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APPENDIX: ,
A TRANSLATIOR OF THOMAS AQUINAS
IN_LIBRUM BEATI DIONYSII

DE DIVINIS NOMINIBUS EXPOSITIO

PROEMIUM

<But now oh blessed, etc.> In order to understand the books
of the blessed Dionysius it must be considered that those
things which are said of God in holy scripture Dionysius
skillfully divides in four ways. For in a certain book,
which we do not have and is entitled De divinis
ypotiposibus, i.e., the divine characteristics or
distinctions, he handed down those things concerning God
which pertain to the unity of the divine essence and the
distinction of persons. A sufficient similitude of this
distinction and unity is not found in created things, but
this mystery exceeds every faculty of natural reason. But
those things which are said of God in scripture, of which
some similitude is found in creatures, are disposed in two
ways. For one similitude of this kind in some things is
understood according to something which is derived from God
into creatures, as from the first Good are all goods and
from the first life are all living things and so forth. And
such things Dionysius concerns himself with in the book De
divinis nominibus, which we have before us. But in some
things a similitude is perceived according to something
translated from creatures to God, as when God is called a
lion, rock, sun or something of this kind; for in this way
God is naned symbolically or metaphorically. And Dionysius
dealt with this kind in one of his books which he entitled
De simbolica theologia. But since every similitude of the
creature to God is deficient and that which God is exceeds
all that is found in creatures, whatever is known by us in
creatures 1is removed from God in so far as it is in
creatures, so that, after all that our intellect, having
been lead by created things, is able to conceive of God,
that which God is remains hidden and unknown. For not only
is God not a stone nor the sun, i.e., such things as are
apprehended by the senses, but neither is God life or
essence, things which can be conceived by our intellect. And
thus, that which God is, since it exceeds all which is
apprehended by us, remains to us unknown. Therefore
concerning the remotions of this kind by which God remains
hidden to us he made another book which he entitled De
mistica, i.e., hidden, theologia. (11.1-21)

But it must be considered that the blessed Dionysius uses an
obscure style in all his books; which he does not do from
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lack of skill, but from industriousness, so that he might
hide the holy and divine dogmas from the derision of the
infidels. For difficulties occur in the aforementioned books
from many factors: first since he often uses the mode of
speaking which the Platonists once used, which is not
customary among the moderns. For the Platonists, wanting to
reduce all composites or material things to a simple and
abstract principle, posited separated species of things,
saying that Human Being is outside of matter, and similarly
Horse, and thus of other species of natural things.
Therefore they said that this singular and sensible human
being is not that which Human Being is, but is called human
being by participation of that separated Human Being. Whence
in this sensible human being something is found which does
not pertain to the species of humanity, as individual matter
and things of this kind. But in separated Human Being there
is nothing except that which pertains to the species of
humanity. For which reason they called separated Human Being
Human Being per se in so far as it is not in matter and
Human Being itself because it has nothing except what is of
humanity, and Human Being principally in so far as humanity
is derived to sensible human beings from separated Human
Being through the mode of participation. In this way it can
also be said that separated Human Being is the humanity of
all sensible human beings in that the nature of humanity
purely befits separated Human Being and is derived in
sensible human beings from it. (21-35)

The Platonists not only considered abstractions of this kind
regarding the ultimate species of natural things, but also
concerning the highest commonalities, which are the Good,
the One and Esse. For they posited one First which is the
essence itself of goodness and unity and esse, which we call
God, and that all other things are called good or one or
beings through derivation from that First. Whence that First
they called Good itself or Good per se or principally good,
or beyond good, or even the goodness of all goods or also
goodness or essence or substance, in the way in which it was
explained concerning separated Human Being. (35-41)

To these opinions of the Platonists neither the notion of
faith nor of the truth agrees in so far as it concerns
natural separated species, but regarding what they say
concerning the First Principle of things their opinion is
most true and consonant with the Christian faith. Whence
Dionysius calls God at times the Good or the One itself, at
times Good per se or beyond good, or principally good or the
goodness of every good. And similarly he names God beyond
life, beyond substance and the deity itself he names
thearchia, i.e., principle deity, since even in certain
creatures the name of deity is received according to some
participation. (41-47)
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But secondly difficulty occurs i i i
y t in his speech, since
employs efficacious reasonings to demongtraté Seren ha

and many times impli i a proposition
one worg. he implies them with few words or even with

(47-49)

Thirdly, since many times he em i
dly, r : "ploys a certain
multiplication of words which, although they seem

Supe!fluous ’ they never theless are found to contailn a great
. - . A
ptOfuud).lty of Oplnloll to those who dlllgently consider them.



BOOK ONE

1 -1

i i i is i ibed On_the Divine
e in this book, which is 1inscr 1
:gﬁgzioin the custon of those who hand Qan xnowledgesigra
scienéific way, first he sets out cerg?xnhthéggzn:eig ;urZUe
i i tion; secondly he t

to the following considera i . e iner <And

inci i the third chapter whi

the principal 1intent 1n r e Peds oo

i if i Concerning the firs

first if it seems etc.> J T R omes;

i i the notion of the divin i

g S s whic which are treated in

e shows which of the names wr h eated |
iﬁggngégkhare common to the who}e trinity; and Ehlic;?czg
the second chapter which he biglns ;Thgozhoisottﬁ?ngS' 2 et

i he first he s :
essence etc.> Concerning t . oh
i i ing book, wher
connects himself w1th.the prece
zgdressing the blessed Tlvothy, he says thg;szigggiggg by
e logical P LS Trinity are distinguished from one
i he persons in the Trinity i :

Zgéggei, hg will pass over to the open;ng :g'hé.ié’agﬁethior
i i ivi s as far .
ifestation, of the divine name

T:nseems to bé above human ability to expound them

perfectly. (1-10)

i et
Secondly, <But let there be alsc now etc.> hg beg;gi tgui T
forth ce;tain things necessary to the iollowand. .in ue b
sets forth two things: first the node oé ?rOCEZnén?n oy
it i to know this before

work; for it 1s necessary ) A A s

i tion of the divi

ing; second he shows the.no f : i -
Egzggrn?;g which he directs his attention 1n ::éstﬁiﬁgs are
<These following thearchical etc.> And these e R e ts
sufficiently expressed in the tltig og‘t:;ﬁrgeﬁpfor unl

i i i this dis

: "what is the intention qf Dur t

§2¥Zt and "What is the tradition of the divine names for

the second. (10-15)

. L e on
Concerning the first he does two ?hlnqg. flri? gzciggwstigse
what principles he is to proceed in thls<¥zr éfore P
things which are to be here handed dowp er fore e first
universally it is not to be dared etc.> Concerni gi he LT
he does two things: first he §hows.£rgﬂszhigtp§;;eng es

i roceed in this work, since i T :

;imgﬁ Eeason but divine revelatlonf receiving th;zrggogfthe
Apostle who says in I Cor. 2 "Not 1n persua51ve.rit S Aot
human reason but in the manifestation of the spi
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power" etc. And this is what he says: Let there be, i.e.,
may there be, also, i.e., even also, now a law of elocution,
i.e., which is handed down in holy scripture, predefined,
i.e., predetermined, by us, as it was formerly from the
Apostle, which is a law indeed: to affirm to us, i.e., to
arrange or to manifest, the truth of the things said
concerning God, not in persuasive words of human wisdom,
i.e., not depending, as by principal means to proving the
proposition, by principles of human wisdom which proceed
according to natural reason, but in demonstration of the
power of the theologians, i.e., of those who handed down
canonical scripture, namely the apostles and prophets, of
power, 1 say, moved by the spirit, namely the Holy Spirit.
For Dionysius depends in his teaching on the authority of
Holy Scripture which has strength and power in that the
Apostles and prophets were moved to speak by the Holy Spirit
revealing to them and speaking in them. (16-29)

Secondly he introduces the recason of the aforementioned law
<According to which by the ineffable and unknown, etc.> And
the force of his reason is thus: we are able to rely on
those doctrinal principles of human wisdom in which those
things are handed down which are knowable and speakable by
human beings and by those who have these doctrines they can
both be known and spoken. But in the teaching of ‘faith
certain unknown and unspeakable things are proposed to
humans in which they inhere while having faith, not by
knowing or perfectly explaining with words, although they
more certainly inhere in them and an inherence of this kind
is higher than some natural cognition. Therefore in the
teaching of faith we are not able to rely on principles of
human wisdom. And this is what he says ‘according to which’,
namely the virtue of revelation proceeding from the Holy
Spirit in the apostles and prophets, we are conjoined
through faith to ineffable and unknown things, i.e., to the
divine truth which exceeds all human locution and cognition.
Nor does faith so conjoin to them that it makes then to be
known and spoken as they are by believing humans, for this
would be the opening of vision, but it conjoins ineffably
and unknowably: "For we see now through a glass" etc., as it
is said in I Cor. 13. (29-40)

And lest someone should despise this conjunction because of
its imperfection he adds ‘according to the better union of
our rational and intellectual virtue and operation’, i.e.,
above the virtue and operation of our reason and intellect,
as he posits the genitive for the ablative in the custom of
the Greeks. For we are conjoined through faith to things
higher than those are to which the natural reason pertains
and we inhere in thenm more certainly, to the extent that
divine revelation is more certain than human cognition. But
be says rational and intellectual, since of those things
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i i ived by us
things are perceive
i ow naturally certain t ) ) .
Thien :etﬁgmselves without some investigation :22 §:own
?“igg?ect is proper to these; but Somi t:;23§ But‘he R ays
th i i er to .
i and reason 1s prop ;

throughrzzgg;rgnd power’, since we know many things by power
;;fwgggh we do not speculate in act. (40-47)

i 11y etc.>, he shows
e says <Therefore universally e "
Thet :2?: 2 areyto be handed down in this teach;:gtegnit
¥hg;t he gosits a proposition; second he demons
<;or the supersubstantial etc.> (48-49)

ncludes the proposition from the premises. ng ;:gs
B heery d even in human sciences, that the prlng;pthe
th obserge jons are of the same genus. Therefore i which
e neipl usfron which this teaching proceeds are those hi
prlnc1p1§SEd tﬁrough the revelation of the Holy Spirit ?h
g:ﬁd:ﬁ°§;:n in holy scripture, it fgilow:h::azsngggggginu
i i i r an )
i e dqw:u;Z t?ﬁfsdggtiﬁgieggti what he conclgdes{ t:?; in
oty chtpht s;meone to speak, to pray or to.thlgzv;nall
:gazzysomgthing concerning the deity, which :z :o ve a
bstance, and is because of this hidden to v o
orea d sﬁbstances are proportionate to_knowxng A o
i;iiz?ore to speaking, besides thosZiggtng:u:héignificantly
s h holy expres S.
expgizzeﬁo§°sg; i:'gg?y exp¥essions, but by éex; Egéze
expressions, “since whatever can be Slicited fron el
thizgfswzéggrizz,CZTE§;33h éhey themselves are not contained
o

in holy scripture. (49-59)

bstantial etc.>, he
he says <For the supersu oo, e
Thi?oggigs a regson to demonstrate the prOpos;téggtain
;2r5t he posits the reason; sgcondly he pro:gor ertoin
thian which are presupposed in the reason
something befits etc.> (59-61)

j eason is thus: concerning that
Th?ref?rektgsnfg;cZozétﬁiigralone, nothing can be tho:ggz or
eren o cz t to the degree that it is manifested bﬁ che
iggﬁen th Et befits God alone to perfectly knowtgﬁli be
accogéing to what God is. Therefore nothx:g ggnree it

ken of God or even thought except to the deg cained in
?gorevealed by Ged; which div;ne ;eveéigltgatsigogefits cod,

i . And this is what he s :

nanbiy o slone, o aribuce swpersubgontiol ngs i o)
the unknown supersubstantiality, l.e., g'ality is not
supersubstantiality. Which supersubstanti Y S ane of
unknown because of some defect of its Ownied e nd
its excess, namely since it is above crea e which is
intellect and even above created substance 1
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an object commensurate with cre

ated intellect, as uncreated
essence is pr

oportionate to uncreated knowledge. And for
this reason, as the divine essence is supersubstantial, thus
he called also God's knowledge supersubstantial. For it is
always necessary that the object of the cognitive virtue be
proportionate to the virtue of the knower. Nevertheless lest
we be constituted wholly ignorant of God he adds: it befits
us, I say, to the degree that we look through spiritual
contemplation to the superior, i.e., to that which is above
us, namely God, so does the ray, i.e., the truth, of the
thearchical, ji.e., the divine, expressions send itself,
i.e., extend itself, to the superior splendors, i.e., to the
intelligible truths of divine things. For the truth of holy
scripture is a certain light through the mode of a ray
derived from the first truth. Which light does not extend
itself to the point that through it we are able to see the
essence of God or to know all that God in Godself knows or
the angels and the blessed who see God’s essence, but as far
as some certain terminus or measure the intelligibles of
divine things are made manifest by the light of holy
scripture. And thus, while we do not extend ourselves to the
knowing of divine things more than the light of holy
scripture extends itself, we are constricted through this,
as if constrained by certain limits, concerning divine
things by temperance and sanctity: by sanctity while we
preserve the excellent truth of holy scripture from all

error; by temperance when we do not press on to those things
more than is given to us. (61-82)

Then when he says <For also if something etc.>, he
demonstrates what he presupposed in this reason:
that God is known to Godself alone,
secondly he shows the wa
communicated to us,
etc.> He shows the f
second by authoritie
etc.> (82-86)

and first
but is hidden to us;

Yy by which the divine cognition is
<Nevertheless it is not incommunicable
irst in two ways: first by reasons;

S, <For also as the same from the same

But first he posits two reasons,
divine things are revealed by God
proportion of those to whonm they are revealed; but to know
the infinite is above the proportion of the finite
intellect; therefore that which God is is not known by
anyone by divine revelation. And this is what he says, that
divine things are revealed by God and beheld by us according
to the proportion of the mind of each one. And this I say,
if it is fitting to believe something of theology, i.e.,
holy scripture, all wise and most true; for it is said in

Matt. 25 " . . . he gave - - to each one according to his
own power". (86-92)

the first of which is thus:
according to the
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i e noted that he posits two reasons why holy
A"d‘ltuizozidmsximally to be believed. For that someone
scrlgd not be believed occurs from two things:.exther he is
shoqs reputed to be ignorant or that he is or 1s.reputed to
be a liar. Whence, since holy scripture is all wise and most
:iu: since revealed and handed down py God, who is t;uthdand
all knowledge, holy scripture is m§x1ma}ly to pe_bel1eve .
and this, 1 say, is by the thearchxca! i.e., divine, finite
goodness segregating grqm me§sured thxngs{ i.e., fr?mthén
things, by immeasurabllxty, i.e., by the 1nf1n1;y o e
divine essence, not that it 1s 1n no way known‘ ut as
not comprehended. And for this reason he adds ‘as 4 by the
incomprehensible’. For the divine essence is touche dyd he
blessed mind, but it is not comprehended. And this God do
in salutary righteousness. For the notion of distrikutive
justice consists in this, tpat it is given to each oned ot
according to his own condition. And, as through the or erved
distributive justice the entire political order 1is grgsez_ d
by the ruler of the city, thus through this order o -)zs 1;{
the entire order of the universe is preserved by GoqL o; i
this were removed all would remain confused. And this Gg’
does as befits God; for it peflts God to preserve by God’s
goodness what God has constituted. (92-102)

i the second reason <For as the incqmprehenSLbles
2§c?gsigich is thus: a superigr grade of beings can not bi
comprehended through an inferior, as intelligibles cTn no
be comprehended perfectly throggh sensibles nor simple
things through composites nor incorporeals thrgugh .
corporeals. But God is above every order of existents;
therefore God can be comprehended through nothing of
existing things. And this is what he says: for as t?e by the
intelligibles are incomprehensible and incontemplable 1{
sensibles, i.e., through sensible things, and the sinmple
things and unfigured things through those that are xnf_ 4
composition and fiqure, i.e., that are conmposite and 1gu;e
(for there is no figure except of composites), and as lack,
i.e., privation, of form, nangly podl}y form, qf thlngs
incorporeal, which lack or privation 1s intangible an h lack
infigurable, i.e., incorporeal thngs themselves, whic ack
form and are intangible and unfxgurablet(?s the abstract is

tood to be posited for the concrete) are
gﬁgg;;rehensiblespand incontemplables although formed .
according to figures of bodies, i.e., by bodies themsefves,
just so, I say, is this accordlng_to tbe same reason O
truth, that Unity, i.e., God who 1s unity +tse%f as 1if
existing one through God’s own essence, which 1s ) )
supersubstantial, is posited above ;ubstan;es, apd which 1§
above mind is posited above minds, i.e., simple intellects;
and the Good itself, namely God, whichvls_abovg
deliberation, i.e., above all reason, is indeliberable by
all deliberators, i.e., not investigable by some created
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reason, and what is above speech, i.e., is above every
locution of the creature, is ineffable, i.e., not speakable,
by every created word. (103-118)

Here he mentioned four things, namely substances, which are
the objects of cognition, mind, i.e., the simple intellect,
and deliberations, i.e., the inquiring reason, which things
pertain to the cognitive powers, and speech, which pertains
to the manifestation of the knowers. But he posits these
four since he intends not only to show that God can not be
comprehended through some cognitive power or be manifested
perfectly by locution, but that neither can God be
manifested through some created object nor through any
created similitude of any kind. Whence also in the examples
which he posits he does not say that the intelligibles are
incomprehensible by the senses, but by the sensibles, since
the intelligibles can not be comprehended through sensible
things. And the same reason applies to the others. (118-125)

And it should be noted that he did not only say that the
intelligibles are incomprehensible via sensibles, but also
incontemplable, since those things of a superior order not
only cannot be comprehended through those which are of an
inferior order, but neither can they be contemplated. For we
contemplate one thing through another, when through one
thing we can see the essence of a higher thing so that we
might know what it is. But the essence of a thing is
comprehended as it is perfectly known in so far as it is
knowable. For whoever knows a demonstrable conclusion
through a probable medium, even if it is contenplated in
sone way, nevertheless does not comprehend it since it does
not pertain to the perfect mode of his cognition. In this
way therefore God is incomprehensible by every created
intellect since God is above all mind and reason, since God
has more of the clarity of truth in God'’s essence, which
pertains to God’s knowability, than some created thing known
from power. Whence no creature can attain to a perfect mode
of God’s cognition, which he called supersubstantial
knowledge, for this would be to comprehend God. Nevertheless
the created intellect can contemplate God’s essence by
1ttaining to some mode, not however through some objects or

Jecies or any created similitudes, since none of these can
..ad to the divine essence, much less than the body can lead
to incorporeal substance. Thus therefore according to the
reason of Dionysius it is necessary to say that God is
incomprehensible by every intellect and incontemplable by us
in God’s essence as long as our cognition is bound to
created things, since they are connatural to us; and this is
our current situation. (125-140)

And since he called God unity, lest someone should believe
that God is the unity formally inhering in things, as if
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ici i ose things, to exclude this he gdds
par?lc%pazggei; ggbsistinqgthrough itself, ‘unxfy}nq the_ X
ey él unity,’ i.e., diffusing unity in all things whic
unl:?é? ate unity in any way. Then since he.named God
e ugstantial unity and the Good above mind, someone
supissbelieve that God can in no way be called substance gr
ﬁ?:d or something of this kind. And to exclude this he adds

that God is indeed substance, but supersubstantial. (140-
145)

For the evidence of this it must be con;idgred_that'games ?g
things, since they are imposed by us, s;gn1f¥h1n Eziz :2zce
’ - .
i 11 in our cognition. ere
so far as the things fa gn i ore since
i is i tion, as was shown,
which God is is above our cogni ’ "
gg?tcognition is commensurate with created.th;n%§£ nzﬁgs
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By the things stated he infers the principal conclusion when
he adds "Concerning this therefore’, which was explained
above. (165-166)

Then when he says <For also as the Same etc.>, what he had
shown above by reasons he shows by authorities. And he says
that Deity itself handed down concerning itself in holy
expressions, as befits God'’s goodness, that God might hand
down the truth, namely concerning Godself. This, I say, God
handed down, because the knowledge and contemplation of God
is inaccessible to all existents, i.e., no one can draw near
to God: not knowledge or contemplation of any kind
whatsoever, but that by which what God is is known or
contemplated, which is comprehensive knowledge of God's
substance. And this knowledge or contemplation is
inaccessible, since it is segregated from all things
supersubstantially, i.e., according to the supersubstantial
excess of divinity. For it befits God alone to know what God
is. And this principally seems to be taken from what is said
in Exodus 33 "A man will not see me and live", and 1 Tin.
last chapter ». - he dwells in light inaccessible; which
no one . . . " etc. And also many theologians are found to
praise God not only as invisible and incomprehensible, but
also as inscrutable and not investigable, according to
Romans 11 " . . . because God'’s judgments are
incomprehensible and past finding out . . " etc. (167-178)
And why God is called non-investigable he consequently
expounds, since there does not exist some vestige of those
who pass over to God‘s hidden infinity. For one negative is
superfluous there, and he speaks according to the propriety
of the designation: for to investigate properly speaking is
to be led to the terminus of a course through the vestiges
of something going out through that course. Thus therefore
the deity can be investigated, if someone who draws near to
the cognition of God should leave to us some exanmple, as
some vestige, through which we could draw near to seeing
God. But this does not occur: either because none pass over
to God, if it refers to comprehensive vision, or because
those who pass over to seeing God through essence, as do all
the blessed, can not express to us the divine essence
itself. Whence also Paul when taken up to the third heaven
says he heard hidden words, which are not pernitted to a
person to speak, II Cor 12. Thus therefore he excludes the
triple mode of cognition: first that by which something is
seen through itself when he calls the deity invisible;
second the way in which something is known through the
inquiry of reason, when he calls God inscrutable; for to
scrutinize implies inquiry; third the way by which something
is known by learning from another, when he says ‘non-
investigable’. (179-190)
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they exhibit the desire of the manifest love for divine
thigns. And this is what he adds, that by the commensurate
love of fitting illuminations, namely that their desires
concerning it which are given to them according to their
nmeasure persist, they are elevated to divine things by other
spiritual things, namely by contemplations or intellectual
powers, with reverence both chaste and holy: reverently in
so far as they keep themselves fronm those things which are
above them, but chaste in so far as they do not keep
themselves back with inferior things, and holy in so far as
they firmly inhere in those things which are given to then
according to the ordination of God. (208-222)

