le mot exemplaire replace souvent le mot idée. Car comme nous I’avons dit, I'idée
est strictement similitude et ne dit pas nécessairement production.” Cf. Bissen, L exemplarisme divin selon saint Bonaventure
(Paris: Vrin, 1929), 22-23: “L’idée, en effet, consideérée en elle-méme, a plutdt relation a 'objet elle est la raison de
connaissance; car la similitude, au genre de laquelle I'idée appartient, ne dit pas relation a cee n quoi elle se troube, mais a
I'objet don’t elle est la similitude: tandis que verbe rappelled plutot celui qui dit, comme ars et exemplar celui qui produit.”

4 Breviloguinm 1, c. 8 (ed. Quaracchi, V.216b): “in quantum est ratio cognoscendi praevisa et disposita dicitur
exemplar; . . . exemplar, ut exeuntium.” Emphasis original.
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accomplishing; ratio according to the act of perfecting because it adds the intention of an end.”*” An
exemplar, then, has these four aspects: it gives knowledge, proposes for production, carries out the
act of production, and adds the intention of an end. Since we have already spoken of the cognitive
aspects of idea, we can pass over it, but it is worth speaking about word, art, and reason.

v. Exemplar as Word. An exemplar is a word because of its act of proposing. Bonaventure
argues after the pattern of Augustine that “word” (verbum) is understood in three ways: the sensible
word, the intelligible word, and the middle word. The sensible concerns spoken words, the
intelligible concerns cogitation of a thing, and the middle word concerns cogitation of speech.* God
has spoken two words: the interior word, and the exterior word. The interior word is the Divine
Word, the Son of God, and the exterior word is creation. These two words correspond to the two
ways of speaking that St. Bonaventure identifies: “To speak can be understood in two ways, either 7
yourself (ad se), that is with yourself (apud sé) ot to another (ad alterum).”* Speaking ad se is nothing other
than to conceive mentally, and by understanding conceive something like yourself. “Therefore,” St.
Bonaventure claims, “by speaking itself with itself conceives through all things like it, and this is the
conceived word (verbum conceptum).””’And when God conceives himself he generates “progeny like
himself,” and this progeny is the eternal Word.”"

While our minds generate many verba concepta, the Father conceives but a single Word that is
simultaneously “the imitative likeness of the Father and the exemplative likeness of things and the

operative likeness.””* The eternal Word is the disposition of the Father because it is through the

47 Breviloguinm 1, c. 8 (ed. Quaracchi, V.216b): “Ad exemplar autem spectat idea, verbum, ars et ratio: idea, secandum
actum praevidendi; verbum, secandum actum proponendi; ars, secudum actum prosequendi; ratio, secundum actum
petficiendi, quia superaddit intentionem finis.”

8 InlSent.,d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.489b).

O In1Sent.,d. 27, p. 2,a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.482b): “/oguni autem est dupliciter, vel ad se, id est apud se,
vel ad alterum.” Emphasis original.

S In I Sent.,d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.482b).

SUIn I Sent, d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.482b).

2In I Sent.,d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.483D).



73

Word that the Father foreknows and conceives all that he will do. It is because of the Word that the
Father can be said to act rationally.”” The Word proceeds from the Father as the ratio exemplandi, and
so simultaneously is the perfect image of the Father through which “the Father speaks not only
himself, but also disposes other things.””* The eternal Word is the perfect Word of the Father, and
the exemplar of all creation. To be an exemplar is proper to the whole Trinity insofar as an exemplar
1s a ratio cognoscends, but is also appropriated to the Word insofar as “wisdom” is proper to the
Word.”

As the wisdom of the Father, the Word is generated by nature principally, and only by the
divine will concomitantly. To claim that the Word proceeded through the divine will primarily is to
claim that God willed blindly and about things of which he had no knowledge. > Moreover, it is
through will that God communicates to creatures, and so to say that the Word comes by will would
render the Word a creature. > To avoid these absurdities, Bonaventure claims that the Word is
generated from the First Principle by nature primarily.

Since the divine ideas are appropriated particularly to the Word insofar as “wisdom” is
proper to the Word, it follows that the divine ideas, like the Word itself, occur by nature principally,
and only by the divine will concomitantly. Since the Word is generated naturally and necessarily, so
too all the things the Word can exemplify are natural and necessary. All creatures are disposed to
creation by the speaking of the eternal Word, but Bonaventure is quick to qualify that while they are
necessarily in God’s knowledge, they are not for that reason necessarily created. The ideas are

necessary, and all included in the Word’s exemplarity (since there is no exemplar except the Word),

B In I Sent.,d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.490a).
S In I Sent., d. 6,a.un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.130a): “non tantum se loquitur Pater, sed etiam cetera disponit.”
5 InI Sent., d. 6,a.un., q. 3, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.130b).
5 In I Sent., d. 6, a. un., q. 2, fm 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.127a).
S In I Sent.,d. 6,a.un., q. 2, ad 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.128b).
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but “exemplar bespeaks a habitual respect,” not an actual one.”® All the ideas are proposed as
candidates for creation, but creatures are only actually created by the command of the divine will. As
Bonaventure says, “although actual production of a creature be voluntary, yet the pozency of producing
and knowledge is necessary.”” If God did not necessarily have cognition of all possible creatures, and
the ability to create them, then he would not be able to produce creatures rationally. Thus, the word
verbum is so appropriately applied to God, and especially the second person of the Trinity, because it
expresses the ability to know and express others.” Since the divine ideas account for God’s ability to
know and express creation, it is obvious why St. Bonaventure claims that a denial of ideas amounts
to a denial of the Son of God, and that if we know the Son of God, we know all that is knowable.”'
v. Exemplar as Art. The discussion of verbum naturally leads to a discussion of art (ars)
because once we discuss the ratio exemplandi, which makes the production of creatures possible, we
should speak of the production itself. The term ars includes what is included in the term exemsplar,

but adds the act of accomplishing to our understanding of “exemplar.”®*

Just as verbum implies a
speaker, the thing spoken, and the relationship between the two, so ars implies an artist, the artifact,
and the relationship between the two. The artist is not just any sort of agent, however. An artist is an
intelligent agent. A natural agent produces through natural forms, as when man generates a man, but

“an intelligent agent produces through forms which are not something of the thing, but ideas in the

mind.”* Whereas a natural agent is confined by his natural form, and only can produce according to

8 In I Sent.,d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.485b): “exemplar dicit respectum in habitu.” Emphasis
original.

¥ In I Sent., d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 2, ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.486a): “quamvis actualis productio creaturae sit
voluntaria, tamen pofentia producendi et sczentia est necessaria.”

0 In I Sent., d. 27, dub. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.491b).

o1 See In I Sent., d. 6, a. un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.130): “qui negat ideas esse, negat Filium Dei esse.” Cf. In
Hex., col. 111, n. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, V.344a): “Si igitur intelligis Verbum, intelligis omnia scibilia.”

62 Breviloguinm 1, c. 8 (ed. Quaracchi, V.216b): “Ad exemplar autem spectat idea, verbum, ars et ratio: . . . ars,
secudum actum prosequendi.”

3 In1l Sent.,d. 1,p. 1,a.1,q. 1, ad 3 et 4 (ed. Quaracchi, I1.17b): “agens per zntellectun producit per formas,
quae non sunt aliquid rei, sed ideae in mente.”
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that form, an intelligent agent can produce a whole host of artifacts that vary in form. Insofar as he
is a natural agent, a man can only generate a man, and never a kangaroo or a shark, but insofar as he
is an intelligent agent, a man can make the artifacts of which he has ideas. Bonaventure uses the
example of a carpenter crafting a chest. The chest proceeds from the carpenter because the
carpenter has an idea of it in his mind, and assimilates the wood to the form he has in his mind
whenever he wills to do so.

God, Bonaventure claims, produces things in the same way as the carpenter (though
infinitely more eminently). God has ideas of all the things he could make, and these ideas are their
eternal forms. And just as the chest is not produced except by the will of the carpenter, so neither
are the ideas produced except by the divine will. Bonaventure is quick to point out the dissimilarity
between the two cases. Strictly speaking, God does not save ideas because that would imply that they
were distinct from him. Instead, we ought to say that the ideas are God.** And because the ideas are
God, and God is but a single knower, he has but one a75.”” Aristotle was right to criticize Plato for
positing ideas, or exemplary forms, outside God as separate substances because such a position robs
God of cognition and operation, but Aristotle was completely mistaken in denying that God had any
ideas; such a denial robs God of cognition of things other than himself.*

The ideas are the divine exemplars according to which God creates. This insight tells us
something of the artist, and something of the artifact, but does not yet give us great insight into the
nature of the relationship between them. In Iz I Sent., St. Bonaventure specifies that “an exemplar
bespeaks an assimilation.”” There is an assimilation in ars because the artifact is fashioned after the

likeness of the exemplar. Just as the carpenter first conceives the house he will build as a verbum in

4 In 1l Sent.,d. 1,p. 1,a. 1, q. 1, ad 3 et 4 (ed. Quaracchi, I1.17b).

9 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 3 ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.608b): “et quia multa sunt cognita, et unum cognoscens,
ideo ideae sunt plures, et ars tantum una.

6 In I Sent.,d. 1,p. 1,a.1,q. 1, ad 3 et 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.17b).

7 In 1 Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.628a).
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his mind, and then crafts the house so that it will exemplify the exemplar in his mind as much as
possible, so too God preconceives all things as likenesses of the divine truth before creating them.
The assimilation does not need to be great. In fact, St. Bonaventure argues that even “the least
assimilation suffices for the notion (ratio) of an exemplar.”®® As long as the thing is in some way
fashioned after another, that other is an exemplar, and so everything which is from God has an idea
in God through which it is in him, and after which it is fashioned.

It is here that St. Bonaventure’s distinction between knowledge causing a thing and
knowledge caused by a thing comes into play. Knowledge caused by a thing results in an imitative
likeness of the thing in the knower. Its origin is ab extra, and it attests to the imperfection of the
knower. Knowledge causing a thing, however, is exemplary, and perfect because in such cases it is
the knowledge which brings about the thing, not the thing bringing about knowledge. When
knowledge causes the thing, the thing is measured against the standard of the knowledge. The more
the thing is assimilated to the knowledge, the better an imitation it is. And it is proper to speak of
assimilation here because all knowledge involves an assimilation of knower and known.” Since ars
brings about things after the model of knowledge, there will always be an assimilation involved.

vi. Exemplar as Ratio. Having discussed idea, verbum, and ars, it only remains for us to
discuss ratio as an aspect of an exemplar.” In the Breviloguium, St. Bonaventure specifies that an
exemplar can be understood as “ratio according to the act of perfecting because it adds the intention
of an end.””" Ratio is the only aspect of the four that Bonaventure explains beyond a declaration of

such an act. He specifies that the act of perfecting means adding the intention of an end. Because of

8 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 2, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.629a).

9 Cf. De scientia Christi, q. 2, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.7a)

70T owe the inspiration of this discussion of ratio to Gregory Doolan’s parallel insight into Aquinas’ definition
of idea in De veritate, q. 3, a. 1 (Aquinas on Divine Ideas as Exemplar Canses [Washington, DC: Catholic University of
America Press, 2008], 28-33).

"V Breviloguinm 1, c. 8 (ed. Quaracchi, V.216b): “Ad exemplar autem spectat idea, verbum, ars et ratio: . . . ratio,
secundum actum perficiendi, quia superaddit intentionem finis.”
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the brevity of the Breviloguinm Bonaventure does not expand upon this claim, but his meaning can be
gleaned from the extra clarification he gives. Since the divine ideas are in no way caused by things,
but rather cause things, we ought to say that they cause them to be possible in every way. Not only
do the divine ideas make created things be the type of things that they are, they also completely
determine the nature of those types. Divine ideas do not just determine that Peter will be a man, but
determine what it means to be man. Everything that is characteristic of the essence of man is
determined by the divine ideas, including all of the characteristic acts, and the end of man. Man
seeks out God because, as Augustine says, God has made us for himself.”” He does not merely make
a man according to a model that he took from somewhere else. He expresses the very model after
which he fashions man, which model he produces in his own self-understanding. Thus, he perfects
what he has made by leading it to the end which he himself has ordained for it.

From Bonaventure’s discussion of idea, verbum, ars, and ratio, we can draw four important
conclusions about exemplars. First, exemplarity belongs to an intelligent cause. An exemplar is only
an exemplar “when it is a ratio cognoscendi and a ratio exemplandi.”” Natural forms are restricted in their
generative power, and can readily occur without knowledge as when the wind carries away a seed
that will grow to be like the plant that generated it. In such a case, we could only say that the
generating plant is the exemplar of the generated plant if we abuse the term “exemplar.” Yes, the
generated plant is made after the likeness of the generating plant, but the “exemplar” form in that
case would be in the generating plant according to truth, and not according to likeness. The
generating plant really is a plant. Its substantial form (or at least its highest substantial form) is

vegetative, and so it does not generate according to a likeness, but rather according to what it really

72 “Fecisti nos ad te, Domine, in inquietam cor nostram donec requiescat in te.” (Augustine, Conf, 1.1.i [PL
32.661])

B In 1 Sent., d. 6, a. un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.130b): “Exemplatum enim, secundum quod exemplatum, non est
in exemplante secundum veritatem, sed per similitudinem, quae, inquam, similitudo, cum sit ratio cognoscendi et
exemplandi, dicitur exemplar.”
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is. Yet, as Bonaventure argues, what is characteristic of an exemplar is not that it is exemplifying
according to truth, i.e., according to what the exemplifying thing really is, but rather by a likeness.
Thus, an exemplar exemplifies by means of an assimilation. The exezplatum is assimilated to the
exemplar in the mind of the artist.

Second, there can be a great gap between the perfection of the exemplar and the perfection
of the exemplatum. The immense gap between the perfection of God and the minimal perfection of
the lowest creature does not abrogate the exemplarity between them. As long as there is an
assimilation to the divine truth in the exemplatum, it finds its exemplar in God. The fact that there is
always a greater dissimilarity than similarity between God and creatures does not preclude God’s
exemplarity and creature’s imitation.

Third, ideas and exemplars are not unique to God. Man too can be said to have ideas
precisely because man can be an intelligent cause. All knowledge is had by a likeness, and man has
knowledge of things by means of likenesses received from the things.” Precisely because it is
receptive, and therefore evidence of potency, man’s knowledge is imperfect, but man still has ideas
insofar as he has likenesses of things. Additionally, Bonaventure’s use an artisan as an example of
acting through intellect (as opposed to acting through nature), and as an analogy for divine action in
creation makes it clear that man too has exemplars, and can fashion artifacts according to those
exemplars. The divine art infinitely surpasses human art because God can create natural things
whereas man can only make artifacts. God creates the whole of the thing whereas man only fashions
out of things already created. Yet, man can exercise a real exemplarity with regard to those artifacts.
Not only does man make the things he of which he has ideas and exemplars, but he can also

establish the ends of the things he makes. To borrow an example from Aquinas, man not only

74 See De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 7 (ed. Quaracchi, V.9b) where St. Bonaventure argues that even if man’s
intellect were augmented to perfection such that he would not have to receive likenesses ab extra, he would still have to
know by likenesses.
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makes a knife, but also establishes the end for which the knife is made: cutting.” We can take the
example one step further and see that a fillet knife is made for separating the skin of a fish from the
fillet, whereas a cleaver is made for separating big joints. It is for different ends that these knives are
crafted, and the knife-maker only makes them because of the end for which he has established. In
every case, there is more dissimilarity than similarity between the divine ideas of God and the ideas
of men, but Bonaventure makes it clear that man really does have them.

Finally, exemplarity is only a secondary role that the divine ideas play. The divine ideas are
likenesses by which God cognizes all things other than himself. They are also the exemplary forms
according to which he creates, but it is clear that the cognitive role takes center stage. The divine
ideas allow God to foreknow, propose, make, and establish the ends of all things, but their causal
role comes only when the divine will commands. Preserving this distinction safeguards God’s
almighty power to know more than he creates and to create freely. Divine truth is completely
expressive, and there are no exemplars that are not ideas, but it is only by the divine will that that
expression becomes exemplary. An exemplar “is the ratio cognoscend: of what is foreseen and
disposed,” but while the divine ideas always foresee, not all that is foreseen is disposed.”

viii. Imitative Likeness. Having discussed the exemplative likeness and seen how the
divine ideas are rationes cognoscendi and rationes exemplandi, we have to look at the other end of the
likeness and see what Bonaventure means by imitative likeness. To look only at the exemplative
likeness in God would be to miss half of the likeness. We cannot just speak about the likeness in the
divine ideas, but also look at the likeness found in the exemplatum. Once again, we must begin our

discussion with the divine Word because it is the imitative likeness of the Father.”” The divine Word

7> Thomas, De prin. nat., n. 4 (ed. Leonine, 43.45:104-108).

76 Breviloguinm, 1, c. 8 (ed. Quaracchi, V.216b): “in quantum est ratio cognoscendi praevisa et disposita dicitur
exemplar”” Emphasis original.

7 In 1 Sent., d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.485b).
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is expressed because it is made like to the Father. Bonaventure explicitly identifies the Word as
image because the word imago “bespeaks a mode of expressed emanating.”” An image always points
to that of which it is an image. An image is a sign, and there is no more perfect sign or image of the
Father than the Word because the Word is the fullness of the Father’s expression. It follows that all
creatures, while they imitate the whole Trinity who is their exemplar, also imitate the Word in a very
particular way because the Word is the wisdom of God, and exemplar is appropriated to it.” And
since an image is judged according to its conformity to its exemplar, creatures are judged according
to the way in which they imitate divine truth. We find a range of degrees of imitation in creatures
then because not all creatures imitate divine truth as fully as others. All creatures are equally
exemplified by God, but not all of them have capacity for imitative likeness.*

We can end the discussion of the twofold likeness that exist between the divine ideas and
creatures by echoing the words of Fr. Cullen: “there is a twofold expression in Bonaventure’s
exemplarism. First, there has been a definitive and full expression of God from all eternity. This full
and perfect expression is Truth. Secondly, all the things that can be are expressed in this truth, and
all the things that are are expressions of this truth.”® God has fully expressed all the ways in which
Truth can be exemplified, and brings it about that some of those ways become imitative likenesses.

b. The Unity and Plurality of Divine ldeas

Our discussion of imitative likeness leads very naturally to the next issue that Bonaventure
treats: are the divine ideas one or many? From the discussion in the first chapter, Bonaventure’s

motivation to say that the divine ideas are in a way one, and that they are in a way many are obvious.

8 InlISent.,d. 27, p. 2, a. un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.488b).

7 In I Sent., d. 6, a. un., q. 3, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.130): “secundum quod exemplar dicit ratio cognoscendi, sic
commune est toti Trinitati et appropriatur Filio, sicut sapientia.”

80 See De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 6 (ed. Quaracchi, V.9b): “Ad illud quod obiicitur, quod una creatura magis
assimilator Deo quam alia etc.; iam similiter patet responsio: hoc enim verum est de similitudine zwztative ex patte creaturae;
sed haec non est ratio cognoscendi, sed altera, videlicet exemplativa, quaec summe et aequaliter exprimit omnia.”

81 Cullen, “Semiotic Metaphysics,” 163.
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If he says they are not one, then he derogates the unity and simplicity of God. If he says they are not
many, then it is unclear how God could know and immediately create many different types of
creatures. The motivation for saying both one and many is clear, but what is less clear is how he can
adequately explain how this can be without breaking the principle of non-contradiction. If we break
this most fundamental principle, then everything that we say will be reduced to nonsense. The fact
that Bonaventure devotes two separate questions to the unity and plurality of the divine ideas in I I
Sent. is evidence that he understood just how paramount and difficult this question is. As with the
prior question, Bonaventure consistently maintains the same teaching regarding the divine ideas in I
I Sent., d. 35, a. un., qq. 2-3 and De scientia Christs, q. 3, but arrives at the same conclusions by slightly
different paths so we will once again take the questions separately.

i. In I Sententias (ca. 1251). The first and most obvious difference we notice between the
presentation of In I Sent. and the De scientia Christi is that In I Sent. treats the topics of unity and
plurality in two separate questions, whereas the De scientia Christi handles the topics together.
Question two asks whether there is a plurality of ideas in reality (secundum: rem), and question three
asks if there is a plurality of ideas according to reason (secundum rationen).

As to the reality of the divine ideas, it seems as though they are many. As he notes in the first
argument, the fact that we speak of them in the plural, and Augustine calls them “eternal forms” is
very strong evidence that they are many.*> Moreover, as becomes clear from arguments two through
four, we speak of them in the plural precisely because divine cognition and exemplarity require that
each them be known and exemplified distinctly and according to the whole of it. If there were but

one idea, then God could only know things indistinctly, and create them indifferently.” If there be

82 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 2, arg. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.605a).

8 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 2, arg. 2-4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.6052), note especially from argument 4: “Item, si idea
est ratio cognoscends, sed unumquodque cognoscens cognoscit secundum exigentiam rationis cognoscendi: ergo si idea est
unum quid, cum in uno non cadit, Deus cognoscit res distincte, sed indistincte.” It is important to keep this point in
mind because Henry of Ghent tries to argue that the divine ideas are the only ratio cognoscendi for God, but then argues
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only one idea, we seem to be forced either into Avicenna’s account of divine knowledge and
emanation. If; as Bonaventure has already claimed, God’s only source of cognition is the ideas, i.e., if
the ideas are the only explanation for God’s cognition, the only rationes cognoscends, then to restrict the
number of ideas is to restrict the number of objects to which God has access. Perhaps God could
still cognize things of which he did not have ideas, but it would be impossible for those things to be
cognized distinctly.

Despite these strong objections, St. Bonaventure argues in the fundamenta that there is but
one idea secundum rem, and offers two arguments from reason. It is more perfect to know and
produce many things from one than from many.* Since God is most perfect, he cognizes all things
through a single idea. Moreover, in every genus of cause the status of cause is in one simply, as it is
in the genera of efficient and final causality. Since God is the exemplar in whom there is status in
every way, therefore God is supreme unity. An exemplar is not entirely one and simple because it
contains many things, but is itself one and simple. Therefore, the divine exemplarity has but one idea
secundum rem.”

In his response, Bonaventure notes that there are two opinions on the matter. The first
argues that the ideas are really distinct in God and takes the great multiplicity of forms in God, in
the soul, and in the wotld (i.e., in matter), as evidence. In matter, the forms have distinction,
composition, and opposition. In the soul, they have distinction and composition, but not opposition
because they are found spiritually. In God, they are distinct, but not composite or opposed because

of the supreme simplicity. This real distinction does not prevent them from being one exemplar

that God distinctly cognizes things of which he does not have ideas. John Duns Scotus objects to Henry’s reasoning
with just this argument.

8% As we will see below, William of Ockham uses the same principle to deny the divine ideas.

8 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un, q. 2, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.605a).
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because they remain united in the same way that the many particular forms in a signet ring produce
one seal.®

This opinion has a certain beauty in it from the divisions that it makes, and seems probable,
but ultimately cannot stand. If the ideas were really distinct in God, they would have a real plurality.
But the only real plurality in God is the plurality of divine persons. Thus, there would be as many
persons in God as there are ideas plus three. God would not be a Trinity, but an Infinity. And if we
say that the plurality of ideas does not yield anything absolutely other, but merely relatively, then
either that relative is something or nothing. If it be nothing, then they are not really distinct and their
cognitive role breaks down, and if it be something, then it cannot be relative to anything except the
divine essence. But all things essential characteristics in God are one, so the divine ideas would have
to be one t00."’

As a result of this error, we ought to posit that the ideas are really one (wnum secundum rem) on
the strength of the following argument. An idea in God is a likeness that is a razzo cognoscends, but the
means of knowing really is the divine truth. Since the divine truth is one, so too are the divine ideas
one secundum rem.” Divine truth is the only ratio cognoscendi that God has. If there were another, then it
would denigrate the divine perfection because it would have to come from without and would be
evidence of potency in God.

In his reply to the second objection, Bonaventure makes a distinction between a likeness
which is a property of a genus, and one which is beyond a genus. The likeness which is a property of
a genus cannot be the likeness of many things differing in genus because the likeness is restricted to

one genus. Thus, the likeness of a living thing cannot serve as a likeness for a non-living thing

86 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.605b), esp.: “Et quamvis in Deo sint distinctae, sunt tamen unum
exemplar, sicut plures formae particulares in sigillo faciunt unum sigillum.”

87 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.605b).

8 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.605b-606a): “idea in Deo dicit sizilitudinen, quae est ratio
cognoscendi; illa autem secundum rem est ipsa divina veritas . . . et quia illa est una, patet, quod secundum rem omnes
ideae unum sunt.”
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because living and non-living differ generically. A likeness that is beyond a genus, however, is able to
serve as a likeness for all because it is not limited to any particular genus. The reason that it can be a
likeness of one thing is the same reason it can be the likeness of another, and the reason it is a
likeness of any part of something is the same reason it is the likeness of the whole. Divine truth is
beyond all genera, and so is able to serve as a likeness for all things. The unity the divine ideas
secundum rem does not prevent them from being likenesses of all things.” Being beyond any genus
also allows the divine truth to be so supremely expressive that it can express each thing in all of its
conditions.”

These qualifications about the supreme expressivity of divine truth provide a good transition
to In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 3, wherein Bonaventure argues for the plurality of the divine ideas
secundum rationem. The reason that the first opinion from question two was so attractive is that it
placed a great deal of emphasis on the need for the ideas to be distinct. This line of reasoning
features heavily in the fundamenta for question three.” In the conclusion, Bonaventure argues that
while God is not really related to creatures (for such a relationship would yield a potency, and
therefore an imperfection in God), we can still speak meaningfully about God’s relation to creatures.
The divine ideas are the perfect example of this ability because “this name ‘idea’ signifies the divine
essence in comparison or in respect to a creature.””* As a ratio cognoscends, a divine idea links a knower

and a thing known. While the question of unity and plurality secundum rem holds more on the part of

8 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 2, ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.606ab), esp.: “.A/ia est similitudo simpliciter exzra genus; et
haec, quia ad hoc genus non arctatur, qua ratione est huius, ea ratione est illius, et qua ratione est huius secundum
partem, eadem ratione secundum totam; et talis similitudo est divina veritas et idea in Deo.” Empbhasis original.

0 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 2, ad 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.607a). Cf. Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica, p. 1, inq. 1,
tr. 2, q. 3, ad 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.92b).

N In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 3, fa 1-4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.607ab), note especially fundamentum four: “Item, Deus,
antequam res producat, distincte cognoscit et actu; sed non est distinctio in Deo cognoscente nec in cognito: ergo,
oportet, quod sit in ratione cognoscendi.” God could not know distinctly unless the 7aio cognoscendi had some manner of
plurality.

92 In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.608a): hoc nomen 7dea significat divinam essentiam in
comparatione sive in respect ad creaturam.”
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the knower, the question of unity and plurality secundum rationem intelligendi or dicendi holds more on
the part of the things cognized. Since the knower is one, and the things known are many, we can say
that the ideas in God are on secundum rem and many secundum rationem.

In his response to the third objection, Bonaventure specifies that the plurality of divine ideas
is a matter of connotation. Simply put, there is a plurality of divine ideas because there is a plurality
of things connoted in God’s understanding. We can understand the things connoted in two ways,
however: either insofar as the things connoted are, or insofar as they are connotated. Insofar as they
are, the things known in the ideas are only in time. Being known by means of a divine idea does not
make the creature exist outside of time. But insofar as creatures are connoted, they can be connoted
either eternally or temporally. Eternally because a habitual respect is understood as when a creature
is predestined. It does not exist in act, but only 7z babitu. Temporally because an actual existence is
implied. The possible creature is actually created.” Thus, by the things connotated we understand a
multitude of creatures having a respect to the divine truth, and not merely those which exist, but
also those which will exist or could exist, but are not created.”

Bonaventure argues in the conclusions of Iz I Sent. that the question of unity and plurality
can be solved by examining the difference in reference between a ratio cognoscendi considered secundum
rem and a ratio cognoscendi considered secundum rationem. The former consideration focuses on the
knower, and so asks, “How many things cause the knowledge?” In God, the answer is just one
thing: the divine truth. The latter consideration focuses on the things known, and so asks, “How
many things are known?” In God, the answer is many. Thus, the divine ideas are one secundum rem

and many secundum rationen.

93 In1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 3, ad 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.608b).

9% In 1 Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 3, ad 5 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.609a): “idea non dicit tantum quod esz, sed respectum ad id
quod futurum est, vel etiam potest esse.” Cf. Albert the Great, Quaestio de ideis divinis, a. 1 (ed. Aschendorff, 25.2.265:7—
9).
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ii. De scientia Christi (1254). In the De scientia Christi, Bonaventure again comes to the
conclusion that the divine ideas are one secundum rem and many secundum rationem, but arrives at the
same conclusion by a rather different route than he does in I I Sent. In the first place, he does not
separate the questions, but treats them together. In the second place, he employs different
arguments for the conclusion.

As was true of his answer to the question whether God has ideas, Bonaventure’s argument
for the unity and plurality of divine ideas in the De scientia Christi gives much greater emphasis to the
exemplarity of divine ideas than does his treatment of the question in Iz I Sent. Once again,
Bonaventure begins from God’s supreme expression, understood equally as a statement about divine
cognition and divine power.” God completely expresses all things in the divine truth, and when he
cognizes himself, he sees things in many ways and completely in expressing the truth. Thus, despite
the fact that he is only knowing one thing, i.e., the divine truth, he sees himself as an exemplary
likeness of all things because he is entirely outside of all genera and limited by nothing.” There is
nothing to limit the exemplarity of the divine truth because being able to exemplify one thing in no
way inhibits it from exemplifying something else. Being outside of all genera, the divine truth is able
to exemplify all genera just as the genus animal exemplifies all animals. Bonaventure further explains
this lack of limitation in terms of pure act. Because God is pure act, and all other things have an
admixture of potency and matter, they can all be exemplified by God. On one hand, there is no
potency to prevent pure act from expressing all things, and on the other hand, pure act can
exemplify all the ways in which things can fall short of itself. It can express all the ways in which

things can be in act.”’

9 See De scientia Christi, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.13b).

% De scientia Christi, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.13b): “Potens est autem divina veritas, quamvis sit una, omnia
exprimere per modum similitudinis exemplaris, quia ipsa est omnino extra genus et ad nihil coarctata.” Emphasis original.

97 De scientia Christi, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.13b-14a).
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We can understand this expression in three ways, however. We can understand the truth
itself, the expression itself, and the thing itself. Truth alone is one both in reality and in reason. The
things expressed have multiplicity either actually or possibly. Regardless of whether God chooses to
create a thing, it is expressed in multiplicity. The expression, however, requires some additional
explanation. Insofar as the expression is considered as that which is (i guod es?) it is nothing other
than divine truth, but insofar as the expression is considered as that to which is (id ad quod esi), it
holds on the part of the things which are expressed. Thus, according to id guod est, things in the
divine truth are one, and not one and another. All things are united in God.” As Quinn says,
“According to His way of knowing creatures . . . the divine idea is said to be their one similitude and,
as such, it is the principle by which He knows them, or expresses their truth.”” The ratio cognoscends
which is the divine truth suffices to know all creatures, and comprises the sole origin of God’s
cognition and exemplarity. And this unity makes perfect sense for, as Bissen notes, “the foundation
for the likeness could only be something absolute in God, and there is nothing more absolute in him
than essence.”'” Nothing outside of God could serve as ratio cognoscendi for actus purus, so something
internal to actus purus had to fill the role. But everything internal to God is one. Therefore, the ideas
are one.