I -2

<Following these thearchical laws etc.> After Dionysius
shows the mode of this doctrine as far as those things which
are handed down in it and proceed from it, here he begins to
pursue the notion of the divine names, which he intends to
treat in this book. And first he shows what cognition of God
we are able to receive through the divine names; second in
what way God can be named, <And if it is better etc.> (1-4)

Concerning the first he does two things: first he shows what
cognition of God we receive through the divine names; second
he shows how it is that after cognition of this kind that
which God is remains hidden to us <But now as it is possible
to us etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first
he shows what sort of cognition of God can be received
through the divine names; second he designates the
difference of this cognition to the cognition which will be
in _patria, <And by these we are taught etc.> Concerning the
first he does two things: first he shows what cognition of
God we can receive through the divine names; second he shows

this by example through certain names of God, <These fron
divine expressions etc.> (5-11)

He says therefore first that we, following the
aforementioned thearchical, i.e., divine, laws, i.e.,
comnensurately according to our measure, both firmly and
with love send ourselves out to the divine illuminations.
These laws not only govern holy people, but also the holy
and ornate order of supercelestial substances, i.e., the
beautiful and ordered dispositions of the angels, venerating
through this also the hiddeness of divinity which is abhove
mind and substance, by inscrutable reverences of mind, i.e.,
by being so disposed toward God that we do not search out
the hiddenness of God, and holy, since such reverence
pertains to sanctity; and venerating the unspeakableness of
deity by a chaste silence, which he says since we venerate
hidden things when we do not scrutinize themn and
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and first in terms of the institution of things when he says
‘both substance and life’, since through this principle all
subsistences exist and all living things live; then in terns
of the nelioration of things in spiritual things, which is
attained according to three things, namely according to
purgation, illumination, and perfection. But these three
things are completed by the angels according to intellect
simply: who purge ignorance by removing it; and they
illuminate the support to the intellect by granting that it
know the truth; and they perfect while they lead to the
cognition of the truth. For the perfection of a thing
consists in this that it attains to an end. Whence in the
seventh chapter of the Angelic Hierarchy it is said that
purgation, illumination and perfection is the assumption of
divine knowledge. But not only does intellect pertain to
God, but also to change the will toward the better, and in

this respect he speaks here of purgation, illumination and
perfection. (39-51)

But he states five things pertaining to purgation. For since
the sin by which the will is defiled occurs when a person is
turned from unchangeable good for the sake of a temporal
good, it is first in the purgation of the will that the will
be conducted to unchangeable good; and regarding this he
says that the deity is the recalling and resurrection of
those that are fallen from it, namely through sin. And he
says recalling and resurrection since not only does God draw
us, which is to recall, but God also gives the power so that
being recalled we might rise up. But the second is that,
from the fact that God satisfies the human will, it abandons
that connutable good because of which it receded fronm God;
and regarding this he says that God is the recalling and
reformation of those who have fallen to something corruptive
of deiformity, i.e., of the divine similitude in us; but
this is sin. But it happens that, while God begins to
satisfy someone and to scatter sin, from the beginning he
suffers a certain wavering of mind, drawn now this way now
that; whence he needs to be gathered together in one; and
regarding this third he says that God is the holy
collocation of those who are moved according to a certain
impure commotion. But further a person needs, after he is
collocated in one, that he be established in that one lest
he be easily removed from that condition through )
temptations; and regarding this he says fourthly that God is
the establishment of those who stand. But further it is
necessary that a person progress to better things; and
regarding this fifth he says that God is the upraising
leading of those who act in an upward direction, i.e., of
those who are effected, i.e., progress, in an upward o
direction, to deity itself. But God is called an upraising
leading since not only does God offer a hand of assistance
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hose who want to progress, but God also excites them to
to those t
progressing. (52-68)
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according to the proportion and suitability of each one.
(78-91)

And since he had said that Go

life of all things, lest someone should understand that God
is the formal essence or life coming into composition with
things, he excludes this perverse understanding when he adds
that: so that God is called simply, i.e., God is called
universally, life of the living and the substance, i.e.,
essence, of existents as the acting principle and final
cause of every life and substance, not indeed because of
God’s necessity, but because of God‘s goodness, which both
leads existents to esse and contains them, i.e., conserves
them in esse. And just as he explained concerning substance
and life, thus it nmust be understood also concerning all
things following, namely that God is understood to be the
recalling and reformation of things, and simplicity and
unity and other things which he said above, in so far as God
is the principle and cause of these. (92-99)

d is both the substance and

Then when he says <These from the divine expressions etc.>,
he shows through a certain divine name mentioned in
scripture that we receive the aforementioned cognition of
God from the divine names. And he says that these things
which were said above, namely that through the divine names
God is known as principle and cause, we do not say from
ourselves, but we commemorate by receiving the divine
expressions; and that it is thus said, every hymn, i.e.,
praise of God, of the holy theologians you will find, if you
will look diligently in the scriptures, dividing, i.e.,
distinguishing, the nominations of God to the good
processions of the thearchy, i.e., according to the

pProcessions of perfections which come into creatures fron
the divine goodness. (99-105)

For that God is called good, living, wise, and is named with
many other names is not from some multitude or diversity
existing in God’s essence, since all these things are one in
God, but from the diverse perfections of creatures we
receive diverse names which we attribute to God as to the
first principle of all these processions. And this
manifestively and laudatorily: manifestively in so far as
God becomes known to us through God’s own effects and in so
far as also through names of this kind attributed to God
perfections of this kind are manifested to us to be in
things from God; but laudatorily in so far as all of this

pertains to the goodness of God, that perfections are
communicated to things. (106-112)

And this he first expounds in the name of unity, adding that
in almost every theological work, i.e., in every book of
theology, we see the deity praised as monad and unity; which
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origin; from which divine fecundity all paternity is
derived, i.e., the fecundity which is understood by the name
of paternity, as the Apostle says in Eph. 3, that from God
the Father "all paternity in heaven and on earth is named";

not only is it named, but it also exists or is caused.
(M.57)

But thirdly, he shows the same in the name of Cause; and he
says that God is praised as the Cause of existents, because
all things are lead to esse from God’s goodness, by

substantifying things, but not from the necessity of nature.
(M.58)

But fourthly, he shows the same through the names of Wise
and Beauty; and he says that the theologians praise the
deity as wise and beautiful, since all existents, in which
there is found a proper nature preserved apart from
corruption, are full with all divine harmony, i.e., perfect
consonance or order to God, and are, again, full with holy
decorum; so that when he says ‘harmony’ it refers to wisdom,
whose it is to ordain and commensurate things; but when he
says ‘decorum’ it refers clearly to beauty. But through the
fact that something is diminished from harmony or decorunm,
corruption comes into things according to a recession from

their proper nature, as illness in bodies and sin in the
soul. (147-150)

Fifth he shows the same thing from the name of benignity.
And he say that divine scripture praises the deity as
benign, nevertheless differently from the aforementioned
names. For according to the foregoing names God is praised
in so far as God has not communicated Godself; but God is
praised as benign in so far as in the work of incarnation in
one of the persons of deity itself, namely in the person of
the Son, God communicated with us, i.e., with those things
which pertain to our nature, not bearing a celestial body,
as Valentinus said, truly, i.e., according to the truth, not
fantastically, as Manicheus said, totally, i.e., as far as
to all parts of our nature, not assuming the body without
the soul or the body and soul without the intellect, as
Arrius and Appollinaris said. And that he might show the end
of the incarnation, he adds ‘recalling’ from the state of
sin ‘human extremity’, i.e., human nature, which is the
highest of creatures according to the order of creation, to
Godself, namely the deity, and not only recalling by drawing
near to it, but also restoring by working in it. (150-159)

And lest someone should believe that God had communicated
with us according to inhabitation alone, as Nestorius said,
instead of according to a true union in person and
hypostasis, so that namely he himself, who is God, is t;uly
human, he adds from which, namely from the deity operating,
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according to I Cor. 13 "We see now thro
enigma". But of what sort those veils are he explains,
adding that from the benignity of God the intelligibles are
enshrouded through the sensibles, as when the scriptures
speak concerning God and angels under the similitude of
certain sensibles, as is clear in Isaiah 6 "1 saw the Lord
sitting upon an exalted throne”; and later "The seraphim
were standing above it, six wings to one and six wings to
another". And similarly Supersubstantials are veiled, namely
the divine things, through existents, just as not only are
sensible things attributed to God, but also the intelligible
perfections of creatures, as when we attribute to God life,
intellect and perfections of this kind found in created
things. And similarly from the same goodness corporeal forms
and figures are placed around incorporeal things, not
formable or figurable in this way. And similarly a simple
Supernatural and unfigurable thing is multiplied and
composed through the variety of divisible signs, namely in
so far as Godself, who is supernatural and simplex, through
diverse things is manifested to us in scripture, whether
they be diverse processions or diverse similitudes. But
significantly he said ‘by the benignity’; for that in
scripture intelligibles are expressed to us through
sensibles and supersubstantials through existents and
incorporeals through corporeals and simplicities through
composites and diversities, is not because of jealously, so
that the cognition of divine things is withdrawn from us,
but for the sake of our utility, since scripture by
condescending to us hands down to us those things which are
above us according to our mode. And this mode of cognition

is that by which we are able to know God in the present
life. (183-201)

ugh a glass in an

But then, namely after the blessed resurrection, when we
will be incorruptible and immortal, this corruptible
receiving incorruption and this mortal receiving
immortality, as is said in I Cor. 15, and when we will
attain the christ-formed end, i.e., assimilation to Christ,
according to Phil. 3 "he will reform the body of our
humility, confiqured to the body of his own brightness", and
nost blessed, since not only will the soul be beatified, but
'S0 in its own mode the body will be glorified, then "we
will always be with the Lord, according to the saying", as
it is said in I Thess. 4. We, I say, filled with a visible
apparition, i.e., by a sensible and corporeal one, of
Godself as far as the humanity of Christ, and this in the
most chaste contemplations since we will not be affected by
the body of Christ carnally, but spirituvally and divinely,
according to the Apostle in II Cor. 5 "and if we knew Christ
according to the flesh, but now we know him thus no longe{“:
by Christ himself, I say, pouring out around us through his
own body brightness by most manifest splendors just as he
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the simple and united truth of intelligible wonders, i.e.,
of admirable contemplations, which we receive concerning
divine things through signs of this kind. But he says ‘to
the simple and united truth’, so that simplicity responds
against the composition of the signs, but unity against
their nultiplicity and diversity. (229-238)

And lest someone should believe that through the
aforementioned signs we are able to comprehend the truth and
intelligibility of divine things perfectly, he adds that we
send ourselves out to the supersubstantial ray, i.e. to
knowing the truth concerning God, not perfectly, but in so
far as it is lawful to us, namely quieting, i.e., resting,
our intellectual operations, lest we are borne beyond what
is given to us. And this, I say, after every deiform union
corresponding to us, as if he should say: after we will be
united according to deiformity through cognition to things
divine in every way that it is possible to us, still
something concerning things divine remains hidden to us,

from the inquiry of which it is necessary for us to quiet
our intellect. (238-245)

Then when he says <In which every end etc.>, he proves what
he had said. And concerning this he does three things: for
first he introduces the thing to be proved; second he
expounds it, <And of every substantial etc>; third he proves

a certain thing that he had supposed in the proof, <For if
cognitions etc.>. (245-247)

But for the evidence of the first part it nmust be considered
that no finite virtue extends itself to the infinite, but it
is concluded in some certain terminus. Whence since every
cognitive virtue of the creature is finite, there is some
certain terminus of any cognition of the creature beyond
which it does not extend. And an example of this can be
received from diverse sciences. For geometry has sone
terninus beyond which it does not extend, and similarly
natural science. And this must be understood concerning
every created cognition. But it is clear that what exceeds
the terminus of some cognition is not attained by that
cognition. But the supersubstantial ray, i.e., the divine
truth itself, exceeds all termini and ends of every
cognition, since all ends of every cognition preexist
eminently in that ray itself as in a primordial cause, in a
mode ineffable to us because of its eminence. Whence it
remains that the aforementioned ray we can neither think by
inquiring nor express by speaking nor perfectly contemplate
in any mode, not because of its own defect, but because it
is distinct from all things and consequently unknown by all,
as if existing above all. (248-259)
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things which are below Godself, he adds that God is
circumapprehensive of all things in so far as God knows the
properties and circumstances of things, and comprehensive in
so far as God perfectly knows the quiddities or essences of
all things, and pre-apprehensive, namely in so far as God
does not receive the cognition of things from things
themselves as we do, but God’s knowledge exists prior to
things, since it is their cause. And nevertheless God is
incomprehensible by all things and neither can God be
conprehended by sense nor phantasy, or imagination, nor by
opinion, i.e., by judgement, in which things even the brutes
participate. Nor also can God be comprehended through those
things which are the properties of rational things: since
neither is there a name for God, as comprehending God, nor
some complex word, nor touch, i.e., simple intellectual
intuition, nor knowledge, which arises from deduction from
principles to conclusions. If God is therefore thus, how
will some discourse concerning the divine names be able to
be handled by us, since it has been demonstrated that the
supersubstantial deity cannot be signified by a voice,
namely since it is existing above every name. For it seens

ridiculous to discuss the names of a thing which can not be
named. (4-18)

Then when he says <But what we said etc.>, he solves the
aforesaid doubt. And concerning this he does two things:
first he shows how God can be named; secondly how the divine
names nust be treated, <But now whatever things are of the
present work etc.>. The first part is divided in three
according to the three modes of nomination of God which he
designates; the second part begins, <But since just as of
the goodness etc.>; the third, <But it is when from certain
etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first he
posits the basis of the first mode of nonination; second he
designates the first mode of nomination of God, <Those
deiform etc.> (18-23)

He says therefore first that, just as it was said in the
book On_the theological distinctions, the One itself through
itself, which is God, which is unknown and above all
substance and which is the Good itself, i.e., the essence
itself of goodness, and which is that which is, i.e., Esse
itself through itself, namely the triune unity itself, in
which there is no gradation, but all three persons are
simultaneously and equally God and simultaneously and
equally the Good itself, not that the Son is the shadow of
goodness as Origen and Arrius had said: that One, I say,
according to what it is in itself is noct possible to us
either to speak or to think; for we cannot see the essence
of God itself, which is a unity in the Trinity, in the
present life. And although the angels see the essence of
God, nevertheless even they are to us the ineffable and
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things or to any exterior circumstances; and motion as far
as natural things; life as far as living things; fantasy,
opinion, i.e., judgement, as far as sentience; name
uncomplex, word complex, deliberation, i.e., inquisitive
reason, as far as rational things, as are humans; intellect
as far as intellectual things, as are the angels; and
universally with respect to all things he says substance, if
the esse of things is considered; station, collocation as
far as the permanence of things, as station is referred to
the establishment of a thing according to which it consists
in itself, but collocation in that it is established in
another; and as far as the perfection of things he adds

union, end, infinity, and universally from all things that
exist in any mode. (55=-63)

Therefore this is the first mode of nomination of God
through abnegation of all things for the reason that God is
above all things, and whatever is signified by any name
whatsoever is less than what God is, who exceeds our

cognition, which we express through names imposed by us.
(63-65)

Then when he says <But since as the essence of goodness
etc.>, he hands down the second mode of nominations of God,
namely those which name God as cause. And concerning this he
does three things: first he sets forth the notion of
noninations of this kind; second he posits the nominations
thenselves, <Therefore the theologians knowing this etc.>;
third he excludes a certain error, <And truly the substance
of all is praised etc.> (65-69)

For the evidence of the first part it must be considered
that while effects proceed through a certain assimilation to
their causes, according to the mode by which something is a
cause, it prepossesses in itself the similitude of its
effects. For if something is the cause of another according
to its species or nature, the cffect has in itself a
sinilitude according to its nature: just as human being
generates human being and a horse generates a horse. But if
it is the cause of another according to some superadded
disposition, according to this it will also have a
similitude to its own effects. For the builder is the cause
of the house, not according to his nature, but according to
his art; whence the similitude of the house is not in the
nature of the builder, but in his art. (73-75)

But further it must be considered that, since the Good has
the notion of an end, since the Good is what all things
desire, but the end is the first of causes, the Good is that
to which the notion of causing first applies. Therefore in
so far as something is disposed to the Good, for this reason
it is disposed to the Good in so far as it is a cause.
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Therefore since God is the Good, not as if participating
goodness, put as the essence itself of goodness, God is not
the cause of things through some participated disposition,
but through God’s own esse itself God is the cause of all
existents. Nor is it for this reason excluded that God acts
through intellect and will, since God’s to understand and to
will is God’s esse itself. Thus therefore in God’s own esse

jtself God prepossesses the similitude of all God’s effects.
(76-82)

But every cause as such can be named from the name of its
effect in so far as it has in itself its similitude. For 1if
the similitude is according to identity of notion, the same
name befits the cause and the thing caused, as the name
human being befits the one generating and the one generated.
But if a similitude is not according to the same notion, but
is supereminent in the cause, the name would not be said of
both according to one notion, but supereninently of the
cause, as heat is said of the sun and of fire. Thus
therefore since the similitude of all things preexists in
the divine essence, not through the same notion, but more
eminently, it follows that the providence of divinity as the
princeps of all good, i.e, having principally in Godself all
good and diffusing it to others, is fit to be praised by all
caused things, nevertheless not univocally but
supereninently, which occurs because of the suitability of
creatures with God; which suitability he designates when he
adds ‘since also around him are all things’. For effects are
said to consist around a cause in so far as they draw near
to its similitude, according to the similitude in which
lines going out from the center stand around it according to
a certain similitude derived from it. But some things are
found to be around something, which nevertheless exists for
the sake of those things which stand around it, just as a
pillar exists for the sake of a house. But God is not for
the sake of creatures, but conversely; and for this reason
he adds ‘and its cause’ are all things, in that mode of
speaking in which medicine is said to be the cause of
health, i.e., for the sake of health. (83-97)

But it happens among us that what is for the sake of an end
is the active cause of the end and prior to it in
generation, just as medication is related to health. And
lest God should be believed to be an end in this way, he
adds ‘and he himself is before all things’. Also some things
are for the sake of an end which, although they do not
precede that because of which they are, nevertheless they
confer something to that thing, just as clothes are for the
sake of human beings. And in order to exclude this from God
he adds ‘and all things are constituted in God’; whence God
can acquire something from nothing, but all things acquire
whatever they have from God. And lest someone should believe
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a3 bhe na es of all thxngs: They call God unnameable, just
mpstionl v?gizsg'th:F Ehe divinity itself, in one of éhe
yst 1ons, which were according to an imagi
3;Zénfsapgar1txon; significantly upbraided hin wggngéied:
e Xn:ranamﬁ. by the angel who appeared in the person
of Go éan comz ;roget:hould exclude God from all cognition
C ) e name of God, he said: Why d
?ﬁdgzgelghxch is wonderful? And thié occurs in ng‘ozgo:ngsk
Juag - And truly this name is wonderful, which is above
Y name, as it is said in Phil. 2, that God is
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. . d
i ry name which is name
as if collocated above eve name
u:n:ﬂZ?biﬁlthis age or in the future, as it is related in
whe

Eph. 2. (119-128)

) i i i unnameable, but
is God praised in scripture as :
A no; gglzany nameg, just as when God is xntroducednzayxng
ﬁis:nawho 1 am’, Ex. 3, and life and t:rutttll,1 Jg.dlgE a
ight and God, Ex. 3 "I am . . . e Goc
lgggzénin.Aﬁé not onl§ do the names themselves xntrzduce God
2 ;akiﬁg concerning Godse!f, but also thosT Whgngerrophets,
egperienced concerning deltyilag the :g;s;fizcts gut hets:
i the cause of a rom many : .
Prai s oeary distinguish the diversity of these
not necessary here to dis gu Y e
i ince they wi u .
effects which he adds here, si e Y haptors, while he
istinguished in the distinction o : , wh
géﬁﬁégg all effects of this kind to certailn chap:ii:i Fg;nt.
they praise God as the good, Lk. 18; gs zgetgzaEOd oi’gods,
i ; lovable, Cant. 5; )
L A A aed of 1o 17; as Holy of holies, Dan.
; as Lord of lords, Apoc. 17; a
g?.aggéternal, Baruch 3; as existing, Job 14 "2{eago:h20t
alone who is 2"; as cause of the ages, Eccl: 24; s the
iver of life, Acts 17; as wisdom, I Cor. l,'?s mlreéson-
g7 where another translation has ‘1nt:118c: ét;Zr '
Is. j ice", where an
s "1 am he who speaks justice", wh i i
ér;nziation has "I am he who dlspuieg ]TStlg?"inoéré;kcagich
- . . J o
said that ‘ratio’ is calle ogc : h
gizge;izzifies word, which is found oftegllz theui§;1g§ures,
i ; ssing a reas
as knower, II Thi. 2; as preposses .
universal'knowledge, Col. 2; i; ;;rtxgécl ?gf-a;lhziient of
H King o ings, . ; L
B e 3; oo wit d invariable, James 1; as
ays, Dan. 7; as without age an iable,
ga%vation, Mé. 1; as justice, as_sanct1flcazlonérg§51ation,
liberation, or redemption accorg%nq t?la:gzng; ranslation
r. 1; as in magnitude exceedlng a , in
incg stiil voice, I Kings 19. And they say.qu gég?e;o ?e
minds, or hearts, Eph. 3; in souls, Wis. 7; 1n ultanéously
Cor 6; in heaven and in earth, Jer. 23; And sin oy ehy
in éhe'same thing, i.e., as far as the same nature,d thg
God to be mundane, i.e., in the world,'Jn. 1; aroggcause of
world, Eccl. 24; beyond the world, [this he saysu ecause <
certain Platonists who posited some gogs'tg bgsm ?12
others supermundane} Is. 66; superceleutxg éantial Me. 6;
"Exalted above all peoples etc."; supersubs 2 éc 5t
the sun, Mal. 4; a heavenly body, 1.e., a s?ar, pnoé uit.'
fire, Deut. 4; water, Jn. 7; spirit, Joel 4; gew, o .And ;
a cloud, Hos. 6; a stone, Ps. 117; a rock, 1 gr.s té A
all other existing things are attr*buted to Go0 ?ar ° 2 od
cause, and God is nothing among existents 1n s't L as God
superexceeds all things. Thus therefore it befits b've °
is the cause of all things and nevertheless exists : oabovc
things, both to be unnameable in so far as God exists
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all things, and also all names of existents befit God as the
cause of all; and he adds the reason. (129-156)

For the evidence of this it must be considered that the rule
of the universe is the highest possible. But for the
goodness of rule it is required that the one who rules is
not entirely alien from those who are ruled, but has some
suitability with them, so that he might be useful, and
nevertheless that he superexceed the subjects, lest his
ability to command be held in contempt. And this is what he
Says, so that the reign of the whole, i.e., so that the rule
of the universe, is diligently, i.e., proceeds optimally,
all things are around the first cause, as if derived from it
according to some similitude; and all things are segregated
from it as from a cause for the sake of which all things
are, as from a principle from which they flow out, as from
an end which they attain; and God also in this way is all in
all in so far as God is all perfections of all things

causally, according to the sayings; for this is written in I
Cor. 15. (156-164)

Then when he says <And truly he is praised etc.>, he
excludes a certain error. For there were certain Platonists
who reduced the processions of perfections into diverse
principles, positing one principle to be of life which they
called the first life and another principle to be of
understanding which they called the first intellect and
another of existing which they called the first being and
the good. And in order to exclude this he says that God is
truly praised as principal substance of all things in so far
as God is the principle of being to all things, and God is
called the perfective cause of all things in so far as Cod
gives all perfections to things, and God is called a
containing cause, custodian and food, which three things
seem to pertain to the conservation of things. For there are
some things which have no need except that they be preserved
in their principles, since they can not be corrupted by
exteriors, as water by fire; and as far as this he says
‘custodian’, since these things are defended by God lest
they be corrupted by others beyond the order of their
notion. But there are some which need supplements for their
conservation, as humans and animals need food; and as far as
this he says ‘food’, namely since God administers to all
things those things which are necessary to their
conservation. God is even also a conversive cause for them,
since the fact that things are converted to God by desiring
God as an end is in them from God. And all these things
befit God unitively, i.e., not according to diverse virtues
but according to one simple virtue, and communicably
segregated, since God thus communicates to others the
aforementioned causalities, nevertheless such that a certain
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singular mode of causing remains separate with God. (164-181)
But for this reason God is praised as cause 1n dlvegiet:zys,
since not only is God a cause.oi contalnlng,.l.e.," e
salvation of things, but of life and perfectlgn,tsobe e ed
divine goodness which is above every name oug t causality
from this alone or from gnother providence, !.etéself a P
but the divine goodness }tself pre-receives in lth il
existing things simply, i.e., not 1n.such a_Wﬁy_ ghemselves
composed by all things, but.those thlngs.whic 13

are many and composite are 1n_God one, sinmple an ames
incircunfinite since, while sinqular determinate n lin into
signify something distinct from other things, by iom bgt
divine predication thsy do notfsxggégx ggdiilgitﬁngérstood
infini : just as the name of wi n 38 i s g :
iﬁfézéziig tgings signifies something distinct fsom ]gizéce,
as for example existing in determinate genera ag speOt ,
but when it is understoo@ in divine things, it oesrn
signify something determxneq to genus and spe01gsf9nite And
distinct from other perfections, but something 1nd1fron.the
for this reason CGod is fittingly praised and'n§m§ f e‘into
most perfect goodnesses, i.e., perfections, whic c-mwhich
things through the providence qt that supreme czuse, which
since it is one and the same, is nevertheless the cag e ot e
diverse, nay of all, things, namely.when God.ls page Ang the
name of substance or life or something of this kin ﬁ

is also named from universal existents beqause ofht Td be
perfections participated in them, namely if God s.?u£' be e
named sun because of brightness and rock because o irr s
and thus concerning others like these. (181-195)

Then when he says <And not those alone etc.>, he pgSétihzhe
third mode of the nomination of God. And he says tha e
holy theologians commend not only those nominations o

to us which are taken from providences or provisions, hould
perfect or particular, so that through prqv;deans wediess
understand perfections commuplgated to things, as go? ne

and wisdom, but through provisions the things themsg v or
participating perfections of this kind, as a human being

the sun; of which things those are called perfect. . and
providences which are universals, as the good{ existing,
those of this kind, but particulars which befit some gegu:
of things, as wise and just. But it happens sometxgis tha
they name the goodness of God, which 1s supernamea d? -
because of its supersplendent splendor, by certain _1Xln
apparitions, i.e., by imaginary visions, by whzih Sx; e; co
prophets or teachers are illuminated [which he says bec ?

of those who co-write holy writings} either in holy temp esd
or in other places, and this according to diverse causes an
virtues. For from diverse reasons diverse apparitlons were
made; whence they placed around God human £orms'or £lamesdor
electrons and to God’s praise they describe God’s eyes an

298

voices and other members and they place around God crowns
and thrones and others of this kind, which is easy to
consider from the diverse places of scripture. And
concerning names of God of this kind he pledges himself to

speak in the book On symbolic thecloqy, which we no longer
have. (195-208)

Then when he says <But now everything etc.>, he shows how he
is to treat the divine names. And concerning this he does
three things: first he shows which divine names he will
discuss in this book; second what mode of doctrine is to be
served both as far as those who teach and as far as those
who hear, <And what always according to every theologian
etc.>; third he exhorts Timotheus to whom he writes to
observe this, <Therefore to you etc.> (209-213)

He says therefore first that he must now proceed in this
book to the manifestation of the intelligible divine names,
i.e., those which are not taken from sensible things
symbolically, but from the intelligible perfections
proceeding from God into creatures, as are esse, to live and
those of this kind, thus that any names that pertain to the
present work be gathered together from sacred scripture and
that these things which were said in this chapter should be
used as a certain rule, to which it is necessary to look in
the entire present work. For since there were set forth
three genera of nominations of God, the first, which is
through remotion, is treated in the Mystical theology, the
second, which is through intelligible processions, in this
book, the third, which is through sensible similitudes, in
the book On_synmbolic theology. (213-220)

Then when he says <And that always etc.>, he shows the nmode
of determining the divine names, when he says that it must
be considered that properly in this book the contenmplations
by which God appears are spoken. And he says properly
against netaphorical apparitions. And again it must be seen
that to the manifestations of the holy names of God the holy
ears are sent out, namely of the faithful, who hear plously
and reverently, not of the unfaithful who deride and
blaspheme, so that thus we might place holy things among the
2ints according to the divine tradition as God admonishes:
"you do not wish to give holy things to dogs", Mt. 7, so
that holy things are carried away by the derisions of the
uninstructed; even more so humans themselves, if those who
are totally resisting divine things should be liberated from
the assault of God; for by deriding divine things they do
not injure divine things, but themselves. And this, I say,
is to be provided in this book, since always according to
every theological doctrine the hierarchical law, i.e., that
which is handed down through holy princes, introduces,
i.e., prescribes or exhorts, these things to be observed
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h does not come from

certain deliberation whic oes O nd.

i a . . I3
accordlag oo but from the circumspection 1

human wisdom,
(220-231)

etc.>, he induces
. he says <Therefore to you % is
L ;hﬁg to ebgerve these things. And he says ghaﬁamely
Tlmztleto him to guard the aforementéoged tgngaé namel
e i be recorded, an .
sost holy things d an
than theﬁic: are divine he should neither speakdnora:‘r;ly zo
o zse i.e make known to the unxnstrug:e ao: T
- -
ya¥i2§€s o; to any untauqht'persons, who, Wh;feignorance.
l:ceiving these things, deride them because
r

(231-235) '
he ends the present chapter, asking
to him with the praise of God, in so

o hand down diverse ngninatlops of g
nor named with a voice, an

depart from his mouth.

put finally in a prayer
God that God might give
far as it befits God, t °
deity, which cannot be expresset
that the word of truth would no

(235-237)

BOOK TWO

11 -1

<The entire thearchical essence etc.> After Dionysius in the
preceding chapter proposed the mode of proceeding in the
work and the notion of the divine names, in this second
chapter he intends to show that the divine names, which are
discussed in this book, are common to the whole Trinity. And
for this reason this chapter is entitled "On united and
discreet theology", since in this chapter there are proposed
what things are said conmonly of the whole Trinity and what
things are said distinctly of the persons. And there is
proposed in the same chapter what is the notion of comnunity
and distinction in divine things, which pertains to the
second part of the title, when he says <And what is the
divine unity and discretion>. But this chapter is divided
into two parts: in the first he shows what things are said
commonly and what are said distinctly in the Trinity; in the
second he designates the notion of comnunity and
distinction, <But it is necessary that I judge etc.>
Concerning the first he does two things: first he shows that
the divine names, which are to be discussed in this chapter,
nmust be understood in the whole Trinity; second he renmoves
an objection in the fact of contraries, <But if someone
should say etc.> Concerning the first he does three things:
first he proposes the intended truth; second he proves it,
<And as in the theological etc.>; third he excuses himself
from a more diligent proof, <Therefore these things by us
etc.> (1-13)

He says therefore first that goodness through itself is
praised in holy scripture as determining, i.e.,
distinguishing from others, and manifesting the entire
divine essence, whatever it is, since if anything befits the
divine essence, it befits it to be goodness through itself
and vice versa. And he proves this through the fact that in
holy scripture divinity itself is introduced in the person
of the Son, saying "Why do you ask me concerning the good?
There is no good except God alone", as it is appears in Luke
18: which must be understood concerning goodness through
itself. And since it is this way concerning the name of
goodness, therefore in other books also after inquiry it
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5 fitting God are
emonstrated by us that all names be ; od
mu§§52§ ?n holy scripture, not particularly as 1f'bef1tt1ng
g;e person alone, but the entire and perfect and integral
and first deity of the Trinity. (13-21)

le is not here understood as composed grom parts,
?gg Ezet:?g way it could not be congruent with deltyé_namiéy
as being repugnant to God’s simplicity, but as accor 1ggfore
the Platonists there is said to be a certain totalltyt e
parts, which is before the totality which is from paits; i
namely if we should say that a house, which 1is 1? mg '?dér
a whole from parts and preexists in the art of the ult. e,
which is a whole before parts. And in this mode the entir
universe of things, which is as a whole from parts, ‘ hat
preexists as in a primordial cause 1n deity itself, sost a
in this way the deity itself of the Father.and of ;?e on
and of the Holy Spirit might be called a ynole as 1 N .
prepossessing in itself the universe. Similarly when edsayf
‘perfect’ it must not be understood according to the To e o
signification of the word: for perfect means complete ?
rmade, just as we say that we have gone around when we ;a;gr
completed walking; whence that whxch'ls not_made c§n:ob .
this reason be called perfect. But since things whic icom
then come to the end of their making when they attain t eh .
nature and virtue of their proper species, thence it ;s tha
this name perfect is taken to signify everything whxg deit
attains its proper virtue and nature. And in this mooe e Z
is called perfect in so far as it is maximally in its natur
and virtue. But integral and perfect seem to be the same,
nevertheless they differ in notion: for something seegs to
be called perfect in attaining to its proper naEure,p uteome
integral through remotion of diminution, just as we aaz S
person not to be integral, if after he or she attain t e;;_
proper nature they should be truncated in some member. (
36)

ince from the deity of the Trinity nothing can ?e. )
gﬂgtiggied, to signify zhis he adds ‘integral‘. But ‘first
is added to signify that the deity of the three per;ozs_ls
not participated deity; for that is called first whch 35
unparticipated, as deity per se and goodness per se. nf
they seem to be posited in order to exclude the error ob
Oorigen and Arrius, who posited the deity of the Son tS ?
participated. And so that he'mxght show that the name; o
God not only are commonly said of the three persons, but
equally and in the same mode, he adds that also all the
aforementioned nominations were demonstrated to be apposed,
i.e., attributed, perfectly to the universal totality and of
all, i.e., of the entire deity: so that when he says
‘universal’ it refers to the number of persons, but t?e )
others to the perfection of essence; and this 131mp1y which
responds to when he said ‘first’: for those which are
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unparticipated are said simply, but those which are
participated goods are said particularly, according to
Augustine “"take this and that and . . . you will see . . .
the good of every good"; ‘absolutely’ which responds to when
he said ‘inteqral’, for those which are corrupted can not be
named absolutely, just as a dead human being is not called a
human being absclutely; ‘unobservedly’, i.e., apart from
some observance of distinction, which responds to when he
said ‘perfect’, for unless deity is perfect in every person,
it would be necessary to observe how something should be
said of one person and how it is said of another. (37-51)

Then when he says <And as in the theological, etc.>, he
proves what he had supposed. And first specifically
regarding certain names; second commonly of all, <And as
summarily someone might say etc.> (51-53)

He says therefore first that, just as it was commemorated in
the book On_the theological characteristics, if someone
should make this statement: that "there is no good except
God alone" does not apply to the entire deity, i.e., to all
persons, and through this he presumes erroneously to divide
the unity of the divine Trinity, it must be said against him
that even the Word itself, i.e., the Son of God, as
naturally having goodness said in John 10 "I anm the good
shepherd"”, and in the Psalm it is said "Your good Spirit".
And similarly, what is said in Ex. 3 "I am who 1I am", if
someone should say that this was not said to be praised of
the whole deity, i.e., of all parsons, but of one simply,
how should this be understocd which is said in the
Apocalypse 1 of the Son "These things he says who is and who
was and who is coming, the omnipotent", and what the Apostle
5ays regarding the Son in Heb. 1 "But you yourself are the
same", and of the Holy Spirit it is said in John 16 "The
Spirit of truth who is, who proceeds from the Father"?,
although our text does not have ‘who is’. And similarly if
someone should say that the entire divinity is not life, how
is it true what the Son of God said in John 5 "As the Father
revives and vivifies the dead, so also the Son vivifies whomn
he wills", and John 6 "The Spirit is the one who gives
life"? And also if the entire deity does not have domination
of all, it could not be said in so many places of holy
scripture this name ‘lord’ frequently appears of the Father
and of the Son, and this so that we might speak of the
deigenic deity of the Father or the filiation of the Son;
but also the Spirit is lord, as is said in II Cor. 3. And
similarly beautiful and wise are praised in all persons of
the deity and light and deifying and cause and all things
whatever which are of the entire deity the holy expressions
derive to every divine laudation, sometimes simultaneously
by comprehending all persons, as when it is said "all things
are from God", but sometimes distinctly of one person, as
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in i ere made
it i i f the Son in Col. 1 "All‘thlpgs were
When 1; ;Tmsgzg 2n him", and "all th@ngs in hinm con:;st",
tb;ozg the Psalm "Send forth your spirit" etc. (53 )
an

when he says <And as summarily someone might sa¥ g;g.>

Then s the proposition commonly of all the names o ° éf
. §howahat in summary it might be said of all, the w2r
St A 1f said in John 10 "I and the Father are one”, ]
Soe hlgsshich it is shown that whatever things are saxg‘oh
througther are said of the Son, and John 16 "and all whic .
e o h has is mine"”, and John 17 "and ell mine are your
ond Fatrzrnine". And similarly whatever things are of the g
:gghzzuand.of the Son holy scripturi at;rxgzsiﬁecggzggigozgl

i o the divine Spirit, namely the
:?tgﬁglgogor, the fontanal and unfailing causiiing ;22 found
distribution of benign gifts. And all thesi t tgings" foun
in I Cor. 12 "One and the same works all these tﬂin
And these things are true to the extent.thas no h hgve .
customary in the divine expressions, whxc:ragigg have
CorTupt L onat | g?em'niq]gg?ittgngogod are in the

i a names N
;:tzgzldggz$l§c§213ing to a perfect mode of speaking of God.

(73-81)

Then when he says <Therefore thesg by us etc.; henzzggzizd
himself from a more diligent inq:%ry Ofrzhﬁeieogziernined
i hese things a T
things. And he says that t i : ‘
and demonseraced bristly and particularly fron bolt |,
ipture, but in another boo - W e
igg;gatioﬁ of God that we attempt to expound 1ntth§ gzeiﬁz
wo;k it is necessary for the name to gefuzdigiso;urpose ®he
’
i i i 1 1 persons; an o
entire deity, i.e., in al £
entire prese;t chapter 1s presented. (82-85)

Then when he says <But if someonehshoglg sa{hgtzg;éction.

j i first he states ;
excludes an objection. And f -t ob ton
second the mode of solving gt, <For if someone ;; ztg >'(86—
third he explains the solution, <Therefore unio .

88)

But someone could object that through the fggtttgatoai;e con

names which are said of the Father are attribute °_

and to the Holy Spirit, the distinction of pegsqnsthe divine

entirely destroyed and confusio¥ lscxgtrggzc§e ;gys e divin
i i it God.

s, which things do not_be 1 ) )
gﬁ;zﬁg éakes this objection it must not be ]udgeg ttﬁg his
discourse is sufficient to persuade that he sgeatio he
truth; for the distinction of persons is not destroy
through this. (88-92)

Then when he says <For if someone etc.>, he statﬁs tggeggge
of solving the problem, saying that if the one who obj
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in this way totally contradicts holy scripture, such a one
is entirely removed from our wisdom. It does not pertain to
the theologian to prove those things which are of faith to
one who does not receive the scriptures, since faith is
above reason. Whence if that one does not take care that the
divine expressions are venerated, why should we care and
lead him to divine wisdom, since it is this way in
philosophical science that no wise person disputes against
one who denies the principles of his art. But if someone who
objects in this way wants to look to the truth of the sacred
expressions, we, using holy scripture as a certain rule and
light manifesting the truth, proceed, not by declining from
sacred scripture, in order to excuse ourselves from the
aforementioned objection, and we say that sacred scripture
hands down certain things cormonly of the three persons,
certain things distinctly, and it is neither lawful to
distinguish those things which are common, nor to confound
those things which are distinct; but, by following sacred
scripture as far as we are able, it is fitting for us to
look to the divine verities. Since, while we look to the
manifestation of God from sacred scripture, it is necessary
for us to guard those things which are stated in sacred
scripture as a certain optimum rule of truth, so that
neither should we multiply them by adding, nor diminish thenm
by subtracting, nor pervert thenm by expounding them evilly,
Ssince while we keep holy things we are kept by them and by
them we are confirmed in order to keep those who keep holy
things. For it is necessary not only to conserve those
things which are handed down in scared scripture, but also
those things which were said by the holy doctors, who
preserved sacred scripture unspotted. (92-108)

Then when he says <Therefore united etc.>, he explains the
Stated solution regarding what he said, that sacred
scripture hands down certain things regqarding the trinity
unitedly and certain things discretely. And he says that
things united of the entire divinity, i.e., things common to
the whole Trinity, as was said in the book On the
theoloqgical characteristics, and is proved through many
authorities received from sacred scripture, are in two
genera of names: first those things which are said of God
remotively through a certain excellence, as supergood,
supersubstantial, superliving, superwise and any other
things said of God through remotion because of God's excess;
with which secondly are to be connumerated all causal names,
i.e., which designate God as the principle of procession of
perfections which emanate from God into creatures, namely
the good, beautiful, existing, generative of life, wise and
any others through which the cause of all goods is named
from the gift of God’s goodness. And from this can be
understood the magistral rule, that all names designating an
etfect in creatures pertain to the divine essence. But
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; ini istinctly to the three

i es, i.e., pertaining dis 1
dxscre;e gizz éhe naée of Father substantially ?rthe rather
Ee;z::aéically, i.e., personally, anddthg gierfy the Fatn 02
Y i i i tion, and simila :
i act which 1s genera . ;
tﬁz.éozlznd his act which is to be geperategésgggnthgonzgit

iri d his act which is proces P :
of the Holy P oy i be superinduced, as if
i ersion ought to be p
In sk e said tha h enerates the Son and
i 1d be said that the Father g 5 th
lgnsgg:ely, and communion of any kind, as if it i:gzldegzon.
c id that the Father and the Son generate sorpeaothe npstery
i:d similarly distinctly to one person pert?lgge Son‘&as
of the incarnation, sincehonlz tgeygeiﬁgz ?t e S rete to
i ; is i t he sa
incarnated; and this is wha hat discrete o

i ce of Jesus, p

forementioned, that the essen Jesu erfe

Easaiiable according to the nature of dxv*nltyédxzn;nOther
accordance with us through union of.humarut:\,'.a.n y okn
substantial, i.e., personal, mysteries pertaining
;eniqnity of the incarnation. (108-126)