If we consider the expression according to id ad quod est, however, then we find a plurality.
To explain this plurality, Bonaventure falls back on an example adapted from Augustine and

Avicenna: “to express 2 man is not to express a donkey.”""" Moreovet, to use a more Christian

98 De scientia Christi, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.14a), esp.: “Unde expressio unius rei et alterius rei 7 divina, vel a
divina veritate, secundum id gzod est, non est aliud et aliud.” Emphasis original

9 John Francis Quinn, The Historical Constitution of St. Bonaventure’s Philosophy, (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 1973), 497.

100 Bissen, L exemplarisme divin, 24: “le fondement de la similitude ne peut étre que quelque chose d’absolu en
Dieu; et il n’y a rien de plus absolu que I'essence.”

10V De scientia Christs, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.14a): “exprimere hominem non est exprimere asinum.” Cf.
Augustine, De div. gq. 83, q. 46, n. 2 (PL. 40.30), and Avicenna, Mez., V, c. 1 (ed. van Riet, 11.228:26-29). Both Augustine
and Avicenna use the example of “man and horse” instead of “man and donkey.”
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example, to predestine Peter is not to predestine Paul, nor is to create a man to create an angel. At
no level, generic, specific, or individual, can one idea serve as another. Although the divine act is
one, and the ideas are not pluralized by what they signify, that one act connotes many things, and is
compared to a plurality.'”

Bonaventure offers some clarification on the nature of the relation that the ideas express
between God and the many creatures connoted by them. The relation cannot imply a real respect in
God because God is not really referred to anything extrinsic. God is referred to creatures only by
reason of understanding (rationen intelligends). To this rational respect corresponds a real relation in
creatures. Therefore, Bonaventure concludes that ideas are one secundum rem, and many secundum
rationem.'”

iii. Conclusions. Just as we saw in the discussion of the nature of divine ideas,
Bonaventure’s position on the unity and plurality of the divine ideas does not change. He
consistently holds that the divine ideas are one insofar as they are a reality, but that they are many
insofar as they refer to the things known. As Cullen puts it, a divine idea “has an ontological identity
with the divine essence, but a connotative reference to that which is other than the divine
essence.”'™ Divine truth is one, and so the divine ideas, which are likenesses of that truth, are also
one. Yet, the divine ideas are the means by which God knows creatures, and creatures are in fact
many, so the divine ideas must also be many. Insofar as the divine ideas indicate an exemplary
likeness, they are one, but insofar as they indicate an imitative likeness, they are many.

Despite this consistency in conclusion, we once again see Bonaventure taking different

routes to the conclusion. The conclusion from I I Sent. proceeds solely from the cognitive role of

102 De scientia Christi, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.14a): “plurificari dicuntur non secundum id guod significant, sed
secundum id guod connotant, non secundum id guod sunt, sed secundum id ad gunod sunt sive ad quod comparantur.”
Emphasis original. Cf. Alexander of Hales, Suzmma theologica, p. 1, inq. 1, tr. 5, q. un, mem. 1, c. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.258b):
“ratio vero et idea [plurificantur]| ex parte rei cognitae: et propter hoc, sicut res cognitae plures, ita et idea.”

193 De scientia Christi, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.14a).

104 Cullen, “Semiotic Metaphysics,” 168.
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the divine ideas: An idea is a ratio cognoscendi which secundum rem is the divine truth. Divine truth is
one. Therefore, so is the ratio cognoscendi. And so is the idea. Yet, that ratio cognoscend: is a likeness of
the thing cognized, which are many, and so we posit that the divine ideas are many secundum rationen.
In the replies to the objections, he offers secondary arguments to the same conclusion based on the
nature of a genus and another from the signification and connotation of words, but it is clear that he
does not see these arguments as necessary to arrive at his conclusion.

By the time he gives a magisterial presentation of the unity and plurality of the divine ideas,
those secondary arguments have made their way from the replies into the conclusion. Their presence
in the conclusion suggests that they are more critical for understanding Bonaventure’s conclusions.
Arguments offered in reply to the objects can sometimes be an extension of the distinctions and
reasoning of the conclusion, but they can also be a little ad hoc. They reply to #his objection, but are
peripheral to understanding the answer to the question. In this case, it seems like the metaphysical
argument from a genus, and the linguistic argument from connotation are more peripheral to the
cognitive argument from likeness found in the conclusions of I I Sent. questions.

In the De scientia Christi, however, these three arguments are woven together to form a single
argument. This weaving is made possible by the greater emphasis placed on the exemplary role of
the divine ideas. The divine truth is able to exemplify all things because it is beyond all genera. The
divine truth is examined not merely cognitively, but metaphysically, as evidenced by Bonaventure’s
appeal to it as actus purus. From there, the argument proceeds to consider the nature of the
expression, drawing the argument from signification to the fore. In the grand scheme of things there
is not very much development, but there is enough for us to see that in his less mature, bachelor
work on I I Sent., he did not see the need to include the additional arguments to make his point, but
in the magisterial work of the De scientia Christi, he includes them for the sake of a more complete

ar gument.
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iv. Real vs. Rational Relations. Unfortunately, neither text spends a lot of time examining
the implications of the plurality secundum rationem. What sort of ontological status can we ascribe to
these rational relations? How should we understand this plurality that evidently does not
compromise the unity and simplicity of God? What he does tell us is that we have to account for
two distinct cases of plurality in God. The first is the plurality of persons in the Trinity, and the
second is the plurality of ideas. Both of these have to be articulated in such a way that they do not
destroy the unity in God, and that they are not confused with each other.'”

He takes up the question of both sorts of plurality in I I Sent., d. 30, a. un., q. 3. There he
argues that we can understand relations in two ways, either as real or as in a mode of understanding.
Real relations are threefold. (1) Some are founded on an accidental property, as when a likeness is
found in two white things. (2) Some are founded on an essential dependence, as matter depends on
form. (3) Some are founded on a natural origin, as an effect to a cause or son to a father. The first
two types of relation have no place in God because nothing in him is accidental or dependent. The
third type, however, can be said of God with respect to the Trinity of persons. A relation of natural
origin does not imply any composition or inclination to dependence like the first two, but simply

posits distinction and order.'"

Here we should recall our discussion of distinctions within simplicity
from chapter one. There we noted that in Iz I Sent., d. 8, Bonaventure adds that diversity from origin

is not propetly speaking diversi ut distinction and discretion because a distinction in origin does
t properly speaking d , but distinct d discretion b distincti gin d

not imply the composition of addition.'”” This distinction is borne out in the language we use to

105 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 2 (ed. Quarcchi, 1.605b): “Nam si in Deo esset ponere ideas realiter differentes sive
distinctas, tunc esset ibi alia pluralitas realis, quam sit pluralitas personalis; quod abhorrent aures piae.”

106 Iy I Sent. d. 30, a. un., q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.525a), note especially: “Tertia estin Deo . . . respectu personae;
haec enim non dicit compositionem nec dependentiae inclinationem, sicut prima et secunda, sed point distinctionem et ordinem.
Et quoniam vere una persona ordinatur ad aliam et habitudinem habet et alio modo secundum rem se habet ad unam
quam ad aliam.” Cf. De mys. Trin., q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, V.76a): “Personae autem divinae, quia omnino unum sunt in
substantia et forma et nulla habent accidentia, non distinguuntur gualitate, sed sola origine; illa autem origo est ipius

personae non per aliquid aliud, sed per se ipsam.”
107 In I Sent., d. 8, p. 2,a. un., q. 1, ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.166b).
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describe the relationship between the Father and the Son. Certain prepositions involve an
opposition like “against” (contra). Others involve a certain distance like “to” (ad) or “near” (prope).
Others a certain causality as “from” (de) and “out of” (ex). Still others involve a certain fittingness
like “in” (7z) and “with” (cum). Those implying opposition and distance are completely excluded
from the divine relations, but those implying causality or fittingness can be used. Those implying a
cause are not convertible, and so only apply to the Son because, as Quinn points out, “the Father
cannot be said to come from or out of the Son.”'” Those prepositions that imply a fittingness also
have a relation of complete reciprocity so we can say that the Father is in or with the Son just as
much as we would say the Son is in or with the Father.'”

When it comes to creatures, however, no real relation can be found in God. Creatures are
really related to God according to all three types of real relation noted above, but none of the three
types could truly be said of God for creatures. The types that involve an accidental property and an
essential dependence still imply imperfection, and so are to be rejected. The third type, which is
founded upon a natural origin, cannot apply to God because creatures are not merely distinct by a
natural origin, but in essence as well. God’s manner of causality is beyond a real relation. Such a
relation would introduce dependence in God. As he says in De mysterio Trinitatis, q. 3, a. 2, we can
understand a relation in two ways, either as a respect (respectus) to another diverse in essence or as a
respect only to something consubstantial. The latter sense is proper only to the persons of the
Trinity and includes no dependence, but the former “includes a certain dependence, and through
this falls short of supreme simplicity.”""’ To be really related to something with a different essence is

to be dependent upon that thing because each thing can exercise some manner of influence or

108 Quinn, Historical Constitution, 575.

19 In I Sent., d. 19, p. 1, a. un., q. 4, ad 6 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.350): “Ad illud quod quaeritur de hoc quod est apud
etc.; dicendum, quod quaedam praepositiones important habitudinem repugnantiae, ut contra; quaedam distantiae, ut hoc
quod est ad et convenientiae, ut in et cum. Primae et secundae nullo modo recipiuntur, sed tertiae et quartae sic, et tertiae
non conversim, sed quartae conversim, quia conventientia est relatio aequiparantiae.”

10 De mys. Trin., q. 3, a. 2, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 77a).
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causality upon the other. If God were really related to creatures, then creatures could act upon God,
and God would be in some sense passive or in potency to receive this creaturely action. Such a
position is contrary to the supreme perfection in God, who is actus purus, and so cannot be really
related to anything outside of himself.

Though God is not really related to any creature, he must have some manner of relation to
creatures because he knows them. Since, as we saw above, all knowledge requires an assimilation.
God must have some sort of a logical relation to the objects of his knowledge, i.e., to all possible
creatures. St. Bonaventure attempts to explain this relationship with a variety of expressions. He
calls it a relation secundum modum, secundum modum intelligends, secundum rationem, secundum rationem
intelligends, and secundum rationem dicendi. The last of these expressions emphasizes that the plurality of
divine ideas is required by our way of thinking. We are too complex to understand and express the
way the simple way that God knows.

The other expressions point to the real relations that things have to God. Since God’s
knowledge of things is perfect, he knows the real relation that the creature has (or could have) to
himself. As these real relations are not ontologically one, so neither are they intelligibly one. They are
intelligibly many. To know one essence really related to God is not to know another essence really
related to God. As Quinn puts it, “the ideal reasons of creatures are not pluralized in God, but by
us, and so there is a plurality of divine ideas solely according to reason.”'"" The divine ideas are
pluralized when we consider the things cognized by means of them. The relations that pluralize the
divine ideas do so by reason of the things understood. If we consider the divine ideas according to
the knower, they are one. If we consider the divine ideas according to the things known, they are

many.

M Quinn, Historical Constitution, 495.
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Thus, the relationship between God and creatures is real on the part of creatures, and only
secundum rationem on the part of God. In support of this “mixed” relationship, Bonaventure cites
Pseudo-Dionysius who claims that the relationship between cause and effect is not reciprocal, and
Atristotle, who argues that knowledge is referred to the knowable, but not vice versa.''> A relation
does not always induce change in both extremes because one of the extremes can be in act of itself.
In such a case, the extreme that is in act causes a change, but is not itself changed. An external
object is indifferent to being known or not known. My coming to know it establishes a real relation
in me, but does not change the thing itself. In the same way, God is not changed because a creature
has a real relation to him."'"

¢. The Infinity of the Divine Ideas

Now that Bonaventure has established that the divine ideas are many, he continues to the
next logical question: how many are there? Is there a limit to the number of ideas in God, or are they
unlimited? Are they finite in number, or infinite? There are good reasons for siding with either
position. Since God is omniscient and omnipotent, then how could there be any limit to the things
he could know and create? But if his knowledge comprehends an infinite, then it would seem to be
rendered finite by their being known. Moreover, the infinite by its very nature resists comprehension
because regardless of how much it is known there is always more to know. As we will see,
Bonaventure comes down on the side infinity.

i. In I Sententias (ca. 1251). The argument that Bonaventure uses for the infinity of divine

ideas in the conclusion of Ir I Sent. is from authority. Psalm 146:5 says that the divine wisdom is

12 In I Sent., d. 30, a. un., q. 3, fa 1-2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.525). See Pseudo-Dionysius, De div. nom., c. 9, sect. 6
(PG 3:914-915), and Aristotle, Praedicamenta, c. 7 (AL 1.18-23) and Mez. V, c. 15 (AL 25.3.2.112-114).

113 Bonaventure also uses the example of money: “Et ratio visa est, quia respicit duplex extremum, et quiia
potest unum esse de se in actx, altero existente in potential sicut in nummo, qui est in potestate possidentis, quod sit
pignus vel pretium vel arrha secundum mutationem factam in ipso; nec advenit nummo aliquid absolutum, sed ordo, qui
ex parte nummi erat in actu, ex parte illius quod erat in potential, fit in actu; et ideo mutatur illud, non mutate nummo” (I»

I Sent., d. 30, dub. 3 [ed. Quaracchi, 1.528a]).



94

without number, which means that reasons through which it cognizes are without number as well.
To be without number is to be innumerable. Nothing finite is innumerable, so the divine ideas
cannot be finite, but infinite.""* This argument is certainly valid, but since it launches from the data
of revelation, we will have to rely more on the fundamenta and the replies to the objections for a more
philosophically persuasive argument.

The third fundamentum offers a very simple, but powerful argument for the infinity of divine
ideas. God cognizes every species of number, which means they all have ideas in him. But the
species of number are infinite. Therefore, the divine ideas are infinite in number. And it could not
be argued that they are only infinite for us, and not secundum rem because every species of number
exists in reality. Thus, an infinity simply exists in act. So if all species of number exist in God as ideas
in act, then they must be secundum rem and not just for us.'” The beauty of this argument is that it
does not have to appeal to any species other than number. Since numbers are beyond counting, they
are beyond finitude. But of which numbers would God’s perfect cognition be ignorant? So if God’s
knowledge is perfect, and all knowledge of things other than himself are by means of ideas, then just
by considering that God knows all numbers, we must declare that there are an infinite number of
divine ideas.

Fundamentum four is worth noting because, as we will see below in the summary, the major
premise seems to be one that Bonaventure denies elsewhere. It runs as follows: God can produce an
infinite number of things; but he cannot produce anything unless he has an idea of it. Therefore, he
has ideas of an infinite number of things. But, as we saw above, a plurality in things indicates a
plurality of ideas. Therefore, an infinity of things has an infinity of ideas.""* There are an infinite

number of things that God could create, though he does not create all of them. God’s ratio operand:

W4 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.612a).
W5 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.611a).
16 I I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.611ab).
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habitually extends itself to an infinite number of things, and since God has to have an idea for
everything that he could create, he has to have an infinite number of ideas."”

In response to the objection that argues that the ideas are finite because the fact that God
knows and comprehends them renders them finite, Bonaventure argues by ceding the point that
God renders them finite by his comprehension. But the ideas are finite only to God because he
alone comprehends them. To any other being the eternal reasons are infinite because no other
intellectual power can comprehend them.

In response to the objection that draws upon the older, negative understanding of the word
“infinity,” arguing that “infinity” denotes imperfection, Bonaventure distinguishes two types of
infinity: infinity through defect and infinity through excess. The former is in creatures as in matter,
and so is imperfect. This sort of infinite is not in God. The latter cannot simply be in creatures
because they are created, composed, and limited. But since God is neither created, composed, nor
limited, he can have infinity through excess. God has infinite knowledge because he is supremely
perfect.'

ii. De scientia Christi (1254). By the time Bonaventure takes up the question in the De
scientia Christz, his argument has become significantly more sophisticated. Part of the reason for the
increased sophistication is that the question is broader than it was in Iz I Sent. There, the question
was specifically whether the divine ideas are infinite in number, but here the question is whether
Christ, insofar as he is the Word, has actual knowledge of an infinite number of things.'”” Given the
broader parameters of the question, we would expect arguments to appear that have no place in the

more restricted question of the ideas alone. But this difference, as we will see, cannot account for all

W7 In I Sent., d. 43, a. un., q. 4, conclusio (ed. Quaracchi, 1.774b).

18 I I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.612b), note especially: “Infinitas autem per excessuz non
potest simpliciter esse in creatura, quoniam habet esse creatum et compositum et limitatum; Deus autem nihil horum
habet, et ideo habet infinitatem, et haec est summae perfectionis.” Cf. Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica, p. 1, inq. 1,
tr. 5, sect. 1, g. un., mem. 3, c. 2, ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.252b).

19 De scientia Christi, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, V.3).
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of the differences between the two questions, and that the text of the De scientia Christi contains
insights that are simply not to be found in I I Sent.

Bonaventure’s primary argument is based on the same reasoning found in Iz I Sent.: God can
know and make a potentially infinite number of things, but this can only happen through ideas, and
so the ideas have to be infinite in number. To this kernel of similarity, Bonaventure adds a number
of arguments we did not see in I I Sent. Two fundamenta are particularly worth noting in this regard.
The third fundamentum argues that cognition of an infinite number of things is entailed by the divine
simplicity: “The simpler a substance is, the more things it can cognize. Therefore, a substance which
is infinitely simpler than some created substance, knows infinitely more things than some creature.
Therefore, etc.”'” God’s cognitive ability is augmented by his simplicity. As a focused light is more
luminous than an unfocused light, so it is with cognitive strength. God’s cognition is completely
focused because it is completely simple, and so extends to everything cognizable.

The fourth fundamentum holds that “God actually comprehends both his essence and his
power; but God can [make] an infinite number of things: therefore, if God actually cognizes his
power (posse), he actually comprehends an infinite number of things. Therefore, etc.”*' This
argument is especially important because of the prominence it has in Aquinas’ discussion of the
divine ideas, and the criticism it draws from Ockham.'* Since God can produce a potentially infinite
number of things, and he comprehends the full extent of his power, he must have an infinite
number of ideas.

The conclusion of the question begins with an appeal to the authority of the “ancient

doctors.” From these authorities come expanded versions of the argument from number made in Ix

120 De scientia Christi, q. 1, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.3a).

121 De scientia Christs, q. 1, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, V.3a).

122 See, inter alia, Thomas, In I Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 2, s.c. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.814); Thomas, I» I Sent., d. 36, q. 2,
a. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.841), Ockham, Ord, 1, d. 35, q. 2 (OTh 1V.436-37)
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I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5, fm. 3. God’s wisdom is without number, and by appealing only to the
infinity of species of numbers, we are able conclude that God knows an infinite number of things.
Which number does God not know? So if the numbers are infinite, then God knows an infinite
number of things.'”

From these ancient doctors, Bonaventure turns to certain “modern doctors” who make a
threefold division in the mode of divine cognition based on a diversity of connotation of divine
knowledge. These three are cognition of approbation, cognition of vision, and cognition of
intelligence. By his cognition of approbation, God knows only good things that actually happen in
creation. Since creation is finite, so too is this knowledge. By his cognition of vision, God knows
both the good and evil things that happen in creation, and this knowledge is finite for the same
reason as before. By his cognition of intelligence, God has knowledge of an infinite number of
things because it concerns not only the things that were, are or will be in creation, but also all the
possibles that God could have made, but chose not to make. And since God’s possibilities are
infinite, so too is his knowledge of his possibilities."**

Bonaventure emphasizes that God knows an infinite number of things, but that he does not
make, will, or dispose all of them. We ought to understand the third mode of cognition as an
intrinsic act of God because it is ad intrinsecum, per intrinsecum, and secundum modum intrinsecunm. 1t is ad
intrinsecum because God does not look beyond himself for knowledge, but only looks to himself as
truth. It is per intrinsecum because he cognizes whatever he cognizes through eternal reasons which
are the same as himself. These eternal reasons are the ideas, and so it is from this aspect of the

intrinsic act of God that we can infer an infinite number of ideas. If God knows an infinite number

123 De scientia Christi, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, V.4b-5a).

124 De scientia Christi, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, V.5a), esp.: “Cognitio vero intelligentiae est infinitorum, pro eo quod
Deus intelligit non tantum futura, verum etiam possibilia: possibilia autem Deo non sunt finita, sed infinita.” Emphasis
original.
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of things with his cognition of intelligence, and that is only through ideas, then he knows that
infinite through the ideas. And since, as we saw above, ideas are multiplied by the connotation of the
thing known through the idea, if God knows an infinite number of things, he must have an infinite
number of ideas. Finally, God’s intrinsic act is secundum modum intrinsecum because God knows not
only because he is an actual cause, but rather simply because he is a cause. God’s knowing does not
concern nor connote something actually exterior to God, and so his knowing is merely through the
mode of a habit. And since not all of the things known by this intrinsic act of God are actually
existing, Bonaventure concludes that God actually knows an infinite number of things, which things
are infinite in potency.'”

iii. Conclusions. Once again, we see that Bonaventure’s presentation in the De scientia
Christi is more magisterial whereas he hardly seems to speak in his own voice in Iz I Sent. We also see
him making more distinctions and placing a greater emphasis on the causality of the divine ideas in
the De scientia Christi. These distinctions make it clear that God’s knowledge of an infinite number of
things and having an infinite number of ideas does not imply that there are an infinite number of
things actually existing. There are things that God knows but does not create. God makes only a
finite number of things and so has finite knowledge concerning them, but also knows all the things
that he could have created but chose not to create. It is precisely this knowledge which is infinite,
not actually created things. This distinction between knowledge and actual existence is not made, but
rather seems to be obscured by the major premise of fundamentum tour that God can (potes?) produce

an infinite number of things.'*

125 De scientia Christi, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, V.5ab), esp.: “. . . divinum scire secundum tertium modum accipiendi est
actus Dei intrinsecus. Intrinsecum autem dico non tantum, quia fit ab intrinseco, sed etiam, quia est ad intrinsecum et per
intrinsecum et Secundum modum intrinsecum. . . . Per intrinsecum, quia per rationes aeternas, quae sunt idem quod ipse, cognoscit
quaecumque cognoscit . . .”

126 I I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.611a): “Deus potest infinita producere.”
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If we had no other text but I» I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 5 upon which to rely for this question,
we would not be able to determine accurately Bonaventure’s position on the possibility of an actual
infinite. We would have endorsed such a possibility because of the misleading major premise of
Sfundamentum four. The account found in De scientia Christi, q. 1 is thus far superior for its emphasis
that while God does actually know an infinite number of things through an infinite number of
divine ideas, not everything known is created, nor could it be.'” The additional emphasis that we
have consistently found on the exemplarity of God in the De scientia Christi as opposed to the merely
cognitive accounts of divine ideas in Iz I Sent. once again gives us a clearer picture of Bonaventure’s
understanding of them.

d. The Existence of Things in God and the Possibles

The last aspect of the status of the divine ideas that we have to consider before turning to
the scope of the divine ideas is the sort of existence that the divine ideas enjoy. From what we have
seen above, it is clear that the divine ideas enjoy a cognitive existence proper to a likeness, and that
they are ontologically one with the divine truth. Thus, we should not expect to find Bonaventure
claiming that they enjoy any sort of existence independent of the divine intellect, but St.
Bonaventure devotes distinction 36 of his Iz I Sent. to this question, so we ought to investigate what
he says there. We will be especially interested in the existence enjoyed by those things that never
come to be, i.e., the possibles.

i. In I Sententias (ca. 1251). In In I Sent., d. 36, a. 1, q. 1, Bonaventure distinguishes three
ways in which things can be in something (esse iz aliquo). Either they can be there according to actual

existence, presence of likeness, or causative potency. In the first way, they are in the universe. In the

127'The impossibility of an actual infinite can also be found in I II Sent., d. 1, p. 1, q. 2, fa. 1-6 (ed. Quaracchi,
11.20b-21a). For discussion on the strength of these arguments, see #nter alia, Bernadino M. Bonaseo, OFM. “The
Question of an Eternal World in the Teaching of St. Bonaventure,” Franciscan Studies 34 (1974): 7-33. Antonius Coccia,
OFM Conv. “De Aeternitate Mundi apud S. Bonaventuram et Recentiores,” in S. Bonaventura: 1274—1974 (Rome:
Collegio S. Bonaventura, 1974), 279-306. Francis Kovach, “The Question of the Eternity of the World in St.
Bonaventure and St. Thomas: A Critical Analysis,” Southwestern Journal of Philosophy 5 (1974): 141-72.
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second way they are in a cognitive substance. In the third way, they are in their cause. Things are in
God only in the second and third ways because God knows and produces creatures. In order for
God to know creatures before they are produced, and to be able to produce them, he has to have an
idea of them. And because God has had knowledge from eternity, the things in him are also from
eternity.'”® No creature either generically, specifically, or individually has existed from eternity in its
proper nature, yet in its exemplar it has a claim to eternity. As we saw, the divine ideas are
ontologically one with the divine essence, and so are God. Since God is eternal, so too are the ideas.

From the claim that the divine ideas are eternal in God because they are God, Bonaventure
asks whether they are such by reason of the divine essence, or by reason of a person. He concludes
that while we have reason to say that either, properly speaking we should say neither, and prefer to
say that things “are in God as 7 a canse.””’” The divine ideas are the exemplary likenesses of
creatures, and God knows creatures precisely under the condition of their being creatable. Thus, the
causal role that the divine ideas play comes to the fore, and offers a possible explanation for the
almost exclusive emphasis on their cognitive role in I I Sent., d. 35. Bonaventure was not trying to
give a purely cognitive explanation for the divine ideas, but was merely delaying his treatment of the
causal role.

In In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, Bonaventure asks what manner of existence things enjoy in God.
What sort of existence does a cognitive likeness and causative potency enjoy in God? The answer
comes from the prologue of John’s Gospel (1:4): “What was made in him was life.” The divine ideas
have life in the divine intellect. Bonaventure takes great care to emphasize that life in God extends

not only to those ideas which were, are, or will be, but also to all of the possibles. The infinity of

128 Inn I Sent., d. 36, a. 1, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.620b-621a), esp.: “His duobus modis ultimis res sunt in Deo, quia
est cognoscens res, andtequam fiant, et potens producere. Unde quia ab aeterno cogrovits, et potentiale, qua produxis ex

tempore, in Deo fuit ab acterno, ideo dicuntur res fuisse in Deo ab aeterno.”
129 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 1, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.622b): “sunt in Deo ut i causa.”
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ideas have life in God.” Now things can be in God in three ways: (1) as in a producing principle,
which relates to God’s power, (2) as in an expressing exemplar, which relates to God’s knowledge
(notitia), and (3) as in a conserving end, which relates to God’s will. It is only in the second way, as in
an expressing exemplar, that things are life in God because it is only as an expressing exemplar that
all things God knows are included, and not merely the ones he makes.""

In his reply to an objection, Bonaventure makes an important distinction between the
manner of existence that a thing has in God, and the manner that it is represented to have in God.
God represents things as they truly are in God, and so, the objector argues, since there are some
things that are not living, not all things should have life in God. Bonaventure readily cedes the first
part of the objection. God does represent things as they truly are, but it is not necessary that the
thing be represented in the same way as it would have existence in itself. It is not necessary for
corporeal things to be known corporeally. God can know rocks without literally having matter in his
intellect. And if he can know the corporeal spiritually, it follows that he could also know the lifeless
livingly."

This distinction is further clarified in his reply to the following objection. Bonaventure
points out that the divine ideas are the ratio intelligendi of the divine intellect. Since understanding is
an act of life, it follows that the divine ideas are living as well. Not only are they living but they are
“life itself because the very ratio cognoscendi in God is his intelligence.”"” Things in God have an
existence that is elevated above their proper existence precisely because they are in God. God’s

excessive nobility is shared with all the things that are in him because everything that is in God is

130 Inn I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.623b): “infinitae rationes rerum vivunt in Deo, ergo non solum
entium vel futurum, sed etiam omnium possibilium.”

B In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.624a), esp.: “Quia vero sun tut in exemplari exprimente, sic sunt in
ipso vita. Et quia non solum in illo exemplari exprimuntur entia, sed etiam omnia cognoscibilia Deo, ideo omnia sunt in
Deo vita, quae in ipso vita.” Emphasis original.

132 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1, ad 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.624b).

133 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.624b).
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one. Here, Bonaventure is paraphrasing the definition of life from the Liber de causis: ““life is a
spiritual act and continuous, flowing from a still and sempiternal being.”"** So even though creatures
have a corporeal, variable, and corruptible existence in themselves, that existence is elevated in God.
Their corporeality is excluded through spirituality, their variability through stillness, and their
corruptibility through sempiternity.

Knowing the sort of augmentation that the likenesses of things have in God, we naturally
ask whether a thing exists more truly in God or in its proper genus. The answer to this question
depends on our perspective. If we understand “exists” as a comparison of one and the same thing to
its diverse modes of existing, then things exist more truly in their proper genera. In its proper genus,
a thing exists simply (and not accidentally), according to intrinsic and proximate principles, and in its
proper being (not only according to a likeness)."”” From this perspective, then, a thing exists more
truly in its proper genus.

If we understand “exists” as a comparison of a thing to its likeness, then we should say that
things exist more truly and more nobly in God than in their existence in the world “because it is
God himself.”"® Everything in God is God, and so the ideas in God, which are the one divine truth,
are God. There is nothing more true or noble than God. So everything exists more truly and more
nobly in God than in its proper genus or even in a created intellect. It is precisely the in whom (7
gno) that makes the thing exist more truly and more nobly. As he says, “the being of life is truer and
nobler than not living, but all things live in God, whereas not all live in their proper genus.”"”’

Therefore, they exist more truly and more nobly in God.

134 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1, ad 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.624b): “vita est actus spiritualis et continuus, fluens ab ente
quieto et sempiterno.” Emphasis original. Cf. Liber de cansis, prop. 17(18), n. 145 (ed. Pattin, 173:46—47).

135 These are the reasons educed in Iz I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 2, s.c. 1-3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.625ab).

136 Inn I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.626a): “quia est ipse Deus.”

137 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 2, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.625a).
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ii. Conclusions. From what we have seen, Bonaventure’s position on the existence of
things in God is quite straightforward. All things, whether merely possible or actually created, are
actually (secundum re) one in God, and in no way separated from him such that any existence the ideas
could claim would be one with the existence of God. The ideas have no existence beyond what that
which they acquire from God. God is life itself, and so everything in God is living, and life itself.
Moreover, since the divine ideas are likenesses of the supremely expressive divine truth, the divine
ideas are all truth itself. They are spiritual, invariable, and incorruptible. More specifically, though,
the divine ideas enjoy only cognitive being. Cognition is a way of being, and the divine ideas enjoy
that existence. They enjoy the existence of a likeness of divine truth that could function as a cause
for a created effect. They exist as in a cause, and are the exemplary forms after which creatures are
modeled whenever God so wills. They exist from all eternity, and exist necessarily.

Though the possibles will never be created because God does not will their creation, yet
their possibility is necessary. The very possibility of a possible is necessary because any possible
creature must be foreknown by God. The actual creation of any creature is not necessary and subject
only to the divine will, but that God knows all possible creatures is necessary. If God only had ideas
of the creatures he actually creates, then we would be forced to say that the divine will was
constrained to create everything that God knew. Creation would then not be a free activity of love,
but a necessary and coerced activity.