11 - 2

<But it is necessary as I judge etc.> S@ncehiz :Rg solution
to the objection stated above‘hetzgggza;? :h: i e persons
i tain i ;
theologians handed down cer 1 o e e tapiain of
iti i tely, he intends he ;
unitively and some discret h ptends. e to exp ol
i in divine gs.
t sort are union and discretlon i c
¥2istshe explains it as far as 1t 1s p0551b1?, iic?ggngg by
shows that it can not be totally and pgrﬁiggngng Ehe gy
f unions etc.> Co i
us, <But of these and.o s g e dine to
i : discusses the mo
he does two things: £1rst'he 0 according
i i ; cond he explains ,
which he intends to explain; se e t
<For they call what in other places I said etc.> (1-6)

i f
He says therefore first that for a fullgr :?2e§ﬁ;32$;:2 20
i i it i ssary in
e foregoing solution it 1s nece Ar ]
:2plain goregthe perfect modi of th?rg;v;ngrggéﬁglz?dso that
i i i tion T
discretion, taking up the solutl f ple, o
i i this might be consp P
all our discourse concerning : : P ous
i i tain which he states
.e., manifest. In order to at t
thinés to be avoided and threilto bg ggzirv?dé fogvzssiging
i j aria , lL.e.,
nust be avoided or rejected a v ) veryt
i T e says diverse thing
confused or mixed. For when someon LINg  eak
indisti t is necessary that they sp
confusedly and indistinctly, 1 C t e
i thus in the discours
ow of this and now of that and : )
Sariaiion appears; also there must be re]egteq ivi§¥t?;?gs
not plain, i.e., obscure, which can occur if {9 ? gan °
are handeé down apart from the lﬁadiggbgfd?§23;2e§ 2§réggh
or also if some manifest truth shou d
uncommon words. But over against these two he posxzssﬁzzld
things to be observed: namely so that his dxscour:hin °
determine according to the virtue of the sp?aker untgr when
proper, i.e., connatural to us, ‘discretely’ to co

306

he had said ‘variation’, and ‘plainly’ to counter when he
had said ‘not plain’. And he adds a third, namely
‘ordinately’; for it is necessary in order for doctrine to
be clear, that it proceed according to an order of
discipline beginning from things more manifest and from
these through the cognition of which other things are known.
But he commits himself to explain the perfect mode of the
divine union and discretion, since he will designate all
modes according to which union and discretion can be
understood in divine things, but not so that the mode
itself, in so far as it is perfect in God, could be

manifested; for this is above our virtue, as he will prove
below. (6-21)

Then when he says <For they call etc.>, he proceeds with the
exposition of the divine union and discretion: and first as
it pertains to deity; second as it pertains to the humanity
of Christ, <But it is discrete from the benign etc.>
Concerning the first he does two things: first he explains
the two common modes of union and discretion; second he
subdivides both, <And the sacred expressions say following
etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first he
explains the common mode of union; second the common mode of
discretion, <But discretions etc.> (21-26)

He says therefore first that, just as he had said in his
other books, namely in the book On theological
characteristics, the holy teachers of our theological
tradition, i.e., of christian doctrine, namely the apostles
and their disciples, called the divine unions certain hidden
and inegressible divine supercollocations which are of the
divine singularity, superineffable and superunknown. (26-30)

For the evidence of which it must be considered that, since
every nultitude of things flows out from a first principle,
the first principle in so far as it is considered in itself
is one; but according to the emanation by which the .
multitude proceeds from it, already there is found that from
which the first principle can be distinquished, since the
notion of a multitude consists in distinction. Therefore to
consider the first principle itself in so far as it is in
itself, this is to consider its union, and this existence of
the first principle in itself, he calls supercollocation;
and he names this supercollocation both hidden and
inegressible: hidden since as such God can be known by us in
so far as we know the participations of God’s goodness, but
in so far as God is in Godself God is hidden to us; but he
says inegressible, since in so far as it is in itself the
first principle is communicated to nothing and thus it does
not go out from itself. And because of this also, divinity
itself thus considered, through the excellence
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ishi i i 11s singularity,
isti shing it from all_thlngs,‘he ca
2;?22"3:§t isgsingular is incommunicable. (30-40)

i i tc.>, he explains the
then he says <But dlscretlons'e , he
Thi;o: mode of discretion through its opposite. And he says
ggét the aforementioned teachers ca;l.the dxscyetxgn?.t it
rocessions and manifestations of divinity, which eh1
gn so far as it is the Good itself, since it is of t eh ies
otion of the Good that effects proceed from it throug
2ommunication. And it must be considered thgilc?u:Zegozzted
i ‘*hidden and inegressible :
what he had said above ‘hi N e posites
ici & ssions and manifestati ,
ficiently and congruently proce 3 1
Zgice it is manifested through effegts'prozieg:ng :g?Telgt
i i i eeds in effects,
d in some way deity itself proc f 1
2:nds down its similitude to thxngs.accordlngczglzzgérand
i hat its own e
oportion, nevertheless such t N )
gingularity remains in itself, not commun*cated to t?;ggs
and hidden to us. Therefore these pﬁqcessi?ns gﬂi ?gom d
i i i s things ow
iscretions, since, unless otper;
2irst principle, the first principle would not have that
from which it could be discerned. (40-48)

S ssions say etc.>, he
n when he says <And the holy expressior >
:Egdivides bothyof the things said. And first he posg?giﬁge
subdivision; second he explains it, <Just as 1n the di
union etc.> (49-50)

He says therefore first that those who fqllow ghihzacred
scriptures and who follow the proper not%onzlo oSon say
aforesaid union and again of the aforesq;d iscr on s

that as there are common to the aforesaid union ceron % the
proper unions and discretions so also they are comm
aforesaid discretion. (50-53)

Then when he says <Just as in the divine union etg.>éh29
explains the subdivision. And first he shows how in the d
aforesaid mode of common union there 1is a certain un‘d
discretion; second he shows that alsz.xz t?guifzﬁzizlis Also
i i i i cretion,
discretion there 1s union apd dis t :
discretion in supersubstantials etcﬁ> anci§n12?0§2§a§érst
i i ow 1in e
he does two things: first he shows N d
union there is proper union; second how 1in the afo;ezixgl
union there is discretion, <The dwelling of the princip
persons etc.> (53-58)

Therefore for an understanding of this part it nust bi‘ ot
considered that, since above he haq understood thgdno éo.n
the divine union from the perspective ofI?chZoni;izre i

i to God’s own superexce ' .
gggziégrgggggdiggtwofold. For this superexcelling existence
of God can be considered in itself or according to gss?nce
and thus it is unitive and common to the whole Trinity; or
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in so far as one of the divine persons is in another and
thus in union there is found discretion. This is therefore
what he says, that in the divine union, i.e.,
supersubtantiality, as if he should say: I understand in
this way the divine union according to the common notion of
union posited above, in that the notion of union consists in
a certain excellence of deity; in this, I say, common union
there is united and common to the principal Trinity whatever
pertains to the superexcellence of the divine essence, and
through this he gives to understand that the proper notion
of union, which he now expounds, is nothing other than the
esse common to the three persons; and he exemplifies it as
supersubstantial essence, deity beyond deity, i.e., above
the mode of deity communicated to things, and supergood
goodness, and identity which is above all things, namely
according to which God is the same to Godself, and unity

above principate, unity, I say, of the total propriety
existing above all. (58-70)

And he says this because the One has the notion of a
principle. But anything is one in so far as it is undivided
in itself. But this occurs in so far as it retains the
property of its own nature: as if he should say that in so
far as it is unity it is a principle above every principle,
having in itself its own property by which it exists above
all. It also pertains to this excellence that it is
ineffable to us because of its excellence and that it is
unknown by us because of the excellence of its light and
that it is perfectly intelligible, i.e., comprehensible, to
no intellect, and that all things can be affirmed of it and
all things denied according to the mode explained in the
preceding chapter, while nevertheless it is above every
affirmation and negation; for it is above our intellect
which composes affirmations and negations. (70-78)

Then when he says <The dwelling of the principal persons
etc.>, he explains how there is discretion in the common
mode of union, which is a collocation of superexcellence.
And concerning this he does three things: first he proposes
what he intends; second he illustrates the proposition
through a sensible example, <How lights etc.>; third he
shcws the example to be deficient from a sinple

representation of the thing, <And these totally etc.> (78-
82)

He says therefore that the dwelling of the principal persons
in each other, i.e., in so far as one of the divine persons
is in another, and the collocation of one in another, if it
must be named in this way, since it implies a distinction,
is nevertheless totally superunited, i.e., pertaining to
that union of excellence which was discussed above. (82-85)
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. . he
i f luminaries etc.>, .
says <How the lights o : . he
e wzﬁgoggh aysensible example that 1nhth§ i:rig?égg
there i i the example he do -
discretion. In S ree
there o e h sible example, in whi
i . first he states the sens m in Jhe
thlgg:ﬁeiéris sinultaneously union andddizcggzlg:é f?cthird
oo i ; is union <An o>
n the example is A hir
s:o:si:hgt iS discretion, <But also if some one etc.> {
wha

89)

i hat

therefore first, so that we nght use ex?zg;??t; at
e oo ible and proper to us, the lights of a p lity of
A inarie existing in one house are a}llboth in eac ther
lumxnarle:d nevertheless they have a diligent, 1.?., op ;
tOtany£2ct discretion from each other as prqperdy cretion
ang E::ing'land thus many lights are united with dis
zzdsdiscreée with union. (89-92)

when he says <And we see in a hou§e etc.>, 2§e§h°X§d he

Then foresaid lights have union w+th_eacp o] ﬂ And
o tha awe see in many luminaries existing 1n one ho
that thatl' hts of all the luminaries are united in onehine
i r"hel"‘hgt since the lights of all.the lumznarézs ?and
?ertaln no ;rt of the air. And this xs‘what he ad.s an
in one S?miig indiscrete’, i.e., indistinct accor lggone
Clace o aub'zct ‘resplendence’; and, as I4judge£ n ne
placglggein %rom'the others the light of this Ium;niﬁzm
igg air, which contains all lights, and.s§i ggeoﬁe th

ithout the other, because the entire lig o et roying
goncreted with another without mixture, 1.e., Dy

discretion. (92-98)

i he shows that
he says <But also'lf sone cne etc.>, Y ot
3?§2r22?2n remagns there, since if someogf zho:tdtﬁzksame
one of the luminaries, as one'of the candles,  liahe,
e e i the Bouse. Witht;;taitnggai;? gigpfrom this it
yEic? :ist;gttzﬁeh?g3§tfizmthe house woyld be foundtzzrbe
i;sgeied, nevertheless such that somethlpghoihzhiight foing
lights would not simultaneously go ocut wt the O b the
out, nor also would something of the l@; i;ere ain wi
othér lights; which could not happené g there wers 2 hes or
nixture of lights, as if water shoul e mixed M o ehing
‘ 11 the water could not be ex;racte wit out Sonet
flou; f of the flour or ashes admixed and withou ! out
something f the ashes or flour being destgoyg@ or goll)ngause
iimiﬁglggmg time. But this does not ociﬁr %2 élggi?éctezhole
hju tion of all the lights in & >
gggii zigmaaign%ggiure and no existing confusion of parts.
(99-107)

But here it must be considered that the gpigégnsgﬁetgiid
philosophers concerning light was twofold.
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light to be a body and according to this opinion the
proposed example seems to proceed clearly enough. For
Dicnysius seems here to speak of many lights from the
diverse luminaries proceeding into a single air, just as if
he should speak of many bodies and perhaps becaus
that they have a subsisting discretion, for
substance as such, and also because he says
goes out without another, by which seems to
certain local motion, which is of bodies as
light is not a body but a quality,
opinion, the light would not have a
but rather from the diverse luminaries as from diverse
acting causes a single light would become more intense in
the air and, with one luminary subtracted, the superaddition
of intensity would cease: just as from many heat producing
causes heat is extended into things capable of being heated
and, one cause being subtracted, the heat is diminished. But
this second opinion regarding light is truer; whence it can
be said that Dionysius here speaks of the subsisting
discretion of lights and the departure of some of them with
respect to the luminary and not according to themselves.
Hevertheless it must be considered that the philosophers as
well as the sacred doctors were accustomed at times to use
some examples in order to illustrate a proposition, which
are according to some probable opinions held by some people,

although they did not follow those opinions thenmselves.
(107-121)

e he says
to subsist is of
that one light
be designated a
such. But if
according to another
subsisting discretion,

Then when he says <And these totally in a body etc.>, he
shows that the example falls short of a simple
representation of the thing. And he says that these things
which were said of diverse lights are completely appropriate
in the case of corporeal and material things, namely in
corporeal air as in a place, if lights are bodies, or as in
a subject, if light is a quality, and again in sensible
light depending from material fire. But in the divine
persons we say the supersubstantial union to be collocated,
not only above the unions which are in bodies, but also
above those unions which are in souls themselves and even in
the angelic minds themselves; which unions the deiform and
Supercelestial lights, i.e., the angels themselves, have,
the whole through the whole unmixed and supernundanely,
while namely one angel is conjoined to another completely
through intellect and affection. And an unconfused union of
this kind in minds and souls is according to a proportional
participation of that union which is in the divine persons,
which is supersegregated from all participants, namely since

nothing of participants can perfectly imitate the divine
union. (121-132)

Then when he says <But discretion is etc.>, he explains how
in the common mode of discretion signified above there is
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iscretion and union, i.e., somethipg.common to
£oundh2?:thi:§ty and something distinct pertaining to'the
e For it was said above that the d1V}ne discretions
persogfa according to the processions of deity. But there is
ariwifold procession of deity: one in that one proceeds fron
! anbthér and through this the divine persons are_multlplleq
‘ 2nd distinguished, and in this respect proper dlscyetngt;:r
i perceived in the common mer of discretion; theredlsfaon
| procession according to which the creature proceeds rdlthe
% God, according to which are the multitude of things and
! diséinction of creatures from God, apd_thls dlscgetlog.izt
; united, i.e., common to the whole Trxplty. There ore. 1t‘on
1 he explains how some discretion pertalns to the dlst;nc 1it
j of persons; second how some d1§c;etloq pertains to N 91;2- y
" of essence, <But if also the divine discretion etc.> (

141)

He says therefore first that discrgt@on in supersgbstattlﬁi
theologies, namely regardipg the Q1vxpe persons, 1S no uzioz
that which I already described which is through cgm@on
itself, which pertains to the superexcellence of gxty,
i.e., whatever of the divine persons 1S unmixed anth .
unconfusedly collocated in another, but also that d_zs o
things which pertain to the supersubstantial feguncl i'ch
God are never converted to anoth§r, as those things ; 1
pertain to the personal collocation were conve;tedh grther
nutually the Father is in the Son and the Son in t eh aS e .
nevertheless the Father does not @utually generate the ol
and the Son the Father. And this is what he adds,'that only
the Father is the supersubstantial fountain of deity, so
that in a fountain, authority sbou}d be understood gr athe
principle that is not from a prlnglple; nor is the San
Father nor the Father the Son, while the d*v;pe prai§e§
preserve according to the Iaith.of the christian rflzgxon
the properties of each of the divine persons. (141 )

[ Finally by way of an epilogue he adds that those’tﬁings N
f which were said are unions and discretions pertaining to the
ineffable divine essence itself aqd to 1its Lnefféble union,
since what follows of union and discretion pertains to

| creatures. (149-151)

11 - 3

<But if also the divine discretion etc.>'After_Dlonys§u§ L
explained how under the common mo@e of QLscgetlon, yhlg is
according to procession, proper discretion 1s conta;ne ,
which is according to the procession of one person from
another, now he intends to explalp how under the same comron
mode of discretion there is contained also a certain proper
union, namely which is according to the procession of 4
creatures from God, pertaining to the entire Trinity. An
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concerning this he does two things: first he proposes what
he intends; second he illustrates it through an example,
<How a point etc.> (1-6)

Therefore for the evidence of the first part it must be
considered that someone could say that the procession of
Creatures is not contained under the divine discretion;
whence although the procession of creatures might pertain
conmonly to the whole Trinity, nevertheless it can not be
said that some divine discretion is common or united in the L
Trinity. And for this reason he wants to show that the B
procession of creatures is in some way a divine discretion,
nevertheless not in the mode in which the procession of the
divine persons is. For in the procession of the divine Q
persons the same divine essence itself is communicated to
the person proceeding and thus there is a plurality of
persons having the divine essence, but in the procession of
creatures the divine essence itself is not comnunicated to
the creatures proceeding, but it remains uncommunicated or
unparticipated; but its similitude, through the things which
it gives to the creature, is propagated and multiplied in
creatures and thus in some way the divinity through its
similitude, not through essence, proceeds into creatures and
in them is multiplied in some way, so that in this way the
procession itself of creatures can be called a divine
discretion, if a view to the divine similitude is
maintained, but not if the divine essence is considered.
This is therefore what he says, that if the procession
befitting the divine goodness which is of the superunited
divine union, i.e., of the unity of essence, in which the
three persons are united, which is above every unity, which
in some way acts itself or leads forth from its own goodness
into plurality and multiplies itself, namely according to
its similitude, if, he says, such a procession can be called
a divine discretion for the reason that through it the
divine unity is in some way multiplied, then consequently it
must be said that the traditions, l.e., the donations of the
divine gifts, which are incomprehensible on the part of the
principle, are united, i.e., common to the whole Trinity
according to the divine discretion, i.e., according to the
connon mode of the divine discretion, which was understood
gcording to procession. And what those traditions are he
shows adding ‘substantifications’, in that God gives esse to
all things subsisting; ‘vivifications’ in that God gives
life; ‘sapientifications’ in that God gives wisdom; and
other gifts of the divine goodness, which is the cause of
all, according to which the divine gifts participated
through similitude, not participably, in s6 far as-the -—
€SSence-remains unpartici ed, are praised from the
pH?ETETpafTBEET‘TTETTﬂéﬁgﬁaihe participated gifts, as are
esse, wisdom and life, and by the participants, to which
namely they are communicated. But he speaks plurally of

@
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i i lurality of persons or
ivi ings either because of the p .
dlzggzetgf 2he plurality of names yhlch are attr;guted to
ggd- and this is common to the entire deity- (6-30)
’

And lest the community of notion be unders;oggviéggig aie
i i i to in ,
i i to species and species 1
9 and unite ! h ne in number to be in three.
‘and united as he shows o . ‘
Zggslest someone éhould understand unity congr?ga;e:hﬁgon
many as a house is united from parts, he addsd.an .
one’, namely all divinity itself, lte:'aiggogylzgery
be particip
atever persons who}ly go
ggrticipagt thro&gh sxml]*tuiedapd gzynggeigé ;gits ¢hrough
ici be participated 1in :
B Pt of i e. But he says the whole of it
a commixture of its substance. ot
ici y S t totally or per Y
articipated, nevertheless no r . _
ggngg ?t is igcomp;ehensible to all, as was said above. (31

37)

And since this last dictum seemed di{fiCU1zn2?$ tggéx;:gaz
icti i tes this consequ )
contradiction, he illustra . e cetning
<Whatever point etc.
exanmple, when he says. ) t gt P
i : first he posits ;
this he does three things irs : LSRN
i deficient, <But it exc )
second he shows it to be t 5218
i t the aforementi
e etc.>; third he objects agalns 3 m :
ggiiple and’solves it, <Although someone night say etc.>

(37-40)

He says therefore that it is the case reggrgipg Ezethe
participation of delty Just a2 POINt WLCh S mpobited in
middle of a circle is divide Y c osited o
i i rotracted from the c
the circle, namely which are p ] :
the circum%erence, in so far as.every_llni re?ﬁigiiude of
indivisibility according to latitude in t e's;t litude o
the indivisibility of a point, just as we nig the?ess 2
point by its own motion to make a line :n?rgiviie S e tude
i i i i is distinc T
oint according to situation 1S N
gf the line, and also as many :xpresilogseof 2h2e;iincipal
ici hetype in the seal, i.e.,
participate the arc ache BI A
i i - archetype is n
figure in the sgal, - for an‘ Y e igure - the
rarchos’ which is chief, and ‘typum’, ich f e o8
i in the seal existing 1n ea
entire and same archetype 1n the S€ : h ol
i i litude and in none o
the expressions according to siml d
accordgng to any of its parts through commixture of
substance. (40-47)

i his

hen he says <But it exceeds etc.>, he shows this
zgg;pYe to be deicient from the representation ?fdgi:;ne
things. And he says that the imparticipability 2'oned ’
which is the cause of all, gxceed§ ghe atorege? i e ixed
example, for deity is more }mpattxcxpable an izzre ié xe
with participants than a point and a seal. Fgrt here 15
contact of deity with creatures, namely in tha

"
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which there is a unity from seal and wax through contact;

nor also is there some other communion through which it is
commixed with the parts of things, as a point is commixed

with a line in so far as it is its terminus. (48-53)

Then when he says <Although someone night says etc.>, he
objects against what he had said, that the seal wholly
exists in each of the impressions. For someone can say this
is not true, because some impression is found which does not
perfectly receive the form of the seal. But he responds that
the cause of this is not on the part of the seal, since one
and the same seal wholly bears itself to each impression,
but the diversity of the participants makes dissimilar
impressions, i.e., representations, of one and the same
principal form which has form totally. But how the form of
one seal is received in diverse ways in diverse things, he
shows adding: for if those things in which there is an
impression are as such soft things which can easily receive
a figure, and plain, i.e apart from swellings, so that an
impression might be made in them uniformly, and immaculate,
lest a commixture with alien matter should impede the
impression of the figure, and neither are there contrary
figures, as if someone wants to inpress the figure of one
seal in wax already signed by another seal, and nevertheless
in order to retain the figure it is somewhat durable, so
that there would not easily be fusible and unstable things,
since in this case the impression of the figure would not
remain, when these conditions exist, the matters in which
the impression is will have the figure of the seal pure
apart from mixture of another figure, and plain without
deformity, and permanent. But if something falls short from
the aforesaid aptness for fiquration, this will be the cause
that the figure is not participated or that it is not
plainly, i.e., unifornmly, participated and of other defects,

whatever ones pertain to the inopportunity of participation.
(53~-68)