Moreover, it would be contrary to the divine perfection to be constrained to create
everything for which there is an idea because then a creature could do something that God could
not. We are able to imagine many species that do not exist. There is nothing illogical or irrational
about the existence of such species, and so if God were constrained to create all that he knew, he
could not know these species. But knowledge of these species is a perfection, so then a creature

would have more perfection than God. There would be nothing ignoble about saying that God does
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not know species that imply a contradiction, and so imply a measure of irrationality and
imperfection, but to say that God is ignorant of something noble derogates the divine perfection. To
use the standard medieval examples, it would not be contrary to the perfection of divine knowledge
to say that God does not know the goatstag, or the square-triangle, but it would offend the divine
perfection to say that he does not know about unicorns, leprechauns, phoenixes, etc. The possibles
are necessary in order to defend the divine perfection, and the freedom of creation. God is, as
Augustine says, “the art full of every living notion.”"” But he would not be full unless he had an
infinite number of notions."”
3. The Scope of the Divine Ideas

Now that we have taken a look at the status of the divine ideas, we are lead to the question
of their scope. Now that we know what they are for Bonaventure, we should see what is known by
them. We can give a partial answer to this question already: the infinite number of things that God
could create. All of the things that the supremely expressive divine truth expresses are known by
God. This answer is only partially satisfying, however, because it leaves unanswered several key
questions. Does God have an idea for each and every individual and singular thing that he creates or
could create? Or does he just have ideas of the species, or genera? Does God have an idea of evil,
and how does that affect the perfection of divine cognition? What about imperfect things? It is to
these questions that we must now turn.

a. Singnlars

Does God have different ideas for Peter and Paul, or one idea of man (mammal, animal,
etc.) for both of them? At the heart of this question is what specifically pluralizes the divine ideas?

Are ideas pluralized by individuals, lowest species, intermediate species/genera, etc.? Knowing that

138 Augustine, De trinitate, V1, c. 10, n. 11 (PL 42.931): “ars quaedam omnipotentis atque sapentis Dei, plena
omnium rationum viventium.”
139 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.623).
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God has an infinite number of divine ideas might lead us to think that the divine ideas are pluralized
by singulars, but knowing that the divine ideas are infinite in number is not evidence enough to
make a determination. Though it is much easier to imagine an infinity of possible individuals, we can
equally imagine that God can create an infinite number of different species. To know by what the
ideas are pluralized, then, we will have to make an inquiry into the cognition of singulars and of
universals.

In In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4, Bonaventure asks whether ideas are pluralized down to the
level of the species or to the individual, and there seem to be good reasons for endorsing both
positions. On one hand, we see that a created artificer can produce many things through one idea as
when he builds many houses through the one idea of house. But God is nobler than any creature, so
if a creature can make many things through one idea, God can do so all the more.'*’ Moreover, if
God had an idea of a universal (e.g., man) and an idea of a singular (e.g., Peter), he would have one
idea that were more common and one that were more proper. But the common is prior and simpler
than the proper. Thus, God would have a real order and essential composition within him."*" Since
such a conclusion is contrary to the divine simplicity, so too is the proposal of divine ideas of
singulars.

Yet, we also find that cognition of things is truest when it captures the entirety of the thing.
And since singulars add to the universal, then God has to have ideas of singulars in addition to the

ideas of universals if he is to know the entirety of all things.'* Additionally, we saw that the divine

140 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4, s.c. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.610a).

140 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4, s.c. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.610a).

W2 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4, fm. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.609ab): “Item, cognitio rei verissima est secundum rei
totalitatem; sed singulare aliquid addit supra universale: ergo cum Deus totum cognoscat, non tantum habet ideam
universalis, sed etiam superaditi, scilicet singularis; similiter et alterius singularis. Ergo si addita sunt diversa secundum
rationem sive multitudinem idealem, patet etc.” This argument is important to remember because it will reappear in
Henry of Ghent’s analysis of divine ideas of singulars. Henry, however, will deny that singulars add anything to the
universal, and so deny that divine ideas of singulars are necessary. See, znter alia, Henry, Qnodlibet V11, qq. 1-2 (ed. Wilson,
XI1.3-35)
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ideas are multiplied according to the real relation that the zdeata have to them. Therefore, any
division secundum rem in the ideata will result in a distinct idea multiplied secundum rationem. Since
species are multiplied according to individual secundun: rem, the divine ideas are multiplied secundum
rationem at the level of the individual.'*

In his conclusion, Bonaventure makes two key points to argue that the divine ideas are
pluralized both according to the multitude of universals, and according to the multitude of singulars.
The first point is a reminder that when we discuss the question of divine ideas of singulars, we must
not get so caught up in the multiplication of divine ideas that we forget that they are really identical
with the divine truth. We must remember this identity because it is a reminder that the divine truth
and all its likenesses are the expressive ratio cognoscend:. The expression of the divine truth extends not
simply to the universal, but also to the singular. Peter is expressed in the divine truth just as much as
man is. However, and this is Bonaventure’s second point, the universality and singularity are not,
properly speaking, in God. God is beyond the distinction between universal and singular such that
the likenesses by which he knows are also beyond the distinction. The ideas in God are neither
universal nor singular, but are multiplied according to the multitude of universals and of singulars.'*

A created artificer is able to produce many things through only one idea because he applies
the idea to different matter each time. If he had only one idea without any recourse to matter, he
could not know more than one. But God knows the diversity of singulars in a simple glance, and so
must have ideas that include the proper differences and properties of singulars.'®

Bonaventure’s account of divine ideas is as full as it can be. He frequently refers to God as

the fontal fullness (fontalis plenitudo) and that fullness is perhaps most evident here in his discussion of

193 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4, fm. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.609b).

184 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.610ab).

145 In I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 4, ad 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.610b), note esp.: “Deus autem simplici aspect cognoscit
singularia ut diversa, ita quod secundum totum et secundum proprias differentias et proprietates.”
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divine ideas."* God has an idea of each and every thing that could possibly be an expression of the
divine truth, regardless of the redundancies that might create. God has an idea of Peter, man,
mammal, animal, living thing, bodily thing, and substance, and every smaller step in between. The
divine knowledge is as full as possible, and this fullness is completely in accord with what we have
already said. When he argued that the divine ideas had to be pluralized instead of one, he argued that
the divine ideas are the means by which God distinctly cognizes, and God does not cognize anything
except distinctly. But by means of one thing, only one thing is cognized distinctly, e.g., to know man
distinctly is not to know horse distinctly. So it is merely an extension of this line of thinking to say
that if God knew singulars solely by means of ideas of universals, he would not cognize the singulars
distinctly. By a parity of reason, we can say that God would also not cognize the universals distinctly
if he did not have distinct ideas of them as well. What results is a picture of divine knowledge
wherein the divine ideas are many even to infinity and cover every possible object of knowledge,
regardless of how universal or particular it may be.

By this answer, Bonaventure is able to cede implicitly Averroes’s argument that God is
beyond any distinction between singular and universal, yet avoid the conclusion that God’s
knowledge is indeterminate with regard to singular and universal. The ideas are neither universal nor
singular because they are one with God. But because supreme truth is supremely expressive and
extends to every possible imitative expression, and the ideas are many because of this expression,
God has perfect knowledge of every possible object of cognition.

Before moving on we should note that Bonaventure spends almost no time arguing that a
singular really does add to the species, and so requires its own idea to be cognized distinctly. It is

clear from fundamentum two that he does hold this position, and he indicates in his reply to the

146 See, snter alia, Itinerarium c. 2, nn. 7-8 (ed. Quaracchi, V. 301b); Brevilioguinm 1, c. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, V.212a);
De reductione, n. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, V.319a);
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second objection that matter is involved when it comes to our own cognition. But since he denies
matter is relevant to the discussion regarding God—preferring to say instead that a simple glance is
sufficient for him to cognize singulars as diverse—we are left in the dark as to what exactly the
singular adds and how it does so. While we could investigate Bonaventure’s theory of individuation
for a more precise answer to this question, I think that we should take Bonaventure’s silence on the
topic as an indication that the cause of the individuation of singulars is not crucial to his argument.
It is sufficient to say that we must posit divine ideas of singulars because knowing Peter is not the
same as knowing Paul, and that knowing both of them is not the same as knowing the essence of
man. The fact that these are not identical is sufficient to demand distinct ideas for each. Knowing
the root cause of their diversity is necessary for a complete understanding, but is tangential for
determining whether the plurality of the divine ideas extends only to the level of the species, or also
to the level of the individual.

b. Evil

The question of whether God has an idea of evil is particularly difficult to answer.
Bonaventure wants to affirm that God cognizes evil so that he can punish those who commit it, but
he does not want to affirm that evil is in God nor that God is in any way the cause of evil things. It
would seem to be the case that if God cognizes evil things, then he would have to have an idea of
evil because the ideas are the rationes cognoscendi of all things that God knows other than himself. And
since God is his cognition, then if he knows evil things, then evil things are in God.""” Yet, the ideas
are expressive likenesses of the divine truth, and since evil has no share in truth or assimilation to it,

divine ideas of evil things would seem to be excluded.'®®

147 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 1, s.c. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.627a).
148 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 1, fm. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.627a).

>
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Bonaventure carefully works his way around this issue by saying that evil things are neither
in God nor have an idea in him, but he can still be said to know them through his idea of good
things, of which evil things are a privation.'” To justify this claim, Bonaventure refers to Aristotle’s
claim in the De anima that “the straight is the judge of itself, and of the curved.”" A curved line is
known because it is not-straight. Knowledge of the fullness is sufficient for knowledge of what falls
short of that fullness. Thus, supreme truth, light and act is the ratio cognoscends of itself, and the
oblique, dark, and privation. By reason of his own goodness, and knowledge of good things, God
knows all the ways in which things can deflect from goodness. His knowledge would therefore
extend not only to the things that suffer evil in the sense of being subject to limited perfection, but
also to those actions which actively work against the good.""

Since these evil things are known by means of privation, they are not in God. If they were in
God, then he would cooperate with them in some genus of causality (especially formal and
exemplary causality), but no such cooperation is possible precisely because evil things are privations.
An exemplar is so called because it has some manner of assimilation, and as we noted before, even
the least amount of assimilation suffices. Privation, however, by definition is opposed to
assimilation, and is not assimilable. As a result, an evil thing can be said to be in God only by means
of something that will assimilate, and it does so by means of the good. So, God knows and
exemplifies good things because of their assimilation, and evil things are known only by a lack of

assimilation of the good, and cannot be exemplified for the same reason.'”

199 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 1, conclusio (ed. Quaracchi, 1.627b).

150 Aristotle, De anima 1, c. 5, 411257 (ed. Leonine, 45.4.58b): “Recto enim et ipsum et obliquam cognoscimus;
iudex enim utrorum que canon est [recto], obliquam autem neque sui ipsius neque recti.”

151 See Augustine, Conf., V1L, cc. 11-12 (PL 32.742-43).

152 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 1 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.628a), esp.: “malum ratione malitiae dicit solum privationen,
exemplar autem, secundum quod huiusmodi, dicit assimilationem. Quoniam igitur privation, secundum quod huiusmodi,
nulli est assimilabilis, hinc est, quod nec malum nec falsitas habet ideam in Deo; suum autem oppositum est
assimilabile.” Emphasis original.
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¢. Imperfect Things: Matter, Passion, Multitude

If evil does not have an idea in God because it is a privation, what should we say about other
things that bespeak some manner of privation? Matter, passion, and multitude are opposed to form,
act, and unity. What prevents us from saying that they God can know an imperfect opposite from a
perfect one? We should note here that Bonaventure is using the word “zmperfectun’’ to mean
“incomplete.” Each of the things in question have but an incomplete existence on their own, and
require something else to bring them to completion. Potency looks for act to complete it. So the
sense of the question is whether these things that enjoy a minimal existence (especially in the case of
matter), have distinct ideas in God or whether they can be known from their perfect opposites.

Bonaventure’s answer to the question of the idea of evil might lead us to think that he would
say the same about things like matter, but denies this conclusion."” Unlike evil, which bespeaks a
complete privation of goodness, imperfect things have some manner of being (entitas) and therefore
some manner of truth. If they have some manner of truth, then they have some manner of
assimilation to the first truth. And since even a minimal assimilation is sufficient for exemplarity, all
imperfect things have an exemplar in God, and if an exemplar, then they are in God. "**

Though we might expect to conclude that they have divine ideas in God immediately from
the fact that they have an exemplar in God, Bonaventure adds an additional precision to the
argument that allows his position in this case to be consistent with his denial of ideas of evil.
Imperfect things can be considered by reason of what they are under, or by reason of their
imperfection. The latter bespeaks a privation. Privation does not assimilate. Therefore, imperfect
things cannot be said to have divine ideas by reason of their imperfection. The former bespeaks

some essence, and so some degree of assimilation. Therefore, imperfect things have divine ideas by

153 Bonaventure (or perhaps one of his students) saw the possibility of this patity of reason, and so it became
the first objection (In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 2 [ed. Quaracchi, 1.628ab]).
154 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.629b).
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reason of what they are under. The fact that they are imperfect is no impediment because of the
sublimity of the way that God knows. Just as non-living things have living ideas in God, so too do
imperfect things have petfect ideas in God."”

This answer seems quite satisfying. Certain things are incomplete in themselves, but they are
not complete privations, so they are in God insofar as they are something, not insofar as they are
nothing. Such a response coheres nicely with a picture of created being on a spectrum. As Augustine
says in the Confessions, all creatures have a mixture of being and non-being, and some beings have a

greater share of being than others and so are rightly called more perfect."

All living things have a
greater share in being precisely because they are alive. Non-living things, because they have a lesser
share in being, are closer to non-being. Since non-being is a privation of being, we can say that non-
living things are more privations than living things. Despite the difference in privation, all things
both living and non-living equally have perfect ideas in God because the ideas are in God based on
the things having being, not the extent to which it is deprived of being. So the answer that
Bonaventure proposes here has the advantage of accounting both for the fact that matter and the
like have ideas in God, and for the fact that angels, men, irrational animals, plants, etc. all have ideas
in God despite having different proportions of being and non-being in their natures.
4. Recapitulation and Conclusion

A divine idea is a likeness of the thing cognized that serves as the ratio cognoscendi for divine
knowledge. It also serves as the exemplary form for any creature that God wills to create. Thus, in
Bonaventure’s theory, the divine ideas play two hierarchically ordered roles. First and foremost, they

play a cognitive role, and are the means which God knows. It is only secondarily that they play a

causal role, and are the patterns according to which God creates. This hierarchy is evident from the

155 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 3, q. 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.629b), esp.: “Si autem ratione eius quod subset, sicut material
dicitur quid imperfectum, et material aliquam essentiam dicit, sic habet ideam, sed non imperfectum sed perfectam.”
156 Augustine, Conf., VII, cc. 11-12 (PL 32.742-43).
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purely cognitive definition that he gives to the divine ideas, and the fact that he explains the divine
ideas with almost no reference to their exemplary role in Iz I Sent., d. 35.

The reason for employing such a hierarchy is simple: God does not have to create anything.
The divine ideas necessarily flow from the divine truth because it is supremely expressive. Yet, it is
only because the divine will elects to create that any of these ideas are made. So there is a sort of
natural priority to the cognitive role of the divine ideas. God has to know all that he can make, but
does not have to make all he knows. Since the former case is the cognitive role of the divine ideas
and the latter case is the causal role of the divine ideas, the cognitive role of the divine ideas is
logically prior to their causal role.

The divine ideas are likenesses, but not any sort of likeness, they are the sort of likeness in
which one thing is like another and the likeness is itself like. Such a likeness has two poles: the
exemplative and the imitative. The two are related to each other as expressing and expressive such
that the exemplative likeness is the total cause of the imitative likeness. The imitative likeness is what
it is because the exemplative likeness has expressed that it should be such, and so is a sort of
knowledge causing a thing, rather than knowledge caused by a thing. This sort of knowledge is
perfect and without composition because it gives evidence of knower’s self-sufficiency. Because
God is pure act and supreme truth he does not need anything external to give him knowledge. He
himself is sufficient for knowing all things, and knows them by expressing what they should be. And
because the things expressed have God as their source, they all point back to him as signs of his
truth. They are all assimilated to God because he determined what they are.

Bonaventure consistently couches the discussion of divine ideas in terms of the supreme
expressivity of the divine truth, and it is clear that he prefers to speak in terms of divine truth
because the divine ideas are first and foremost cognitive likenesses. An act of divine knowing brings

about the ideas. The divine truth is the most perfect light that shines forth. We should not ignore,
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however, that he also frequently refers to God as actus purus when discussing the origin of the ideas,
and their perfection in knowledge. Actus purus is a phrase associated with the divine essence, and in
at least one place, Bonaventure does not shy away from speaking of the divine essence as the source
of the ideas: “the very essence, insofar as it is a ratio cognoscendi, holds the notion (ratio) of a
likeness.”””” We must not allow his emphasis on divine truth lead us to think that he leaves the
divine essence behind. Divine truth is the divine essence as known. The divine essence is actus purus
and so actus purus is the radiating and expressive light which exemplifies all possible creatures. The
divine essence exemplifies all possible creatures precisely because it is perfectly known by the divine
intellect and is its ratio cognoscends. It would make sense for Bonaventure to emphasize the role of
divine truth in his account because of the emphasis he places on the cognitive role of the divine
ideas, but we must not pretend that the divine truth is anything other than the divine essence as
known.

Since the divine ideas are all the result of divine truth, we can speak of them in two ways:
secundumr rem and secundum rationem. The divine ideas secundum rem are identical to divine truth because
divine truth is the one and only ratio cognoscend: of God. Strictly speaking, there is only one idea
through which many things are known. Considered secundum rationem, we speak of many divine ideas
which are multiplied according to the things known. To know man is not to know horse and so they
require rationally distinct ideas. Divine truth is that which (7 guod) all the divine ideas signify, but
that to which (¢4 ad quod) they connote are the things known. Thus, the divine ideas are one insofar
as they signify the one divine truth, but many insofar as they connote a variety of things that God

knows by means of them.

157 De scientia Christi, q. 2, ad 11 (ed. Quaracchi, V.10b): “ipsa essentia, in quantum est ratio cognoscendi, tenet
rationem similitudinis.”
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Knowing that the divine ideas can be called many according to the things they connote,
Bonaventure asks whether they are numerically infinite. If we consider only God’s cognition of
approbation or cognition of vision by which he knows the good things that he creates, and all the
things, good or evil that happen in creation, then God only knows a finite number of things, and so
would only have a finite number of ideas. But if we consider his cognition of intelligence, then God
knows an infinite number of things, and so has an infinite number of ideas. By his cognition of
intelligence, God knows not only the things that were, are or will be, but also all possible beings.
Since there is no limit to the number of things that shine forth in the supreme expression of divine
truth, the number of possibles is infinite, and so the divine ideas are infinite secundum rationem.

The divine ideas enjoy the existence of being thought by God. They are all identical with
God, and so can be said to be living because they are one and identical with the divine truth secundum:
rem. They have no independent existence apart from God. They can be nobler and truer than the
things they exemplify because they are one with God, and nothing is nobler or truer than God.

To all these points that are focused on the status of the divine ideas, Bonaventure adds that
there is a unique idea for each and every thing that God can know. The consequence of this is that
God has an idea for every possible individual, as well as for every species and genus. Every
individual has a unique relation to God, and since the ideas are distinguished secundum rationem
according to the real relations that the things known by the idea bear to God, each individual
requires a rationally unique idea. A parity of reason reveals that this principle gives a very complete
division of divine ideas. An individual and its species bear different relations to God because they
are not identical, since knowledge of the species is not the same as knowledge of the individual, and
knowledge of the individual includes the determination of certain things that are left undetermined

by the species itself. For example, from the knowledge of Peter alone, we could not know that man
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is either male or female. As a result, different ideas are required for God to have distinct knowledge
of all possible objects of knowledge.

The infinity of divine ideas that extends to all individuals, species, and genera extends also to
imperfect beings such as matter, but not to the complete privation of evil. The divine ideas are
likenesses, and in order for something to be like, there has to be some degree of similarity and
assimilation. If there is a privation, it is deprived precisely for a lack of similarity and assimilation. So
if something is an absolute privation, then it cannot have any likeness in God, and therefore no idea.
Evil is a privation, and so it has no idea in God. God is still able to know it, however, because as the
straight is the judge of the straight and the bent, so too is the good the judge of the good and evil.
Imperfect things have a great deal of privation in them, but they are not complete privations, and so
they have ideas in God insofar as they are not privations.

Examining Bonaventure’s theory of ideas gives us a good indication of the major questions
that need to be asked about the divine ideas, and by these questions allow us to foresee some of the
major divisions that will occur. Bonaventure emphasizes the cognitive role of the divine ideas over
the causal/productive role they play, that they ate likenesses and not the things themselves, are one
by signification and many by connotation, are numerically infinite and of all possible individuals,
species, and genera, and have no existence independent of their being thought by God. By staking
these positions, and staking them against other clearly delineated positions, Bonaventure has set the
terms of the argument, and as we will see future discussion for the most part does not depart from

these limits.



B. ST. THOMAS AQUINAS (1224/1225-1274)
1. The Place of Ideas in Thomas Aquinas’s Thought

In the last section, I explained how Bonaventure places exemplarism, and therefore an
investigation into the divine ideas, at the heart of the metaphysician’s task. The metaphysician is
most truly himself when he investigates the exemplary origin of things. Exemplarism also plays a
central role in Aquinas’ metaphysics, but even a cursory foray into Aquinas’ metaphysics reveals a
complex and multifaceted investigation such that exemplarism must share the stage with a variety of
other metaphysical areas of investigation." As Wippel points out, a host of metaphysical
investigations are arguably primary in Thomas’s metaphysics: the real distinction between essence
and existence, act and potency, the analogy of being, the primacy of the actus essends, and the
transcendentals.” It would be right to add exemplarism and the divine ideas to this list, but their
importance should not be exaggerated. Exemplarism and the divine ideas are important for
understanding Aquinas’ metaphysics, but they are not #he hermeneutical key to unlocking his
metaphysical thought.” It would be a grave lacuna to present an account of Aquinas’ thought that
did not include exemplarism, but exemplarism does not maintain the central primacy in metaphysics
that it does in Bonaventure’s thought.

As is often the case with topics in medieval philosophy and theology, Thomas’s treatment of
the divine ideas has received more attention in the secondary literature than that of his
contemporaries. This abundance of investigation affords a rich treasury of discussion on which to
draw. The place of the divine ideas in Thomas’s thought has surfaced on several occasions in

secondary literature. A number of scholars have questioned whether Aquinas really thinks a doctrine

! Etienne Gilson, Le Thomisme (Paris: Vrin, 1965), 86: “I’exemplarisme est un des éléments essentiels du
thomisme.”

2 Wippel, The Metaphysical Thonght of Thomas Aquinas (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press,
200), 94.

3 As Doolan cautions, “my intention is not to present this doctrine as if it were #be key to understanding his
metaphysical thought; for, simply put, it is not” (Aguinas on the Divine Ideas, xiv).
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of divine ideas is necessary, or whether he includes an account of them as a way to nod to the
venerable tradition of Augustine while tacitly undermining the very need for them.* Discussions of
divine ideas always follow discussions of divine knowledge, and so, it is argued, the ideas are an
unnecessary addition. Thomas can adequately explain that God knows all things by means of his
essence, and so it is superfluous to speak of the divine ideas. A less than genuine engagement with
the divine ideas would also explain why the divine ideas do not appear in every ex professo treatment
of divine knowledge, especially the Summa Contra Gentiles. In addition to being useless, it is argued,
the theory might in fact be dangerous because the divine ideas might be contrary to the divine
simplicity.

A number of scholars have resisted these claims against the divine ideas, most notably,
Geiger, Wippel, Boland, and Doolan.” If the teaching is useless or dangerous, “why did Saint
Thomas not see this?””® Aquinas is a very careful reasoner who is not afraid to argue against
Augustine’s theories, so why would he leave the divine ideas in his system simply because Awugustinus
dixif?” Moteover, in the prologue of the Summa theologiae Thomas states that his purpose is to instruct
beginners, and so replace Peter Lombard’s Sententiae as the novice’s textbook. One of the reasons
that students struggle with the Sententiae is “because of the useless multiplication of questions,

articles, and arguments.” Since keeping unnecessary questions is contrary to the stated goal of the

4 See, inter alia, Btienne Gilson, Introduction é la philosophie chrétienne (Paris: Vrin, 1960), 170-83; Gilson, Le
Thomisme, 146-48; Etienne Gilson, History of Christian Philosaphy in the Middle Ages (London: Sheed and Ward, 1955), 71-72;
A.D. Sertillanges, Somme théologique, Dien, vol. 2 (Paris, 1933): 403-05; James Ross, “Aquinas’s Exemplarism; Aquinas’s
Voluntarism,” Awmerican Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 65 (1991): 171-98; Armand Maurer, “James Ross on the Divine
Ideas: A Reply,” American Catholic Philosophical Qnarterly 65 (1991): 213-20; Ross, “Response to Maurer and Dewan,”
American Catholic Philosobical Quarterly 65 (1991): 235-243.

5 See esp., Louis Geiger, “Les idées divines dans 'oeuvre de S. Thomas,” in St Thomas Aquinas, 1274—1974,
Commenorative Studies, volume 1, edited by Armand Maurer (Toronto: 1974), 175-209, and Boland 7.

6 Boland, 7.

7 One of the preeminent examples of Aquinas bucking the Augustinian tradition is divine illumination. See De
veritate, q. 1, aa. 1-5,; and Armand Maurer, “St. Thomas and Eternal Truths,” Medieval Studies 32 (1970): 43-58.

8 §T, prologus (ed. Leonine, 4.5ab): “Consideravimus namque huius doctrinae notivios, in his quae a diversis
conscripta sunt, plurimum impediri: partim quidem propter multiplicationem inutilium quaestionum, articulorum et
argumentorum . . . . Haec igitur et alia huiusmodi evitare studentes, tentabimus, cum confidentia divini auxilii, ea quae ad
sacram doctrinam pertinet, breviter ac dilucide prosequi . . .”
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Summa theologiae, why would Thomas retain a question on the divine ideas if they were not
necessary?’ Given these two good defenses, I will not let our discussion be overcome by this
controversy, and I will only refer to the various positions when doing so will help clarify Aquinas’s
position. The divine ideas do play an important role Thomas’s thought that cannot be overlooked.
2. The Status of the Divine Ideas

In order to investigate Aquinas’s understanding of the divine ideas adequately, I will trace the
development of each aspect of the divine ideas through his works first and then give a systematic
appraisal. Due to the great number of occurrences of references to the divine ideas in Thomas’s
works, only the most important occurrences will be treated individually. The remaining occurrences
will appear in the footnotes of my treatment of the main occurrences. The historical development of
Thomas’s work is important to see because his position does not always remain constant. Sometimes
this inconstancy can be attributed to the varying needs of the genre in which the account appears or
a mere difference in emphasis, as was the case for Bonaventure. Other times Aquinas simply
changes his mind, and it is important to note these changes. Changes are important to note both
because doing so is the only way to get a complete picture of Thomas’s thought, and also because of
the great influence that Thomas had on those who follow him. Finally, as was noted above, Aquinas
consistently treats the question of divine ideas immediately after the question of God’s knowledge.
Since this investigation is focusing on the question of divine ideas, I will focus on questions that deal
with the divine ideas and refer back to the questions of God’s knowledge only when doing so will
help shed light on the divine ideas.

a. What is an ldea?

In order to investigate Aquinas’ doctrine of divine ideas adequately, it is necessary to

consider separately two questions that Bonaventure treated together: What is an Idea? and Does

% See Geiget, “Les idées divines,” 181-182; Boland, 213-14.
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God have Ideas? These questions could be treated together in Bonaventure because he treats the
questions together, and because he only treats them in two texts. In Thomas’s case, there are more
texts to consider for each question, and the distinction between the two questions features more
prominently. So I will examine the two questions separately, investigating the ratio of the word
“idea” first, and the question of whether God has any ideas second.

i. In I Sententias (1252-1256)."" Thomas’s first discussion of the divine ideas appears in his
commentary on Peter Lombard’s Senfentiae. In his division of distinction 36, Thomas declares that
ideas are that “through which God cognizes things.”" This division of the Mastet’s text gives us the
initial impression that ideas play some sort of cognitive role, and specifically the role of making the
knower know things. The ideas are that through which things are known.

Aquinas takes up the question of ideas directly in Iz [ Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 1. Thomas’s
solution to the question begins with a distinction borrowed from Averroes. Just as artificial forms
have a twofold being (esse): one in act in matter, another in active potency in the mind of the
artificer, so too do material forms have a twofold esse, one in act in the things, another in active
potency in the celestial movers (especially the first mover whom we call God)."* All things are thus
in the mind of God as operative forms which we call “ideas.” Moreover, the Latin word 7dea comes
from the Greek word e/idos which means “form.”" Since the form of the thing existing in the intellect
is equally the principle of practical knowledge and speculative knowledge, God knows things both
practically and speculatively through the ideas. Through the divine ideas God cognizes not only

things according as they actually proceed from him, but also as they subsist in their proper natures.

10 Unless otherwise noted, dating for Aquinas’ texts follows the dating found in Jean-Pierre Torrell’s Initiation a
saint Thomas d’Aquin, vol. 1, Sa personne et son envre, Nouvelle édition profondément remaniée (Paris: Les Editions du Cetf,
2015).

W In I Sent., d. 36, diviso textus (ed Mandonnet, 1.829): “Hic est duplex quaestio: prima de his quae a Deo
cognoscuntur; secunda de ideis, per quas res cognoscit.”

12 Averroes, In XII Met., c. 18 (ed. Tunctas, VIII.142vb—43vb).

13 Jacqueline Hamesse, “’Idea’ chez les auteurs philosophiques du 12e et du 13e siecle,” in Idea: 17io Colloguio
Internazionale del 1essico Intellettuale Europeo (5—7 janvier 1989) (Rome: 1990), 99-135.
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So while the common use of the word idea is for a form that is the principle of practical cognition, it
is also the principle of speculative cognition. In the former sense it is called an exemplar, and in the
latter it is called contemplating form."*

From this passage, it is clear that Thomas sees ideas as serving a twofold role. The first role
is cognitive, as he hinted in the divisio fexctus of distinction 36. Ideas are the means by which things
are known speculatively. This role is emphasized by the fact that the ideas are contemplating forms.
The second role is ontological, or causal. Ideas are the means by which things proceed from the
knower. Thus, ideas are practical and are called “exemplars.”

InIn1 Sent., d. 38, a. 1, q. 1, Thomas adds additional insight into exemplarism through the
example of the artist. The knowledge (sczentia) of the artist shows the end, his will intends that end,
and his will commands the act through which the work will be brought about in conformity with a
preconceived form (forma concepta). Both intellect and will are required for the causality of the artist.
Similarly, it is only because God knows, loves, and wills his essence as the principle of the things of
which he wishes to be principle that things flow from him."

To sum up Aquinas’s account in the Iz I Sent., the ideas are forms in the mind of God, and it
is from these forms that God both knows all things and produces all things. God’s knowledge is not
limited to what he produces, however. Though the common parlance restricts ideas to the practical,
in reality ideas afford God both speculative cognition as contemplating forms and practical
cognition as exemplars. Aquinas’s account here is unfortunately sparse. He says that ideas are forms

with an active potency to be made, but gives us little insight into the nature of the form itself. What

W Inl Sent., d. 36, q. 2,a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.839-40). Cf. Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica, 1 (ed.
Quaracchi, 1.261b).