Then when he says <But it is discrete etc.>, he expounds the
discretion which is according to the humanity of Christ. And
he says that it is discrete, i.e., pertaining to one person
simply, the supersubstantial Word, i.e., the Son of God, to
be made according to us, i.e., a human being like us in
nature, by flesh received from us, not brought down fron
heaven, according to Valentinus, totally, the souls or
intellect not subtracted, according to Arrius and
Appolinaris, and truly, not fantastically, according to
Manicheus. And not only is the incarnation itself discrete,
but also the actions and passions of God incarnate; whatever
things are with a certain election and segregation from
others attributed to Christ according to a consideration of
his humanity, as to be conceived, to be born, to eat, to
drink, to sleep, to be crucified and others of this kind.
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i e Father and the Spirit communicated

moc igizge:g §2 notion, since neither of them was incarnated
2?C3ied, unless perhaps someone.might gay'they commuplcated
in the foregoing according to will befitting the Tlv;n?rit
oodness in our behalf: for the Father and the Holy Spi
gccepted the incarnation of the Son and the p@ssxog and
others of this kind and similarly they conmunicate cures
according to every divine opergtlon_placgd abo;e crea ure
and ineffable to us, which Christ dxd'wplle_ma e.agioras god
to us, i.e., made a human being, remaining 1nvarlah ih s %
and the Word of God. For he was not made human suc N da

left divinity; whence existing as a human being he :h
divine operation, which is common to himself and to e g
Father and to the Holy Spirit. And thus here is destroye
the error of those who posit one operation §n.Chrlst, tion
through this that he attributes to Christ divine opera :0
conmon to the whole Trinity and human operation proper
hinself. (69-84)

But finally by way of an epilogue he says that thus we are
eager by our discourse both to unite and to discern divine
things just as they are united and discrete 1n truth. (85~

86)
I1 - 4

<But also of these unions etc.> Af?er Diqny51us expounfed
the mode of the divine union and 41scret10n, he exeyptfe
himself from a perfect manifestation of these. And it 1is
divided into two parts: in the first he shows that the
divine discretions and unions can not suffxc;ently be
explained by us; in the second he proceeds w%th the
discretion which is according to the procession of ) .
creatures, since this pertains foremost to the intention o
the present book, <Therefore concerning these it 1sh_ )
sufficient etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: ;
first he states the exemption from a perfect explanation o
the aforementioned things; second he designates the reason,
<For all divine etc.> (1-6)

therefore first that in the book On ;heologxca]_
gﬁaiggieristics he had explained, as far as it was_poss;ble
for him, the causes, i.e., reasons, of the_aforesaxd.un§ons
and discretions which he found in holy scripture beflttlng
to God, treating what was proper to each one, nevegtheles;
thus that certain things he reflected upon, i,e, discussed,
by a veridical discourse and unlocked, i.e., opened, and
further reduced them into manifest visions of expressions,
i.e., into the manifest authorities of holy scripture which
contain visions and revelations made to the prophets and
apostles, what can be understood in a ho}y and manifest way
after discussion and disclosure. For it is not enough in
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things divine to discuss and uncover the truth by human
ingenuity unless the truth, which is found after discussion,
concords with holy scripture and is confirmed through it.
And since he had disclosed certain things in this way,
nevertheless by certain things as by mystical, i.e., hidden,
unions it was above intellectual operation in so far as it
was handed down from God; for it has been ordained to us by
God, that we, adhering through faith, are united to those
things which are above our intellect. (7-16)

Then when he says <For all divine etc.>, he designates the
reason why there are in divine things certain mystical
things, which ezceed our intellect. And concerning this he
does two things: first he shows this on the part of
divinity; second on the part of the humanity of Christ, <But
what is manifest of every theology etc.> Concerning the
first he does three things: first he designates the reason
of the foregoing; second he illustrates the designated
reason through examples, <As if supersubstantially hidden
etc.>; third he proves it through a similarity in other

causes and effects, <For neither is it diligent etc.> (17-
22)

He says therefore first that all divine things which are
nanifested to us are known by us by participations alone.
This 1is because nothing is known except according to what it
is in the knower. But there are certain knowables that are
below our intellect, which have a more simple esse in our
intellect than in themselves, as are all corporeal things;
whence things of this kind are said to be known by us
through abstraction. But divine things are more simple and
more perfect in themselves than in our intellect or in any
other things known to us; whence the cognition of divine
things is said to come about not through abstraction but
through participation. But this participation is twofold: on
the one hand divine things are participated in the intellect
itself, namely as our intellect participates intellectual
virtue and the light of divine wisdom; but on the other hand
divine things are participated in things which offer
themselves to our intellect, namely in so far as through
participation of divine goodness all things are good and
through participation of divine esse or life things are
called existing and living. And according to both of these
participations we know divine things. But it was shown above
that God is participated by creatures through a similitude
in such a way that God nevertheless reﬁgfgggaﬁﬁﬁffTEfﬁﬁfga
above all things through the property of God'’s own
substance. Whence if divine things are not known by us
except by participations alone, it follows that divine
things themselves, of what sort they are and according to
the proper notion of a principle and in so far as divine
things are collocated in themselves, are above all things,

¢



as above all mind and above all substance and above all
cognition. (22-37)

i bstantially etc.>, he
en he says <As if supersu > irst
??iﬁsttates theyproposed reason through gxamﬁles;ozggsﬁons
?n the processions of creatures; second 1nht eesc CeS S eot0)
;f the divine persons, <Again what the Father .

He says therefore girgt thaténéé wshzgzuig gzgsetgii
i ss of the divine ess , :
gtﬁgiggﬁe, either God or life or substance gg.llggiloie
or any other such name, not through is L ¢ in
reasont nd what God is, but our intellect conceives nob q
understﬁan the virtues which come to thxngs_f;om God, Yfied
otber h are formally deified or substantified or.vwlof
:2l:2p§eﬁ{ified. But since God is abovg allsgiggﬁsitznﬁnto
is kind, it is necessary that we send our s

égé ih oréer to know aCCo;dlng to remgingair?zl?;lin our
intellectual operations, 1i.e., £;om a hat Lol amnot
intellect, and for this reason since we O es cannot.
through intellect see some divinity or llfesgrwhic; an
which can be perfectly compared to that ca:otal ieh 18 or

egated from all things agcordxng to a tot g
Sfxgregdoes not occur in our 1ntellec§ual vision any hingd e
. ig t another created and finite being w?xch eﬁti;ﬁsyreason
eﬁ E from uncreated and infinite being, and for S T
?tois necéssary that we understand God to be above a
we can apprehend by intellect. (40-50)

Then when he says <Again what the Fathig ﬁtcé;£a2§ to the
illustrates the same in those things w ;c g A e on
rocessions of the divine persons. And he says Mot o ain
goly scripture we understand that the Father 1is the
O ety e e 1 Seiy, and that the Son and the Holy
rinciple of the whole de , :
gpirit? if it is necessary so to sPeak, g§etﬁ2r;g::er uho is
sproutings of the deigenic deity, x.eé, of the P iving
God generating, sproutings, T say, not o :urp e Cheyare
nature as a creature, but in the Q1VLng gz ﬁor a_the
also as flowers and supersubstgntlal 11? sl.f N XS vine
Seranee theie'thingsp:;$izgidlgé3€?éng 2he thing itself
persons, for if in meta 1 i o e miat De
ignified by the metaphors 1s unders . it ) .
proicaten Binguiariyof the aiving perstns; Bt UE e,
metaphors themselves are u d,
plurglly; for through light truth is undiriﬁzogon and the
metaphorically. Therefore we can say tha o e ean
Holy Spirit are one light, since they are oneSe ut i ve ooy
also say that they are two %1ghts,.as the sen e roo rays
are signified through two lights, 1i.e., thro:gtwo e,
proceeding from one luminpary, as also thro:g1 O e
since both proceed from the Father. Nevertheles
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not exclude that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son. (50-

61)

But in what mode these things are we cannot speak nor think,
that is, that we might express or know of what sort that
paternity or filiation is, but to the point of knowing this
alone the entire virtue of our intellect extends itself,
that both to us and to the supercelestial virtues, namely
the angels, from the principal divine paternity, which is
segregated from all creatures, and similarly from the
principal filiation is given all paternity and filiation
which is according to propagation in divine things, i.e., as
one angel purges, illuminates and perfects another a
human being another, namely from that principal paternity
and filjation the minds of the angels conformed to God both
are through participation of the divine gifts and are named
in scripture both Ggods and sons of gods and fathers of gods,

namely through assimilation to the principal paternity and
tiliation. (61-69)

nd one

And lest the communication of properties should seem to be
absent from the Holy Spirit, he adds that such paternity and
filiation is perfected in the holy angels spiritually; and
he explains spirituality through three things: for spiritual
signifies something incorporeal and immaterial and
intelligible. And although this spirituality is found in
angels, nevertheless the divine Spirit is supercollocated
above all intelligible immateriality of angels or souls, as
both the Father and the Son are segregated through the mode
of excess from all paternity and filiation which is in

creatures according to participation of things divine. (69-
75)

Then when he says <For neither is it diligent etc.>, he
proves what he had said through a similitude in other causes
and effects. And he says that between causes and effects
there cannot be a diligent, i.e., perfect, comparison, since
causes exceed their effects, but there is some comparison of
effects to causes in so far as effects have images, i.e.,
similitudes, of causes. For every cause produces-its effect
through some mode of similitude, nevertheless effects do not
attain a perfect similitude to a cause, but contingently,
i.e., as it occurs according to its proportion. But for this
reason there is no perfect comparison, since causes are
separated from effects in so far as they are subjected to
them according to the notion of a proper principle, i.e., in
that notion by which they are principles. (75-82)

And he illustrates this through examples taken from things
which are among us: and first from the passions in that
pleasures and griefs make to be pleased and to grieve not
through the mode of an efficient cause, but formally, as it

J
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is said that whiteness produces a white thing, but plegsures
lsd riefs themselves are not pleased nor grieve; for from
a:e gact that something is pleased or grieves, pleasgre oih
tricf. are predicated through participation, but noth ro:he e
gleasure or grief themselves through essence; and thus
gause exceeds its effect. Then he.stateg an exanple 1in g
acting causes when he says that fire which makeg hgttazo e
purns is not said to be made hot or to be burne lteu .
hot and dry through its naturei Aitsz g?;z ?3525? oi S ane
in formal causes, namely fror d
?:gggif ;gvertheless such that by th@s there s:ould not be
understood some separated light or lee, but ;‘eh node
participated forms themselves,'accogdlng to w li'vév ® L of
neither can it be said concerning life that it flre;aid
light that it is illuminated according to thgfa o
notion except perhaps equ1v0c§lly, so that life 1s and he
understood to live, since it is the cause of ;LYing.throu N
designates the notion of these examples and sxmlhes h thg
this that those things which belong to effectg tdro:? the
mode of participation belong to causes.spperahyn gn Yy
substantially, as to live belongs to living t mgtia11
participatively, but belongs to life itself essen Y-
(82-94)

Then when he says <But what i; of all etc.>, he ;glgitrates
the same concerning the humanity of Christ: and éra
through his own words; second through the words o
Hierotheus, <But these also by us etc.> (94-96)

He says therefore first that, although in all'thlnginzh;ggt
are said of God what pertains to the incarnation S .Jwasg
manifest, nevertheless the composition by.whxﬁh J:iuias -
divinely composed according to us, i.e., in that he has ou
nature, can not be sufficiently spoken by any wor °

it be to be known by any mind even of a suprene ingee
itself. We understand according to the scrlptureaé as a
certain hidden mystery, that Jesus himself was made g ¢ we
substance in a human way, i.e., a human hypostasis, fu

do not know sufficiently how his body was comp?cted from
virginal bloods by a certainllag @eygndwg?z;rsé for it was
done by the virtue of the Holy Spirit,

ingomp¥ehensible to every created mind. And we ca:not 3Kf2h
know perfectly how he walked on the water of the geaé n
is a wet and unstable substance, with dry feet, not by t‘e
gravity of the body being laid aside ghrough the assufsii?n
of an endowed agility, as some had said, but by feet s
having the gravity of matter: for this was done by cure
incomprehensible divine virtue..And the same reason ?CJ

in all other things which pertain to the cognition of Jesus,
which exceeds natural light or natural reason. (96-107)

i1 = 5
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<But these also by us etc.> To these things which he had set
forth as necessary to the mystery of the incarnation, he
adds certain words of Hierotheus concerning the praise of
Christ. And concerning this he does two things: first he
shows whence Hierotheus received these words which he said,
namely since he had these from the doctrine of the apostles
or from the study of holy scripture or from special
revelation made to him; second he states his words, <The
cause of all and the fulfilling etc.> (1-5)

He says therefore first that the aforesaid things which
pertain to the praise of Christ he sufficiently said in
others places, namely in the book On _the divine
characteristics, and they were also praised with excellent
intensity beyond the natural mode by a certain Hierotheus,
who was a noble leader, i.e., teacher, disciple of the
apostles, and this in a certain book of his which he
entitled On the theological stoicheosis, i.e., the divine
obscure comments. And he states consequently three modes by
which Hierotheus was able to acquire those things which
follow: one way is that he received then, by learning from
the holy theologians, i.e., from the apostles. Another way
is that he himself by proper study examined them from wise
and subtle discussion of the holy scriptures. This subtle
inquiry consists in two things, the first of which he adds
saying ‘from wrestling concerning it’, in which
assiduousness of study is designated; for someone wrestles
nuch with scripture, when someone upon finding a difficulty
of scripture struggles to understand the difficulty. The
second he adds saying ‘and by contrition’, in which is
designated a diligent exposition of scripture, for what is
crushed is divided to the smallest things; therefore someone
crushes holy scripture, when he searches out diligently the
subtle senses latent in it. The third mode of having is that
he was taught these things which he said from a certain
inspiration more divine than is common to many, not only
learning, but suffering divine things, i.e., not only
receiving the knowledge of divine things in the intellect,
but also by loving, united to them through the affections.
For passions seem to pertain more to appetite than to
cognition, since things known are in the knower according to
the mode of the knower and not according to the mode of the
things known, but appetite moves in things according to the
mode in which they are in themselves, and thus through love
for something a thing is in some way transformed. (5-22)

But just as someone who is virtuous from the habit of virtue
which he has in the affections is perfected to judging
rightly concerning these things which pertain to that
virtue, thus he who is affected by divine things receives
divinely right judgement concerning things divine. And for
this reason he adds that from compassion toward divine
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things, i.e., that by loving divine thin?s one ;itcggjg;ned
n - i i o ove ou
them -- if nevertheless’the union v ught us
zglled compassion, i.e., simultaneous passion dﬂzgigﬁhsf
was perfected, i.e., instructed, to_the union :n A O s
the same, i.e., so that to those things w?lch ehuﬁle'
united tﬁrough the union of faitht,l 1 say ggti;c ?and '
magl '
i.e., which can not be taught by human mag
;;ztical', i.e., hidden, in so fa;.as 1teez§g§gscgz;ggaénd
i w
ition. And so that in a few things w
;ggsxznd blessed visions, i.e., gevelat;o:s,o?fhgswezgﬁély
i i i i iscussion, a, T
liberation, i.e., of virtuous disc )
g?erotheus, élthough he had said many other ;hxngzise of
nevertheless these which follow he says to § e p
Jesus Christ in the book named above. (22-31)

Then when he says <The cause ofciiisitcA;é ?irztaﬁgsstgies
words of Hierotheus concerning . it aniers

se things which pertain to the praise ot /i
;Zgond thoge things which pertain to the.pratig ?irgt he
incarnation, <Whence since etc.> Concerning e he praise
does two things: first he comprehends 1in summ'ty
of the deity of Christ; second he egpllcatef t32-35)
specifically, <Which parts 1n totality etc.

He says therefore first that t?e deitzhgiu3§323 g?iliiiigs
the cause of all things in so tar as through 1t alall

duced in esse, and 1t_ls also fulfi g )
iﬁinggoin so far as through it all things are replete with
their own perfections. (36-37)

Then when he says <Which parts in Eotalitgizgﬁi;;sheuow it
i sality throug .
expounds the foregoing causal g S
i t shows the afores

must be considered that he firs " 3 o to

ivini s things which perta
divinity to be the cause of those . :
the essgnce of things; second of those thngs whlggrgrgf
outside the essence of things, <And he is the mea
existents etc.> (38-40)

. . he
ing the first it must be considered that in t
ggggﬁégs gf things the following process Qn? ord?rt;?n;Z.be

considered: for first there are the principles o o ;

second the substance og a thingtig:sgit:tigiﬁgoso les proper
inciples; third the determin C

g;ecieg which is through form; fourth from gorTlthebﬁzxg?SO

attains perfection, not only in esse gpecxé;ca sz'things

as far as proper operation and end; fifth §ve:h things

which singularly have a certain perfection 1in ellle wholé.

having been united by a certain order, perfect sor

(41-45)

Therefore Hierotheus proceeds to show the causality ofozhe
deity of Christ by a retrograde order through the way
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resolution, beginning from the whole. And he says that the
deity of Jesus preserves the parts consonant, i.e.,
proportionate, to the totality, in which consists the
perfection of the whole; and neither is he a part nor the
whole and nevertheless he is whole and part. The whole and
part is the deity of Christ, as in himself not dividedly,
but simultaneously receiving everything both part and whole,
since whatever is of perfection in any whole or part
completely preexists in God. But God is neither whole nor
part, since God does not have the perfection of the whole
and part in the same mode as a whole and part, but
supereminently and beforehand. (46-52)

Second he shows the causality of the deity of Christ as far
as the perfection of things, <But it is perfect etc.> And he
says that the deity of Christ is called perfect through
comparison to the imperfect in so far as it is the principle
cause of all perfection; but if it is compared to perfect
things, it is called non perfect, not as if defecting from

perfection, but more Supereminently and having prior
perfection. (52-55)

Third he shows the same concerning forms. And he says that
the deity of Christ compared to those things which lack form
can be called form effectively in so far as it is productive
of form; but compared to forms it can be called without

torm, not through defect, but through excess, since it is
above every form. (56-58)

Fourth he shows the same as far as substances. And he says
that the deity of Christ can be called causally substance in
so far as it supervenes all substances, i.e., to all and to
each according to the whole, through the mode of a certain
participation; but nevertheless he supervenes immaculately,
since it is not participated through a commixture of
substance, but through the mode of a similitude; and again

it is segregated from every substance in so far as it exists
supersubstantially. (58-62)

Fifth he shows the same as far as prirciples. And he says
that the deity of Christ determines all principles -- for of
diverse things there are diverse principles -- and it
determines the order of principles to the things
principated; but nevertheless it is supercollocated above
all order and above every principle. (62-65)

Then he shows the same through comparison to those things
which are outside the essence of a thing: and first as far
as the measure of the duration of things. And he says that
the deity of Christ is the measure of existents, as if
determining to each one the measure of its esse or since
everything as such has esse in so far as it approaches it;
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d it also is the eternity which is called thedmeasure of
oy iust as time is the measure of change, an ey in SO
belr.gttlleless it is above eternity and before etern; Y in
nevers it is the measure superexceeding all create gi -
farozd he shows its causality as far as the §up?§¥igé g'ust
gigfections by which the capacity Oflihgzgfelzpeéies ,Agd k.

i is filled with intelll ies. An
as the intellect 1s fi ) Jigibe P eneios
t the deity of Christ compare C
S:Yiht?gsser existznces are called is called_iull,héshxgr;he
za:se of plenitude, and compared to thosg.thlggﬁ glzgitude
it i full, as if exceeding ! .
full it is called super . 11 plent

i i things through compa
Third he deals with those : pa n O e
i i h are outside a thing. An
intellect and locution whic ) g A ehor by

it 1 kable and ineffable, sin
Sy o or non conpl i can it be expressed; and
nplex or non complex discourse . :
?tcggp;bove mind and above all life, since it exceeds all
cognition and every act of life. (65-76)

1 the
And since he had attributed many supernatura}ttgézgsngz
deity of Christ, consequently he shows that i oes Mot e
ossess them in a defective mode, but 1n a superer ent o
gn; this is what he says, that it has whgtlxs supern
i tia
urally and what is supersubstantial
:3gzigsgstant{ally. For to absolve from s;n 1§1;u§er322:riié
i rnatura s
a pure man does not have this superr :
gg; oprod, and similarly it must be said concerning other
things of this kind. (76-80)

Then when he says <Whence since etc.>, he prgisesftgﬁrict ‘s
humanity of Christ. And he says 51nc§ thehdﬁ%tyozn beni;nity
. i it i t he throug is
so excellin thence it is tha r .
comes even gé our nature and truly was made a gubitgﬁcg;g0d
i.e a hypostasis of our nature, and wh;;e hetzgngs Shich '
e wa i being. ese
was made a man, 1.e., a hum{m~ 1 3
:ie said accordiné to his propitiation, thrgugh :?;ghagg
assumed human nature, ouggthto beegsgésigeapg;gefties 0 our
above reason. For althoug e rec : e
1 things themselves Y.
nature, nevertheless in the human S 3 they
have sémething supernatural and superzubg:ﬁntgalés;;iiég -
i icated wi , i
ne mode, in so far as he communicated
ﬁature aéart from variation of the dlyégehzﬁgﬁrﬁazggeapggss
i i w1l T A
from commixture of it and confu§10n ; ¢ e
that through an ineffable emptying, concernxngdwp;c:ii
Apostle speaks in Phil. 2, nothlng'wgs.suffere t; 1;nitude
superfullness, i.e., nothing was dlmlnlshed.of ep enity
of his deity; for it is not called an emptying th§oug
diminution of deity, but through the assumptlopsoamgn ALl
deficient nature. In another way, since, wpat i atugal
new things more new and wonderful, he was 1in o:; n
things supernaturally and in our substantial ;higgshe
supersubstantially, having all human thxngs, e b e
received from us, above us: since his lack wa m
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virtue and dignity than that of others and his soul was more
worthy than every soul and his corporeal actions also were

vivifying and salutary from the adjoined virtue of deity.
(80-94)

II - 6

<Therefore concerning these etc.> After Dionysius expounded
the mode of the divine discretion and union, here he pursues
the mode which principally pertains to the matter of this
book, namely the divine discretion which is understood
according to the procession of Creatures; which discretion
is united and common to the whole Trinity, as was said
above. Concerning this therefore he does two things: first
he expounds how this discretion is with union; second he
commits himself to explain these things which pertain to
this discretion in what follows, <Those common etc.>.
Concerning the first he does three things: first he states
his intention; second he illustrates the proposition, <And
as plainly etc.>; third he designates the reason of what was
said, <For also in divine things etc.> (1-8)

He says therefore first that of those things which pertain
to the praise of Christ the things which were said both by
hin as well as by Hierotheus suffice for the present; but
one must proceed further to those things which pertain to
the intention of the discourse which he intends in this
work, namely that we might discuss according to our ability
the names pertaining to that divine discretion, which are
understood according to the processions of creatures; which
hanes are common to the whole Trinity, and not only common,
but united. For animal is common to human being and to
horse, nevertheless the same animality in number is in both;
but goodness and essence and things of this kind are thus

common to the whole Trinity, that they are one in number in
the three. (8-15)

Then when he says <And as plainly etc.>, he shows how the
divine discretion can be with union. And he shows this in
four ways: first in the Good itself; second in Being,
<Afterwards since existing etc.>; third in the One, <But

I'so one existing etc.>; fourth in the name of Deity itself,
<Again from its deification etc.> For these four seenm
maximally to befit God: the first three because of their
community, for they are not determined to some genus or
species which seems to befit the infinity of the divine
nature; but the fourth because of the use of the name, which
all attribute to the highest principle of things. (15-21)

He says therefore first that we say the divine discretion to
be the processions of deity, which befit it according to the
notion of the Good, as was said above. And for this reason
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i i Good so that consequently in other
we‘beglgh:trizggiogetgﬁown more manifestly what was shown ‘o
idep4 ing the Good. For the Good is disposed universally
:??cgigcegsions: for whatever God commun;catzs gzttgsher

e God communicates from God's goodness.
ﬁ;ﬁggugesignate some special processions. Ehusbﬁgeiﬁfggeseen
what was manifested @n the universal will be a
more plainly in special cases. (21-26)

But it must be considered that a nmultitude proczﬁgswigTz ?ge
: i division, as
i ee ways: in one way through C
é?v?g:d intg many parts, but such a mu;t;tudindzﬁgiggi 323
] i i in the whole.
nitude and union which was in a
giiough the node of community, as frgpvggiagg?uzugozga: oxe
i ecies many 1indl ;
species and from one sp ) e only. In &
ipli ingularly bu T
thus multiplied is not one s Ay
i us some one g
ird mode there is multiplied among c o
Zgzzsion, as from one fountain comes many ?giegzs&aszt ;g;ng
i i i i namely in so
is with a certailn egression, n 1 S warer oo
i i tself into many str )
out from a fountain diffuses itse i JStreams, o
i ticipations, as n, f
the existence of all good par s wisdom L%,
i i me goodness is di d,
and things like these, the sa Is dscer et but
isti i i i ct goods come for ! ’
distinguished, while distinc 0ds Come hog from the
i iti iminishe d )
is is unitively: for nothing 1s dl shec . in
t?;;i:ude by whigh all goods are united in xtse}ifegn?na?:s
gt is effected into plurality, i.e., 1t 1s piurie;aining ts
effects, not as some universal,'but sxngular'}irf s:on i
itself; and again it is multiplied thro:q?rg; izslsubstan"e
i i i i oes ou T < ce.
e inegressibly, since nothing g e fr 1
::d thig is becaﬁse discretion and multxpl*cat;oglﬁzgdes of
diffusion are perceived according to certain stgelf
the divine goodness, but the divine goodness 1 sell 4 one
remaining, according to its existence, indistin

and collocated in itself. (26-39)

Then when he says <Afterwards since exxs;xng etc.>, he shows
the same in being. And he says that Gg? 12Fsence but
e cives beingtgsafireiisggntz a;d proéuces
nevertheless gives esse X .
universally tge substances o§ thlngg, apd gegauig ggigh;o be
that one supersubstantial being, which 13 Go ﬁd s sald to be
P Exiotent itselé' na2$l¥o?¥hs%?;;123de'bit nevertheless
many existents are broug C . d, )
notxithstanding, being of t@xs'k1n§ rema%nﬁ ?neéhigﬁozdigg
to its essence, in the multiplication whic ';sd hr g
similitude; and it remains united, 1i.e., uni ?n Im inction.
procession; and it remains full and 1ntegral 1

And this is because God in God’s substance 15 and since all
supersubstantially segregated from all beings, g to one
things are produced by God un%tlvely, %.e.,'acc T g o
virtue which when producing diverse thln?s is no Sy a7
and integral, since the diffusion of God’'s gifts,
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distributes to things, and they cannot be lessened, is not
lessened. For it must not be said that in this way God
communicates God’s gifts that they can not be communicated
more fully: for in no way is the plenitude of God’s goodness
diminished through a communication of this kind. (39-50)

Then when he says <But also one being etc.>, he exhibits the
same as far as the one. And he says that God, since God is
one and gives one esse to the part and to the whole even to
the common unity and multitude in so far as every nultitude
in some way participates the one, God, I say, thus existing
one and giving unity, supersubstantially is one similarly as
good and being, since God is not something of those to which
God grants to be one. For God is not as the one which is a
part of a nmultitude, since nothing can be connumerated with
God equally; nor also is God one as some whole constituted
from parts; and thus neither is God one in the same mode in
which others are, nor does God have one as if participating
it. But nevertheless God is one removed from those which
here are one in so far as God is above one which is found in
Created existents; and this is the one which produces the
multitude of things in esse and perfects it by attributing
to things proper perfections and contains it by preserving
all things in their esse and in their order. (50-59)

Then when he says <Again from the same etc.>, he shows the
same in the name of deity itself. And he says that there
seems to be and is said of the one God discretion and
rultiplication in so far as many gods come into being fronm
the fact that God deifies some creatures through conformity
to God according to the virtue of each one that is deified,
not that they can be perfectly conformed to God or that they
are called gods through existence. And although they are and
are called many deified gods, nevertheless notwithstanding
there is one principal God who is above all communicated
deity, supersubstantially existing one God. And while God
exists in all things, God remains indivisible in divisible
things existing in which things God communicates esse and is
united in Godself and is not admixed with a multitude and is

not multiplied in so far as God is considered in Godself.
(59-66)

And supernaturally understanding this, blessed Paul who was
a leader, i.e., instructor, to divine illumination of
Dionysius himself as well as his leader, i.e., Hierotheus,
who, namely Paul, knew much of divine matters and who is the
light of the world, as he himself says in himself fulfilled,
Acts 13, what is said in Is. 49: "] placed you for a light
of the gentiles", and he said in his own holy epistle,
namely I Cor. 8, moved through inspiraticn by God, since
"even if there are those who are called gods whether in
heaven or in earth . . . nevertheless to us there is one God
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i in him, and one
orm whom are all things and we N
;hengzgﬁ; éﬁrist through whom are ali thl:g:tagdmzitztﬁggg
o i ity it is clear ¢
PO i fica poth quthor1 " the angels and in earth
ified both in heaven as are : N
of thg ggiy people does not prejudice the un12!72f deity
3:12§ is common to the Father and the Son. (6 )

him".

e says <For also in diving thlngsttcégishieason
the reason of what was saxd: For grn his
he aforementioned procession and_mgltxpl%catloi and. e
;izcretion does not destroy the dlYlnsngnziz'piigcipated by
divine unions the discretions Femglgccording BT P ine
them; for the unions are percelive g Lo

i e discretions according
e?s??gguétseig'Gggtiggressed in things, which many fa;in .
ort f their principle and for this reason divine tG dg is
vl g less remain united, after that one, whlch is 'glé
Riecer 2d through diverse similitudes, by an inegressi le,
d%sce;:ion since nothing goes out from the dlyxnedgizenOt,
gzgc; unitive discretion, since such a discretion

destroy the divine unity. (74-80)

Then when h
designates

1 i its
Then when he says <These common and.unxtgd e;§£>£o?§o$:TmAnd
B € Lo e O ttempt according to his ability, vith
a * . . .

:iafzzsozhggd?etzlexpound the aforeminilogigjg;igrszézazr

i are united and common to the whole ity
:?;ghthey be named processions pegxttlng ;he déx;ngivine

dness. But he intends to exhlbx; them from e vine e
an hich are handed down in scripture, whxch. eno i
niggzs:ions of this kind, as when we call Gog éxz;:g a
Sise the procession of life and w15domhfrgTs gught ®  be
creatures is demonstrated. Nevertpelegg t S Oug eostood
known beforehand since, as w§s.sa1d, 1tdr?usbeneficence o0
that every name of God pertaining to Go fsall Feonee part
any of the divine persons will be said o p

from all difference. (80-87)

BOOK THREE

II1 - 1

<And first if it seems etc.> After Dionysius set forth
certain things necessary to the following doctrine, here he
begins to pursue his intention. And first he sets forth a
certain proemium to the entire following work; second he
begins to discuss the doctrine of the divine names which he
intends in Chapter 4. Concerning the first he does two
things: first he shows that it is necessary that he begin
with prayer; second he excuses himself that after Hierotheus
he himself has tried to treat the same things which that one
had treated, and how in this he maintains reverence toward
his teacher, <and this perhaps etc.> And these two are
touched upon in the title of the chapter, which is thus:
‘What is the virtue of prayer’ regarding the first part of
the chapter, ‘and of the blessed Hierotheus and of reverence
and theological reflection’ regarding the second part.
Concerning the first he does three things: first he proposes
what he intends; second he illustrates the proposition
through reason, <For it is necessary for us etc.>; third
through examples, <As if many etc.> (1-10)

He says therefore first that, if this seemed fitting, among
other divine nominations the first we ought to consider is
the name of the Good itself, i.e., according to which God is
called good. And to understand the reason for this it must
be considered that the Platonists, not distinguishing matter
from privation, placed it in the order of non being, as
Aristotle says in I Physics. But the causality of being does
7ot cxtend itself except to existence. Thus therefore
according to them the causality of being did not extend
itself to prime matter, to which nevertheless the causality
of the Good extends itself. The sign of this is that matter
desires the Good. But it is proper to an effect that it be
converted through desire to its cause. Thus therefore the
Good is more universal and a higher cause than Being since
its causality extends itself to more things. And although
Dionysius seems to touch upon this in the following chapter,
nevertheless he seems to have considered another reason for
this order. For he intends in this book to treat of the
divine names manifesting the processions of creatures from
God in that God is the cause of things. But that which has
the notion of a cause first and universally is the Good,
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which is apparent from a twofold reason: flystts;g:etgge
Good has the notion of an enq; but an epd fxr? has the kes
notion of a cause. For form is a cause 1ln Sso la as it
matter to be in act; but ma;te; is 1: 2;Zn£l;§§swsimilar ‘o

ins from an agent. Second since an ¢ .
Eigéyf, not in so far as ;t 1ihbe1ngf;2tevzgyi202§idbg; é?ll

s it is perfect. For the pert ¢ Aas d

;Ztggﬁggics, is ghat can make something similar t:héiz?éié
But the perfect has the notion of the Good. ﬁhusto erefore
whatever God communicates tg creatures, whet erthe o e
live, and anything else entzrgly proceeds from e it
goodness, and the whole pertains to the goodgess o e is
creature. And for this reason he says that the noé na
perfect in so far as it comprehends all things an
manifestive of all divine processions. (10-28)

But in order for us to treat og the pgocession og ?he Good,
it is necessary for us by praying to invoke the doig above
Trinity, which is the pr@:c1plzso£1$vg§¥tgoggosgded At

just as i iv ded
2¥2;yiggogénigzi%;, thus bygit alone can it suf£1c1gntly be
manifested: for works of art are optimally known an
manifested by the artificer. (28-32)

when he says <For it is necessary for us etc.>, he
E?izst:ates theypropositign ttro;qhdrigzog3v2229;¥0222;iéﬁs
! for us in order to kno e C e
;? :ﬁzeﬁfsixe goodness to invoke_the Trinity by Er:g;ngﬁeAnd
concerning this he does three things: first hﬁ S'?lu"trates
reason for the principal proposition; second he 11 ooit
a certain thing presupposed in the reason, <For a ﬁhiv
etc.>; third he proves a certain thing assumed 1in s
reason, <For it neither in a place etc.> (32-36)

He says therefore that it is necessary for us to be
produzed, i.e., to be exten@ed{ through prayersdto 22§5010n
Trinity itself as to the principle of every g:o dprree :hat’
since by praying we draw near to 1it; and to t e‘fig o s
we draw near to it, the more we can learn the gifts Jods
goodness, which are collocated around it, as if gerlzg thatl
it through a similitude of goodness; for to the egrh that
soneone more closely approaches something, the more he

what things are around it. (36-40)

Then when he says <For also it etc.>, he illustrates a
certain thing wgich he had proposeq,.namely that throzggt
prayer we draw near to the holy Trinity. And_he sgysr 2t
the holy Trinity itself is present to all things in ggl

as it communicates its gifts to all things, but not a .
things are present to it in so far as they fall shor:rg
participation of it. But when we anokeilt, thenfwe ar
present to it, drawing near to it. But in order for e
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prayer to make us near to it, three things are required:
first that our sensuality be pure from all carnal and
mundane affections, since through this we are dragged
downward, and this he touches upon when he says ‘by most
chaste prayers’; second that our intellect be not darkened
by a mist of fantasies, which attach themselves to those who
do not want to hold spiritual things above corporeal things,
as those who portrayed God by a figure of a human body,
because of which also we are impeded from an ascent to God,
and regarding this he says ‘by a revealed mind‘; third that
our will through charity and devotion be ordered toward God,

and this is what he adds ‘and by an aptitude to divine
union’. (40-50)

Then when he says <For it neither in a place etc.>, he
proves what he had supposed, namely that deity is present to
the universe, which he proves by two reasons. For deity is
not in a place as defined or circumscribed in a place. For
all that is present to something, not existing elsewhere, or
what thus passes over to something so that it departs
another thing, is in a place as circumscribed and defined.
Therefore this cannot be said of deity. For it is clear that
it is present to something, but no less to itself; therefore
it is present to all things. (51-55)

He states the second reason, <But also to say in all things
etc.> Every infinite which is above all things and
comprehends all things is present to all things; but the
Trinity is like this; therefore it remains that it be
present to all things. From this it can be understood that
no creature is everywhere, while from the infinity of God it
consequently remains that God is in all things. (55-59)

But finally he concludes the principal intention, that we
ought to extend ourselves through prayer to the higher
consideration of the rays of the divine goodness. (59-60)

Then when he says <Just as of many lights etc.>, he
illustrates the proposition through examples. And first he
proposes two examples to illustrate the proposition; second
he concludes the principal proposition, <Because of which
also before all things etc.> (60-62)

The first example is that we imagine a chain of nany lights
which hang from the summit of heaven and descend to earth
before our face. If we take that chain and always change
hands towards the higher, we will seem to draw the chain
downward, but truthfully we will not bring it down, since it
would be present both above and below, but we ourselves

would be elevated into greater splendor of that luminous
chain. (62-66)
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i econd example, <Or as if a few etc.> And he
e po:;:i t?? :e should azcend into a ship and we should
sa{S some'ropes which are extended from some rock exterior
22 Es, which would be given to us as an aid, we woulg not
draw the stone to us, but actually we would leaq bogf
ourselves and the ship to ;he rock; and_contra;lly lh ock
someone standing in the ship spould strike aga%nst the rt
which stands next to the'sea, 1t_woul§ do nothing @g?lns
the rock, which is standing and immobile, but he wxhe
separate himself from it, and the more so the more
strikes it. (66-71)

at those examples should be adapted to the )
g?gp::it?oz, it must bg considered that concerning g;ayer it
is necessary to judge in diverse ways according to .éve . of
opinions. For some have totally taken away the proz; e:cS
God, positing all things to occur by chance; and ; is wa
the opinion of the Epicureans. But some posited the .
providence of God around things xncorpqreal and ?nivgriﬁ.L
but excluded divine providence from things human; ag 4 t;;
was the opinion of the Peripatetics. But some exten E‘
providence of God to all things, but said that all things
had necessity of occurring from the divine providence, ‘h
totally removing contingeqcy from t?é?gz;tgn:hzhxs was e

ini the Stoics positing acco

?ggg;ggb?§ity of a serges of causes, which they called fate,
all things to occur from necessity. The fourth was th: b
opinion of some Egyptians who said divine providence oh e
mutable. The fifth was the opinion of some Platonists who
said that divine providence is immutab}e, but under it are
contained some things mutably and contingently. (72-81)

Therefore the first three positions tqtally elxmxnatedthe
fruitfulness of prayer. For if there 1s no care of Go N
concerning things or at least there 1s no concern for human
things or if all things come from necessity, prayers aret
uttered uselessly to God. But the fourth opinion does pz
destroy the fruitfulness of prayer, but attributes to 1

more necessity, namely to render the divine providence
immutable. Whence only the fifth opinion has a right .
judgement about prayer, which Dionysius hgre.follows, namely
that through prayer we bear oursglves, existing mutably, to
participation in the divine providence, but let us not _
believe ourselves able to change the divine providence. (81
87)

Therefore the chain of light hanging from the summit of the
immobile heaven or the ropes extended from the immobile rock
signify the order of divine providence proceeding from the
immobility of the divine wisdom. But when he says that the
chain is everywhere present in heaven and in earth and then
present to all things, signifies also that its providence is
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extended to all things (against the first opinion). But when
he speaks of the immobility of the stone and that the chain
of light can not be borne toward us, signifies that the
divine providence is immobile (against the fourth position).
But when he says that we ourselves are led upward through
the immobile chain and we draw near the rock through the
rope or are separated from it through impulsion, signifies
our mobility to attain the fruit of divine providence
(against the third position). (87-94)

Finally he concludes the proposition, that namely before all
things and maximally before every theological work it is
useful for us to begin from prayer, not thus that we through
prayer draw to ourselves the divine virtue, which is
everywhere present and is never closed, but as through
divine commemoration and vocation we bear ourselves and
unite ourselves to it. (94-97)

IIT - 2

<And perhaps by this excuse etc.> The necessity of prayer
having been set forth, Dionysius proceeds to vindicate
himself. And first he states whence something can seem

blameworthy; second he vindicates himself, <For also if that
one etc.> (1-3)

He says therefore first that this seems to merit
justification that, since Hierotheus who was his noble
teacher had united, by speaking subtly, certain reflections
concerning divine things, Dionysius wrote both other
reflections concerning things divine and the present book,
as if the reflections of Hierotheus would not suffice, which
seems to pertain to a certain irreverence. (3-6)

Then when he says <And also if that etc.>, he proceeds to
his own defence. And concerning this he does three things:
first he vindicates himself fron irreverence; second he
shows his reverence to Hierotheus, <Since also with those
etc.>; third he concludes his intention by composing this
work, <Therefore those and us etc.> (6-9)

But he vindicates himself in three ways: the first
justification is that those things which Hierotheus said in
a universal way, he from the mandate of Hierotheus and fronm
the petition of Timothy treated singularly. And this is what
he says that, if Hierotheus, who had been worthy to treat in
an orderly way all things which pertain to theological
consideration and the treatment of all of theology, which he
accomplished in a certain general and summary way, would
have wanted to mention cursorily by investigating in
particular, Dionysius would not have come to such a furor or
perversity, that he would want to write of divine things.
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i in to furor or perversity in one of two
s wogig g:rtﬁat Dionysius would have judged to elevate
m9desif to theological considerations more perspicacious and
3;$§§e than Hierotheus. Another'way is that he would ggztin
pelieve himself to speak nore h1gh}y, and then twotgg i g
things would follow: of which one is that by rgpea.teg
same things which Hierotheus had.sald! he wou;. wrlther
uselessly and thus he would commit vain speech; an<f)or
unfittingness is that, as if by fgrt1vely se%ilng for ot
himself the most noble contemplation and mani gsda Lon
divine things than Hierotheus hinmself, hg woul N o hin
injury, while he nevertheless had been his teac ei and @ ion
friend and Dionysius was introduced to theolog;c? . gfter
maximally from the words of Hierotheus, nevertheless
the doctrine of Paul. (9-21)

But Hierotheus expounded certain clear demonstrgtxonsﬁiéée.,
understood with great difficulty and gnderstandxng, :lv

also comprehend many things in one universal, prut:n o
introducing humans to divine things according to . es ruth
of the matter. And he admonished Dionysius and ot ir cteé
hin, who are teachers of squ%s which are newly 1ins su ,
that according to their ability they should shoz zg
distinguish high and universal determinations o t:in < are
profound contemplation of that man, 1n whlgh many n g
involved in one, and this they should do with speech
commensurate to them, not in an unlversal, as was t eh ted
practice of Hierotheus. Also Timothy hinmself oftgn exdoto
Dionysius to complete this same thing, and he re e;:e L0 e
hin the book of Hierotheus, as exceeding his capac; z. inc
therefore these things are so, for this reason we detern
the aforementioned book to be the teacher of perfecﬁ who
considerations, not suitable for everyone, but to thoieb ho
exceed the multitude in their capacity, thus that t af o
has a certain second authority from the expressions ob
canonical scripture, to which no other authority c:T zre
equalled, so that the words of that book con;equent ythe
related to the words of the christs of God, i.e., to the se
words of the holy apostles, which are called chrxitsh ec

of the plenitude of spiritual grace and because of the
dignity of a priest. (21-34)

And thus, since that lofty book communxc@tes §uchhthéngsw§o
the perfect, we according to our proportion yxll a: o
divine things to those who according to us, 1.e%%.t'e . to
imperfect, are similar to us. For we are not su.£1c1§pd

hand down perfect teaching to the perfect; for xf soli

food, i.e., perfect doctrine, belongs to the perfect §se
such, as is said in Heb. 5, since they alone_can rece:; e
perfect teaching, it is of a greater perfection for o ? at
to eat such food; for it is greater to teach others perfec
doctrine than what they can receive from others. But 1it nust
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be considered that to the degree that some intellect is
higher and more perfect it can comprehend many things in
one. For infirmity of intellect requires that singulars be
explicated particularly. And for this reason the doctrine of

Hierotheus, comprehending many things in a few, he called
perfect. (34-41)