5 In 1 Sent., d. 38, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.899), esp: “Unde sicut est causalitatis artificis per artem suam, ita
consideranda est causalitatis divinae scientiae. Est ergo processus in production artificiati. Primo scientia artificis ostendit
finem; secundo voluntas eius intendit finem illum; tertio voluntas imperat actum per quam educator opus, circa quod
opus scientia artificis point formam conceptam. . . . inquantum Deus cognoscit essentiam suam, et amat vel volute eam,
secundum quod est principium rerum, quarum volute se esse principium, fluunt res ab eo.”
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allows the idea to be the principle of both practical and speculative cognition? Since he began his
response with a comparison to an artificer and his artifact, and since he says that the common way
of speaking would have ideas be only for practical cognition, it would seem that they are principally
about producible things. How, then, would they be related equally to practical and speculative
cognition? Aquinas does not yet offer an answer to these questions, but he will give such an answer
in later texts.

ii. De veritate (1256—1259). Thomas offers his most thorough account of the divine ideas
when he returns to the issue as a master in the Quaestiones disputatae de veritate. As he did in In I Sent.,
Aquinas offers arguments for God’s knowledge (q. 2) before the argument for divine ideas (q. 3). In
g. 2 Aquinas argues to divine cognition of things other than himself without any explicit reference to
the divine ideas. When he takes up the question of divine ideas in De veritate, q. 3, a. 1 he begins his
answer by quoting Augustine’s explanation of the word idea: “we can translate the word ‘ideas’ into
Latin with either ‘forms’ or ‘species’””'® But the form of something is threefold. In one way, it is that
by which (@ gua) a thing is formed, as when the formation of an effect proceeds from the form of an
agent. But such an understanding of form is not what is meant by “idea.” In a second way, it is a
form of something according to which (secundum quam) something is formed, as the soul is the form
of man and the figure of a statue is the form of bronze."” Such a form is part of the composite, and
so is truly called the form of the thing. But such an understanding of form is also not what is meant
by “idea” because the name “idea” seems to signify a form separated from the thing of which it is an
idea. Thus, in a third way, it is a form toward which (ad guan) something is formed, and this is an

exemplar form toward whose imitation something is formed. It is this third way of understanding

16 Augustine, De div. qq. 83, q. 46, n. 2 (PL 40.30): “ideas latine possumus vel formas vel species dicere ut
verbum ex verbo transferre videamur.”

17 For more on what he elsewhere calls forma partis, see In VII Met., lect. 9, n. 1469 (ed. Spiazzi, 432); De ente, c.
2 (ed Leon., 43.373:274-291).
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the word “form” that popularly coheres with “idea” because an idea is a form that something
imitates."®

There are two ways that a thing could imitate another, however. Either it can imitate from
the intention of an agent or it can imitate accidentally and by chance. The first occurs when a painter
paints a picture to depict the likeness of something. The second occurs when the painter paints a
picture that happens to look like someone or something. The accidental imitation cannot be what is
meant by an “idea.” When the imitation occurs by chance the thing cannot be said to have been
formed toward that form because the “toward” implies an order toward an end. Since an exemplar
form, or an idea, is “that toward which something is formed,” an exemplar form or an idea must be
something imitated essentially (per s¢) and not accidentally."

Yet another distinction is required because there are two ways in which an agent can make a
thing for an end (propter finem), i.e., two ways in which an agent can intend per se. In one way, the
agent determines the end for himself, as happens in every agent who acts through intellect. In
another way, the agent can be determined to an end by another principle agent, as when the flight of
an arrow is determined to an end, but that end is determined by the archer. The second way requires
the first way, as is evident in the case of natural agents. Every natural agent acts toward the end that
nature gives to it. The nature has been determined to such an end by an intelligent agent, however,
and not by the natural agent itself. Given the dependence of the natural determination to an end
upon the intellectual determination to an end, Thomas argues that an idea must be intellectual.
When man generates man we do not say that the child was formed after the idea of the parents, but

we do say that the artifact is formed after the idea or exemplar form existing in the mind of the

18 De veritate, q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leon., 22.1.99:163-182), esp: “Tertio modo dicitur forma alicuius ad quam aliquid
formatur, et haec est forma exemplaris ad cuius imitationem aliquid consituitur, et in hac significatione consuetum est
nomen ideae accipi ut idem sit idea quod forma quam aliquid imitator.”

19 De veritate, q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leon., 22.1.99:183-196), esp: “Unde cum forma exemplaris vel idea sit ad quam
formatur aliquid, oportet quod formam exemplarem vel ideam aliquid imitetur per se et non per accidens.”
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artist. With all of these distinctions in place, Aquinas is able to define ideas: “an idea is a form which
something imitates from the intention of an agent who predetermines the end for himself.””’

I will examine this definition in more detail below, but the emphasis on exemplarity is worth
noting. In Iz I Sent., Thomas argues for the existence of the ideas with an emphasis on their
cognitive role. The ideas are forms that are equally practical and speculative. He reserves the
discussion of will and exemplarity for a later article. Here in the De veritate, however, the questions of
knowledge and will are intimately bound.”

Aquinas gives a window into the relationship between knowledge and will in De veritate q. 3,
a. 3. Following Aristotle, he distinguishes speculative and practical knowledge by their ends. The end
of speculative knowledge is the truth whereas the end of practical knowledge is operation. Both of
these ends can be further distinguished. Practical knowledge can be ordered to an act in the sense
that it is actually being ordered and made, as when an artificer proposes to induce a preconceived
form into matter. Such cognition is actually practical (actu practica), and the preconceived form is a
form of cognition. In another sense, it is known that the cognition could be ordered to action, but
without the intention to bring it about. This type of practical cognition occurs when the artificer
knows that he could bring about some artifact without actually intending to make it. This type of
practical cognition is called habitually or virtually practical knowledge (babitu vel virtute practica).”

Purely speculative knowledge, which is in no way ordered to act, is also twofold. In one way,

when the knower is not naturally suited to producing the objects of speculative knowledge through

his knowledge. In another way, when the knower could bring about things known by his knowledge,

20 De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.99:196-100:223), esp: “Haec ergo videtur esse ratio ideae, quod idea sit
forma quam aliquid imitatur ex intentione agentis qui praedeterminat sibi finem.” Thomas offers a similar definition of
ideas in Quodliber IV, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 25.319:30-60), esp.: “Nominat enim ydea formam exemplarem . ... Hoc
enim significat nomen ydee, ut sit scilicet quedam forma intellecta ab agente, ad cuius similitudinem exterius opus
producere intendit.” Quodlibet IV was disputed in 1271.

2 Thomas offers a similar account in Quod/libet V111, q. 1, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 25.1.54:42-59). Qnodlibet V111 was
disputed in 1257.

22 De veritate, q. 3, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.107:85-100).
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but is not considering them insofar as they are operable. Thomas’ example for the latter type of
speculative knowledge is things that are separable intellectually, but not in esse. Thus, the artificer can
consider the properties (passiones), genus, and differentiae of a house separately, even though they are
never found separately. The artificer would have to consider all of them together to have actually
practical or habitually practical knowledge of the house. His separate consideration of the aspects of
the house is therefore speculative.”

Having arrived at this fourfold division of cognition, Aquinas declares that God has all four,
and he considers which one is proper to ideas. As Augustine says, propetly speaking an idea is a
form, and so only applies to cognition of things according as they can be formed. Hence, ideas are
propetly speaking either actually practical or virtually practical.”* If we consider the idea itself,
however, then the term is understood more broadly as the notion (ratio) or likeness (similitudo) of a
thing. Ideas thus extend to purely speculative cognition as well because “ratio” and “similitudo” apply
equally to speculative and practical cognition.

In his reply to the third objection, Aquinas further specifies that ideas in the proper sense of
the word are exemplar forms. The word “exemplar” signifies the relationship of a cause. Since that
relationship can pertains both to the actually practical cognition of things produced outside the
knower and to the virtually practical cognition of things producible by the knower. An exemplar is
that according to whose imitation things are made, and the same is true of ideas. Properly speaking,
there is a perfect overlap between ideas and exemplars. All ideas are exemplars, and vice versa.

To sum up the treatment from the De veritate, Aquinas argues both on the basis of teleology

and on the basis of the similitude of an effect to its cause that God must have knowledge of things

2 De veritate, q. 3, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.107:101-121), esp.: “quando ergo consideratur res per intellectum
operabilis distinguendo ab invicem ea quae secundum esse distingui non possunt, non est practica cognitio nec actu nec
habitu sed speculativa tantum.”

% De veritate, q. 3, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.108:164-168): “Si ergo loquamur de idea secundum propriam noimnis
rationem, sic non extendit nisi ad illam scientiam secundum quam aliquid formari potest, and haec est cognition actu
practica, vel virtute tantum quae etiam quodam modo speculativa est.”
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other than himself, and that his knowledge is through ideas. The definition of divine ideas that
Thomas offers, which I will treat more in the summary below, includes both of these arguments. An
idea is a form in the mind of an agent that includes a predetermination of the effect’s end, and it is a
form that the effect imitates. The introduction of imitation should be well noted because it will
begin to play a more prominent role in Thomas’s theory and how it drives the discussion of ideas
toward practical cognition. Ideas are, properly speaking, exemplars to whose imitation things are
made or could be made. The divine ideas are primarily practical, but can be understood more
broadly to include any likeness or notion that God has. Since God has no knowledge that is not at
least a likeness or notion, broadly speaking, everything that God knows is an idea.

iii. In De divinis nominibus (1266-1268).” Having seen the close relationship between
ideas in the strict sense, and exemplars, it is worth noting briefly the discussion of divine exemplarity
found in Aquinas’s commentary of Pseudo-Dionysius’ De divinis nominibus. As Doolan notes, this
work “marks a turning point in his treatment of exemplarism.”” Beginning with this text, Thomas
places greater emphasis on the productive role of exemplars. This shift in emphasis has a great
impact on his thinking about the divine ideas.

Pseudo-Dionysius’s text gives Thomas the occasion to discuss God as the cause of all
beings. In chapter V, lect. 3 of his commentary, Thomas argues that God cognizes whatever virtually
exists in him by understanding his unity and power. Thus, he can know many diverse things, all of
which he cognizes as producible. Insofar as God knows them to be producible the understanding of
these things are called notions (rationes). But not all rationes can be called exemplars because “an

exemplar is that to whose imitation some other thing is made, but God does not will to produce in

%5 Although the dating of this commentary was uncertain for many years, Torrell is now confident that “Les
derniers travaux de R.-A. Gauthier permettent de dissiper les doutes et de la situer durant le séjour a Rome apres mars
1266 (Totrell, 460).

26 Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 13.
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nature everything that he knows himself able to produce.”” God knows more than he creates, so
only those rationes that God wills to produce are called exemplars. All exemplars are rationes, but not
all rationes are exemplars.

Articulated thus, exemplars are only productive, and so only practical. A sharper distinction
between the speculative and the practical is drawn here. Employing the fourfold division of the De
veritate, exemplars are only actually practical. Only when the divine will actually wills that a creature
be does a ratio become an exemplar. Exemplars are willed rationes, and so it is not surprising to see
Thomas follow Dionysius in using the term “voluntates” as a synonym for “exemplar.”® This stricter
division between ratio and exemplar is meant to safeguard the divine freedom in creating. It is more
perfect for God to know more than he makes. He is not limited in his power to create by his
knowledge. He could have created more than he did, and the emphasis on exemplars as actually
practical and actually willed serves to emphasize the divine perfection.

iv. Summa theologiae (1266—1268). The next discussion of divine ideas occurs in the prima
pars of the Summa theologiae. As noted in the beginning of this section on Aquinas, the Summa theologiae
was written for beginning theology students who were having difficulty learning from his lectures on
the Sententiae. The order of Peter Lombard’s text and the needless multiplication of questions made it
difficult for them to grasp the most important points and see their connections. The Swmma theologiae

proposes to fix these problems by raising only the important questions in the right order.” The

27 In De div. nom. V, lect. 3, n. 665 (ed. Marietti, 249): Non autem omnes huiusmodi rationes exemplaria dici
possunt: exemplar enim est ad cuius imitationem fit aliud; non autem omnia quae scit Deus ex ipso posse prodire, vult in
rerum natura producere.”

28 In De div. nom. V, lect. 3, n. 666 (ed. Marietti, 249): Hoc est ergo quod dicit, quod exemplaria dicimus esse non res
aliquas extra Deum, sed in ipso intellectu divino quasdam existentium rationes intellectas, quae sunt substantiarum
factivae, et pracexistunt in Deo singulariter, idest unite et non secundum aliquam diversitatem; et huiusmodi rationes sacra
Scriptura vocat praediffinitiones sive praedestinationes, secundum illud Rom. 8: guos praedestinavit hos et vocavit et vocat etiam
eas, divinas et bonas voluntates, secundum illud Psalm. 110: magna opera domini, exquisita in omnes voluntates eins. Quae quidem
pracdiffinitiones et voluntates sunt distinctivae entium et effectivae ipsorum, quia et secundum huiusmodi rationes,
supersubstantialis Dei essentia praedeterminavit e omnia produxit.” Emphasis original.

2 ST, prologus (ed. Leonine, IV.5), esp.: “. . . tentabimus, cum confidentia divini auxilii, ea quae ad sacram
doctrinam pertinent, brevieter ac dilucide prosequi, secundum quod materia patietur.”
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explicit treatment of divine ideas is a clear sign that the question of the divine ideas is not
superfluous after the discussion of divine knowledge. There are four articles that are important for
the question of what an idea is in the Summa theologiae: q. 15, aa. 1 and 3, q.14, a. 16, and q. 44, a. 3.

Summa theologiae 1, q. 15, a. 1 addresses the question of whether there are ideas. After noting
that it is necessary to posit ideas in the divine mind, Aquinas says that the word zdea is translated into
Latin as forma. Because ideas are forms, the forms of thing are understood through ideas that exist
outside of (praeter) the things. A form existing outside of a thing can be understood in two ways:
either as the exemplar of the thing, or as the principle of cognizing it. Both of these roles make it
necessary to posit ideas.”

As proof of this necessity, Aquinas argues that all things that are not generated by chance
require a form which is the end of generation. But an agent does not act because of a form unless
there is some likeness of the form in it. The form can be in the agent in one of two ways. Either the
form preexists in the agent according to natural being (esse naturale), or according to intelligible being
(esse intelligibile). The former is true when the agent acts by nature, as when man begets man or fire
generates fire. The latter is true when the agent acts by understanding (per intellectum), as when the
likeness of the house preexists in the mind of the builder. That likeness in the mind is called the idea
because artificer intends to assimilate the house to the form which he conceived mentally. Since the
world was not made by chance, but by God acting by understanding, God has to have forms in his
mind according to whose likeness he makes the world. An idea is the mental form according to

whose likenesses things are made. Therefore, God has ideas.”

0 8T1, q. 15, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.199a), esp: “Forma autem alicuius rei praeter ipsam existens, ad duo esse
potest: vel ut sit exemplar eius cuius dicitur forma; vel ut sit exemplar cuius dicitur forma; vel ut sit principium
cognitionis ipsius, secundum quod formae cognoscibilium dicuntur in cognoscente.”

ST, q. 15, a. 1 (ed. Leonine 4.199ab).
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Thomas begins the article with the claim that both the cognitive and the productive (or
ontological) consideration of ideas make it necessary to posit ideas, but as Wippel points out, “in the
rest of art. 1 ... Thomas bases his argumentation for divine ideas upon the need for divine
exemplars, i.e., upon their ontological function.””” The ontological role of the divine ideas comes to
the forefront of the discussion to such an extent that the cognitive role is all but forgotten. Since the
cognitive role of the divine ideas is signaled as necessary but left to the side, the question arises, are
ideas just practical, or are they also speculative?

The answer to this question comes in article three of the same question, and q. 14, a. 16. In
q. 15, a. 3 Thomas asks whether all the things that God cognizes are ideas. In the sed contra, he
reminds the reader that Augustine says that ideas are notions (rationes) in the divine mind. God has a
ratio for everything of which he has distinct cognition. God has distinct cognition of everything
which he can cognize. Therefore, God has an idea for everything that he can cognize.”

Thomas’s shift in vocabulary from ideas as forms to ideas as razzones should be noted. Having
defined ideas in terms of form in q. 1, Aquinas emphasizes the ontological role played by the ideas.
Having defined ideas in terms of ratio here, Aquinas emphasizes the cognitive role played by the
ideas, and he does so without any reference to exemplarity. Regardless of whether anything is made
in imitation of the thing distinctly cognized, it is an idea.

Aquinas begins the body of the article with the observation that Plato attributed both a
cognitive role and an ontological role to the ideas as they are in the divine mind. Insofar as they play
an ontological role, they are called “exemplars” and pertain to practical cognition. Insofar as they
play a cognitive role, they are called rationes and pertain to speculative cognition. The exemplars are,

properly speaking, those ideas according to which something will be created at some time.

32 Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on the Divine Ideas (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1993), 33.
B STT, q. 15, a. 3, s.c. (ed. Leonine, IV.204a).
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Exemplars are of the things that are actually created. God has speculative cognition of all the things
that he does not create.™

In q. 14, a. 16, Thomas offers further precision to the division between God’s speculative
and practical knowledge. Things that the knower cannot bring about are purely speculative, and
things that the knower does bring about are simply practical. God knows himself and evil but cannot
cause them so his knowledge of them is speculative. God has practical knowledge of anything that
he actually creates Between these two extremes are those things that the knower could bring about
but does not. Of these things God has partially speculative knowledge and partially practical
knowledge. When the builder examines the individual parts of the house that cannot exist without
each other, or when he considers the house does but not order that knowledge to operation, then
his knowledge is in this middle ground. In both cases, the builder considers something that he can
make, but not insofar as he can make it. All things that God can make but in fact does not make fall
into this middle category. The things that the divine will elects to make become known by simply
practical knowledge, although the parts of those things (e.g., an animal’s heart or brain) would still
be known in a partially speculative and partially practical way.

So in the Summa theologiae, we find yet another way of looking at the division of speculative
and practical knowledge as well as its application to God and his ideas. In I I Sent., Thomas offers a
binary division between speculative and practical. In the De veritate, he offers a fourfold division
between speculative and practical knowledge. Here in the Summa theologiae, he presents a threefold
division. For the most part, these three divisions cohere with each other well. Thomas consistently

calls what is known by practical knowledge an “exemplar.” He also insists that the term “idea” can

3 8T1, q. 15, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, IV.204ab), esp: “Secundum ergo quod exemplar est, secundum hoc se habet ad
omnia quae a Deo fiunt secundum aliquod tempus. Secundum vero quod principium cognoscitivum est, se habet ad
omnia quae cognoscitur a Deo, etiam si nullo tempore fiant; et ad omnia quae a Deo cognoscuntur secundum propriam
rationem, et secundum quod cognoscuntur ab ipso per modum speculationis.”
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be used for all divine knowledge of things other than God, regardless of whether they are known
speculative or practical. There are two important developments to note in Thomas’s change of
divisions. The first development is that Thomas begins to refer to a proper and improper (or strict
and broad) sense of the term “idea” in the De veritate, which distinction is not present in I I Sent.
The second development is that Thomas changes the scope of ideas in the sense of exemplar from
the De veritate to the Summa theologiae. In the De veritate, virtually practical knowledge, which includes
those things that God knows he could create but does not counts as an exemplar. In the Swwma
theologiae, only those things that are actually created ate called “exemplars.”” These two
developments will have important ramifications for Thomas’s account of the scope of divine ideas.
There is one last article to consider before drawing conclusions regarding the implications of
the threefold division of speculative and practical knowledge for the divine ideas. In q. 44, a. 3,
Thomas asks whether there is any exemplar cause other than God. Does God look to anything other
than himself in order to make things? In the sed contra of the question, he declares that “an exemplar

is the same as an idea.”

Augustine says that ideas are principal forms contained in the divine mind.
Therefore, the exemplars of things are also in the divine mind.

The body of the article offers evidence that Thomas thinks exemplars and ideas are identical.
An exemplar is necessary for the production of a thing so that the effect will have a determinate
form. There are three types of exemplar. First, an exemplar can be conceived interiorly by the mind,
as when the artificer invents the thing he will make. Second, an exemplar can be intuited from
outside, as when the painter paints a portrait based on the model before his eyes. Third, an exemplar

can be natural as when man generates man. In the case of God, only the first type is possible

because the divine wisdom has thought out (excogitavi?) the entire order of the universe, which

3 See Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 11 for a helpful chart of Aquinas’s divisions of speculative and practical
knowledge
36 8TT, q. 44, a. 3, s.c. (ed. Leonine, 4.460a): “Sed contra est quod exemplar est idem quod idea.”



131

consists in the distinction of things. Thus, there are rationes of all things in the divine wisdom.
Thomas had already called these rationes “ideas” in q. 15, a. 1 because they are the exemplar forms
existing in the mind. The ideas can be multiplied according to a respect to the thing made by them,
but they are not really other than the divine essence. Since they are in reality identical with the divine
essence, they are not outside of God, and God is the first exemplar cause of all by his very essence.”

The treatment of exemplars in q. 44, a. 3 is instructive for two reasons. First, it reaffirms the
relationship between ideas and exemplars. Second, it introduces a new type of exemplar. Before this
text, there was a distinction between acting by intellect, and acting by nature. Here, acting by intellect
is further distinguished according to the origin of the form by which the intelligent agent is acting. If
the ultimate source of the exemplarity is external to the intellectual agent, then the external thing is
the true exemplar. But if the artificer thinks up the form to be imitated himself, then it is that mental
form, that idea that is the exemplar.

v. The Character of Exemplars. Drawing together the points that Thomas makes in the
text considered above, the following conclusions can be reached. First, an exemplar is something in
whose likeness another thing is made. This general description results in three types of exemplars.”
All exemplars are either by intellect or by nature. Exemplars by nature have the form that they
impose on another according to natural being (esse naturale). They are the type of thing that they are
exemplifying in another. When a man generates a man, he does so because he is man according to
esse natnrale. In Bonaventure’s terminology, the exemplar by nature has the form according to truth.”

A natural exemplar is not truly an exemplar because it is not intellectual. It is truly a form toward

78T1, q. 44, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.460a).

38 See De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.100:209-222), ST'1, q. 15, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.199ab), and ST, q.
44, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.460ab) for the following distinctions.

% Bonaventure, I I Sent., d. 35, a. un., q. 1, fm 2 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.6002).
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which (ad guem) the thing is made, but because it is natural and not intellectual, it does not determine
the end for itself. No parent determines the end of his child’s humanity.

Exemplars by intellect can either originate outside of the knower, or within the knower’s
mind. An external exemplar is a true case of intellectual exemplarity because the agent does not have
the form according to esse naturale, but according to intellectual being (esse intellectuale). But external
exemplars are imperfect intellectual exemplars because the form in the mind of the artisan is not
ultimately that according to which the thing is being made. The painter does determine the end for
himself because he alone decides that he will put paint to canvas in order to imitate the landscape in
front of him. Yet, the form in the mind of the artisan is not the ultimate standard for such a
painting. The painting is judged according as it accurately depicts the landscape that the artist was
trying to imitate. The exemplar is outside the mind of the painter. The external exemplarity of the
painter cannot be the highest sort of exemplarity because it requires potency on the part of the
painter. He must first receive the exemplar that he wishes to imitate on canvas by seeing it."

The most perfect kind of exemplar, then, is the one that the artificer thinks up for himself.
Being thought up by the artificer rather than being taken ab extra is not the only requirement for a
perfect exemplar, however. The mode of cognition that the artificer has with respect to the exemplar
is crucial. Thomas consistently avoids using the word “exemplar” for purely speculative knowledge.
Objects that the knower cannot make are known by means of rationes. He also consistently uses the
term “exemplar” for actually practical divine cognition. The things that God actually makes in time
are exemplars. When it comes to the things that God could make but does not, Thomas’ position is

not quite as clear. This middle option is not even present in Iz I Sent. In the De veritate, Thomas is

40 Thomas does not address the issue, but there appears to be a way for an exemplar by intellect to be partially
external and partially thought up. Sometimes the artist interprets and adapts what he has received. Such adaptation
occurs in the case of the musician who plays an ad /ibitum adaptation on the theme of whatever piece he is playing, and in
the case of the architect who invents a new style of building, which style bears at least some influence of the buildings he
has already experienced. In both cases, the artist is not merely reproducing what he has seen or heard, but the exemplar
of what he is producing is not without external influence.
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willing to let what is known by this mode of cognition qualify as ideas in the strict sense, implying
that they are both exemplars as well. Because something czz be made in imitation of them, and
God’s knowledge of them is ultimately ordered toward production, they are exemplars. The fact that
things are not made in imitation of all of them does not matter.

Thomas changes his mind on the matter beginning with his I» De divinis nominibus. From that
text on the term “exemplar” is reserved for only those things known by actually practical cognition.
Only those rationes to whose imitation things are actually made deserve to be called “exemplars.”
Exemplars are actually used and not just possibly used. This emphasis on the exemplars as actually
exemplifying, and not just possibly exemplifying, explains the reduction of the divisions in
speculative and practical knowledge from four in the De veritate to three in the Summa theologiae. The
De veritate division draws out a distinction between examining a thing’s inoperable parts and not
considering it insofar as it is makeable. These two are distinct since the former is inoperable,
whereas the latter is operable. The distinction is important for the sake of completeness, but if what
it means to be an exemplar is to be actually practical, then the distinction is not relevant. It is
sufficient to identify that the cognition is not actually practical to know that an idea is not an
exemplar.

The development in Thomas’s writings over time for associating the term “exemplar” with
the actually practical has a parallel movement for the term “idea.” The simplest explanation for this
parallel movement is that for Thomas ideas and intellectual exemplars are the same.*! In the strictest
sense of the term, an idea is nothing more than an exemplar in the mind of the artisan. The word
“idea” is not merely redundant with “exemplar,” however, because it specifies that the exemplar is in

the mind of the artisan. An exemplar external to an artisan cannot be an idea. It would be less

M STT, q. 44, a. 3, s.c. (ed. Leonine, 4.460a): Sed contra est quod exemplar est idem quod idea.”
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perfect for ideas to come from without. Strictly speaking, the ideas have to be thought up by the
artisan himself.

vi. Two Types of Divine Exemplarity. Our discussion of divine ideas would be
incomplete if we did not explain more fully one final distinction in divine exemplarity. As we saw
above, Thomas distinguishes three types of exemplar: (1) an exemplar mentally conceived as when
the architect thinks up the plan for a building; (2) an external exemplar, as when a painter paints a
portrait; and (3) a natural exemplar, as when man generates man. The divine ideas are exemplars in
the first sense. God cannot have an exemplar in the second sense because, unlike Plato’s demiurge,
he does not look beyond his own essence for knowledge. We might think that God is not an
exemplar in the third sense because God cannot generate another God in the way man generates
man. Moreover, the use of the term “natural” can imply a sort of necessity that must not be applied
to God’s act of creation. Yet, Thomas says that God is an exemplar in the third sense.

The need for a twofold divine exemplarity becomes clear when we consider the fact that
there are some names that express a mode of being which the name “being” (ens) does not express.
The first mode expresses a special mode of exs, and the second mode expresses a general mode of
being that follows upon every ens. The special modes of exs are the division of being into the
univocal categories of genera and species. The general modes of ens are the transcendentals that all
beings have in varying degrees inasmuch as they are beings.”” Thomas’s theory of exemplarity needs
to account for the fact that exs admits of degrees, but genera and species do not. No turtle is more or
less a turtle, but man has more being than turtles.

Thomas explains this twofold exemplarity in I I Sent., d. 19, q. 5, a. 2 when he considers

whether all things are true by uncreated truth. An objector argues that there is a problem saying all

42 De veritate, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Leonine. 22.1.5:106-129). Cf. In 7 Met., lect. 9, nn. 885-897 (ed. Spiazzi, 237-240);
In III Phys., lect. 5, nn. 15-16 (ed. Leonine, 2.114a—15a).
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things are called true by uncreated truth in an exemplary way (exemplariter). Each exemplar form is in
God because the essence is creative. So if it sufficed to say that all things are true by uncreated truth
because uncreated truth exemplifies them, it would seem that we could also call all things colored
because color is in God in an exemplary way. Just as all things would be true because they are in
God in an exemplary way, so too they would be colored because color is in God in an exemplary
way. But it is false that all things are colored, so it is likewise false that all things are true by created
truth.*

Thomas answers this objection by arguing that God is an exemplar of things in two ways. In
the first way he is exemplar by his intellect. The divine ideas in the divine intellect are the exemplars
of all things that are from him, just as the intellect of the artificer is the exemplar of all the things he
makes through the form of art. In the second way, he is exemplar of that which is in his nature. God
is the exemplar of all goodness by reason of the goodness by which he is good. The case of truth is
similar. God is the exemplar of both truth and colot, but not in the same manner.*

God’s twofold exemplarity explains why Thomas insists so strongly that the divine ideas are
not the divine essence itself, but rather the divine essence as #nderstood by God. The divine essence of
itself is the natural exemplar of things, and all beings share in the transcendental perfections of being
because of God’s natural exemplarity. It is only insofar as God understands his essence to be
imitable that the diverse essences of things are distinguished. Everything that God creates is a being,
one, something, good, and true because it comes from God, but not everything is a color or a man
because while all things imitates the divine essence, they imitate it in diverse ways.

This distinction between two types of exemplarity also explains why all of the things that

God creates can imitate God deficiently yet be perfect in their species. Every created being

B In1 Sent.,d. 19, q. 5, a. 2, obj. 4 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.491).
Y Inl Sent.,d. 19, q. 5, a. 2, ad 4 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.493).
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participates in being from God’s being, but falls short of the divine nature and so participates in an
incomplete and limited way. This sort of exemplarity seems to be precisely what Thomas has in
mind when he pens the Fourth Way in Summa theologiae 1, q. 2, a. 3: “We find in things that
something is more or less good, and true, and noble, etc.”* Though we first associate more or less
with quantity, and then, perhaps, quality, Thomas explicitly speaks of more or less with regard to the
transcendentals. Everything that exists is a being, but being is said of creatures only analogously.*
The more or less that undergirds the analogous predication requires something that possesses the
perfection absolutely. The only reason we can judge that a dog has more being and more perfection
than a rock is that we know what the absolute standard is. The influence of Augustine is evident
here.*’ For all transcendental perfections, God’s perfection is the rule by which the thing is judged,
but the standard is not itself judged. God is perfect existence, and all other things are a mixture of
existence and tendency toward nothingness.*” The greater a thing shares in existence, the closer it is
to God.

Yet, as Doolan argues, each thing is precisely the sort of thing that God intended it to be,
that is, it possesses the perfection of its genus and species. As Thomas says, “each thing attains its
perfect imitation of that which is in the divine intellect because such a creature is how God disposed
it to be.”* Socrates is a perfect imitation of his divine idea because God decreed that Socrates

should exist as he is. God ordained that Socrates should have exactly the share in being that he has.

Put another way, God ordained that Socrates should fall short of divine being in precisely the way

$8TT, q. 2, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.32a): “Invenitur enim in rebus aliquid magis et minus bonum, et verum, et
nobile, et sic de aliis huiusmodi.”

4 InlSent.,d. 19, q. 5,a. 2,ad 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.492).

47 Augustine, De vera rel., c. 30, n. 56 and c. 39, n. 72 (PL 34.147 and 154). Cf. Augustine’s description of evil as
nothing in Conf,, VIL.11-12 (PL 32.742-43)

®ST1,q. 104, 2. 3,ad 1 (ed. Leonine, 5.468b): “non esse non habet causam per se: quia nihil potest esse
causam nisi inquantum est ens; ens autem, per se loquendo, est causa essendi. Sic igitur Deus non potest esse causa
tendendi in non esse; sed hoc habet creatura ex seipsa, inquantum est de nihilo.”

4 In I Sent., d. 16, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 11, 2.400).
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that he does.” Socrates’ existence as a man has less being and goodness than does the existence of
Michael the Archangel, and more being and goodness than Spike the dog, but all three are perfect in
their existence because all perfectly exemplify the respective divine ideas to whose imitation God
intended to make them.

vii. The Character of Ideas. From the things that have been said, the answer to the
question “What is an idea?” can be seen. An idea is, as Thomas says in De veritate, q. 3, a. 1, “a form
that something imitates from the intention of an agent who predetermines the end for himself.”'
This definition has four aspects that will be treated in turn: form, imitation, intention, and end.