He states the second justification, <Therefore rightly etc.>
And he says that it can be said rightly for his defence,
that for someone to look by himself toward the understanding
of divine expressions, which are the expressions of holy
scripture whose teaching is clear considered in itself,
requires perfect virtue. But that someone should have
knowledge and consideration of words leading to the
foregoing consideration and doctrine, and that he should
learn those words, can be fitting also to the more
imperfect, both to the teachers whom he calls sanctifiers
and to those taught whom he calls sanctified. Therefore just
as to look by himself and to teach perfect knowledge of
divine things pertained to Hierotheus who was perfect, thus
to have knowledge by expounding the aforesaid doctrine and
to learn the exposition of this kind pertains to lesser
ones, among whom Dionysius reckons himself. (42-49)

He states the third justification, <Although also this by us
etc.> And it is said that Dionysius also observed this
studiously, that he totally did not apply his hand to
illustrate the words of Hierotheus regarding those things

which Hierotheus wanted to distinguish according to a plain
manifestation. (50-52)

Then when he says <Since also with them etc.>, he shows the
reverence which he has towards Hierotheus. And first by
showing its magnitude; second by recognizing proper
humility, <For thus we etc.> For from these two things it
follows that scmeone holds another in reverence, that
concerning that one he feels great things and concerning
himself small things. But he commends Hierotheus in two
ways: first in that he spoke wisdom among the perfect;
second in that he knew how to give milk usefully to the
small ones in Christ, <And as mystical etc.> (52-57)

He says therefore first that Dionysius himself,
simultaneously with Timothy and Hierotheus himself and many
other holy brcthers, gathered together with the apostles to
see his body who is the principle of all life and which
received God. And this can be understood of the corporeal
vision of Christ, of which the Apostle makes mention in I
Cor. 15. For the body of Christ is the body of God, who is
the prince of life, and that body received God through
union; whence also it was called a temple, according to John
2 "Here he spoke of the temple of his body". It can also be
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i body of the
that they convened £9r seeing the‘ ;
underzgosgrgin in its death, which also received God ;n the
bleis And in that gathering James was also present, ; ed of
gggtﬁer of the Lord, and Peter, who was the highest hea
all the apostles. (57-64)

i isi it was seen by all that
ter the aiorementloned.v1510n, i
2:2 3§iversal apostles and bishops, wgg yere.ggiiigzythirz,
I G i i.er,
ised the infinite goodness of the divine
g;zlssmanity, as it was possible to each one. And ;hen
Hierotheus remained among all Ehettegche;;pgﬁzgr ;ng in that
tles, to whom no other ought to be cor .
;ggise hé was wholly exceeding all sen51?te 22ds2::ggne
i i tside of himself, )
things and as if placgd outsi S emed oeain
joi hich he praised throug
conjoined to those things w h an
i s him, but whether Y
union to all who heard and saw ' EheY nd a
i i dged accepted by God a ’
recognized him or not he was ju ' - God and @ b
ivi be said of these thing
divine laudator. And what can hese things which
i whi h sublimities? ich,
he there theologized, which were suc 1 : :
i i if 1 i m his mind, often he
i sius said, if it did not fall from ; t
gézggnized ceréain parts of those glylne_prgxiiz, :g;?g he
i i God inspire a,
Hierotheus brought forth, while : : le
Ti as Timothy’s
d them put forth by Timothy. For such w othy ]
giiéy concegning the divine things, Fha; those thlngz-gzich
he heard he was also careful to retain in memory. (

Then when he says <And also mystical etc.>, he commen:stgéz
concerning the erudition of simple things. And he sagidden ,
so that he should refrain from speaking 2bogt :;gﬁgn Lade
i t to be
hings spoken there, since they are no e C
;ui:?tudg or since éhey were made Known to Tlmochic;:és
: i i 5 = to comn
must be said that, when it was necessary e
divine things to éhe multitude and to reduce those thing
which holy ones were able to know, by a cognxtxog 4 many of
proportionate to the imperfect, Hierotheus ex;ieoi tﬁe zime
i t since mo
the holy teachers also by time spent s g he e
i d in purity of min
he spent or expended in teaching an ) d whic
i ors by which he

was not covered up with fantasies or err o nas,
i i j t of the truth and diligen
impeded from a right judgemen t enc

i i f words in demonstrating
demonstration, i.e., efficiency of : : Lng

i i h are required for holy

the truth, and in other things whic r f
locutions: whence he concludes that never was 1t Tls attempt
that he should look against the sun as such, namehy (74-
Hierotheus, by preferring or equating himself to hinm.
82)

Then when he says <For also we etc.>, he shows what gzzélxty
he feels concerning himself. And he says that he is
conscious of himself that he is not sufficient to bove
understanding divine things, not gnly those that'areI?_ T e
human intellect, but also many things which are 1?§e ig

by other humans; and similarly he considers himse
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insufficient to speak and show those things which can be
said of divine cognition by others; and in many things he
considers himself to fall short by far from the knowledge of
theological truth which the more perfect possess. And he
introduces this because of the perfect reverence which he
has for those greater and for divine things that he totally
does not dare to think or to speak anything of divine wisdon
except those things which he can receive according to his
own mind, and that also he dares also to say, since it is
not necessary to neqlect the cognition of divine things
which some can possess. And to this he was persuaded in two
ways: first from the natural desire of minds which always
with a certain love desire the contemplation of supernatural
things which they can receive, since through this they are
best perfected; second since the highest disposition of
divine laws prohibits many to scrutinize those things which
are above us, both since they are above our dignity and
since it is impossible for us to attain to them, as is clear
in Eccl. 3 "do not seek things higher than you". But those
things which are desired by us and are given to us so that
we night be able to receive them, the divine law prescribes
to learn by attending to them and tc hand thenm down to
others benignly, according to Wis. 7 "which without fiction
I distributed" etc. And this also appears in many other
places of scripture. (82-97)

Then when he says <Therefore those etc.>, he concludes his
intention. And he says that he was persuaded by the
foregoing and was not prevented from finding the truth of
divine things according to his ability either because of
laziness or because of fear of timidity. Again his soul
could not suffer that he should send them away without help,
who were not able to contemplate greater things than he.
Because of all these things he committed himself to writing
this work, nevertheless thus that nothing new would he dare
to introduce, but those things which were said by Hierotheus
clearly in a certain universal understanding he wants to
distinguish and to show through certain inquiries more
particular and subtle by descending to singulars. And he
speaks through a similitude of corporeal things, in which as

much as some whole is divided in many parts, the parts are
ade more subtle. (97-105)



BOOK FOUR
Iv - 1

<1f it is now necessary by word etc.> Introductory ﬁgtters
having been set forth, he now undergakes tobpursggd ;ider of
inci i t. And as the intention, number, d
B e owing ¢ i id it must be considered
following chapters is evident, 1 .
Eggt as it gas said in the first and.sgcond chaptersﬂll:
this’book he intends to expound the divine names by : 1§uc
the processions of God in creatures are nade mgnlfﬁs éood
the common principle of all these processions 1s the eds'
as was said in the third chapter, since whatever pg?ce ds
from God in creatures, God commun;cates ;h;sfgg ggissrgason
! ss. An
creatures on account of God’s goodne ) s
i i i with the Good and als
first deals in this fourth chapter . C
:ith those things which pertain to the consideration of the

Good.
(1-7)

But if the processions which t2§ dxvigingzmiz gzngiiiibiigd
considered singqularly, we see ree tt bu
ings from the divine Goodness: first as they are
:ﬁeggéTgesfand are perfected; second as they arg cgggaiid to
each other; third as they are Otd?lned to an en ;he t L
things themselves are con51dgred in tpemselves, the !
and most common thing which is Eounghlzotgzmj;zt gr ,
ive, third to know, four ]
3?52:gu;? i;d éccording to this order he procgeds'co:§2rn1ng
the divine names: first after ;he Good{ on Belpgdln e dom
fifth chapter, second on Life in the sixth, thir hon " hthl
in the seventh, fourth on Virtue and Justice 13 t : idg .
But a comparison of things to each other 1s un e:ﬁiz
according to two things: first according to some h ugl ‘o
intrinsic, as one thing is said to be similar orf q al e
another, the same or differ?pt, becguig g§szuggzsoigesg in
e uantit or quality, an : h
i:gsﬁ?sihlcgapter;yéut secondly according to someth;n?t ‘s
extrinsic, whether it is contained under one part or s
contained under one measure, anq he discusses these.xnt °
tenth chapter, where he deals with Almighty and Ani;g: o
Days; but peace and tranquillity of order follows ;s o
ordination of things, whence in the e}eventh he trea
Peace. But concerning the order of things to an end two
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things are to be considered, namely the providence of the
governor and ordainer to the end, and he discusses this in
the twelfth chapter, where he deals with the King of kings
and Lord of lords; and secondly the end itself to which
things come through providence and governance, and this
pertains to the thirteenth chapter, in which he treats of
the Perfect and the One. (7-22)

In order to know the contents of this fourth chapter it must
be considered that opposites are of the same consideration;
but evil is opposed to the Good; whence in the chapter on
the Good he determines also concerning evil. On the other
hand since an act is known through its object, act and
object are reduced to the same consideration; but the Good
is the proper object of love; whence in this chapter on the
Good he also treats of love and ecstasy which is the effect
of love, as will be evident, and of zeal which signifies a
certain intensity of love. Moreover while the Good is what
all things desire, whatever includes in itself an appetible
notion seems to pertain to the Good; but light and beauty
are of this kind, which he also discusses in this chapter.
And the title expresses this intention of the chapter, which
is thus "On the Good, Light etc." (22-30)

Therefore first in this chapter it is determined concerning
the Good: and first he shows how the Good is in God; second
how it is communicated to creatures, <Because of those they
subsist etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first
he shows in what way it is attributed to God; secondly he
introduces an example <For also as our sun etc.> (30-33)

Therefore he says first that after the preceding matters now
it is necessary to direct the discourse to this name *Good
which in holy scripture is excellently attributed to the
supreme deity and in goodness it is distinguished from all
other things, as is evident through Luke 18 "No one is good
except God alone". And this is because of two things: first
since the divine essence itself is Goodness itself, which is
not the case in other things; for God is good through God's
essence, but all others through participation. For whatever
is good is such in so far as it is a thing in act; but to
God it is proper that God is God’s own esse; whence God
alone is God’s own goodness. Moreover other things, even if
in so far as they are they are good, nevertheless they
attain perfect goodness through something added over and
above their esse; But God has the fullness of God’s goodness
in God’s own esse itself. Moreover those things are good
through an order to something other, which is the ultimate
end; But God is not ordered to some end outside Godself.
Thus therefore the first peculiar characteristic of the
divine Goodness is that Goodness itself is the divine
essence. Its second characteristic is that it extends
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goodness to all beings, and this for the same r?asoglihat
God is substantially good; for it 1s necessary g; e ived
things which are named through participation Egs

from that which is named through essence. (33 )

he says <For also as our sun etc.>, he shoys )
I:igu;:e:n exam%le what he had_said concernxng.gTe d1££u31on
of goodness. And he says Fhat just as our sensik etiuin ies
illuminates all things which are able to partlﬁlgieir
light according to their own proportion tproug helr other
natural esse, not by reasoning or pgefe;rlng one w0 2no .
thus also the Good which is God, yhxch is the arc e%geﬁc
i.e., the principal exemplar gr fxqurz,0;223¥gha§§cdefiCi£nt

ated above the sun, as above son
?gggg, through God’s esiegcg God p;ﬁgogtsgn2éiya:e:gsaigrth
existents rays of God’s goodnes )

tgailéertains to gogdness. But it.must be“con51de§edr§:a§ he
did not refer to God, "not reasoning" or "not gre eid g
which he had said concetning the sun; but, ash 9t2aown esse
concerning the sun that it illuminates through i A to'
thus concerning God he adds that'God hands down go n t;e
all things through God’s own essence. For Ehe esse'? &
sun is not its "to understand" or "to w111., even 1 e it
should have intellect and will, and for this geas??ect g
does through its esse it does not do through 13§e get 2
will. But the divine esse is its "to understan : ggd's © e
will", and for this reason what §od does throug‘ d's esse
God does through intellect and will. And for t :: rSun -
says significantly that God 1s §egregated fgom e P
the archetype above an obscure 1mage. (45=57)

Then when he says <On accogntfof éhgiifazzz §:b§;22t352;>b;e
i wa oodness is foun : :
Zgg? ;2dw2?§st {ngwhat way it is found in angels; siggﬁd in
what way it is found in rational souls, <But a%sofaund in
those holy things etc.>; third in what way it is grrational
other corruptible creatures, <Bu§ also concerning jLration
i e o, etc.)i foxrthslgbzsgtaY?yeizsé:ntsuetc.>;
rime matter, <But if also he 1 3 t
gifth in whaé way it ii fopggl1ne32lgstég;ce?:?;gséhzagirst
nnin ast the mi e etc.>. r
E:agozg ;:o th?ngs: first he shows in what way the gggd ;ie
found in angels according to themselves; second as y
considered under hierarchy and order, <Whence the.sgpeg
mundane orders themselves etc.>. Concerning the'fxggt dein
does three things: first he shows how the Gooq is ounct n
angels with respect to their nature; second with respe
their conservation, <And the mansion from the goodness N
etc.>; third with respect to the order to an end, <And thgzi
desiring themselves etc.> Concerning the first he dggs_ h
things: first he shows how they have esse from the 1;1ne
Goodness; second how they have life, <On account of thos
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they are etc.>; third how they have intellect, <And as
incorporeals etc.> (57-69)

He says therefore first that because of the rays, i.e.,
diffusions of divine Goodness, the subsistent angelic
creatures are produced in esse, in which is found substance,
power, and operation, as is said in the eleventh chapter of
the Celestial Hierarchy. And they are called intelligibles
in so far as they are in act according to their nature and
intellectual in so far as they intellect in act, although
the Platonists distinguished in separated substances
intelligibles from intellectibles. For the intellect through
participation of the intelligible is intellecting, and for
this reason the intelligible is more abstract and higher.
And according to this it can be said that intelligible
substances names the supreme angels, but intellectuals the
inferiors, although it is better that the same are
understood as intelligibles in so far as they are

intellected and intellectuals in so far as they understand.
(69-77)

Then when he says <Because of those they are and live etc.>,
he proceeds with the life of the angels. And he says that
because of the diffusion of the divine Goodness the angels
not only have esse, but also to live by a more eminent life
than us; for it does not cease through death as our life,
nor is it lessened through diminution and age as our life
does when it is prolonged. For this also occurs in inferior
living things, since they are subject to generation and
corruption and variation which is according to quality and
quantity, through which unstable things are made to appear
and pass away and have themselves in diverse ways. And this
occurs in inferior things because they have matter; but the

angels are elevated and deployed above all those things.
(77-83)

Then when he says <And as the incorporeals etc.>, he
proceeds with their intellect. And first how they are
intelligibles. And he says that they are intellected as
incorporeals and immaterials. For bodies are sensible and
imaginable, but not intelligible in act; similarly no fornm
existing in matter is intelligible in act, but only in
potency. And for this reason the angels are intelligibles in
act in so far as they are incorporeal and immaterial. Second
he shows how they understand. And he says that they
understand supermundanely, i.e., above the mode by which we
understand, as certain separated minds and intellects. For
an immaterial form, from the fact that it is in the mind, is
understood, but from the fact that it is subsisting mind,
understands. Third he says what they understand and whence.
And he says that they are illuminated by God from the
intelligible reasons through the intelligible reasons of
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existents, since they have cognition of things thiogqh
intelligible reasons implanted in them by God, no doy Fourth
collecting intelligible reasons from things ai‘we té Fourt
he says that they bestow proper intellected things oL
which are proximate to their own genus 1in So far as
superiors manifest their own intellected things to
inferiors. (83-94)

he says <And a mansion etc.>, he posits those
zaigg:hsgich pe¥tain to conservation. And he po§1ts.£;:$
according to the similitude of thg bodies of things; for
corporeal things have a dwelling in place.W}th res§ec ;
substances; angels have a dwellxpg or habitation ; roug
operation of the intellect and will in these whlc‘1 3 wour
understand and love, according to the Apostle, ?hx . our
conversation is in heaven". But a corporeal habxtathn'? o]
a foundation in which it might be gstabllshed; and s;mé qn y
a dwelling, which is according to intellect, is founded 1
the first intelligible truth and a dwelling which is ason
according to will, in the ultimate end; and for this re
he says that from the divine Good not only is the;et?on
dwelling for them but also a gollocatlon, or foun g i férior
according to another translation. On the other hand in r
corporeals are contained under the order of supiréqrg,ea
also the angels are contained under the order o 1v;n.s ot
providence; but God alone is the one wh? contains an %
contained; and for this reason he adds ‘and contlpg?ce éed .
Moreover corporeals in so far as they are corruptible 2t
preserver lest they be corrupted; but the'angels qf? n g
mutable according to substance but according to will, 2: ir
for this reason they need to be preserved by god'lesg : gs
will be averted from the divine order; and this 1§ w aedl
added "and a preserver’. Moreover living corporea s_m_al 0
refreshment through which they are su§ta1ned; and similarly
the angels are conserved in the Ggodlxn that their
intellects and affections are satisfied by the ?1v1ne£
fruition and consideration of the intelligibles; and ’or 04-
this reason fifth is added ‘and the food of the goods’. (
108)

e says <And the desirers themselvgs‘etc.>, he
ggggezgznwgth tze order to an end. For the dxvxn? Gogdgess
converts everything to itself, as was said apoye, an 4 ors
this reason it follows that because of the divine qog nes
angels desire it, not as if lacking that which they gi;re
as the imperfect, but as having esse'and well—bexng_w%
respect to the same things, gnd configured by the 1y1n$e ‘o
goodness and made good-like in so far as they communxqah :
inferiors divine gifts, which come to them from the hlghes
good; and this, as the divine law leads: For it ls_by ; e
inviolable divine law that the goods which we receive from
God we should communicate to inferiors, and thus we are
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conformed to God’s goodness from which all goods flow forth.
(109-115)

v - 2

<Then those supermundane etc.> Having stated these things
pertaining to their nature which the angels attain from the
divine Goodness, here he posits those things which pertain
to them in so far as they are contained in order and
hierarchy. And concerning this he does three things: first
he posits those things which pertain to the angels as far as
they are in order; second those things which pertain to them
in so far as they are in hierarchy, <But also whatever
celestial etc.>; third those things which befit them in so

far as they are commonly named angels, <From which also by
good-formed etc.> (1-6)

He says therefore first that from the divine goodness there
are supernundane orders in the aforementioned substances, as
some are said to be in the order of the seraphinm, some in
the order of cherubim and thus concerning the others. But it
must be considered that to order three things concur; first
a distinction with mutual suitability, second cooperation,
third an end. But I say a distinction with mutual
suitability, since where there is no distinction order has
no place; but if those things which are distinguished do not
come together in anything, they would not be of one order.
Therefore it is necessary for the angels, who are of one
order, to be united to one another in so far as they are
contained under on order; and this is what he says ‘to the
unitions one to another’. But certain things are united in
an order as such apart from continuity or contact, as a
house in a city and cities in a kingdom; but the unitions of
the angels are in one order with some contact or even
continuity; and for this reason he adds ‘in apprehensions of
one another’, since namely one angel embraces in itself
another through intellect and affection. Nevertheless such a
union does not destroy the distinction which is according to
the propriety of the substance of each one; and for this
reason he adds ‘unconfused discretions’. (6-16)

But just as there is a proper operation of each substance,
thus of whatever order there is to be understood some
cooperation of those which are contained under the order,
for which cooperation three things are required: first as
inferiors are elevated toward superiors so that they might
be subject to them and supported by them; and this is what
he says that from the divine Goodness the virtues of the
subjects, i.e., of the inferior substances, are acting
upward in them, i.e., elevating them, to the better ones,
i.e., to the superiors. Second as the superiors provide for
the inferiors; and this is what he adds ‘by the providence
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e’, i.e., the superiors, around the
of thgserzsg ang?? aéound éhe infegiors. And lest someone
S tge suéeriors or inferiors should thus extendlltself
ig::git forgets itself, he adds thirdly, ;hat each xsh_ )
solicitous to the keeping of its proper virtue; ?n:ht i?r:ﬁe
what he says ‘by the keeping of.the prgpertles o1 irtain

f each one’, i.e., of those things which properly p

20 the virtue of each one, so that each one should be
preserved in its own grade. (17-25)

j of every order there is some operation, thus
g?:ojzﬁgrgsis an eng. But it is of those who are 1nhan order
to receive a twofold end: one namely, which is én t gne
ordered themselves in so far as they are ordere ;o ne
another, which consists in a habitude of one to the otablé
and he refers to this end when he says ‘and 1ntrangmucernin
convolutions’, i.e., circuits, aropnd thgmselves. an ™ g
this it must be considered Fhat,_31nce pxrguiar qo:xoit -
uniform through the whole since in any of its poin i- o
both principle and end, it is in potency, not 1in éclé but
straight motion is diversified according to p;xncig e and
end and distance to both. Thus therefore.the intelle ual
operations of the angels by reason of uniformity are c b
convolutions; nevertheless the intellectual 9per§txoTstion
the angels have that which is of perfection 1n cxgcut?on '
namely uniformity, without that which is of 1mpﬁr ec '
namely mutation; and for this reason he names t eghat one
intransmutable convolutions around themselves in hat one
angel understands and loves another. ?he second Tn dlr o
Good which is above the order; and_thls: as the :a e er
the end of an army, thus also God is the end o§ t edangwh;n
contained under the order. And he.refers to thxs'or_eg en
he says ‘around the object of desire of the'good., 1. éince
God, ‘identities’, since all come together in th;§ or‘and
they have themselves always 1n some way ground t 1sierred ‘o
the highest things’, since all their desires arehge er
this highest object of desire, or ‘the sublime t ingli&e of
according to another translation, since the more suk éhen
the rest desire God. And not oply are those th}ngs ;n‘ . f
from the divine Goodness pertaining to tbe notion o ?rtie'
but also whatever other things are said in the book o
Angelic Hierarchy, in which he treats of the angelic
properties and orders. (26-41)