Thomas consistently says that an idea is a form. “Form” is the first translation that
Augustine proposes for “idea.”” Insofar as an idea is a form in the mind of the knower, it is the
principle of both speculative and practical knowledge.” An idea’s role in practical knowledge is
primary, however. Ideas are called “forms” because through them the forms of other things are
known and preexist in the agent, i.e., ideas are the means by which other things come about. Ideas
are that toward which (ad guam) a thing is formed.* Moreover an exemplar form is an external form,
not an intrinsic form.” An idea is a form “existing outside of the thing itself.””® The form exists in
the mind of the efficient cause. It is numerically distinct from the thing formed to its likeness.

The mention of likeness leads to the second aspect of ideas: imitation. In the De veritate,

Thomas says that an intrinsic form forms through the mode of inherence (per nodun inhaerentiae), but

S0 Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 149.

1 De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.100:221-223): “idea sit forma quam aliquid imitatur ex intentione
agentis qui praedeterminat sibi finem.”

52 Augustine, De div. qq. 83, q. 46, n. 2 (PL 40:30): “Ideas igitur latine possumus vel formas vel species dicere, ut
verbum e verbo transferre videamur.”

3 In I Sent., d. 36, a. 2, q. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.839-840).

5% De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.99:177-182).

5 Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 25. Doolan cites In III Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, quaestiuncula 3, obj. 1 and
solutio 3, ad 1 (ed. Moos, 111.884.153 and 889-890.176-177); De veritate, q. 14, a. 5, obj. 4 (ed. Leonine, 22.2.451:27-35);
STIL, q.5,a. 2, ad 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.58).

% 8T, q. 15,a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.199a).
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an exemplar form forms through the mode of imitation (per modum imitationis).”” A form in the mind
of the artificer is an exemplar form because the external thing imitates it and has a likeness to it.
Thus, Thomas is wont to describe the ideas as the ways in which God knows his essence to be
imitable.”® But what sort of imitation or likeness is required for exemplar causality? To answer this
question, it is necessary to anticipate some of the arguments below. On one hand, since God is the
first exemplar cause of all things, any manner of imitation will suffice. Any being, insofar as it has
being, imitates God. Even a bad imitation is an imitation as long as it is not an absolute privation.”
On the other hand, as Thomas says in Iz loannem, “art is not the principle or cause of some defect in
the artifact, but is the per se cause of their perfection and form.”® It is not the fault of art if a
particular sculpture does not turn out as the artist intended. The culprit in such cases is either a
defect in the matter that prevents it from receiving the form, or an imperfect possession of the art
by the artist.”” God does not have either of these constraints. As Kovach says, “God’s creative idea
is the model of all things so efficiently that the creature can be only accidentally dissimilar to God’s
creative idea of it.”* As a result, we can say that there is no defect in the world that results from
God failing to create as he wanted to create. God created Socrates exactly how he intended. If
Socrates lacked a certain physical beauty, it is not because God was unable to create physical beauty
in him. Rather, Socrates lacked physical beauty because the divine idea of Socrates did not exemplify

physical beauty. If a given lack seems imperfect, it is only because we are unable to see the way in

57 De veritate, q. 3, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.108:156-160).

8 See, e.g., In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2 (ed. Matrietti, 1.841-842); De veritate q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:200-
105:219; SCG 1, c. 54 (ed. Leonine, 13.155a6-19); ST 1, q. 15, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 4. 201-202).

5 See, e.g., De veritate q. 3, a. 4 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.110:75-80): “unde cum similitudo attendatur secundum
formam aliquo modo participatam, non potest esse quod malum similitudinem aliquam in Deo habeat, cum aliquid
dicatur malum ex hoc ipso quod a participation divinitatis recedit” and De veritate q. 3, a. 4, ad 3 (ed. Leonine,
22.1.111:95-96): “negationes et privationes non sunt nisi entia rationis.”

0 In Ioan., c. 1, lect. 2, n. 87 (ed. Cai, 18b): “ars non est principium seu causa alicuius defectus in artificiatis, sed
pert se est cause perfectionis ipsorum et formae.”

1 In Toan, c. 1, lect. 2, n. 87 (ed. Cai, 18b—19a); SCG 11, c. 2 (ed. Leonine, 13.275a6-8): “Ea enim quae arte fiunt
ipsius artis sunt repaesentativa, utpote ad similitudinem artis facta.”

92 Francis Kovach, “Divine Art in Saint Thomas Aquinas,” in Arts libéranx: et philosophie au mdyen age. Actes du
Quatrieme congres international de philosophie médiévale (Montreal: Institue d’e¢tudes médiévales, 1969), 668.
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which that imperfection fits into the divine plan for creation and serves some greater perfection. If
Socrates is imperfect because he lacks physical beauty, it is because he is meant to be a witness of
putting things of the soul ahead of things of the body.

The third aspect of ideas is intention. Intention implies agency and the will.” Things that
happen by chance are not intended. The painter who looks to a model and attempts to recreate that
model in the painting intends the imitation that results. The painting that merely happens to look
like something or someone does so by accident. In such cases the painter did not zzzend to assimilate

the painting to that model.**

The agent must know and will to assimilate something to the measure
of it in his mind. Knowledge alone is not enough for intention. Thus, if the word “idea” is taken in
the strict sense to refer to actually practical knowledge, then there are ideas only of those things that
the artisan actually makes.

As a result, God does not have ideas necessarily. If ideas have to be willed, then Thomas’s
insistence that God is free to create or not to create entails that God did not have to have ideas in
the strict sense of exemplar. If idea is taken in the broad sense of ratio, then God necessarily has
ideas because he necessarily knows all things other than himself. But in the strict sense of exemplar,
God need not have ideas. It is only because of the divine will that God has ideas as exemplars.

A discussion of imitation and intention would be incomplete without a discussion of

measuring an imitation. The relation of measure and measured is opposite depending on whether

we are speaking of speculative or practical knowledge. For practical knowledge, knowledge causes

93 Aquinas uses the term znfentio in two distinct ways. The first way corresponds the word “intention” (without
an article) is used in English. This sense is the primary sense of the term for Thomas, and it pertains to that which
moves toward an end. The will moves all other powers to their ends. Therefore, Thomas argues, zntentio is properly an
act of will, not intellect. See I II Sent., d. 38, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 11.973-975); De veritate q. 22, a. 13 (ed. Leonine,
22.3.643:1-646:302); STI-11, q. 12, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 6:94); De malo q. 16, a. 11, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 23:330:241-331:257).
The second way corresponds to the word “an intention” (with an article) is used in English. This sense comes from a
translation of Avicenna’s use of the term “concept.” This usage is especially prominent in the De ente. In the prologue,
Thomas announces that he will consider the way ens and essentia are related “ad intentiones logicas, scilicet, genus, species
et differentiam” (ed. Leonine, 43:369:9-10).

4 De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.99:185-193).
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the thing, and so it is the measure of the thing that comes to be. The knowledge of the artisan is the
measure of the art. The work of art is more perfect and more complete if it attains a greater likeness
to the knowledge of the artist because truth is the adequation of the intellect and the thing. Since the
intellect is the cause of the thing, is related to the thing as a rule and measure. And this is the way
that God’s knowledge relates to everything.” For speculative knowledge, the thing known is the
measure and the knowledge is the measured. Things cause our knowledge of them, and so our
knowledge is true to the extent that it attains a greater likeness of the thing known. Since, as Doolan
notes, “we simply experience reality and do not determine it,” we have to let reality measure our
knowledge.”

The artist’s knowledge is the rule and measure of his artwork, but only because he has willed
to produce it. If the artist thinks up a possible imitation, it will never come to be unless there be an
act of his will. The form in his intellect is a principle of knowledge about a possible action, not a
principle of action itself. An inclination to act from the will is the only thing that can make his
daydream become a reality.

The fourth aspect of Thomas’ definition of “idea” from the De veritate concerns the end.
Thomas includes this aspect only in the De veritate account, but it proves to be of great importance
for understanding his account of ideas. Not only does the agent intend the thing’s imitation of its
exemplar, he also predetermines the end for himself. There are two ways of taking this qualification.
The qualification could mean that the agent is not determined by another, principal agent, or the
qualification could mean that the agent establishes what the end of the thing is. If an agent’s end is

not determined by another, principal agent, then the agent must choose his own actions. Agents

95 De veritate, q. 1, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.9:81-84); ST 1, q. 22, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.259—60); In X Met., lect. 2 n.
1959 (ed. Spiazzi, 467).

% Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 27. See, De veritate, q. 1, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.9:85-87). ST'1, q. 22, a. 2 (ed.
Leonine, 4.60);
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who choose their actions act intelligently. Agents whose ends are determined by another principal
agent are moved passively. Thomas’s example of such passive agency is the flight of an arrow.” The
arrow will fly toward spot only if determined by the archer. The arrow tends toward an end, but only
because that end has been determined by another. Only the intelligent agent can determine the end
for himself.

If the qualification it taken to mean that the agent establishes the end, then we need to have
recourse to a further distinction. As Thomas notes in his De principiis naturae, there are two ends to
consider: the end of generation and the end of the thing generated. Thomas uses the example of a
knife. The end of the artisan in generating a knife is the production of the knife, but being generated
is not the end of a knife. The end of a knife, i.e., its operation, is to cut.®® It is not the mere
generation of the thing that Thomas has in mind when he says that an agent predetermines the end
for himself. Such an agent also determines the end of the thing he makes. Moreover, it is the end of
the thing made that drives the intention of the artisan. Knives are not natural things. It is only
because some agent desired to cut something that the knife first came into being. If no one had ever
desired to cut, then there would be no knives. The agent intends to impose the form of knife on a
hunk of metal because someone intends to use that formed knife to cut.

It is crucial to note that the primary agent gives the end to the thing being made. The idea in
the mind of the agent makes the thing to be what it is. Thus, an agent can only have ideas of the
things for which he can determine the end. This insight gets to the heart of Thomas’s distinction
between natural things and artificial things. Man can determine the end of artificial things, like
knives, but cannot determine the end of natural things. A man can generate a man, but no father

determines the end of the humanity in his child. That end is determined by nature. Since, God is the

7 De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.100:202-204).
%8 De prin. nat., {4 (ed. Leonine, 43.45:104-113), esp: “forma enim cultelli est finis generationis, sed incidere
quod est operatio cultelli, est finis ipius generati, scilicet cultelli.”
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exemplar cause of all things, he predetermines the end of all things. God intends both that man and
horse should exist, and he also predetermines the end of the two species.” The end of all things is
determined by their divine ideas.

Why does Aquinas include this last qualification only in the De veritate? 1 think Thomas
would say that the characteristic of predetermining the end is a necessary part of intellectual agency
and so is present in his other accounts implicitly. Intellectual agency has the character of exemplarity
because the agent predetermines the end for himself, and natural agency does not have this character
because the agent does not predetermine the end for himself. An exemplar sets the end of that
which is assimilated to it. Things are known by their acts, and so the quality of a thing is judged
according to how well it lives up to its exemplar. The exemplar determines the perfect act of the
exemplatum. Although we have seen Thomas speak of a natural exemplarity for God, natural agency
is not exemplarity in the primary and proper sense, which entails intellectual determination, because
such agency does not determine the end of the things that come from it. The form of the father is
not the exemplar of the son. The form of man is the measure against which the form of the son is
measured.” To speak of an agent that acts by intellect is to speak of an agent that predetermines the
end for himself. Thomas’s addition of the clause makes the connection between exemplarity and
determination of the end more explicit, but it does not add anything that was not already implicitly
present. Thus, when he says in the Swmma theologiae that God is an intelligent agent and that an idea is
a form in the divine mind to whose likeness the world is made, he is expressing the same teaching as
that in the De veritate.

viii. Exemplarity and the Four Causes. Having seen that a divine idea is a form in the

divine mind that acts as a cause in the act of creation, we are led to ask what sort of causality divine

9 ST1, q. 44, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.460ab).
70 De veritate q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.209-220).
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exemplars exercise.”' Aristotle, who does not have anything akin to a theory of divine ideas, argues
that there are only four types of causes: material, formal, efficient, and final. Later Neoplatonic
authors, notably Seneca, argued that divine exemplarity is a fifth sort of causality because it does not
fit into Aristotle’s fourfold division.” This conclusion is quite sensible given that an exemplar seems
to fit into more than one kind of causality. As a form, an exemplar would seem to exercise formal
causality. As something intended, it seems to exercise efficient causality. Moreover, given that
Thomas declares that an exemplar “has the 7a#o of an end in a certain way,” it would seem that an
exemplar exercises final causality.”

Despite how easy it would be to declare exemplarity a fifth sort of cause, Thomas never does
so. But, then, which sort of causality does it exercise? It certainly does not exercise material causality.
As Doolan points out, material causality is not implicated by the definition in the De veritate, Thomas
never associates material causality with exemplarism, and a material cause can never be an extrinsic
to the thing caused.” Again, an exemplar cannot exercise efficient causality because it cannot
exercise any causality independent of the will. The will is the efficient cause, imposing esse reale upon
the exemplar, which has only esse intelligible in the intellect. Finally, an exemplar does not seem to be
able to be a final cause because it does not have the right sort of relationship to an efficient cause.
Following Aristotle, Thomas holds that the final cause is the cause of causes; the final cause causes
the causality of the efficient cause. The final cause of health is causes a man to go for a walk or to

see his doctor. Without the final cause, there is no efficient cause.”

"1 The discussion that follows is greatly indebted to Doolan’s discussion in Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 33—41.

72 Seneca, Ad Lucilium Epistulae Morales, epist. 45 (ed. Gummere, 1.448). Cf. David L. Greenstock, “Exemplar
Causality and the Supernatural Order,” The Thomist 16 (1953): 4-5: “Unless we wish to claim that the exemplar forms a
fifth class of causes all on its own, we are forced, it would seem, to reduce it to one of the four causes.”

73 De veritate, q. 3, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.100:254): “Forma exemplaris vel idea habet quadam modo rationem
finis.”

7 Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 35.

7> See, De prin. nat., c. 4 (ed. Leonine, 43.44:25-31).
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By process of elimination, then, it would seem like an exemplar should be a formal cause.
This conclusion is strengthened if we recall that an exemplar is an intellectual cause. The exemplatum
is measured against its exemplar according to its form. The more perfect a work of art attains a
likeness of the form in the mind of the artist, the better an imitation it is. And, as was noted above,
the imitation does not have to imitate its exemplar in every respect. As Doolan points out, “it is
impossible for the effect to imitate the cause according to its mode of being (esse) since the form in
the mind of the artisan of has only an intentional existence.”” The exemplar measures the
excemplatum only by reason of the adequation of form to form.”

Formal causality, however, appears problematic because Thomas says that a formal cause is
an intrinsic cause. In the De principiis naturae, Thomas argues that causes are first distinguished into
the intrinsic and the extrinsic. The intrinsic causes are the material cause and the formal cause. The
extrinsic causes ate the efficient cause and the final cause.” Ultimately, this objection is not
convincing because it does not consider the context of its source text. In the De principiis naturae,
Thomas restricts the scope of his comments to nature, i.e., material beings and their natural
generation. It is true that there is no such thing as an extrinsic formal cause for natural generation,
but this does not mean he rules out the possibility of an extrinsic formal cause completely. In fact,

the intrinsic-extrinsic division of the causes only seems to hold when discussing natural generation.

76 Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 36.

77See ST, q. 18, a. 4, ad 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.230): “Exemplata oportet conformari exemplati secundum rationem
formae, non autem se- cundum modum essendi. Nam alterius modi esse habet quandoque forma in exem- plari et in
exemplato: sicut forma domus in mente arti cis habet esse immateriale et intelligibile, in domo autem quae est extra
animam, habet esse materiale et sensibile. Unde et rationes rerum quae in seipsis non vivunt, in mente divina sunt vita,
quia in mente divina habent esse divinum.” Cf. ST 111, q. 24, a. 3, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 11.274): “Non est necessarium quod
exemplatum exemplari quantum ad omnia conformetur: sed sufficit quod aliqualiter exemplatum imitetur suum

exemplar.” Both of these texts are quoted in Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, 36n84.

8 De prin. nat., n. 3 (ed. Leonine, 43.42:42-52). This objection is endorsed by Theodore J. Kondoleon,
“Exemplary Causality in the Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas,” (Ph.D. diss., The Catholic University of America,
1967), 146-54.
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In his commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Thomas does not even discuss the causes as
divisible by intrinsic and extrinsic. Instead, he says they can be divided according to the species of
causality and by their mode of causality. Thus, as Francis Meehand notes, “the first immediate division
of the genus, cause, is the fourfold division into material, formal, final, and efficient.”” The division
according to mode is in terms of the diverse relationships (babitudines) that causes have to their
effects. This division is, as it were, through accidental differences, not specific differences.” The
division of the four causes into intrinsic and extrinsic is based on a mode of causality; the division is
not based upon the nature of the genus cause. Therefore, there is nothing inappropriate about
positing an extrinsic formal cause in Thomas’s system.”!

ix. Summary. As is clear from the foregoing discussion, Thomas’s thought on the divine
ideas shows clear development. As his thought matures, he gravitates more and more toward
understanding ideas, taken in the strict sense, as exemplars. The term idea can be used in such a way
that it covers all objects of divine cognition, but strictly speaking it applies only to those things
which the artisan actually produces. Strictly speaking ideas are practical, and only speculative in the
broad sense. The increased emphasis on ideas as exemplars ensures that both intellect and will are
required for an idea. For a thing to be produced according to an exemplar, that exemplar has to be
foreknown. Without knowledge, any likeness that would occur could be only accidental. Likewise, if
an idea is what it is because something has actually been produced according to its likeness, then the
command of the will is an essential character of ideas. An intelligent agent who did not will to
produce anything would have no ideas. It is only by command of the will, which brings about the

actual production of things, that a 7a#o is an idea. The knowledge and willing of an idea do not stop

7 Francis X. Meehan, Effucient Causality in Aristotle and St. Thomas (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of
America Press, 1940), 179n40.

80 In 7 Met., lect. 3, n. 783 (ed. Spiazzi, 215).

81 This is supported by the fact that Thomas explicitly says that an exemplar is a formal cause in I 17 Met., lect.
2, n. 764 (ed. Spiazzi, 211).
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at mere generation, however. The idea serves as the measure of the thing that imitates it. Thus, the
idea has to determine the end of the things made. If the idea is to be the standard by which the
characteristic functions of the thing are judged well-performed or ill-performed, then it has to
predetermine what qualifies as good or bad operation.

b. Does God have 1deas?

Having seen in the last section that for Thomas an idea is a form to whose imitation an agent
intends to make something, the next logical step is to ask whether God has ideas. Thomas is
particularly concerned about this question for two reasons. First, early in his career, Thomas, like
Bonaventure, takes the authority of Augustine who says that “he who denies that ideas exist denies
that the Son exists.”® It is heretical to deny the Son, so to deny the ideas is heretical as well.*’
Second, while everyone attributes knowledge to God, many do so in ways that compromise his
simplicity, limit his knowledge to actual causality, or speak only in metaphors.** Thomas uses three
types of arguments for God’s knowledge of things other than himself to counter these difficulties:
what has been termed the teleological argument, the similitude argument, and the divine self-
knowledge argument.® Since Aquinas’s articulation of these arguments is fairly consistent

throughout his life, I will treat them systematically rather than historically, for the sake of space.

82 Augustine, De div. qq. 83, q. 46, n. 2 (PL 40.30): “qui negat ideas esse, negat Filium esse.”

8 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2,a. 1, s.c. 1 (ed. Mandonet, 1.839). This citation should not be taken as undeniable proof
that Thomas thinks divine ideas are necessary, at least early in his career. Thomas could be genuine in claiming that
denial of divine ideas is heresy, or he could be bringing up divine ideas only because he does not want to be accused of
heresy even though his system could easily do without them.

84 De veritate, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.39:109-110). Thomas corrects these etrors in De veritate, q. 2, a. 2 (ed.
Leon., 22.1.44:114-95). Perfect cognition results in a unity between the cognizer and the thing cognized. So if there were
a perfect soul in which the whole order of the universe and its causes were found, it would be the most perfect. Such
unity can be found only if the cognizer and the thing cognized are both immaterial. The determined esse that material
things have separates things from each other and renders them only potentially intelligible. Things have to be separated
from matter in order to be actually intelligible. Thus, Averroes says that the manner in which forms are received in the
possible intellect and the manner in which they are received in prime matter are not the same (Averroes, Iz III De anima,
com. 5 [ed. Crawford, 387:23-388:32). The former is immaterial, and the latter is material. The immateriality of the
cognizable means nothing, however, if the cognizer does not have some manner of immateriality. Only an intellect can
receive species without matter or material conditions. It also follows that immiterial thigs are intelligible of themselves
and more knowable in themselves, even though they are les known to us. Since God is completely separated from matter
and potency, he is both the most knowable thing and the most knowing being.

8 I borrow these terms from Doolan, Aguinas on Divine Ideas, ch. 2.
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i. The Teleological Argument. Thomas makes frequent use of the teleological argument
when he wants to argue that God knows things other than himself. The argument, as he notes in I [
Sent., is from causality.”® Everything that tends determinately to some end either establishes that end
for itself or the end is established for it by another. If neither of these were the case, then it would
not tend to one end rather than another. But natural things tend toward determinate ends as is
evidenced by the fact that they always or for the most part tend toward the same thing, which would
not happen by chance. Therefore, since they do not establish the end for themselves (because they
do not cognize that end), it is necessary that the end be established for them by another, who is the
institutor of nature. But this institutor of nature is he who offers esse to all things and is the necessary
being through himself, whom we call God. But God could not establish the end of nature unless he
understood it. Therefore, God is intelligent.®’

Just as the smith could not make an ax unless he cognized the act of cutting, the things
which the ax would cut, the appropriate material out of which to make the ax, and the form of the
ax, so too God has to know the things which are ordered to him because they are ordered to him in
the same way that they have esse from him. Thus, in some versions of the argument, Thomas will

quote Aristotle saying, “the work of nature is the work of intelligence.”® The very order of the

86 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.839).

87 SCG 1, c. 44 (ed. Leonine, 13.130a14-b11): “Item. Omne quod tendit determinate in aliquem finem, aut
ipsum praestituit sibi finem, aut praestituitur ei finis ab alio: alias non magis in hunc quam in illum finem tenderet.
Naturalia autem tendunt in fines determinatos: non enim a casu naturales utilitates consequuntur; sic enim non essent
semper aut in pluribus, sed raro; horum enim est casus. Cum ergo ipsa non praestituant sibi finem, quia rationem finis
non praestituant sibi finem, quia rationem finis non cognoscunt; oportet quod eis praestituatur finis ab alio, qui sit
naturae institutor. Hic autem est qui pracbet omnibus esse, et est per seipsum necesse esse, quem Deum dicimus, ut ex
supra dictis patet. Non autem posset naturae finem praestituere nisi intelligeret. Deus igitur est intelligens.” Cf. Iz I Sent.,
d. 35, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.809-10); De veritate, q. 2, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.50:214-51:234); ST'1, q. 44, a. 3 (ed.
Leonine, 4.460); Inn I Met., lect. 15, n. 233 (ed. Marietti, 81).

88 _Auctoritates Aristotelis (1) X1I, nn. 281-82 (ed. Hamesse, 138:84—184:139): “Natura nihil facit, nisi rememorata
a causis superibus quae sunt deus et intelligentiae. Opus naturae est opus intelligentiae.” See James A. Weisheipl, “The
Axiom ‘Opus naturae est opus intelligentiae’ and its Origins,” in Albertus Magnus, Doctor universalis: 1280/ 1980, eds.
Gerbert Meyer and Albert Zimmerman (Mainz, 1980): 441-64. L. Hédl, “’Opus naturae est opus intelligentiae.” Ein
neuplatonisches Axiom im aristotelischen Verstindnis des Albertus Magnus,” in Averroismus im Mittealter und in der
Renaissance, ed. F. Niewohner and L. Sturlese (Zirich: 1994), 132-48.
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universe bespeaks divine cognition of it. Unintelligent beings could not tend toward their ends
without an intelligence guiding them.

ii. The Similitude Argument. The teleological argument shows that God has to have
knowledge of things other than himself, but it does not explain the way in which God cognizes
creatures. As a result, Thomas employs the similitude argument and the argument from divine self-
knowledge to explain how God cognizes things other than himself. The similitude argument is as
follows. In all things not generated by chance, it is necessary that a form be the end of its generation.
An agent would not act because of a form except insofar as a likeness of the form is in him. Such a
likeness could be in the agent in two ways. In one way, the form of the thing coming to be preexists
in some agents according to esse naturale, as in agents that act by nature. It is in this way that man
generates man, and fire generates fire. In some agents, however, the form preexists according to esse
intelligibile, as in agents that act by intellect. It is in this way that a likeness of a house preexists in the
mind of the builder. Such intellectual likenesses are called “ideas” because the artist intends to
assimilate a house to the form conceived in his mind. Since the world did not come about by
chance, but was made by God as by an intelligent agent, he must have a likeness of the world in his
mind. Thus, God must have ideas.”

At the heart of this argument are two of Thomas’s favorite principles: every agent makes
something like itself (omne agens agit sibi simile), and whatever is received is received according to the
mode of the receiver (quidguid recepitur ad modum recipientem recepitur).”’ An agent cannot give what it
does not have to some effect. As a result, the effect is always like the cause in some way, i.e., the
form of the effect has to preexist in the agent. As Thomas argues in De veritate, q. 3, a. 3, such forms

exist either through the mode of inherence (per modum inhaerentiae), or through the mode of imitation

89 8T, q. 15,a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 4. 199ab). Cf. De veritate, q. 2, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.51:235-61); SCG 1, c. 49
(ed. Leonine, 13:142a11-19).
% For a closer look at these principles, see Wippel, Metaphysical Themes 11, 152—71 and 113-22, respectively.
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(per modum imitationis).”' Thomas does not draw this conclusion explicitly, but it would be pantheism
to hold that God has the forms of creatures through the mode of inherence. God, then, has these
forms intellectually as exemplar causes in whose imitation he intends to create.”

iii. The Divine Self-Knowledge Argument. Thomas also argues for the necessity of divine
ideas on the basis of God’s self-knowledge. The argument seems to have its inspiration in part from
Albert the Great.” It does not appear in In I Sent. or in the De veritate. It makes its first appearance in
the Summa Contra Gentiles (1259-64), and it becomes the primary argument Thomas proposes in the
question on God’s knowledge of things other than himself in the Suwma theologiae (1266—68).
Objections to God’s knowledge of things other than himself assume that if God knows things, then
that knowledge originates ab extra. On this assumption, God’s perfection and nobility would be
compromised. To counter these objections, Thomas argues that God’s perfect knowledge of himself
necessarily entails knowledge of all things other than himself. It is manifest that God perfectly
understands himself because otherwise he would not be perfect. But if something is cognized
perfectly, it is necessary that its power be cognized perfectly. But the power of some thing cannot be
perfectly cognized unless the things to which its power extend are cognized. Whence, it is necessary
that God cognize things other than himself because he is the first effective cause of all beings and

divine power extends to other things.”

9 De veritate, q. 3,a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.108:156—60).

92 Cf. Liber de causis, prop. 8 (ed. Saffrey, 54): “intelligentia cognoscit id quod est sub se in quantum est causa
el.”

93 Albert the Great, Quaestio de ideis divinis, a. 2 (ed. Aschendorff, 266:38—40): “ipse cognoscendo se cognoscit
omnia, et ipse uno modo habens se est ad plura et pauciora et etiam infinita, si essent infinita.”

9 ST1, q. 14, a. 5 (ed. Leonine, 4.172ab). Cf. SCG 1, c. 49 (ed. Leonine, 13.142a20-b8); In XII Met., lect. 11, nn.
2602-16 (ed. Spiazzi, 606-08), esp. n. 2615: “Cum enim ipse sit ipsum suum intelligere, ipsum autem est dignissimum et
potentissimum, necesse est quod suum intelligere sit perfectissimum: perfectissime ergo intelligit seipsum. Quanto autem
aliquod principium perfectius intelligitur, tanto magis intelligitur in eo efectus eius: nam principiata continentur in virtute
principii. Cum igitur a primo principio, quod est Deus, dependeat caelum et tota natura, ut dictum est, patet quod Deus
cognoscendo seipsum, omnia cognoscit.”
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The crucial premise in this argument is that perfect knowledge of a being necessarily includes
knowledge of the full extent of that being’s power. If any of the possible effects of the being are
unknown, then the being is not known perfectly.” Since God knows himself perfectly, he must have
perfect knowledge of all of his possible effects. This argument both is influenced by Avicenna and
Averroes and argues against them. God’s knowledge is perfectly in act such that he knows himself
perfectly. Perfect knowledge of himself does not inhibit knowledge of things other than himself or
render it universal or indeterminate. His power does not extend merely to creatures in general or
only to the first creature. God’s causal power extends to every possible effect and every possible act
of every possible effect, so he perfectly cognizes each thing distinctly.” The source of God’s
knowledge is only himself, but it is precisely because he knows himself that he knows all things
other than himself perfectly.

iv. Conclusions. Thomas uses three distinct arguments to show that God has knowledge of
things other than himself. The teleological argument, the similitude argument, and the self-
knowledge argument all argue on the basis of causality. The teleological argument and similitude
argument argue from the fact of creation, and so are, in Thomas’s terminology, demonstrations gzuia
because they begin from an effect more known to us.” Given that things exist as they are, God has
to have knowledge of them because they could only come from him.

The self-knowledge argument is different from the other two because it argues from the
cause—God’s causal power—to the effect. God’s willing to act as cause is contingent, but that he

can act as cause is necessary. This argument allows Thomas to distinguish, as we have seen him do,

% Both Scotus and Ockham will take issue with this principle (See Scotus, Rep. Par. I-A, d. 36, qq. 1-2, n. 20
[ed. Noone, 402:2—4] and Ockham, In I Sent., d. 35, q. 2 (OTh 1V.436:10-437:9). Knowledge of the full extent of a
being’s power does not necessarily entail knowledge of all its possible effects.

% For Thomas’s clearest exposition on the extent of God’s causal power, see In Liber de causis, prop. 1-3 (ed.
Saffrey, 4-25). Cf. SCG 111, c. 67 (ed. Leonine, 14.190), ST 1, q. 105, a. 5 (ed. Leonine, 5.475-476), and De potentia, q. 3, a.
7 (ed. Pession, 11.55a—59b).

97 For the distinction between a demonstration guza and a demonstration propter quid, see ST 1, q. 2, a. 2 (ed.
Leonine, 4.30).
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between the strict and broad use of the term “idea.”” Strictly speaking, God has divine ideas only of
those things that he wills to create at some time. All divine ideas are exemplar causes. Broadly
speaking, God has divine ideas of anything of which there is a likeness or a notion (ra#), i.e.,
anything he could have created regardless of whether he chooses to create it. The self-knowledge
argument allows Thomas to defend the claim that God could have created more than he did. The
teleological argument and self-knowledge argument cannot make such a defense.

Despite the limited conclusions that can be drawn from it, Thomas shows preference for the
teleological argument. As Doolan points out, “the pivotal premise of the entire argument is the
principle that whatever acts by necessity of nature must be directed to its end by some knowing
agent.”” Though Thomas often does not offer justification for the principle, he does defend it in De
potentia, q. 1, a. 5. Every agent, he says, acts because of an end because every agent desires the good.
Whatever acts from natural necessity is determined to only one end as its good. The determination
of the end must come from another because an action is fitting for an end only if it is adapted and
proportioned to it. Such adaptation and proportioning can occur only if the agent cognizes the end,
the notion (ratio) of the end, and the proportion of the means to the end. Absent such knowledge,
the fittingness of the action for the end could happen only by chance. Chance, however, is contrary
to the very notion of final causality, and so final causality requires an intellect. This necessity, he
says, explains the Aristotelian dictum: “the work of nature is the work of an intelligence.”'” Without

an intelligence, there could be no final causality."” The teleological actions of natural agents cannot

%8 See, e.g., De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.102:1-106:313), and ST'1, q. 15, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.204). As
we will see below, Thomas articulates what qualifies as a divine idea in the strict sense differently in these two texts. For
the time being, I will assume the understanding from the ST.

9 Doolan, Aguinas on Divine 1deas, 61.

10_Auctoritates Aristotelis (1) X1I, nn. 281-82 (ed. Hamesse, 138:84-184:139: “Natura nihil facit, nisi rememorata
a causis superibus quae sunt deus et intelligentiae. Opus naturae est opus intelligentiae.”

101 For evalutations on the strength of the teleological argument, see Wippel, The Metaphysical Thonght of Thomas
Agquinas, 480-85, 578-79; Fernand van Steenberghen, e probiéme de I'existence de Dien (Louvain-La-Neuve: Editions de
I'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1980), 52—71; Anthony Kenny, The Five Ways Notre Dame, IN: The University of
Notre Dame Press, 1980), 96—120. Cf. George, P. Klubertanz, “St. Thomas’ Treatment of the Axiom ‘Omne Agens Agit
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be understood merely with reference to their efficient causality. We must also have recourse to
exemplar causality.'”

¢. The Unity and Plurality of the Divine Ideas

Having seen that God is intelligent and knows things other than himself by means of ideas
that are first and foremost practical, but also speculative, the next question to ask concerns the unity
and the plurality of the divine ideas. Is there only one divine idea, or are there many? Both positions
have an advantage and a drawback. If there is only one idea, i.e., the divine essence, then God’s
perfection and simplicity is preserved, but his ability to distinctly cognize creatures seems to be
jeopardized. If there are many divine ideas, there will be no difficulty accounting for God’s distinct
cognition of all creatures, but such a multiplicity seems to divide God and to derogate his simplicity.
As will become clear from the discussion below, Thomas argues both that there is one divine idea in
one respect and that there are many divine ideas in another respect.

i. In I Sententias (1252-1256). In In I Sent., Thomas argues for a plurality of divine ideas on
the basis of God’s distinct cognition of singulars. Since God has distinct cognition of singulars, his
essence must be a likeness of singular things according as diverse things imitate it in diverse and
particular ways according to their capacity. The divine essence is completely imitable, but creatures
cannot perfectly imitate it because of their diversity and defect. Thus, since the name “idea” names
the divine essence insofar as it is an exemplar imitated by a creature, the divine essence will be the
proper idea of this thing according to a determinate mode of imitation. And because diverse

creatures imitate it in other modes, the idea or notion (ra#i0) by which man and horse are created are

Propter Finemy’,” in An Etienne Gilson Tribute, ed. Chatles J. O’Neil (Milwaukee: The Marquette University Press, 1959),
101-17.
102 See R.J. Henle, SJ, Saint Thomas and Platonism (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1956), 366—67.
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other. The essence imitated is one, but there is a plurality in the ideas according to the respect
(respectus) to many things that the divine essence is imitated in diverse modes.'”

Thomas offers the example of being (esse), living, and knowing to explain the diversity of
imitation. All creatures imitate the divine nature according to being (esse), but not all do so according
to life. There is a diversity of modes of imitation even among those that imitate only esse because
some of them are nobler than others. From this diversity there are many ideal reasons according to
which God understands his essence as imitable through this or through that mode. Since an idea is a
form as understood, these understood ideal reasons, or modes of imitation, are ideas.'™

Thomas’s response to the second objection is very important because the objection argues
that Thomas’s solution that there are many respects to things in God cannot stand. The relations
that are of God to creatures are really in creatures, but not in God. But creatures have not existed
from eternity. Therefore, the relations of creatures to God have also not existed from eternity. But,
as Augustine says, God does not cognize things he makes in another way than before they were
made. Therefore, he does not cognize things through many ideas, but through one alone.'”

In response to this objection Aquinas argues that although such relations (reationes) are really
founded in creatures, they are also in God according to reason and understanding. From eternity the
divine intellect understood the diverse modes his essence is imitable by creatures. Because of this
understanding there is a plurality of divine ideas in the divine intellect from eternity, not in the divine
nature. The form of horse and the form of life are not in God according to the same mode. The
form of horse is not in God except as an understood notion (rati). Life, however, is in God not

only as understood, but also as founded in the nature of the thing (i.e., the divine essence).'”

103 Inn I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.841-842).

104 Inn I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.842).

105 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2, obj. 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.841). Cf. Augustine, Super Gen. ad lit., V, cap. 15, n. 22 (PL
34.332-33).

196 I I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2, ad 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.842).

> >
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This response is so important because Thomas makes an important twofold distinction in it.
First, although the relation that exists between God and creatures is a real relation for the creature,
but not a relation for God, that relation cannot simply originate with creatures."”” The relation
between a creature and God exists because God causes it. But God could not have created that
relation if he did not foreknow it. So even though no creature is from eternity, God had to
foreknow the relation that it would have to him from eternity. Aquinas emphases this point in his
reply to the third objection when he says, “the divine intellect is the cause of things; but the
distinction of ideal notions (idealium rationum) is according to the operation of the divine intellect as
he understands his essence diversely imitable by creatures.”'” The diversity between creatures
precedes their existence. A creature has a particular relation to God because God foreknew that that
relation between a creature and his essence could exist. He knew in advance that a creature could
imitate his essence in just that manner. Therefore, since creatures have diverse relations to the divine
intellect, God had to know these diverse relations. These diverse relations are diverse according to
respect (secundum respectum) in God.

The second distinction Thomas makes is between the divine essence and the divine essence
as understood. This distinction comes out in the example he uses of the form of horse and the form
of life. The form of horse is in God because God knows his essence as capable of being imitated by
horses. The form of life is also in God because he knows his essence as imitable by creatures that are
alive. The form of life has a different razio from the form of horse and so they are diversified
according to the distinction in the previous paragraph. In addition to this distinction, the form of

horse and the form of life are diversified because only the latter can be applied to the divine essence

107 See In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2, ad 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.843).

108 Inn I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2, ad 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.843): “Intellectus enim divinus est causa rerum; distinctio
autem idealium rationum est secundum operationem intellectus divini, prout intelligit essentiam suam diversimode
imitabilem a creaturis.”
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itself. The form of horse is found in the divine essence only insofar as the divine essence is known
to be imitable. The form of life, however, is in the divine essence directly. The divine essence has
(and is) life. The divine essence does not have (and is not) horseness. God causes through his
knowledge, not his being. Thus, God does not have to be something in order to cause it. God can
cause horses without being a horse because “an idea does not name the essence alone, but the
imitable essence.”'”” Ideas name the divine essence only insofar as it is known to be imitable. They
are not the essence itself, but the essence as £nzown. God knows the way in which his essence is
imitable, and these diverse ways of imitation that God knows are the ideas.

ii. De veritate (1256-1259). When Thomas takes up the question of the plurality of divine
ideas in his first magisterial work, he again answers in the affirmative. He is led to this position
because of his aversion to Avicenna’s position.'"” Avicenna argues that God has only one intention,
namely, creature in general, and that the distinction among creatures is made by secondary causes.
God first makes one intelligence, and the first intelligence’s distinct acts of knowing God as its
principle, knowing itself as contingent through itself, and knowing itself as necessary through
another produce three things, namely, the second intelligence, its own soul, and its own celestial
sphere. The second intelligence has the same process and so produces the third intellect, and so on.
The proper ideas of singulars are not in God himself, but in secondary causes.'"!

But this position cannot stand because if the intention of some agent is lead toward one
thing only, then it follows that whatever happens to it other than his principal intention is beyond
his intention and, as it were, by chance. Thomas explains this proposition with the example of

making a triangle. If someone intended to make a triangle, then it would be beyond his intention

19 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2, ad 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.842): “idea non nominat tantum essentiam, sed essentiam
imitabilem.”

110 Avicenna, Met., IX, c. 4 (ed. van Riet, 11.476:40-488:95). Cf. Algazel, Met., p. 1, tr. 5 (ed. Muckle, 119-29)

1 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.103:108-124), esp.: “. . . posuerunt eum habere intentionem unam
tantum, scilicet creaturae in universali, sed creaturarum distinctio facta est per causas secundas.”
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whether the triangle were large or small. But such specializations happen to whatever common
intention by something specially contained under it. So if the intention of the agent is to something
general only, then it would be beyond his intention if it were determined to some quality by some
special thing. For example, if nature intended to generate only animal in general, then it would be
beyond the intention of nature that the animal generated were a man or a horse. Thus, if God’s
intention extended only to creatures in general, then every distinction of creatures would happen by
chance. But the distinction of creatures cannot be per accidens for God and per se for a secondary
cause because what is per se is prior to what is per accidens. As the first proposition of the Liber de causis
states, a comparison to the first cause is prior to a comparison to the second cause, wherefore it is
impossible that something be per accidens with respect to the first cause and per se with respect to the
second cause. It can be the other way around, however, as is evident from the fact that God
foreknew and ordered those things that happen by chance among us. Thus, it is necessary that he
predefine each distinction of things, and therefore it is necessary to posit in God proper notions
(rationes) in him. And because of this, it is necessary to posit many ideas in him.""?

Having seen that it is necessary to posit a plurality of divine ideas in God, Thomas
investigates the way in which this plurality is to be understood. A form in the intellect can exist in
two ways. In the first way it is a principle of the act of understanding (actus intelligends), as the form
which is of the knower insofar as he is understanding. This form is a likeness of the thing
understood in him. In the second way the form is the term of the act of understanding, as when the
builder by means of understanding thinks out (exrggiza?) the form of a house. Since that form is
thought out by the act of understanding and, as it were, effected by the act, it cannot be the principle

of the act of understanding as it is the first thing by which the thing is understood. Rather, it is

12 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.103:124-104:157), esp.: “Unde necesse est dicere quod tota distinctio
rerum sit praedeffinita ab eo, et ideo necesse est in Deo ponere singulorum proprias rationes, et propter hoc necesse est
ponere in eo plures ideas.” Cf. Liber de causis, prop. 1, nn. 12-17 (ed. Pattin, 136:39-137:62).
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related to the intellect as the thing understood by which the knower works something. Nevertheless,
form taken in the second way is that according to which it is understood because the builder
understands what he is going to work through the thought-out form."”

Thomas first draws out the consequences of this difference for the finite artisan. If the
intellect of the builder produced some artifact according to the likeness of itself, then the very
intellect of the builder would be an idea, not as it is an intellect, but insofar as it is understood. But
in things that are produced to the imitation of another, whenever that which is imitated perfectly
imitates it, the operative intellect preconceiving the operated form has as its idea the form of the
thing imitated as it is of that imitated thing. But whenever what is to the imitation of another does
not perfectly imitate that thing, the operative intellect does not receive the form of the thing imitated
absolutely as an idea or exemplar of the thing to be made. Rather it is received in a determinate
proportion according as the thing exemplified falls short of the principal exemplar or imitates it.
Thomas then transitions to the divine artisan. God produces all things through intellect making
them to the likeness of his essence. His essence is the ideas of things not as it is an essence, but as it
is understood. But created things do not perfectly imitate the divine essence. God’s essence
considered absolutely by the divine intellect is not the idea of things, but in proportion as the
creature coming to be falls short of the divine essence or imitates it. But diverse things imitate the
divine essence in diverse modes and each one according to its proper mode since each one has being
(esse) distinct from the others. Therefore, the divine essence, with the co-understood diverse

proportions of things to it, is the idea of each thing. And since there are diverse proportions of

13 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:158-173), esp.: “Forma enim in intellectu dupliciter esse potest.
Uno modo ita quod sit principium actus intelligendi, sicut forma quae est intelligentis in quam est intelligens et haec est
similitudo intellecti in ipso; alio modo ita quod sit terminus actus intelligendi, sicut artifex intelligendo excogitate per
actum intelligendi et quasi per actum effecta, non potest esse principium actus intelligendi ut sit primum quo intelligatur
sed magis se habet ut intellectum quo intelligens aliquid operator, nihilominus tamen est forma praedicta secundum quo
intelligitur quia per formam excogitatam artifex intelligit quid operandum sit.”
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things, it is necessary for there to be many ideas. There is one idea of all things on the part of the
essence, but a plurality is discovered on the part of the diverse proportions of creatures to it.'"

In his reply to the third objection of q. 3, a. 2, Thomas distinguishes two types of plurality of
reason (pluralitatis rationis). The first type is reduced to some diversity of the thing. Thus, Socrates
and Socrates sitting differ by reason, and this difference is reduced to a diversity of substance and
accident. Differences that reduce to form and matter (including genus and species) also fall under
this type of plurality of reason. This type of diversity attaches to a real diversity in things, and so is
repugnant to supreme unity and simplicity. The second type occurs whenever the difference
according to reason is not reduced to some diversity of the thing but to the truth of the thing that is
intelligible in diverse modes. God has a plurality of notions in the second way, and this way is not
repugnant to his supreme unity and simplicity.'"”

In his reply to the fifth objection, Thomas distinguishes a twofold respect (respectus) of form
in the intellect. Such a form has respect to the thing of which it is, and respect to that in which it is.
With the first sort of respect, forms are not equal to each other because some imitate the divine
essence more perfectly than others. With the second sort of respect, they are all equal because they

are all equally in the divine essence.''

This response denies that the diverse modes according to

which things can imitate God results necessarily in a real diversity of perfection in God. God knows

that a horse participates his essence more perfectly than a tulip, but each is still perfectly in God.
Thomas’s treatment of this question develops De veritate compared to In I Sent. He introduces

the distinction between a form in the intellect as the principle of the act of understanding, and a

form in the intellect as the term of the act of understanding. The form qua principle is a likeness in

114 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:183-105:219).

15 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.105:244-259), esp.: “quandoque vero differentia secundum
rationem non reducitur ad aliquam rei diversitatem sed ad veritatem rei quae est diversimode intelligibilis, et sic ponimus
pluralitatem rationum in Deo.”

116 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2, ad 5 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.105:266-276), esp.: “forma quae est in intellectu habet respectum
duplicem, unum ad rem cuius est, alium ad id quo est.”
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the intellect of the thing understood. For God there can be only one form qua principle, i.e., the
divine essence. The only source of divine cognition is the divine essence. He does not look to
anything else to receive knowledge. Thus, Thomas says that the divine essence is the idea of things

insofar as it is understood.!!’

The form qua term, however, is the thing that is thought out
(excogitata). A form qua term is the form by which an artificer understands what he is going to
make.'® God has many forms qua term because he knows the many diverse modes in which his
essence is imitable. This distinction between form as principle and form as term makes possible the
paradoxical claim that the divine ideas are simultaneously one and many in number."” God
foreknows the relations that any possible creature will have to him. None of these relations can
substitute for any other relation, so there must be a respect in God to each of the terms of his
knowledge.'” The plurality of these respects is not contrary to God’s supreme simplicity, however,
because the plurality of forms as terms in the intellect is not a result of any real diversity in God.
Rather, they are the result of the imperfect reception of existence that creatures have from God.
Creatures imitate the divine essence in a variety of modes. From knowledge of his essence—the one,
supremely simple principle form—God can know all the diverse modes according to which his
essence can be imitated. The diversity is not a result of any real diversity in the supremely simple
divine essence, but rather the truth that the divine essence is intelligible in diverse modes.

The importance of the distinction between form qua principle and form qua term is disputed

in secondary literature. Geiger and Farthing argue that the distinction does not play a significant role

in Thomas’s argument. As Farthing puts it, the distinction “is toyed with for just a tantalizing

YT De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:202-204).

118 Farthing expresses this distinction quite well: “Whar God understands is multiple: He knows a plurality of
actual and possible relations to Himself. But He does so precisely by means of His own simple and indivisible essence.”
(John Lee Farthing, “The Problem of Divine Exemplarity in St. Thomas,” The Thonzst 49 [1985], 206. Emphasis
original).

19 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 105:217-219).

120 De veritate, q. 3, a.2, ad 8 (ed. Leonine, 106:294-301).



160

moment before Thomas proceeds to pursue the argument along quite different lines.”"' The fact
that Thomas immediately speaks of diverse modes of imitating the divine essence leaves the
connection between form qua term and idea too vague for these scholars.'” Thomas makes the
distinction between the primum intellectum (i.e., form qua principle) and the secundum intellectum (i.e.,
form qua term), but he leaves the connection to the divine ideas unspecified. It is not until the
Summa Contra Gentiles, argues Geiger, “that St. Thomas is going to make the divine idea explicitly a
term produced by knowing.”'* Although the distinction plays an important role for Thomas’s
theory of divine ideas, Geiger does not think that it plays this important role prior to the Swmma
Contra Gentiles.

Wippel, however, argues that Thomas uses the distinction between form qua principle and
form qua term here in the De veritate. Thomas uses the distinction to focus “our attention upon the
importance of God’s understanding the different relationships of imitation different creatures have
to his essence and hence, upon the need for many divine ideas.”"** Far from toying with the
distinction only to discard it immediately, Thomas fully incorporates the distinction in this text. At
the end of the corpus of q. 3, a. 2, Thomas recalls the distinction when he says that “the divine
essence itself, with the diverse proportions of things to it being co-understood, is the idea of each
thing.”'* Creatures are co-understood in the divine essence precisely as term of the act of
understanding. The diverse proportions of imitability are not the primary thing understood by God.

They are secondary, which explains why Thomas says that they are “co-understood.” The possible

121 Farthing, 205.

122 See Geiger, “Les Idées Divines,” 197: “Mais on ne dit pas explicitement comme on pourrait s’y attendre,
qu’en Dieu 'idée est comme un terme produit par le connaissant, dans lequel et par lequel la créature est connue.”

123 Geiger, “Les Idées Divine,” 197: “Cest dans la Somme contre les Gentils que S. Thomas va faire de I'idée en
Dieu, explicitement, un terme produit par le connaissant.” Geiger further argues that this identification is the only way to
avoid the conflict between the unity of the divine intellect and the multiplicity of the divine ideas.

124 Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on the Divine Ideas, 19.

125 De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.105:212-215): “Et ideo ipsa divina essentia, cointellectis diversis
proportionibus rerum ad eam, est idea uniuscuiusque rei.”” Emphasis mine.
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imitations are known only as the result of knowing the essence. It is by means of the divine essence
that the divine ideas are known. It is by means of the one principle of the act of understanding that
the multiple terms of the act of understanding are understood.

The second major development of the De veritate text from In I Sent. is the greater emphasis
that Thomas places on the divine ideas as the divine essence as #nderstood. The divine essence is
source of the divine ideas, but the divine ideas are not the divine essence qua essence. It is only qua
understood that there are divine ideas, and the divine ideas are multiple only qua understood with
reference to the particular relationship of imitation of each creature to the divine essence.”” Thomas
makes this point in his replies to the objection in I I Sent., but in the De veritate it is of central
importance to his main argument.

Many scholars distinguish Bonaventure’s account of the divine ideas from Thomas’s account
by emphasizing that Bonaventure speaks of divine truth that expresses itself, whereas Thomas

speaks of the divine essence which is imitated.'?’

This distinction is not wholly unfounded, but it
makes the two accounts appear more dissimilar than they really are. There is no doubt that
Bonaventure prefers the term “truth,” and Thomas prefers the term “essence,” but Thomas is
always quick to append “as understood” to “essence.” The divine essence insofar as it is understood
is the divine truth.'” So it is true to say that the plurality of divine ideas is a result of divine truth.
The distinguishing mark between Bonaventure and Thomas then is a matter of emphasis.

Bonaventure emphasizes the way in which divine truth is expressive. The divine ideas are produced,

as it were, by the fecundity of divine truth. God as pure act and perfect activity is stressed in

126 Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on the Divine 1deas, 19.

127 Bissen, L exemplarisme, 29-31; Cullen, “Semiotic Metaphysics,” 163—-65

128 See, inter alia, De veritate q. 1, a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.25:27-37): “Dicendum quod veritas in divinis dupliciter
accipi potest: uno modo proptie, alio modo quasi metaphorice. Si enim proptie accipiatur veritas, tunc importabit
aequalitatem intellectus divini et rei; et quia intellectus divinus primo intelligit rem quae est essentia sua per quam omnia
alia intelligit, ideo et veritas in Deo principaliter importat aequalitatem intellectus divini et rei quae est essentia eius, et
consequenter intellectus divini ad res creatas.” Cf. De veritate q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.5:159-161): “. . . convenientiam
vero entis ad intellectum exprimit hoc nomen verum.” Wippel, Metaphysical Themes II, 65—112.
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Bonaventure’s account. Thomas, however, emphasizes that the divine essence is already filled with
the ways in which it can be imitated. The divine intellect does not in any sense produce the ways in
which the divine essence is imitable by knowing it. Rather, as Wippel notes, “by considering the
divine essence the divine intellect ‘discovers’ (adinvenit), if one may so speak, the different modes or
ways of imitating it in which the plurality of divine ideas consists.”"”” God’s immutability and eternity
are emphasized. These points of emphasis are closely linked, however, and Thomas’s claim that God
“thinks out” (excogita?) or “discovers” (adinveni?) the divine ideas is evidence of this link."

Since a divine idea is the form as term of the act of understanding, rather than as principle,
the form results from the act of understanding and is “as it were produced” by it."””! When God
looks at his essence, he sees other things by means of it. The consistent use of expressions like
excogitat, adinvenit, and per actum effecta can give the impression that God is discovering de novo the ways
in which the divine essence is imitable. Such an impression is misled. God is not making it up as he
goes. Rather, as Wippel says, “he eternally contemplates all the ways in which his essence can be
imitated and freely chooses to produce creatures which imitate him in some of these ways, though
not in others.”"* Excogitat and adinvenit are terms used to emphasize that God first knows all the
ways that he could create before electing to create a certain set of possible imitations of the divine
essence. Thomas’s diction speaks against voluntarism. The divine ideas are not in him by any fiat of
the divine will. They are first in the divine intellect and then some are chosen in the will. This issue
will be examined more fully in the discussion of the status of possibles below.

Finally, Thomas’s brief mention of esse at the end of the body of q. 3, a. 2 is significant. As

Boland notes, “the uniquely proper esse of each single thing is the ultimate explanation of the

129 Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on the Divine 1deas, 20. Wippel cites De veritate, q. 3, a. 2, ad 6 (ed. Leonine 22.1.105).

130 Excogitat appears in De veritate q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:166); g. 3, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.107:97).
Adinvenit appears in De veritate q, 3, a. 2, ad 6 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.105:180-182)

131 De veritate q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:165-167): “illa forma sit exgotitata per actum intelligendi et quasi
per actum effecta.”

132 \Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on the Divine Ideas, 20.
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plurality of ideas which are creativae et productae rerum.”'> God creates the esse of each thing. Each
thing has a distinct esse from another. Therefore, each esse has to be known distinctly.

iii. Summa Contra Gentiles (1259—-1264). The next text to consider for the multiplicity of
divine ideas is book I of the Swumma Contra Gentiles. As has been noted above, there is no explicit
treatment of the divine ideas in this work. This absence gives the impression that a doctrine of
divine ideas is not necessary."* Further evidence of this conclusion would seem to be the fact that
an account of divine ideas was present in earlier redactions of the Summa Contra Gentiles, but was
then removed by Thomas."” I will argue that there are reasons to think that this change is not a
rejection of the divine ideas, but merely a change in presentation.

Summa Contra Gentiles 1, cc. 44—70 is Thomas’s most extended discussion of divine cognition.
For the most part, the topics covered in these chapters are topics that appear in the same order as
they appear in the questions devoted to divine cognition in Iz I Sent., De veritate, and Summa theologiae.
Against this continuity stands cc. 51-54: “it is not difficult to see that chapters 51-54 form a block

that interrupts the exposition.”"*

There is a disparallel between the expositions of Swmma Contra
Gentiles 1, cc. 49-55 and Summa theologiae 1, q. 14, aa. 5-7. In Summa Contra Gentiles 1, cc. 49-50 and
Summa theologiae 1, q. 14, aa. 5-6, Thomas argues that God has cognition of things other than himself,

and that he does so with a proper cognition. In the Swzmma theologiae, Thomas immediately asks

whether God’s knowledge is discursive. In the Summa Contra Gentiles, Thomas delays the question of

133 Boland, 209-210.

134 See, inter alia, Gilson, Introduction a la philosophie chrétienne, 170-183; Gilson, Le Thomisme, 146-148; Gilson,
History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, 71-72; Sertillanges, Somme théologique, 11.403-405; Ross, “Aquinas’s
Exemplarism; Aquinas’s Voluntarism,” 171-198; Maurer, “James Ross on the Divine Ideas: A Reply,” 213-220; Ross,
“Response to Maurer and Dewan,” 235-243.

135 For extensive investigation into the redactions of SCG 1, c. 53, see Louis Geiger, “Les rédactions successives
de Contra Gentiles 1, 53 d’aprés 'autographe,” in S. Thomas d’Aquin anjourd’hui (Patis: Desclée de Brower, 1963), 221-240,
and Boland, 214-225.

136 Geiger, “Les Idées Divine,” 198: “Cependant il n’est pas difficile de voir que les chaptires 51-54 forment un
bloc que interrompt I'exposé.” Chapters 60—62, which treat divine truth, are also an exception to the pattern, but this
difference is not relevant to a discussion of divine ideas.



164

discursive knowledge until chapter 55."”" Between c. 50 and ¢, 55, Thomas takes a detour to ask how
God can know a multitude of objects in cc. 51-54.

The question how God can know a multitude of objects does not seem to fit in Thomas’s
progression. In c. 50 Thomas points out Avicenna’s claims that God has only universal cognition of
things other than himself, i.e., he knows them only insofar as they are beings. He spends the rest of
the chapter arguing that God cognizes all other things as they are distinct from each other and from
God."® Some of the arguments in c. 50 also seem to offer answers to the question how God can
know a multitude of things, but Thomas is evidently not satisfied that the arguments answer the
question. I will examine one of these arguments as an example. Whatever cognizes something
perfectly cognizes everything that is in it. But God perfectly cognizes himself. Therefore, he
cognizes everything that is in him according to active potency. But all things according to their
proper forms are in him according to active potency since he is the principle of every being.
Therefore, he has proper cognition of all things."”” Given this argument, the answer to the question
how does God know a multitude of things seems clear. He knows them because all of their proper
forms are in him. Thomas offers a similar argument in Sumwma theologiae 1, q. 14, a. 6, but proceeds

directly to the question of discursive knowledge.""” Why does Thomas go ditectly to the question of

137 Strictly speaking, these questions are phrased oppositely. SCG 1, c. 55 treats whether God understands all
things simultaneously, whereas ST'1, q. 14, a. 7 treats whether the knowledge of God is discursive. This variation does
not alter the fact that they are addressing the same question.

138 SCG 1, c. 50 (ed. Leonine, 13.144a1-8): “Quia vero quidam (sc. Avicenna) dixerunt quod Deus de aliis rebus
non habet cognitionem nisi universalem, utpote cognoscens ea inquantum sunt entia, ex hoc quod natura essendi
cognoscit per cognitionem sui ipsius; restat ostendendum quod Deus cognoscit omnes alia res prout ab invicem sunt
distinctae et a Deo.”

139 §CG 1, c. 50 (ed. Leonine, 13.144b41-48): “Praeterea. Quiccumque cognoscit petrfecte aliquid, cognoscit
omnia quae sunt in illo. Sed Deus cognoscit seipsum perfecte. Ergo cognoscit omnia quae sunt in ipso secundum
potentiam activam. Sed omnia secundum proprias formas sunt in ipso secundum potentiam activam: cum ipse sit omnis
entis principium. Ipse igitur habet cognitionem propriam de omnibus rebus.”

140 ST1, q. 14, a. 6 (ed. Leonine, 4.176b). In this text, Thomas specifies that the proper nature of each thing
consists in its participation of some mode of divine perfection, and that God perfectly cognizing himself entaiils
cognizing all the ways in which things can pariticipate in him. The emphais on participation is perhaps a little clearer
than the “active potency” described in SCG 1, c. 50, but the core of the argument is the same in both: God has proper
cognition of other things because he knows the way in which things can procede from him.
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discursive knowledge in the Swmma theologiae, but feels compelled to explain how God knows a
multitude of things in the Summa Contra Gentiles?

I propose that Thomas’s progression of questions differs in the Summa Contra Gentiles
because of divine ideas. Thomas announces at the beginning of Summa theologiae 1, q. 14 that the
divine ideas will be treated in its own question. Thus, he delays his explanation for sow God knows a
multitude until q. 15. Since the Summa Contra Gentiles makes no such announcement, he has to
explain how God knows many things immediately after he argues #hat God distinctly cognizes
everything. Moreover, he has to address how God can know many things because he has to show
that such knowledge does not compromise the divine unity and simplicity. The parallel to divine
ideas could hardly be clearer.

Thomas begins c. 54 by stating that it is difficult to reconcile the way in which the simple
divine essence can be the proper reason (ratio) or likeness of all intelligible things. Solving this
difficulty is of the utmost importance because “unless we resolve this, we may conclude that God
has only a general or universal knowledge of things.”'*! Unless we can resolve this difficulty, then we
will be forced to agree with the analysis of Avicenna and Averroes.

The divine intellect comprehends in itself the perfections (nobilitates) of all beings, not
through composition, but through perfection. Every form, whether proper or common, is a certain
perfection. It does not include imperfection except as it falls short of true being (esse). Therefore, the
divine intellect can comprehend what is proper to each thing’s essence by understanding the way in
which each thing imitates the divine essence and the way each thing falls short of the divine essence.
The divine essence, although it is absolutely perfect, can be taken as the proper ratio of singulars,
and God can have proper cognition of all of them. Since the proper ratio of one thing is

distinguished from the proper ratio of another, and distinction is the principle of plurality, it is

4 \Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on Divine Ideas, 26.
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necessary to consider a certain distinction and plurality of reasons in the divine intellect. The rationes
of things in the divine intellect are not many or distinct except as God cognizes the proper and
diverse respects by which each thing is assimilable to him. Thomas concludes the chapter by noting
that this reasoning is what Augustine had in mind when he said God makes man and horse
according to different raziones and that the rationes of things are multiple in the divine mind.
Moreover, this reasoning in some way saves Plato’s opinion of ideas because it maintains that all
material things are formed by them.'*

Thomas’s solution to the difficulty of saying that God’s simple essence is the proper ratio or
likeness of all intelligible things relies on a distinction parallel to the one he made in the De veritate
between form as principle and form as term. The divine essence is the only intelligible species for
the divine intellect (i.e., its only principle), and from this one intelligible species the divine intellect
“forms in itself a certain zntentio of the thing understood, which is its ratio, which the definition
signifies.”'® But why does Thomas use #n#entio> Why use new terminology when he could have used
the distinction between an intelligible species as principle and an intelligible species as term as he did
in the De veritate?** Is something entailed by “an understood zntentia” that is not entailed by “an

intelligible species as term”?

142 §CG 1, c. 54 (ed. Leonine, 13.1.154b26—-155b19), esp.: “Divina autem essentia in se nobilitates omnium
entium comprehendit, non quidem per modum compositionis, sed per modum perfectionis, ut supra ostensum. Forma
autem omnis, tam propria quam communis, secundum id quod aliquid ponit, est perfectio quaedam: non autem
imperfectionem includit nisi secundum quod deficit a vero esse. Intellectus igitur divinus id quod est proprium unicuique
in essentia sua comprehendere potest, intelligendo in quo eius essentiam imitetur, et in quo ab eius perfectione deficit
unumgquodque . . . . Quia vero propria ratio unius distinguitur a propria ratione alterius; distinctio autem est pluralitatis
principium: oportet in intellectu divino distinctionem quandam et pluralitatem rationum intellectarum csondierare,
secundum quod id quod est in intellectu divino est propria ratio diversorum. Unde, cum hoc sit secundum quod Deus
intelligit proprium respectum assimilationis quam habet unaquaeque creatura ad ipsum, relinquitur quod rationes rerum
in intellectu divino non sint plures vel distinctae nisi secundum quod Deus cognoscit res pluribus et diversis modis esse
assimilables sibi.”

143 §CG 1, c. 53 (ed. Leonine, 13.150b4-0): “format in seipso quandam intentionem rei intellectae, quae est ratio
ipsius, quam significat definitio.”

144 Geiger, “Les Idées Divines,” 200: “Ici, il ne se contente pas de distinguer entre 'espece en tant que forme
actualisante et en tant qu’elle est objet.”
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Thomas explains in c. 53 that the understood znzentio is necessary for man because it allows
him to know regardless of the presence or the absence of the thing. If the intellect did not have an
understood zntentio of the thing, then it could know the thing only while it were present. But this
explanation seems doubly unhelpful. Not only does the difficulty of presence and absence seem
irrelevant to discussions of divine knowledge, but there is no reason to think that intelligible species
could not perform this task. To understand what he means by znzentio, then, it is necessary to look at
his discussion of the eternal generation of the Divine Word in Summa Contra Gentiles, IV, c. 11.
There, he argues that intellectual life has various levels of perfection corresponding to diverse
degrees of potency in self-knowledge. God’s intellectual life is the highest because his intelligere is not
other than his esse. Thus, his understood znzentio is the divine essence itself. He then specifies what he
means by an understood znfentio: “that which the intellect conceives in itself of the thing
understood.”" In man, an understood zntentio is neither the thing understood itself nor the
substance of the intellect itself. Rather, it is a certain conceived likeness of the thing. The zntentio
names an interior word that is signified by an exterior word. Moreover, Thomas clarifies that the
intentio is to be distinguished from knowing the thing. An snfentio is not the mere knowing of the
thing: “it is apparent that understanding the thing is other than understanding the understood
intention itself, which the intellect makes when it reflects upon its work.”'* An understood zntentio is
formed by intellectual reflection. It appears when the intellect looks back upon its work.

In God, since his esse and his zntelligere are the same, the understood zntentio is the same as his
intellect. And because his intellect is the thing understood, when he understands himself he

understands all things. When God understands himself, intellect, the thing understood, and the

45 SCG 1V, c. 11 (ed. Leonine 15.32): “Dico autem infentionem intellectam id quod intellectus in seipso concipit de
re intellecta.”

146 SCG 1V, c. 11 (ed. Leonine, 15.32b35-38): “apparet quod aliud est intelligere tem, et aliud est intelligere
ipsam intentionem intellectam, quod intellectus facit dum super suum opus reflicitur.” From this difference, Thomas
draws the futher conclusion that the sciences that deals with things (metaphysics, etc.) are other than the science that
deals with intentions (logic).
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understood zntentio are the same.'” And since what is understood g#a understood has to be in the
intellect, God has to be in his understanding g#a understood. But what is in the one understanding is
an understood zntentio and word. Thus, by God’s self-understanding, the Word of God is begotten.'*

A conceived interior word, an understood zntentio, is a certain ratio and likeness of the thing
understood. This is as true for the Word of God as it is for a mental word conceived by a human
intellect. And when the interior word is a likeness of another as principle of that other, then it is an
exemplar. When the interior word is a likeness of another as to a principle, then it is an image. The
likeness existing in the mind of the artificer is both the principle of his operation and the exemplar
of his artwork. Since God’s self-understanding is the principle of all things understood by him (by
intellect and will), and since the principle of all things understood by God is the Word of God, that
Divine Word is compared to all things understood by God as exemplar.'”

From his explanation of zntentio in IV, c. 11, then, a number of conclusions can be drawn.
First, an understood zntentio is not merely the thing understood. It is conceived in the intellect by an
act of reflection upon the thing understood. The thing understood by God is his essence, i.e.,
himself. By a certain reflective act, as it were, God then forms the intentiones or rationes of all the
things that can have a likeness to his essence. These understood intentions can, by an act of will, be
exemplar causes. Since there are many ways of being like the divine essence, there are many rationes.
Second, a divine understood zntentio, which is the Word of God, is the exemplar of whatever God
wills to create or could will to create. The rationes of all things are in God as in an exemplar cause,
and they only exist because they were first in God as understood znsentiones. Third, from these first
two conclusions, it should be said that Thomas does hold a theory of divine ideas in the Summa

Contra Gentiles even though he does not use the terminology of “ideas”. Rather than divert from the

147 SCG 1V, c. 11 (ed. Leonine, 15.32b45-33a3).
148 SCG 1V, c. 11 (ed. Leonine, 15.33a35-50).
149 SCG IV, c. 11 (ed. Leonine, 15.34a51-b21).
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explication of Thomas’s texts in their chronological order, I will argue for the presence of the divine
ideas in the Summa Contra Gentiles at the end of this section.

iv. Summa theologiae (1266—1268). Though the word 7dea gives way to ratio in the Summa
Contra Gentiles, it returns in the Summa theologiae. In q. 15, a. 2 of the latter text Thomas again insists
that there must necessarily be many divine ideas. His argument for this position is taken from final
causality. In any effect whatever, that which is the final end is properly intended by the principal
agent. But that which is best existing in things is the good order of the universe, as Aristotle says in
Metaphysies X11. Therefore, the order of the universe is propetly intended by God, and not per accidens
arising according to a succession of agents. Avicenna held the latter position saying that God created
the first creature only, and that first creature created the second, etc. until there were a multitude of
creatures. Thus, God would not have an idea of any creature but the first. But if the very order of
the universe is per se created by him, and intended by him, then it is necessary that he have an idea of
the order of the universe. But the 7a#0 of some whole cannot be had unless the proper rationes of
each of the parts is also had. Thus, the builder cannot conceive the species house unless he has the
proper ratio of each of its parts. Thus, it is necessary that God have the proper rationes of all things.
And this position coheres with Augustine’s position in In diversis quaestionibus . XXXIII, q. 46:
“singular things have been created by God according to proper rationes.” Thus, it follows that there
are many ideas in the divine mind.""

Realizing that this conclusion seems contrary to the divine simplicity, Thomas immediately
qualifies that this plurality is not repugnant to God’s simplicity. The compatibility of the two
positions is easy to see if we distinguish between the species as that which (g#od) is understood and
the species as that by which (gua) it is understood. The species gua is the form making the intellect

be in act, but the guod is the object understood. The plurality of divine ideas is not opposed to divine

150 $T1, q. 15, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.201b-202a).
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simplicity because there is only one species g#a, and that one species g#a makes many things known
by God. The ideas are many in the divine mind as understood by him.""

Thomas then explains how it is possible that God could know many things by means of one
species. God perfectly cognizes his essence. He cognizes his essence according to every mode by
which it is cognizable. But it can be cognized not only according as it is in itself, but according as it
can be participated according to some mode of likeness by a creature. But each creature has a proper
species according to which it participates a likeness of the divine essence in some mode. Therefore,
insofar as God cognizes his own essence as it is imitable by such a creature, he cognizes his essence
as the proper ratio and idea of this creature. And similarly with all creatures. Thus, it is clear that God
understands many proper rationes of many things, which are many ideas.'”

This response to the question of there being many ideas in God draws together all of the
major points of the prior treatments of the question. First, it emphasizes that the divine ideas are
posited because God has to know what he creates. But it would be imperfect for him to know what
he creates only in a general way. If he is going to know the whole perfectly, he must know how the
parts contribute to the whole. Second, he emphasizes that “/dea does not name the divine essence
insofar as it is an essence, but insofar as it is a likeness or ratio of this or that thing.”"> An idea is the
divine essence as known, but not simply as it is known in itself. When God knows his essence, he
knows himself perfectly, but he has, as it were, a secondary consideration of his essence. In this
secondary consideration, he knows all the ways his essence is imitable by creatures. His
understanding precedes the existence of any of these creatures, and so is not caused by any of them

but rather causes them.!® This twofold consideration makes sense only if we distinguish between

51T, q. 15, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.202a).
152.8T1, q. 15, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.202ab). Cf. ST'1, q. 44, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.460b).
1538T1, q. 15, a. 2,ad 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.202b): “idea non nominat divinam essentiam inquantum est essentia,

sed inquantum est similitudo vel ratio huius vel illius rei.”
154 8T1, q. 15, a. 2, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.202b).
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that by which (g#0) God understands and that which (g#od) God understands. God’s essence alone is
that by which he understands. Thus, his wisdom and art are one.”” An idea, however, is that which
God understands, and he knows that he is imitable in many respects. These many respects are in
God, not creatures, but they are not real respects like the respects distinguishing the persons of the
Trinity. Instead, they are rational respects understood by God."

In sum, the Summa theologiae offers the most complete treatment of the plurality of divine
ideas from Thomas so far. Not only does he include the position that the ideas are the divine
essence as known, and known as imitable in diverse ways, he includes the argument from the order
of the universe to give greater context for his claims regarding the plurality of divine ideas. If God is
to bring about the order of the universe perfectly, then it is not enough to know the whole, he must
also know all of the parts and the arrangement of the parts. If he knew only the whole, then God
would know the parts only indistinctly and under a certain confusion.”” For all intents and purposes,
God would be as Averroes described. He would have only indeterminate knowledge of things other
than himself. He would be in potency, rather than perfect act.

v. Quodlibet IV (1271). Thomas’s last treatment of the plurality of the divine ideas occurs
in Quodlibet IV, q. 1. The question posed to him is whether there are many ideas in God. Thomas
begins his response by making the Bonaventurean distinction between a plurality of things and
plurality of reason.'” According to things there are not many ideas in God. An idea names an
exemplar form, and the only exemplar form of all things is the divine essence. All things imitate the

divine essence insofar as they exist and are good. According to reason, however, there are many

155 8T1, q. 15, a. 2, ad 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.202b).

156 §T'1, q. 15, a. 2, ad 4 (ed. Leonine, 4.202b).

157 See ST, g. 85, a. 3 (ed. Leonine, 5.336a): “Actus autem petfectus ad quem pervenit intellectus, est scientia
completa, per quam distincte et determinate res cognoscuntut. Actus autem incompletus est scientia imperfecta, per
quam sciuntur res indistincte sub quadam confusione, quod enim sic cognoscitur, secundum quid cognoscitur in actu, et
quodammodo in potentia.”

158 Bonaventure, Iz I Sent., d. 35, a. un, q. 3 (ed. Quaracchi, 1.608b): “omnes ideae in Deo sunt unum secundum
rem; sed tamen plures secundum rationem intelligendi sive dicendi.”
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ideas in God. All things imitate the divine essence, but they do not all imitate it in one and the same
way. They imitate the divine essence diversely and according to diverse grades. Therefore, the divine
essence, according as it is imitable in this way by this creature, is the proper ratio and idea of this
creature. And similarly with all other creatures. Thus, there are many ideas in God insofar as the
divine essence is understood according to the diverse respects that things have to it.'”

The diverse respects are understood not only by a created intellect, but by the uncreated
intellect of God himself. For God knows, and knew from eternity, that diverse creatures would
imitate his essence in diverse ways. From eternity, then, there were many ideas in the divine mind as
the proper rationes of things understood by God. For this name “idea” signifies a certain form
understood by an agent, in the likeness of which he intends to produce an exterior work.'"

To this division between plurality according to thing and according to reason, Thomas adds
the distinction between the cognizer and the thing cognized in his reply to the second objection. If
we understand the expression “according to this, things are distinctly in proportion as God cognizes
their distinction” on the part of the things cognized, then it is a true statement. Things are distinct
just as God cognizes them to be distinct. But if we understand the same expression on the part of
the cognizer, then it is a false statement. Things cognized would have the same mode of distinction
in the divine intellect that they have in themselves. In themselves, things are essentially diverse, but
they are not essentially diverse in the divine intellect. God does not receive knowledge from
essentially diverse sources. He has but one source of knowledge, namely, his own essence.''

Thomas’s treatment of the question here is worthy of note for several reasons. First, the
question is more ontologically focused than his usual treatment. When he takes up the question of a

multiplicity of divine ideas in other places, the primary concern is establishing the cognitive necessi
p p > p ry g g

159 Quodlibet IV, q. 1 (ed. Leonine, 25.2.319:30—48).
160 Quodlibet IV, q. 1 (ed. Leonine, 25.2.319:49-60).
161 Quodlibet IV, q. 1, ad 2 (ed. Leonine, 25.2.64-81).
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of such a multiplicity. By contrast, his response to the question is most concerned with establishing
that God knows only his essence. Thus, he begins his response with the claim that according to
things, there is only one divine idea. It is only according to reason—i.e., because of diverse respects
of imitation—that there are many ideas in God. Thomas does bring up the distinction between
cognizer and object of cognition, but waits until the replies to do so. The question, as it is
understood here, is ontological.

Second, the reply is remarkably similar to Bonaventure’s. The twofold distinction in plurality,
the emphasis on diverse respects, and the distinction between cognizer and thing cognized are all
employed in exactly the same way as by Bonaventure in his Iz I Sent. and De scientia Christi. Thomas
adds his characteristic remarks about exemplarism and imitation, but the basic framework of his
response is borrowed from Bonaventure. A number of reasons can account for this similarity. The
first is that, as was mentioned above, Bonaventure and Thomas offer quite similar accounts of the
divine ideas. They differ on some of the details, but the divine ideas are the essence as understood
(i.e., truth) insofar as it expresses the diverse ways in which creatures can imitate it. Thus, there is
only one divine idea qua source, but many divine ideas qua things known. The Leonine edition of
Thomas’s Qnodlibet does not include any reference to Bonaventure, despite the clear parallelism.

A second possible reason for the similarity in this text is that this response appears in a
quodlibetal dispute. Quodlibet IV has twelve questions, many of which are divided into multiple
articles. Since the master had only a single day to prepare his answers to the questions asked him,
and only a single day to deliver his replies, it is not surprising that some of the answers might be
streamlined. The answer that he provides in Quodlibet IV, q. 1 is sufficient to answer the question. He
could have offered more precise distinctions and separated his account of the plurality of divine
ideas from others’ accounts more clearly, but that would have taken time away from other questions.

The standard Bonaventurean distinctions were good enough.
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A third possible reason for the similarity of Thomas’s account to Bonaventure’s in this text
also is a result of genre of the text. Anyone could have asked him this question. If the question were
asked by a novice student, then Thomas might have tailored his answer to the questioner, and
focused only on the broad distinctions that a beginner would need to know. The question also could
have been asked with the intention of stirring up controversy. In that case, Thomas’s response
would be a reminder that at the core his position on that matter agrees with Bonaventure’s.

A fourth possible reason for the similarity can be taken from a sociological consideration.
Bonaventure himself may have been in the audience (or perhaps even asked the question). In the
same time period that Thomas gave this Qwuodlibet, Bonaventure was regularly going to the University
of Paris to deliver his various Collationes. The Collationes themselves give evidence that Bonaventure
was keeping up with the theological and philosophical debates and atmosphere at the University. It
is reasonable to suspect that attending quodlibetal disputes was one of the ways that he did this.
Thomas may have offered a particularly Bonaventurean response in order to honor an illustrious
member of the audience and to show that his theory was not substantively different from
Bonaventure’s.

vi. Conclusions. From the foregoing exposition, it is clear that Thomas consistently teaches
that there are many divine ideas. There are many of them because the divine ideas are not the divine
essence qua essence, but the divine essence qua understood. Only insofar as the divine essence is
understood by the divine intellect are their divine ideas. Beginning with the De veritate, Thomas
further distinguishes the divine essence qua understood into form as principle and form as term.
Insofar as the divine essence is the principle of the divine intellect, there cannot be multiple ideas.
The only source of God’s knowledge is his own essence. His knowledge cannot come from without.
If it did come from without, then he would be imperfect. Insofar as the divine essence is the term of

the divine intellect, it allows God to know many things. Each of these many things are known by a
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distinct divine idea because the many things are essentially diverse such that to know one is not to
know another. To know man is not to know horse.

Although Thomas does not make explicit reference to it in any of the texts, we must
remember that God’s essence is his existence (esse). Therefore, each creature has to be like the divine
act of being (esse). As Branick notes, “T'o say that the ideas represent God, at least in some
proportion, is to say the ideas represent the act of #o be, for God is this act.”'” To understand the
multiplicity of divine ideas correctly, we must understand it as part of the problem of the one and
the many. The divine essence is the infinite act of being, and so the divine ideas must express finite
imitations of God’s very act of being. Thomas’s solution to the problem of the one and the many is
relative non-being. As he says in his commentary on Boethius’s De Trinitate, plurality comes from
negation and affirmation; the many come from the affirmation of esse and its negation (non esse).'”
“The more a creature approaches God,” he says in the De veritate, “the more it has esse. But the more
it recedes from him, the more it has 7on esse.”'** Each creature is distinct because its act of being, its
esse, uniquely imitates the divine act of being. Thus, relative non-being has to be in the mind of God
because “in knowing things other than himself, God knows how they are 7o himself.”'> He knows
all of the ways in which #on esse can negate his infinite esse, and this knowledge is the divine ideas. For
Thomas, the introduction of #on esse into the divine intellect is necessary if God is to be able to

produce a plurality of creatures. Yet, there is no cause for worry that divine perfection is

compromised. Knowledge of #on esse does not ontologically reduce God’s essence. God remains

162 Vincent P. Branick, “The Unity of the Divine Ideas,” The New Scholasticisn 42 (1968): 189-90.

163 In De Trinitate, q. 4, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 50.121:118-23): “Sic ergo patet quod prima pluralitatis vel divisionis
ratio sive principium est ex negatione et affirmation, ut talis ordo originis pluralitatis intelligatur, quod primo sint
intelligenda ens et non ens, ex quibus ipsa prima divisa constituuntur, ac per hoc plura.” Branick and Doolan see
confirmation of this argument in De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 where Thomas argues that creatures imitate the divine essence in
proportion as they fall short of its perfection (Branick 195-96. Doolan, 109). See De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine,
22.1.104:204-105:212).

164 De veritate, q. 2, a. 3, ad 16 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.54:508-510): “unde quantum creatura accedit ad Deum tantum
habet de esse, quantum vero ab eo recedit tantum habet de non esse.”

165 Doolan, 110. Emphasis original.
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Ipsum Esse, even though he knows non esse. As Doolan points out, “the only ontological status non-
being has is as an ens rationis.””'* The divine ideas, as known possibilities of combining esse and 7on
esse, exist as known beings, and not as actual beings. Thomas’s metaphysics of esse provides the
ontological justification for the multiplicity of divine ideas.

vii. Ideas as Rational Relations. Thomas consistently claims that the multiplicity of divine
ideas is a multiplicity according to a respect or reason. Describing their multiplicity in this way is
meant to protect his theory from two major errors. The first is an error with respect to the essence
of God, and the second is an error with respect to the Trinity. First, his account is meant to protect
the simplicity of God from being really divided. As rational relations, the divine ideas do not divide
the essence and compromise God’s pure act of being. The divine ideas must not put potency in
God. Second, describing the divine ideas as rational relations distinguishes them from the Persons of
the Trinity. Thomas distinguishes the Persons of the Trinity according to their relations to each
other, and so the divine ideas must not be articulated in such a way that the sort of relations that
they are, are on par with the relations of the Trinity. If they were, there would be as many Persons in
God as there are divine ideas. The Trinity would become an Infinity.

Relation is one of the nine accidental categories of being. Thomas holds a qualified realist
stance when it comes to some relations.'”’” Relations are real things in nature, and not merely posited
by the mind, because natural things themselves have a clear order and relation to each other.'®® He

consistently remarks that there are two things that we must understand when it comes to relations

166 Doolan, 110.

167 A strongly realist position, like the one Scotus holds, holds that one thing () is related (R) to another thing
(b) “if and only if (i) # and & are really distinct extra-mental things, (ii) there is a real foundation in « for R, and (iii) there
exists an extra-mental ‘relative thing’ R with its own accidental reality really distinct from that of its foundation” (Mark
G. Henninger, Relations: Medieval Theories 1250—1325 |Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989], 25). Thomas’s theory
softens the third condition such that “z and 4 exist in a certain way. . . . One need not posit any further entity, whether a
relative thing or a concept” (Henninger, 25). See Henninger, 23-29.

168 T1, q. 13, a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 4.152b): “ipsae res naturalem ordinem et habitudinem habent ad invicem.”
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(or any accident): its esse and its ratio.'” Every category of accidents has the same sort of esse
analogically, but this esse defies all of our attempts to define it. There is no more general genus from
which we could make a proper definition. We are wont to speak loosely and say that “to be in a
subject” is the definition of accidents, but this cannot be their definition."”” An accident is “a thing
to which it belongs to be in another.”"”" Every accident is founded upon another, either a substance,
or another accident which itself is founded upon a substance. A real relation for Thomas is an
accident founded upon another accident. For example, the real relation “whiter than” is founded
upon the quality of white which inheres in a subject relative to the quality of white which inheres in
another subject.

A ratio is “nothing other than that which the intellect apprehends from the signification of
some name.”'”” In things that can be defined, the rat/o is the definition of the thing. In things that
cannot be defined, like God’s attributes or the categories, “the ratio is whatever the intellect does
understand correctly by the concept signifying the reality.”'” Thus, although the category of relation
is strictly speaking undefinable, it still has a razio proper to it which the intellect can apprehend
correctly. The category of relation is distinct in that its proper ratio does not signify something

inhering in something else. Rather, its proper ratio is “only a respect to another.”'™* Since a respect to

169 Jn I Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.223-225); In I Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.630); I I
Sent., d. 33, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.765); ST'1, q. 28, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.321a).

YO0 In IV Sent., d. 12, q. 1,a. 1, ql. 1, ad 2 (ed. Moos, 4.499). Cf. In I Sent., q. 4, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.224), and
ST, q. 77, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 12.193-94).

T In IV Sent., d. 12, q. 1, a. 1, ql. 1, ad 2 (ed. Moos, 4.499). This definition is important because of the
theological question of the Eucharist. Thomas argues that God can bring it about that an accident actually does exist
without its substantial subject. In such cases, it still belongs to the accident to exist in a subject, even though it is not
doing so at the moment. Ixesse is the proximate cause of the esse of accidents. If the proximate cause is removed, and the
accident is not inhering in a subject, then the remote cause (God) is sufficient to make it continue existing. See Wippel,
The Metaphysical Thonght of Thomas Aquinas, 228-237, esp. 234-237, and Gilson, “Quasi Definitio Substantiae,” in 5%
Thomas Aguinas, 1274—1974: Commemorative Studies, ed. Armand Maurer (Toronto: 1974), 1.111-129.

172 In I Sent., d. 2, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.66): “ratio, prout hic sumitur, nihil aliud est quam id quod
apprehendit intellectus de significatione alicujus nominis.”

173 Henninger, 15.

174 8T1, q. 28, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.318b): “Ea vero quae dicuntur ad aliquid, significant secundum propriam
rationem solum respectum ad aliud.”
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another does not necessarily imply inherence in a subject, a relation need not inhere in a subject.
Thomas is clear that a categorical real relation requires inherence in a subject, but non-categorical
(i.e., rational) relations and super-categorical (i.e., divine) relations need not have a foundation in the
thing of which they are said.'”

The fact that not every relation requires inherence in a subject, i.e., that not every ratio of
relation has to be found along with the esse of relation, plays a key role in the primary distinction that
Thomas makes in relations: some relations are real and others are only rational. A real relation has to
be founded upon some real accident in the relation’s subject, i.e., it has to have the ratio and esse of a
relation independent of any intellectual apprehension. A real relation is caused by the foundation it
has in the subject. A rational relation, however, is caused by an intellect and is sustained in existence
by that intellectual activity.

The possibility that each extreme of the relation could be a real or a rational relation yields
three possibilities. With the first possibility, both extremes have only a rational relation to each
other. They are both rationally related when the bearing, or reference (habitudo), cannot be between
something except by apprehension alone as when we say that the same is the same as itself. Every
relation between being and non-being (ezs ez non ens), and genus and species, is of this type. In the
second possibility, both extremes, i.e., the two subjects in which the accidents inhere, are really
related to each other. Mutual real relations occur in all relations that follow upon the categories of
quantity, and action and passion.'” In the case of quantity, both of the extremes have a particular
quantity and the subjects of those quantities are related to each other. E.g., the relations of taller
than and shorter than are founded upon the quantities of height that inhere in the extremes. In the

case of action and passion, both extremes are mutually involved in the action. E.g., a mover and

175 In I Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.630).
176 See De potentia, q. 7, a. 9 (ed. Pession, 11.208a); I IIT Phys., lect. 1, n. 6 (ed. Leonine, 2.102-103); In 17 Met.,
lect. 17, nn. 1001-05 (ed. Spiazzi, 266). See Henninger, 17.
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movable thing, or a father and son. The latter receives the action of the former, and neither would
exist without the other. There is no father without a son, and there is no son without a father. The
relation inheres in the father because of his act of begetting, and in the son because of his passion of
being begotten.'”

The third possibility is when the relation is real for one extreme and rational for the other.
This mixed relation occurs whenever the two extremes are not of the same order."”® Thomas’s
example for this type of relation is the way in which the senses and knowledge are related to the
sensible and the knowable. The sensible and the knowable exist in the sensible and knowable thing
according to esse naturale. A puma has the form of puma according to esse naturale because it is in fact
a puma. When a man senses or knows the puma, he cannot have the form of puma according to esse
naturale because the man remains a man. He does not become a puma. The man must have the form
of puma according to esse sensibile or esse intelligibile. Thomas periodically prefers the term esse spirituale
to esse sensibile and esse intelligibile.'” Esse naturale and esse spiritnale are not of the same order. As a
result, the sensitive or intellectual knowledge is really related to the thing sensed or known because
the knowledge is ordered to knowing the thing. The thing sensed or known is only rationally related
to the sensitive or intellectual knowledge because the intellect apprehends the thing as the term of
the relation of its knowledge. The thing is related to the knowledge only because the latter is referred
to the former. In itself, the thing is indifferent to being sensed or known. The thing measures man’s
sensitive cognition and speculative knowledge, but the thing is in no way measured by the

knowledge.'™ If the thing were to cease being sensed or known, there would be no real change in it.

1778T1, q. 13, a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 4.152b—153a).

178 A. Krempel notes that the name “mixed relation” is “bizzare” because thete is no mixing of the two
relations: “Bref, ce n’est pas la relation qui est mixte, mais une classe de relations.” Like Krempel, I preserve the term
“mixed relation” because it has become the standard terminology (La doctrine de la relation chez saint Thomas: Exposé
bistorique et systématigne [Paris: Vrin, 1952], 458).

17 See, e.g., In I Sent., d. 30, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.708).

180 De veritate, q. 1, a. 2 (ed., Leonine, 22.1.9:81-120). Importantly, Thomas qualifies that the measure—measured
relation is the opposite for practical knowledge. A work of art is measured against the standard in the mind of the artist.
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Since the relation of the thing sensed or known is rational, it is not really in the thing known, but in
the one sensing or knowing."™!

Thomas’s claim about relations being of the same order allows him to solve the problems
outlined above. He can say that divine ideas are certain relations without claiming that these relations
constitute additional Persons of the Trinity. Since God is outside of every order of creatures (i.e., he
is outside of every genus), and since all creatures are ordered to him, but not vice versa, it is obvious
that creatures are really related to God, but God is not really related to creatures.'® Rather, God is
only rationally related to creatures.'™ Creatures are really ordered to God because they are finite
imitations of his essence and are utterly dependent upon him. That any given creature exists as the
type of thing it is depends entirely on God’s intellect and will. Creatures are measured by God’s
knowledge, and so are really related to him. The creature has created existence (esse creatums), but
God’s existence is not created. God is ipsums esse subsistens, and so of a different order than
creatures.™ And since the divine essence is the only source of God’s knowledge and therefore the
only idea that God has, the divine essence and the ideas known by means of it are only rationally
related to creatures.

The divine ideas insofar as they are multiple are no threat to divine simplicity because they
are only logically distinct. It is only because of the diverse real relations that creatures have to God
that the divine ideas are distinguished. Krempel expresses the multiplicity well: “God compares his
essence to such or such realizable creature, and understands there the real relations possible to him:

from this comparison between himself who is the model, and the creatures who can imitate him,

The idea in the mind of the attist, therefore, will be rationally related to the work of art, and the work of art will be really
related to the idea in the mind of the artist.

181 ST1, q. 13, a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 4.1532).

182.5T1, q. 13, a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 4.153a). Cf. De potentia, q. 7, a. 10 (ed. Pession, 11.209a—211b) and De potentia q.
7,a. 8, ad 3 (ed. Pession, I11.206Db).

183 ST1, q. 13, a. 7 (ed. Leonine, 4.153a), and Iz I Sent., d. 30, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.707)

184 ST1, q. 104, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 5.463-64). Cf. ST1, q. 6, a. 2, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.67b).
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result then, as a formal effect, the logical, ‘ideal’, divine relations.”'® The divine ideas are nothing
other than the rationally distinct ways in which God knows himself to be imitable by creatures.
These rational relations are the origin of the real relations that creatures have to God. God is only
rationally related to creatures because he is of a higher order than creatures that he knows can
imitate his essence. There is no real division in God because of the multiplicity of divine ideas
because there is no real relation between God and creatures.

Thomas’s explanation of mixed relations also helps to distinguish the plurality of divine ideas
from the plurality of divine Persons. Thomas holds, like all Christian thinkers, that the relations
between the Persons of the Trinity (such as paternity and filiation) are really in God. If they were not
really in God, then God could not be called Father, nor Son. God would only be Father or Son by
reason of our understanding alone, which is the Sabellian heresy.'™ Thomas avoids this heresy by
arguing that the relations between the divine persons are real because there is proceeding and that
from which it proceeds iz the same order. The Persons of the Trinity all have the same nature, so the
relations that exist between them are real. Because they are of the same order, the relation between
them has to be real. Paternity really belongs to the Father, and Filiation really belongs to the Son.
Procession really belongs to the Father and the Son, and spiration really belongs to the Holy Spirit.
There is no worry that the divine ideas are additional real relations in the Trinity, however, because
the relations do not have a sameness of order. Since the divine ideas are not of the same order of
that to which they are related, namely, creatures, the divine ideas are distinguished only by rational
relations. They could not be additional Persons in God because the Persons are distinguished only

by the real relations founded in the identity of the divine nature.

185 Krempel, 421: “Dieu compate son essence a telle ou telle créature réalisable, y comptis le relations réelles
possibles a lui: de cette comparaison entre Lui qui est le modele, et les créatures qui peuvent P'imiter, résultant alors,
comme effet formel, les relations logiques «idéales» divines.”

186 ST'1, q. 28, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.318a).
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viii. Divine Ideas in the Summa Contra Gentiles. It is quite noticeable that Thomas does
not devote a section of the Summa Contra Gentiles to the divine ideas as he does in every other ex
professo treatment of the issue. This absence becomes even more conspicuous when we consider that
autographed manuscripts prove that I, c. 53 underwent three revisions, and explicit mention of the
divine ideas appears in all but the last one."” Does his removing divine ideas from the work signal
that they are not really necessary for his system? Was he, as Etienne Gilson suggests, merely using
them out of deference to tradition?'® I say no. Thomas holds a theory of divine ideas in the Summa
Contra Gentiles even though he does not use the terminology. The rationes in the divine intellect are
the exemplar causes of everything that comes forth from God. Thus, as Wippel says, “his defense
of a plurality of divine reasons for individual creatures is equivalent to a defense of a plurality of
divine ideas.”'” The fact that he uses the word ratio instead of idea is of little consequence. Augustine
argues that ratio is not a great translation for idea because ratio is the translation for /gos, but admits
that whoever wants to use raz still speaks of the same thing. Moreover, Augustine consistently uses
the word ratio along with idea, forma, and species in his explanation of the divine ideas."”

But if this line of thinking is correct, why would he switch vocabulary in the Summa Contra
Gentiles? Scholars have offered a number of suggestions for this change. Geiger argues that Thomas
had been utilizing the more Aristotelian vocabulary of intelligible species, and so sticks to a more
Aristotelian manner of expression when he needed to account for a distinction between the species

as actualizing form and object known."”" Wippel contends that Thomas does not speak of ideas

187 For the manuscript see ed. Leonine, 13.20%-22*. For extensive analysis of the revisions, see Geiger, “Les
rédactions successives,” 221-240, and Boland, 214—-225.

188 Gilson, Introduction a la philosophie chrétienne, 173—74: “Pourtant, il est a peine exagéré de dire qu’au fond, tout
ce que Saint Thomas a dit des Idées était dans son espirit une concession de plus faite du language d’une philosophie qui
n’était pas vraiment la sienne. C’était aussi, n’en doutons-pas, la reconnaissance de I'auctorité théologique de Saint
Augustin.”

189 Wippel, “Thomas Aquinas on Divine Ideas,” 28. Cf. Geiger, 203-04.

190 E.g., “Quod si recte dici vel credi non potest, restat ut omnia ratione sint condita. Nec eadem ratione homo,
qua equus” (Augustine, De div. qq. 83, q. 46, n. 2 [PL 40.30]).

1 Geiger, “Les Idées Divin,” 204.
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because his primary concern in that section of the Summa Contra Gentiles is to show how God can
know many creatures without compromising his unity and simplicity. Since the divine ideas, strictly
speaking, fill the ontological role of exemplar causes, it is not surprising that he would choose
another term to speak of divine knowledge."” Boland concurs with Wippel’s analysis and adds that
Thomas became more sensitive to divine simplicity and to Aristotle’s critique of Plato’s theory of
ideas. The presence of the word /dea in prior editions of 1, c. 54 “perhaps seemed too Platonic.”"”
Since Thomas could express the same theory without the Platonic baggage of the word idea, he did
not feel the need to save the word.

Doolan also reaffirms Wippel’s reasoning and adds that the use of the word ra#i is crucial
for understanding the sort of multiplicity that Thomas wishes to attribute to the divine ideas. The
multiplicity of divine ideas is a multiplicity according to reason, not according to reality, i.e., it is a
logical multiplicity. Thus, “it might be tempting to dismiss this multiplicity as werely logical and,
hence, of no philosophical significance.”’”* But such a temptation must not be indulged. The
multiplicity of ideas is rooted in the ontological reality that the divine essence can be imitated in a
multiplicity of ways.'” The multiplication of rationes in God is not man’s invention, but precedes

man and accounts for the distinction in things: “there is a plurality of natures in things only

inasmuch as there is first a plurality of ideas /# God.”" The choice of the term ratio over idea makes

192 Wippel, Thomas Aquinas on Divine Ideas, 29. This reason is plausible, but it does not fully explain why Thomas
does not then speak of ideas in SCG II or IV. I can see only two ways to account for this absence. The first is to say that
since he began speaking of zntentio and rationes in SCG 1, he chose to be consistent in his language. The second is the
suggestion that I will introduce zfra.

193 Boland, 224-25.

194 Doolan, 115.

195 See De veritate, q. 3, a. 2, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.105:244-59).

19 Doolan, 117. Emphasis original. Thomas explicitly argues this point in I I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 2, ad 2 (ed.
Mandonnet, 1.842); De veritate, q. 3, a. 2, ad 8 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.106:294-301); De potentia, q. 3, a. 16, ad 14 (ed. Pession,
11.902).Cf. Branick, 171n1: “It is not up to us to choose the multiplicity or not. There is a structure of reality which
precedes our intellection and which forces us to consider God in a multiplicity of ideas, as long as we are working with
ideas.”



184

this point forcefully. Not only does a multiplicity of rationes not contradict divine simplicity, it is
necessary if God is to know a multiplicity of objects.

All of these reasons are good, but I would like to add one more possible explanation for the
omission of the word “idea” in the Summa Contra Gentiles. Thomas might not have included a
systematic treatment of divine ideas because it would not have been as conducive to the purpose of
the work. Unlike his didactic works, like the De veritate or the Sunima theologiae, the Summa Contra
Gentiles is more apologetic."”” The work, he says, is meant to promote the truth of the Catholic faith
by removing contrary errors. But since many of these errors are held by Muslims and pagans, who
do not admit the authority of Scripture, it is necessary to have recourse to the common authority of
natural reason.'”® Thus, the first three books of the work are explicitly philosophical and make
reference to Scripture only in passing and at the end of some of the chapters.'” Since reason falls
short of a number of divine truths, such as the fact that God is three and one, such truths cannot be
demonstrated by philosophical reasoning.”” As a result, Thomas says that his intention is not so

much to convince his interlocutor by overwhelming arguments, as it is to resolve the arguments that

197 T do not wish to suggest that the SCG is a merely apologetic book. I do not think Thomas intended the
work to be used only as a means to convert the Muslims and pagans, and I think Torrell is right to criticize those who
would reduce the book to such an end (Initiation, 1.153-56). Yet, I do think we have to take Thomas seriously when he
claims that “propositum notrae intentionis est veritatem quam fides Catholica profitetur, pro nostro manifestare, errores
eliminando contrarios” (SCG 1, c. 2 [ed. Leonine, 13.6a14-b1]). Thomas clearly intends for this book to be an apology in
the ancient sense. Thomas writes the SCG to defend the truth against anyone who would reject it. Everyone who reads
this work is meant to be converted from his errors to the truth. Thus, I could agree with van Steenberghen when he
suggests that “Thomas écrit manifestement pour les penseurs chrétiens (théologiens ou philosophes) attachés a leur foi;
il n’est pas invraisemblable qu’il ait concu spécialement la Somme contre les Gentils pour 'usage de personnes desinées a
prendre contact avec les milieu intellectuels «infidéles», principalement dans des pays musulmans” (ILa Philosophie an XI1le
Siécle, 2 ed. [Louvain-La-Neuve: Editions de ’Institut Supérior de Philosophie, 1991], 290). I am more inclined,
however, to agree with Gauthier when he writes (contrary to his eatlier opinion), that Thomas “n’est pas une intention
d’apostolat zmmiédiat et limité, mais une intention de sagesse a portée apostolique universelle” (Introduction, 87).

198 §CG 1, c. 2 (ed. Leonine, 13.6a14-b22), esp.: “. . . propositum nostrae intentionis est veritatem quam fides
Catholica profitetur, pro nostro modulo manifestare, errores eliminando contratios . . .. quia quidam erorum, ut
Mahmetistae et pagani, non convenient nobiscum in auctoritate alicuius Scripturae . . .. necesse est ad naturalem

rationem recurrere, cui omnes assentire coguntur.”
199 §CG 1, c. 9 (ed. Leonine, 13.22b16-22).
200 §CG 1, c. 3 (ed. Leonine, 13.7a10-b7).
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his intetlocutor has against the truth.””' In such cases where the truth of the matter is available only
by faith, it is sufficient to show that this matter is not contrary to reason. If it were contrary to
reason, then it would have to be false. If it is consistent with reason, then it cannot be rejected out
of hand.

At first glance, this stated intention at the beginning of the Summa Contra Gentiles does not
seem to help. Certain theological truths may be beyond demonstration, but Thomas does not think
that the divine ideas are theological truths exceeding the capacity of man’s reason. The divine ideas
are a properly philosophical subject of inquiry because the divine ideas are exemplar causes.
Discussion of exemplar causality is a propetly philosophical subject. It may have been
philosophically appropriate, but I do not think that including divine ideas would have been more
conducive to his goal.

A dialogue is always best served when the two parties agree upon their terms. Thomas
names Muslims and pagans as his dialogue partners in the work, i.e., he is in dialogue with Aristotle,
Avicenna, Averroes, and their intellectual descendants. This fact is important for two reasons. First,
the way that Christians use the term “ideas” is completely foreign to his interlocutors. If he wants to
uproot his interlocutors’ errors and replace them with the truth, why would Thomas introduce a
foreign use of a familiar term into the work? Thomas’s interlocutors seem to look favorably on
Aristotle’s critique of Plato’s theory of ideas. As a result, Thomas judged it better to use more
Aristotelian language. It is clear that his interlocutors (in their Latin translations) are comfortable
speaking of ratio, so Thomas uses their own vocabulary to argue that positions they are already
willing to hold (i.e., that God knows himself perfectly) require that God also then know everything

that he can make.

201 §CG 1, c. 9 (ed. Leonine, 13.22a13-17): “Sed quia tales rationes ad secundam veritatem haberi non possunt,
non debet esse ad hoc intentio ut adversaties rationibus convincatur: sed ut eius rationes, quas contra veritatem habet,
solvantur.”
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Moreover, as was shown in the introduction, divine simplicity and unity are paramount for
Aristotle, Avicenna, and Averroes. Each of the three admits divine knowledge and argues that all
things have God as their source, but each does so with a great admixture of error. Either God has
no knowledge of creatures, or he knows them in an imperfect way. Thomas wished to correct their
error concerning divine knowledge, but had to express the correction in a way that was obviously
faithful to divine simplicity. Any solution that even hinted at divine complexity would have
immediately turned his opponents away. Since his interlocutors would understand the word “ideas”
first and foremost in terms of Platonic ideas, using the term “ideas” would make his task more
difficult. Thus, Thomas chose to use the term “7a#0” instead of “idea” because he thought that it
would be more effective at resolving some of the arguments that his interlocutors brought against
God’s knowledge of things other than himself. Since he could use the terms synonymously, he chose
the term that had less philosophical baggage. Thomas intends to articulate a theory of divine ideas,
but uses the term ratio for apologetic reasons.

This apologetic explanation has the benefit of making greater sense of Thomas’s claim at the
end of I, c. 54 that “the opinion of Plato, according to which all things are formed that exist in
material things, is also in some way saved.”*”” The mention of ideas and exemplar causality together
lends credence to Wippel’s explanation, but it also is a subtle way of introducing his Muslim and
pagan interlocutors to a Christian way of expressing the matter. Having argued that the multiplicity
of rationes in the mind of God are required, Thomas adds this line as if to tell his interlocutors
“When you hear the Christian philosopher and theologian speaking of divine ideas, realize that he

means nothing more than what I have said here about rationes. Our theory of divine ideas is not the

202 §CG 1, c. 54 (ed. Leonine, 13.155b16-19): “In quo etiam aliqualiter salvatur Platonis opinio ponentis zdeas,
secundum quas formarentur omnia quae in rebus materialibus existunt.” Emphasis original.
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theory of Plato. We concur with Plato that the ideas are the forms according to which all things are
made, but they do not exist separately. Divine ideas are really rationes in the divine mind.”

d. The Existence of Things in God and the Possibles

We have so far seen that Thomas thinks that an idea is, strictly speaking, a form that is an
exemplar cause and the principle of practical cognition; we have also seen that God has many ideas
that are rationally distinct from each other according as each uniquely imitates the divine essence.
We now have to investigate what sort of existence the divine ideas enjoy. This investigation involves
answering two distinct questions. (1) Do the divine ideas enjoy any existence independent of their
being known by God? (2) Why do the divine ideas exist, especially those divine ideas that God never
wills to create? Do they exist necessarily, or does God will them to exist?

i. In I Sententias (1252-1256). Thomas first takes up the question of whether the things
cognized by God are in God in Iz I Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 3. Like Bonaventure, Thomas quotes the
prologue of John’s Gospel in the sed contra: “what was made in him was life.”*”” He begins his reply
by distinguishing various ways in which the preposition “in” can be taken. Being in the knowledge
of God is other than being in the divine essence, and both of these are other than being in God.

“Knowledge” names a certain cognition. Being in knowledge is nothing other than what is
cognized through knowledge. Therefore, all things that God knows, both good and evil, are said to
be in his knowledge. “Essence” is signified through the mode of form or nature. Being in the divine
essence is nothing other than to subsist in the divine nature, or to be the same as the divine nature.
Therefore, creatures cannot be said to be in the divine essence. Only the divine persons, properties,
and attributes are in the divine essence. The name “God” signifies a subsisting thing whose being is
also his operating. Whence, being in God can be understood in two ways: either (a) that something

is in his being or (b) that it adjoins his operating. Creatures are not in God in the first way. In the

203 John 1:2
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second way we say that the works of which we are lord are in us. In the latter way, we say that all
things that are from God are in him, but not evil things, which are not from him.

Thomas then concludes that the three terms are related to each other according to a certain
order. For whatever is in the divine essence is in God, as it were, pertaining to his being, but the two
are not convertible. That which is adjoined to his work is in him, but is not in his essence. Similatrly,
whatever is in God is in his knowledge, but is not convertible, as is clear from the case of evil
things.””* Thus, Thomas holds that not everything known by God is in God either as a divine Person
or as in his essence because God knows things that would be repugnant for him to be or to create.

This position is consistent with the position he takes in the following article, Iz I Sent., d. 36,
g. 2, a. 1 that an idea is the principle of both practical and speculative cognition, but refers especially
to the former.”” Insofar as a divine idea is an exemplar form of something, that idea is cleatly in
God’s essence. The case of a divine idea insofar as it is speculative is the same. Though God does
not intend to make the creatures known by speculative ideas (which is what makes them speculative
ideas), those creatures are still in his essence because he could make them. This analysis of the word
“in” is helpful because it clarifies that the divine ideas are not merely in the divine intellect but in the
divine essence itself because they are the ways in which God knows his essence to be imitable. Yet,
the analysis of “in” leaves unanswered an important aspect of our original question, namely, what
sort of existence does something in the divine essence enjoy?

Thomas takes up this aspect of the question in his reply to the second objection. The second
objector of In I Sent., d. 30, q. 1, a. 3 argues that things can exist in God only in a qualified sense
(secundum quid) because they are in him through their likeness, not through their essence. But

everything more truly exists through its essence. Therefore, things exist more truly and better in

204 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.830).
205 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.839).
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themselves than in God.*” In response to this objection, Thomas argues that the existence of a
creature can be considered in four ways. In the first way, the creature exists according as it is in its
proper nature. In the second way, the creature exists just as it is in our cognition. In the third way,
the creature exists just as it is in God. In the fourth way, the creature exists generally, as it abstracts

*"When it is said that a creature exists more truly in God than in itself,

from the other three ways.
the first way of consideration is being compared to the third way. Everything that is in something is
in it through the mode of that in which it is, and not through its own mode. Whence a creature is in
God through uncreated being, but in itself through created being, in which there is less truth of
being than in uncreated being. But if the first way of being is compared to the second, it is
discovered that they relate according as exceeding and exceeded. For the being that is in the proper
nature of the thing, in that which is substantial, exceeds the being of the thing in the soul that is
accidental. But the being in its proper nature is exceeded by the being in the soul according as the
former is material being, and the latter is intellectual being. Therefore, a thing has existence more
truly through its likeness than in itself.”®

From this text it is clear that things exist in God and that they enjoy uncreated existence in

God because they are in him according as he is, rather than as they would be in themselves as

creatures. The divine ideas do not enjoy any existence in themselves. They only have the uncreated

206 I I Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 3, arg. 2 (ed. Madonnet, 1.835). For more on the question of whether Aquinas thinks
that things exist more truly in themselves or in God, see Gregory T. Doolan, “Aquinas on the Divine Ideas and the
Really Real,” Nova et Vetera 13 (2015): 1059-1091.

207 This fourfold distinction is clearly indebted to Avicenna’s claim that an essence exists either naturally or
intellectually, but can be considered in abstraction from both of these modes of existence (Avicenna, Mez. V.1-2 [ed. Van
Riet, I1.227-245). Thomas regularly uses the Avicennian distinction, but he departs from Avicenna insofar as he arrives
at a fourfold consideration rather than a threefold consideration. I think we can account for this departure from
Avicenna by recalling that Thomas is speaking of the esse of a creature, not the essence of a creature. The essence of a
creature itself would not change depending on whether the knower is God or a creature. The sort of existence that the
creature enjoys, however, would change depending on whether it were in a created or an uncreated knower. Avicenna’s
distinction will be discussed more below in the section on Henry of Ghent. For other uses of this Avicennian principle
in Thomas’s work, see I I Sent., d. 38, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.905-9006); De ente c. 3 (ed. Leonine 43.374:1-375:155);
Quodliber V111, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. Leonine, 25.1.51-53); De potentia, q. 5, a. 9, ad 16 (ed. Pession, I1.155a).

208 In I Sent., d. 36, q. 1, a. 3, ad 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.836-37).
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existence of being in God.*” Thus, the divine ideas exist and have the possibility of being exemplar
causes only because they are in the divine essence. “Whatever is cognized has to exist in some way,
at least in him knowing it,” so in order to be thought by God, the divine ideas have to have some
existence, and that existence is in divine cognition.*’ At stake in this question is the ontological
status of the thing. Since esse zncreatum is ontologically superior to esse creatums, it is clear that things
exist more truly in God, even though they are present only as likenesses, because in God they have
esse increatunm.

So, Thomas argues, all of the things that God knows have some sort of existence because
they are known, and they are possible because God knows them. But what makes the divine ideas
(including the ones that will never exist at any time) possible? Do the divine ideas depend only on
the divine intellect such that they are necessarily possible, or do they also depend on the divine will
such that they are voluntarily possible? Thomas’s answer in Iz I Sent. is clear. Divine ideas can be
either principles of speculative or practical cognition. So while the divine will is required for anything
to be created, the divine will plays no part in the formation of the divine ideas.”"" God does not have
ideas because he wills to have ideas. He has them because he knows himself perfectly. The diverse
grades of potency in things have been ordained by divine disposition according as they more or less
fall short of the divine power.*"* The divine ideas come about, as it were, because divine power cazn
be imitated in a certain way. Divine choice or will is what distinguishes divine ideas that will actually

exemplify some real created being from divine ideas that will forever possibly exemplify some real

209 In I Sent., d. 19, q. 5, a. 3, ad 2 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.4906): “Ad secundum dicendum quod rationes ideales
rerum, quae sunt in Deo ab aeterno, non sunt aliud secundum rem ab ipso intellectu et essentia divina.”

210 I I Sent., d. 38, q. 1, a. 4 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.905): “quidquid cognoscitur, aliquo modo oportet esse, ad minus
in ipso cognoscente.”

211 See In I Sent., d. 43, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.1007-09).

22 In I Sent., d. 42, q. 2, a. 1 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.988): “Seiendum tamen, quod gradus potentiarum, sicut et
naturarum, divina dispositione ordinati sunt secundum quod una plus vel minus deficit a perfectione divinae potentiae.”
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created being, but God’s will does not give divine ideas their possibility. Their possibility comes
from God knowing himself.*"’

ii. De veritate (1256-1259). In the De veritate much of Thomas’s answer to the question
concerning the type of existence that ideas enjoy in God can be answered from what has been said
already. God does not receive knowledge from without. The only species by which he knows is his
essence, or to phrase it as Thomas does in q. 3, a. 2, God has only one form that is the principle of
his act of understanding.”"* Therefore, all of the ideas are identical to the divine essence.”” Since
actually practical cognition, virtually practical cognition, speculative cognition of operables but not
insofar as they are operable, or speculative cognition of inoperables can all be called ideas,
everything that God knows according to each of these cognitive modes is one with the divine
essence.

Thomas adds to this response in De veritate, q. 4, a. 8. He declares that everything that has
been made is life in the Word. Things are in the Word either by a comparison to the Word or by
comparison to the thing existing in its proper nature. The likenesses existing in the Word are life in
both ways. Things are said to live when they have a principle of motion and vital operations in them.
Since, as Aristotle says in the De anima, living is the being (esse) of living things, that esse that has a
thing as it is moving itself to some operation is propetly called the life of a thing. No operation in us
to which we move ourselves is our esse, but the understanding (zntelligere) of the Word is its esse, and
similarly a likeness of it. Whence the likeness of a creature in the Word is its life. It follows from this

that the likeness of a creature in the Word is productive and motive of a creature existing in its

283 In I Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 3 (ed. Mandonnet, 1.814): “est intellectum secundum ipsa res, quae per similitudinem
illam intelligitur. . . . Sed si accipitur intellectum secundum, sic non tantum se intelligit, set etiam alia.”

214 De veritate, q. 2, a. 13 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.89:156-58); Cf. De veritate, q. 3, a. 2 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.104:158-63).

215 De veritate, q. 2, a. 3, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.52:328-32): “Similiter nec in Deo, cum agat per suam essentiam,
effectus eius in eo est distinctus ab essentia sua sed omnino unum, etr ideo hoc quo cognoscit effectum non est aliud
quam essentia sua.”
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proper nature.”'’ Because a creature is in the Word according to the manner in which it is in the
Word and not the manner in which it is in its proper nature, its existence is proper to the Word’s
existence, and not as it would be in its proper nature. Even though certain things are non-living and
material in their proper nature, nevertheless they are immaterial and living in the Word.*"”

From the fact that things have life in the Word, it follows that they exist more truly in the
Word than in their proper natures. From the authority of Pseudo-Dionysius, Thomas argues that
when an effect falls short of its cause, the great distance between the two allows for something to be
truly predicated of the effect that is not predicated of the cause.”® The fact that pleasures are not
properly said to be pleased despite being the cause of our being pleased is evidence of this principle.
This situation occurs only when the mode of the causes is more sublime than the modes predicated
of the effects, as happens in everything caused by an equivocal agent. The Word is such an equivocal
agent with respect to creatures. It causes the truth of the thing as well as the truth of predication of
the thing. With regard to the former, it is beyond doubt that there is more truth in the Word than in
the things themselves because, as Thomas argued in De veritate, q. 1, aa. 4-5, the truth in the divine
intellect is first and propetly truth. The truth in the divine intellect is the only eternal truth, and all
things are true because of the truth of the divine intellect.””’

With regard to the truth of predication, there is more truth in the proper nature of the thing
than in the Word. It is more proper to predicate “man’ of a man existing in the flesh than in the
Word. The creature as it exists in the Word does not have its proper operations, and so it is more

fitting to predicate those operations of the thing existing in its proper nature. Thomas argues that

216 De veritate, q. 4, a. 8 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.135:36—136:75).

217 De veritate, q. 4, a. 8 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.135:76-87).

218 De veritate, q. 4, a. 6 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.133:51-56). See, Ps.-Dionysius, De div. nom., 11, 52, §8 (PG 3.654).

219 De veritate, q. 1, aa. 4-5 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.11:1-22:504). See Maurer, “St. Thomas and Eternal Truths,” 43—
58. It is important to note that while Thomas thinks that the intelligibility of the world can only be explained by
reference to the eternal truth of the divine intellect, he does not think that our knowledge of truth requires access to
eternal truth. There is no need for divine illumination. The things themselves are sufficient for us to have knowledge of
truth.
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this position is not because of any deficiency in the Word, but because of its supereminence. The
likeness of the thing in God causes the thing to exist, and gives it all of its operations.”” So while it is
truer to predicate “runs” of man in his proper nature, it is only truer because God has put that
operation into man.*”'

This distinction between the truth of predication and the truth of the thing is important
because it allows Thomas to give a nuanced answer to the question whether things exist more truly
in themselves or in God than he did in Iz I Sent. In In I Sent., the only question at stake was the truth
of the thing. Since esse increatum infinitely surpasses esse creatum, things exist more truly in God. In the
De veritate, however, the truth of predication is also part of the question. Thomas is consistent in
claiming that things exist more truly in God according to the truth of the thing, but he is more
insistent that things exist mote truly in themselves according to the truth of predication.””

iii. Summa theologiae (1266-1268). Thomas again takes up the question of the existence
of things in God in Swmma theologiae 1, q. 18, a. 4. There, he argues that God’s life (vivere) is his
understanding (intelligere). His understanding includes his intellect, what is understood, and the very
act of understanding. Thus, whatever is in God as understood is his life. Whence, since all things
that are made by God are in him as understood, it follows that all things in him are the divine life
itself.**

Thomas offers clarifications to this argument in his replies to the objections. Things can be
said to be in God in two ways: either as contained and conserved by divine power or as in God as in
a knower. In the first way, creatures are said to be in God even as they are in their proper natures

because God causes their living and being. In the second way, they are in God through their proper

220 De veritate, q. 4, a. 6, ad 1 and ad 4 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.134:82-85 and 94-98).

221 De veritate, q. 4, a. 6 (ed. Leonine, 22.1.134:66-77), esp.: “verius enim praedicatur homo de re quae est in
propria natura quam de ea secundum quod est in Verbo, nec hoc est propter defectum Verbi sed propter
supereminentiam ipsius, ut dictum est.”

222 See Doolan, “Aquinas on Divine Ideas and the Really Real,” 1076-77.

225 §T1, q. 18, a. 4 (ed. Leonine, 4.229b).
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rationes, which rationes are not other than the divine essence. Thus, in the second way, they are the
divine essence.” These proper rationes are the divine essence because an exemplar has to agree with
its exemplatum according to the intelligible content of its form (ratio formae), an exemplar does not
have to agree with its exemplatum according to its mode of existence (mzodus essendi). Just as the form
of the house is immaterial and intelligible in the mind of the builder, but exists materially and
sensibly outside of the soul, so too the proper rationes have divine existence (esse divinum) in the mind
of God, even though the proper natures enjoy only a creaturely existence.”” The divine ideas are
ontologically one with the divine essence, and so they enjoy the uncreated existence (esse increatunz)
proper to the divine essence. So, natural things have truer being in God (absolutely speaking) than in
themselves because they have esse zncreatum in the mind of God. But since the character of natural
things includes matter, this being (o esse), such as a man or a horse, has truer esse in itself than in
God. It pertains to the truth of man to be material, but man does not have material existence in the
divine mind. Therefore, it is nobler for things to exist in God, but they exist more truly in matter,
where they exist in act, not merely in potency.”

iv. Conclusions. Thomas’s answer to the two questions posed at the introduction to this
section should now be clear. In response to the first question regarding the sort of existence enjoyed
by the divine ideas, Thomas answers that the divine ideas share in the divine life. They have
uncreated, divine existence in the divine essence. Thomas artrives at this conclusion as a direct result
of his claims regarding divine simplicity. God is the only being whose essence is his esse. All of God’s
attributes are united and convertible even though we have access to them as only logically distinct.

Since God is his esse, his understanding is his esse as well. Thus, all the things that he knows have his

248T1,q.18,a.4,ad 1 (ed. Leonine, 4.229b—304a).
25 8T1, q. 18, a. 4, ad 2 (ed. Leonine, 4.230a).
226 §T1, q. 18, a. 4, ad 3 (ed. Leonine, 4.230).
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esse as their modus essend:. The divine ideas have perfect existence in the divine mind and have
existence only there.

The divine existence that things have in God’s intellect is a truer existence in one sense, and
not truer in another. According to the truth of the thing, things exist more truly in God than in
themselves precisely because esse increatum is ontologically superior to esse creatum. According to the
truth of predication, things exist more truly in themselves because the nature of the thing is meant to
have esse creatum. The essences of material beings, for example, are meant to exist materially, and so
while it is nobler for that essence to exist immaterially in a mind (human or divine), it is truer for
that essence to exist materially.

As Doolan points out, Thomas speaks of the relationship between the truth of the thing and
the truth of predication in De veritate, q. 1, a. 2. The two types of truth are connected by means of
what measures and what is measured. The divine intellect is the measure that is not measured.
Natural things are measured by the divine intellect, and they measure our intellects. Finally, our
intellect is measured by natural things (although it measures artificial things). Natural things are true
in two respects because they are related to two types of intellect, the divine and the human. Natural
things have the truth of the thing because of the divine intellect, and insofar as they produce in the
intellect a true estimation of themselves, natural things have the truth of predication because of the
human intellect. Even if a natural thing were not known by any human intellect, it would still have
the truth of the thing because it is known by God. The only way to remove the character of truth
from them would be for all intellects, including God, not to understand them.*”’

Natural things, then, exist in God and have esse sncreatun in him. Since, as we saw above,

things are in God according to their divine ideas, we may say that things exist more truly in their

227 De veritate, q. 1, a. 2 (ed. Leonine. 22.1.9:41-120); See Doolan, “Aquinas on the Divine Ideas and the Really
Real,” 1079-81.
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divine idea according to the truth of the thing. According to the truth of predication, however,
things exist in themselves more than in their divine idea. Since the divine ideas are the divine
intellect as understood, divine ideas are of certain things, they are not the things themselves. They are
objects of divine thought. As Doolan notes, “The divine Idea that God has of me is 7o me.”***

In response to the second question posed above regarding the existence of divine ideas,
especially divine ideas according to which God never wills to create, Thomas answers that their
existence is a matter of divine knowledge alone. The divine will elects which divine razzones will
become exemplar causes, but it does not determine that there be raziones. Since Thomas says that the
rationes are divine ideas in the broad sense, it follows that the divine will does not determine the
divine ideas in the broad sense either. The divine intellect offers the divine will a host of ideas of
possible things that the latter could choose to create. It is telling that Thomas chooses the term
“ratio” in ST'1, q. 18, a. 4, rather than “idea.” By choosing “ratic” Thomas makes it clear that every
creature’s existence is possible before it is actually created. No act of divine will creates the existence
of any divine idea in the broad sense; the divine will only makes a divine idea actually exemplify a
really existing creature. The divine will chooses from an array of options established by the divine
intellect.

Taken in the broad sense of ratio, then, the divine ideas are in God necessarily, and the
creatures known by means of them are necessarily possible. But it might be objected that, as we saw
above, divine ideas are relations, not the creatures themselves. Thomas thinks that there is a plurality
of divine ideas because God knows the diverse ways in which creatures can be really related to him.
God knows the creature by means of the divine idea, but the divine idea is not the creature itself. So,

an objector could argue, when Thomas says that all things in God enjoy esse divinum, he does not

mean to say that the creatures themselves enjoy esse divinum. The creature itself has no ontological

228 Doolan, “Aquinas on the Divine Ideas and the Really Real,” 1086.
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status unless God chooses to create it. On this objection, then, the divine will’s act of creation
bestows an ontological status.” Such an objection would say something true, but ultimately misses
the point.

The divine ideas are indeed God’s knowledge of the diverse real relations that possible
creatures could have to him; they are not creatures themselves. A divine idea is that in imitation of
which a creature is made.* Prior to their creation, creatures do not have existence on their own.
Absolutely speaking, possible creatures do not have any existence independent of God.

The argument misses the point, however, for two reasons. First, it removes possible
creatures from God’s understanding. In Swmma theologiae 1, q. 18, a. 4, Thomas emphasizes that
God’s living (vivere) is his understanding (inzelligere). God’s intelligere includes his understanding, that
which is understood, and the very act of understanding itself. But that which is understood by God
is the possible creature. By knowing the real relation that could imitate his essence, God knows the
creature. Since the creature is included in God’s zntelligere, it must share in God’s existence. In order
to hold that possibles have no ontological status at all prior to their creation, we would have to hold
that God has epistemic access only to the real relation that the creature could have to him, and not
to the creature itself. Thomas expressly denies this claim. A possible must have esse divinum as a result
of being known by God.

As a result of having esse divinum the possible creature also has to be one with its divine idea.
An actual creature has existence distinct from the esse divinum and so cannot be identified with its
divine idea, but such a distinction cannot be made for a possible creature. Thus, we should conclude

with Wippel that “from an ontological standpoint, one may say that a possible is identical with its

229 Although he does not explicitly speak in terms of relation, this objection seems to be at the heart of 