Then when he says <But also whatever gtc.>, hg enumiratiid
those things which pertain to the notion of hlerarg yé'vine
he says that also from the cause of all and from the 1comes
Goodness, which is the fountain of all goodngss,h§ ereCh

to the angels whatever actions of the celestial 1et3rthyt
which are suitable to them. But %t @ust_be conSLqere at,
since the hierarchy is a holy principality, and it pgifa;gs
to the princeps to direct, the hierarchical action w1

344

to direct to holy things. And according to this there are
threefold actions of the hierarchy, namely cleansings, i.e.,
purgations, supermundane illuminations, and those things
which are perfective of the entire angelic perfection. But
one angel cleanses or purges another, not indeed from the
stain of quilt which is in no way in them, but from
ignorance, as he himself says in the seventh chapter of the
Celestial Hierarchy. For the superior angels see God more
clearly than the inferiors and are filled more fully by the
same light in order to know many mysteries. Therefore
purgation pertains to the washing away of ignorance,
illumination to the communication of light, perfection to

the cognition of those things which are known through the
light. (42-51)

But since although the superior substances are distinguished
according to orders and hierarchies, nevertheless they all
come together in this that they are called angels,
corsequently he expounds the notion of this name when he
says <From which also by the good-like etc.>. Concerning
this it must be considered that, just as the light of the
sun can not be seen in itself alone by us because of the
excellence of the light, but it is seen either in clouds or
in mountains irradiated by the sun and thus clouds or
mountains manifest to us the brightness of the sun, so also
Goodness itself as it is in the highest source of things can
not be perceived by us because of the excellence of
brightness, but in so far as its similitude in angels is
found more near to us, the brightness of the divine Goodness
is in some way manifested to us in them. And this is what he
says that from the divine Goodness it is given to the
supreme substances in a good-like way, i.e., conformity to
the divine goodness, and that through this the hidden
goodness of God is manifested in them. Thus therefore in one
way they manifest the divine Goodness in so far as the
similitude of the divine Goodness shines in them, and

according to this they can be called the manifestors of God.
(52-62)

But above this they are called angels, i.e., messengers, in
so far as they manifest God through proper action. And this
in two ways: first through the mode of a certain locution;
and this is what he says ‘as expressive of the divine
silence’. For it is plain that the conception of the heart
or the intellect without a voice is silent, but through
sensible voices that silence of the heart is enunciated. But
as exterior voices are more manifest to us and less simple
than interior concepts of the heart, so also all modes of
nmanifestation are better known to us and less simple than
the conception of the divine word. Thus therefore, while the
angels manifest to us something from the divine wisdom
whether by conversing sensibly or according to a suitable
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jtion or according to intelligible 1ocutio? bx which
apparthey converse with one another, they are a wa%sthe ode
- jators of the divine silence. Secondly throug o
enuviiumination; and this is what he adds that the ange
gﬁb;tances are proposed to us jus;.a§ brighgtlxgnzihaiz
i i i he divine light,
i retive of it, i.e., of t Lligh :
;ggggﬁ, i.e., concéaled from us. ?ut this 1; :§22£d;23etging
i i it i ssary for soneon r
necessity, since it is nece g fter somet
i i derstand the things en
is enunciated that he un : enunciar
i those things whic
this reason therefore because ich are
i the angels we can re )
enunciated to us through ] celve In wn
i brightness o .
llect and understand, by the h )
i?;ﬁt they help our intellect to receive the hidden things

of God. (62-75)

Then when he says <But also after those etq.>,lhe p?sxtin;n
what way the divine goodness shines 1nfrgt;on:hiiguiz.above
he Goodpess o od,
he says that because of t i n 1s abov
ertains to the so
all goodness, souls and whatever p O e ooe holy
s theless in a second grade a r :
I ranirabie mi 1s. And he posits first three
d admirable minds of the angels. t
::ings that pertain to their natureé :amiigltyzzearf ... so
ubstan , i.e.
intellectuals and that they have s N itas
) themselves, an
they are able to -subsist throug e
:RZEr esge and power are 1nggnsugpt1béehénp22i£grtﬁzi§hg¥der
i i i con
are immortal and incorruptible. Se : Ty that they
i three things, namely t t
to the angels. And he posits ; : At ey
ar as they par P
extended to angelic }1yes, in so )
:ézething from their similitude; and again thrgug: t:ﬁey are
angels themselves, as through.certaln good lza'exf'o,r ey e
elevated to the highest principle of all goo Sé T ating
way subjects even in human things are subjecte Lo tﬁey tin
leaders and also to serving them, and through t efrom y.a
ordered to the highest prince; and the:ziéréiﬁé’to on th
ticipators, >
angels, souls are made partic C g e  Sust as
1 illuminations emanating ,
D o things di 1 and precepts come to the
also in human things directions p ) e e hes
i leaders. Third he
le from the king through the tou
Egzporder of souls to God. And he says that She ggg t;zir
souls participate in the gift o{ g;acg tﬁggrf;gg o e e
virtue; and souls not only hav s T
g;ggﬁgss, but'also whatever other things are enu:ergtigoiyon
us in a discourse concerning the soul. For he made
the soul which we do not have. (75-89)

Iv - 3

i >
<But also concerning irrational squls thgmselves e:i;er
Having determined these things :hlch r:tlonﬁé Z;gioach;"
ici divine Goodness, here ' s
participate from the . e h pproache
i i t he continues wi
ational creatures. And f1r§ : .
:;ings which pertain to irrational animals. And he says: If
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it is necessary to speak not only of noble creatures but
also of ignoble ones, as perhaps of irrational souls or
animals, it must be known that certain of them cut the air
by flying, as birds; certain of them have motion on the
earth and this in two ways: for some go, i.e., walk, as
fourfooted animals; some are extended in the earth, i.e.,
they are moved through extension of their own body, as
reptiles; some are allotted life in water, as the fish, or
amphibiously, as some animals which live now on earth now in
water; but some live under the earth, as moles, and affected
with dust, as certain vermin which are found under the dust.
So these and whatever others universally have substance and
sensible life, that they are and that they thus live, they
have from the divine Goodness. (1-10)

Then when he says <And the plants etc>, he continues
concerning plants. And he says that all plants have life
from the divine Goodness, not sensible life, but that which

is meant according to nutrition and motion of augment and
decrement. (11-13)

Then when he Says <And whatever inanimate things etc.>, he
continues concerning inanimate things. And he says that
every inanimate and non-living substance has that it is from
the divine Goodness and that it maintains a substantial

habit, i.e., that it is subsistent, through which it exceeds
accidents. (13-15)

Then when he says <But if also above all etc.>, he continues
concerning prime matter. Concerning this it must be
considered that Plato corrected the error of the ancient
natural philosophers, who did not distinguish between matter
and form in generable and corruptible things, positing prime
matter to be some body in act, as fire or air or something
of this kind. For Plato understood corporeal forms to
underlie matter which in its own essence does not have some
species, but nevertheless he did not distinguish matter from
privation, as Aristotle says in I Physics. Whence he himself
and those of his sect call matter ‘non-being’ because of
joined privation. And Dionysius also here uses this mode of
speaking, although according to Aristotle it is necessary to
distinguish matter from privation, since matter is sometimes
found under form, sometimes under privation; whence
privation is adjoined to it accidentally. (15-23)

Moreover it must be considered according to the Platonists
that as much as a cause is higher to that degree its
causality is extended to a plurality of things. Whence it is
necessary that that which is the first subject in effects,
i.e., prime matter, is solely the effect of the prime cause
which is the Good, while the causality of secondary causes
does not pertain to this. But every effect is converted
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d its cause through desire; whence‘prime matt:r desires
towaéood which desire seems to be nothing othjfzs an
ggivatioﬁ and the order of the same to act. (2 )

in it must be considered that, just as primefmat;gie;z ‘e
2a?led unformed through defect Oflgorm'ttzﬁioz;hogziect s
i irst Good itself, no
A s and h di to a certain renote
ugh excess; and thus according to . i
zgggmglation tae similitude of the fx;st cggsiygiuéozggsxn
i i ore Dio
; atter. According to this there says
Eﬁézecga, since God is above all exxitentiﬂ fg;gseizégg ;2d
i Good and lacks form ro ess .
so far as God is the G . g et is
ibi is i lars: for in Godse
he exhibits this in singu f be Saye
i f substance since, ’
found that there is an excess O t 1 Lo cays:
i ; d from this God is ca
subsists excellently; an ror d :
g:gsting as other things; ang s1m1i§r¥zé s;ﬁge gggc;sGOd is
i i is lled non-living; ’ e G
exceeding Life, God is ca -1ivy and e niarly
i i lled without mind; an
excelling Wisdom, God is ca ] e
i hatever which are 1in '
concerning all other things w : 3 In e oedut
ation concerning
namely God, spoken through neg )
thingg not'formed, nevertheless they are of ex;egglggexcess.
formation, since those forms are én godw;?ggugs abgve xee
if it i :’ that Good,
And if it is proper to say: ‘ _is abg
existents and non-existing, 35 ?:zssa;g'sgozaix;ztiggdesires
itself, i.e., prime matter, desi , in r ]
igrm wﬂich ié the similitude of the divine esue,tigg it
struggles in some way toward the Good, 1.e:,hsotru e
might be assimilated by the first Good, zh;grms anggthus it
i i i i i towar ;
ing other than its inclination : 2
gzizgg?es so that it might be, namely being and qoog;tzgtigl
truly, i.e essentially, is predicated from the ?? stantl
N . . .
Good 'which is named according to ablation from a hi g
thro&qh negative names, not because of defect, as prir
matter, but because of excess. (29-43)

Then when he says <But that we in the mi@dlehetg;;iggd
continues concerning celestial bodies which ?tion el the
treating in the first place in the middle posi rﬁ Toblc
consequences of order required tha;b?etWee; ;zzgrsugstances
i subs d corruptible corpo
incorporeal substances and C O ncos. but

be treated incorruptible corpor & '
zzggige of the adjoining of souls to corruptible 22?22:12?
omitted the aforementioned order. Buthqo:cggﬁtggn cleshs

i i i whic

bodies first he posits those things h ) )
celestial spheres themse}vis..And.hiogo:;;sczggziig?l223165
first their habitude to inferlors;
are active principles with r§§pi§t tzsgiggriziiiigg of each
corruptible bodies, and the distingu ; ninus h
of thgm is fixed aécordinq to the cele;tlai bodlg:,o?nghghls
i ivi d is the cau
is what he says, that the divine Goo A
celestial prixciples and terminations. The seqonqtpizgixgz
to the mode of their substance. Concerning this i
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considered that some of the ancients, believing the
celestial bodies to be of the nature of fire, maintained
that they were fed and nourished by vapors distilled from
the earth and water and through this way to preserve the
celestial bodies, just as fire is preserved through adding
firewood; and in order to remove this he says that the
divine Good is the cause of it, namely the celestial body,
not augmentable, namely through some addition, and not able
to be lessened through some consumption, and nevertheless
invariable since according to their own nature they can not
be altered. Third he posits what pertains to their motion,
from which the Pictagorics said certain harmonic sounds
come. But excluding this, he says that the Good is maximally
the cause of the revolution of the motion of heaven, which

is without sound, if it is necessary to speak thus; for some
said the contrary. (43-59)

Then he posits those things which pertain to the fixed
stars, in which four things must be considered: first the
ordinations of them to each other according to distance,
nearness and position, just as from them diverse figures are
constituted; secondly their beauty which is through
brightness and figure and quantity; thirdly their light in
so far as they have an effect through their rays on these
inferiors; fourth their collocations in that they are fixed
inmobily in their spheres. (59-64)

Then he posits what pertains to the five planets, namely
Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Mercury, and Venus. And he says that
the divine Good is the cause of the many transitive motions
of these stars. But he calls the motion of these stars
transitive, since they do not preserve the same fiqure
according to position neither to each other nor to other
fixed stars, but they pass from figure into figure, while
sonmetimes they are found in Aries, sometimes in Taurus or in
some other sign. But he attributed to them a multitude of
motions, since that which appears sensibly from the motion
of each one of them necessitates that it result from many
motions, since they seem to be moved sensibly sometimes more
quickly, sometimes more slowly, because the invariability of
"he celestial bodies does not endure. (64-71)

- -»ally he continues concerning the luminaries, i.e., the
sun and the moon. And he says that the divine Good is the
cause of the circular motion of the two luminaries, i.e., of
the sun and the moon, which holy scripture calls ‘great’,
Gen 1, in that the circular motions are restored from the
same signs to the same. And according to these luminaries
days and nights are differentiated by us, and years and
months are measured; they determine, i.e., distinguish, and
enumerate, i.e., measure, and ordain according to prior and
posterior and contain according to determinate luminations
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i i ions of time and of all things which are
CIrcul?zlggze?nguzoﬁéogays circulation of time in that it is
moved ;d from morning to morning and from spring to spring.
retu;: is manifest that through the distinction of years and
Butt;s and days and nights we distinguish those.thlngs which
are done in one time from those which are done 1n.another{
:;g through the same means also we know the quantity ?g time
and of action in that it lasts more or less days, monzeiior
and years. Also it is known what is done prior o; pos erl '
fronm the fact that it was done in that day, month graﬁd .
Also the principle and termination of each durgtx:e and |
action are distinguished according to a deteygl:a contgin
month and year, and through this they are sai o
all things which are done in time. (71-83)

IV - 4

<What some say about it etc.> After he had proce:ded :zth
those things which pertain to the name of Good, here he
proceeds with those things which pertain to the 2azﬁe f iant
Light. And first he shows in what way the name.o 4 ig

of the sun is attributed to God @etapho;xcally, sgcgn wn
what way the intelligible light 1s attributed totho first he
these in the symbolic theology etc.> Concerning fethe St e
does three things: first he shows that the nanme 91': S g
of the sun is attributed to ng by reason of sxmlhl ude;
second he manifests the simil;tude, <Just as to the And T
existents above all etc.>; third he excludes efror,

do not speak according to the ancient etc.> (1-7)

He says therefore first that, just as the §f9remgntéﬁ2§:
things have esse and well being from the dxvxngd ood froé
thus also the ray of the sun in ;t§§1§n23ecogsé ert:n T
oodness of God and is a certai " , 1.e.,
zzgrgssed similitude, of the divxng Goodnegs. Anqrfgog t?sze
it is that the Good itself, which 1s God, is praise Y
nomination of the light of the sun 1n that the dx;x:e .
Goodness is manifested in such a light as the archetype,
i.e., principle figure or priycxgle exempl?r, in a:ho foar
expressed image. For it is said in Ma!. 3. Tg yo;x_12
my name will be raised up the sun of justice". ( )

<For just as to existents etc.>,.he .
ﬁgﬁgfzgig tﬁesggiilitudg set out beforehand: apd.fxrst with
respect to the procession of things from the dlz%nec in it
Goodness; second with respect to the order of things ,
<And just as all things to himself etc.> (12-14)

First therefore he posits those things which pertain todthe
divine Goodness in so far as things proceed from it. An .
concerning this he posits three things: first 1ts.u91Yirsa
causality. And he says that the Goodness of the divinity
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above all existents passes in causing from the supreme and
most perfect substances to the last. But some might believe
that it would pass through all things as mixed in them and
enclosed in them; and to exclude this he adds that, although
it passes through all things by handing down its own
similitude to things, still nevertheless it is above all
things through the singularity of its own substance. Someone
might also believe that, although it exceeds all substance,
nevertheless the supreme substances attain even to it
through the mode by which an inferior body attains to its
own superior; and to exclude this he adds that the superior
substances do not attain to the excess of the divine
Goodness. Again someone might believe that certain things,
which are last in things, are not caused by God because of
their imperfection, as the Manichees posited corruptible
bodies not to be caused by God; and to exclude this he adds

that inferior things do not pass the compass of God’s
causality. (14-24)

Second <Himself also illuminates etc.>, after he posited
that its causality is extended to all substances, he shows
what substances follow from the divine Goodness. And he says
that the divine Goodness illuminates all things which can be
illuminated, namely rational substances, but universally it
creates all substances, giving to them esse, end it vivifies
all things that live, and contains, i.e., preserves, and
perfects them, giving to them their perfections. (25-29)

Third, <And measure etc.>, he shows what habitude the divine
Goodness has to things already produced. And he says that it
has the habitude of measure. For it is the measure of all
existents, since from this it can be known what each one of
existing things has from the nobility of being, that it
approaches it or is distant from it, as if we should say
that white is the measure of all color, since any color is
more noble as it is closer to white. But specifically he
descends to certain special measures. But the measure of the
duration of motion and of mutable things is time; but the
esse of immobile things is not measured by time but by
eternity. From which ic is apparent that esse is not
measured in time except accidentally by reason of added
rotion, but the proper measure of being is eternity; but the
duration of each esse is prefixed and measured by God, and
according to this God is called the eternity of all
existents. There is also found among species of quantity
some measure which is number, and this measure is also
attributed to God who is the number of all things in so far
as the distinction of all things and the determination of
their multitude, which pertains to the notion of number,
proceeds from the divine wisdom. But order follows the
notion of both time and number, since one species of number
naturally is prior to another, and time also is the number
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i i s i whence he
ions according to prior and posterior. Wr )
?gtgzasgy says that God is the order of all things in sonfar
a; all that are from God are ordaxned.h?hﬁr? 1:12220 :ﬁgcg
i i measure which is .
the speciles of quantity some Sure W s P lae he
ures by circling a body locally; .
252§ibutesyto God, since God egcxrz;esh:éitzgéngi casure
immediately. But God not only has e i neas
:gszgés th¥ngs produced, but also the habxt?de gf gg;;ngnd
cause and end; and for this reason he adds both ¢
end’. (29-45)

Then when he says <Thus also the divine etz.:é tﬁeshows how
imili is found with respec .
the similitude of God is . ity of
i i ect to the universa Y )
foregoing. And first with resp ¢ ersality o it
i t, just as the aforem : :
causing. And he says that, 2fo oned bef
ivi that the sensible sun, h
the divine Goodness, thus : le. ording to
i i 11 celestial bodies ac '
the highest, transcending a : Jesoraing e
i ini entire, not having some :
Qe A heve 1 i or always lighting, different
the moon, and above l%ghtxpg,. Y Lighting: fed ond
7 moon whose light is 1ncreased a N
ggg:tigzs ceases, and that it sometimes seems to bebeg;tgied
is not because of a defect of light 1? t;zeiﬁéegggsi:ion e
i i because o
its light does not reach us t O o of
rtain manifes g
he moon: that sun, he says, as a ce
:he divine Goodnesé according ;otmucg Zﬁizg:ngietngZeto
L " ; ve
divine Goodness, illuminates whate i ore ab
ici i ight, and nevertheless its light 1 )
participate its light, an B e oqtatity of its
thing can attaln q
superextended since no c B at
i i lendors of its rays
light, and it extends the sp e
i isible world, both above d ,
entire corporeal and visibl o
i i but also the superi )
since not only those inferiors | S por s
i i i by it. And if ther
stial bodies are lllumxnayeq t : here
:géithing which does not part%c1pa§e_iiimi;gticelgozirngg
ili ty of 1 .
because of a debility or paucity er
i is i because of paucity
i here is in a candle which i
3251112? Zf its light only illuminates a small stciéc23;e
that some things are not illuminated by gh:hzzgeives ca
: ten
e defect of those who can not ex .
ggrzgcipating the light of the sun because they ar?a¥o§a§1
or apt to receiving light. But nevertheless the §ol 'natés
nengcting to illuminate many such weak ?Og;e?é ;ilzzinates
j i clo
seguence ust as overlooking some : C
Zggseeghfngs’wgich are under the cloud; and brlefIYOZOEZ;gg
is visible to which the causality of the sun 3zs23?
according to the magnitude of its splendor. (

Second when he says <But to the generation e;q-;,cgs shows
the similitude with respect to the efgects w :E divine
produces in all things. For it was said that t?on but in
Goodness gives esse to all things thgough creats eé esse
this the sun has some similitude of it, which giv ration of
through generation. For it contributes to the gene
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sensible bodies as a certain universal agent and non-
univocal cause. It was also said that God vivifies things,
and in this the sun is simulated to it, because it moves
inferior bodies to life. For it is manifest that from the
rays of the sun living things are generated, not only those
that are generated without seed, but also the power of the
sun is operative in those which are generated from seed. And
it also touches certain things which pertain to the act of
life, namely nutriment and increase, which are caused from
the power of the light of the sun, as are also other
corporeal motions. The solar ray also perfects sensible
bodies in so far as by its virtue they are led to the
perfect state, and also if some things incur some corruption
and old age through the withdrawal of the sun, when the sun
approaches again they are purged and renovated, just as
trees and all plants in the spring sprout and grow. (63-74)

Third <And measure etc>, he shows the similitude in terms of
the notion of measure. And he says that the sun is the
measure and number of hours and days and of all our time,
which maximally is measured and numbered through the motion
of the sun. And lest someone should cite the instance of the
three first days which one reads in Gen. 1, before the
fourth day, in which the sun is said to be made, he adds
that, while Moses said that on the first day God said "Let
there be light and light was made, and God divided the light
from the darkness and called the darkness night and the
light day", that light was the light of the sun, which was
nevertheless first created unformed as the rest, but
afterwards was formed and perfected on the fourth day, when
one reads that the sun was made; and thus the solar ray

deternined and distinguished also the first three days of
our time. (74-81)

Then when he says <And thus all to itself etc.>, he expounds
the foregoing similitude in terms of the order of things to
the divine Goodness. And first he posits that which pertains
to the divine Goodness; second he shows its similitude in
the sun, <According to the same etc.> Concerning the first
he does three things: first he shows from what cause it
occurs that all things are ordained to God as to an end;
second what is the notion of order <aAnd all the sane etc.>;

third the mode of order <And that which all things desire
etc.> (81-86)

But he designates the cause of this order, saying that the
divine Goodness converts all things to itself; for the fact
that things are ordained to God they have from Godself. But
things are dispersed and segregated in so far as they are
ordained to diverse proper ends, but in so far as they
communicate in an order to the ultimate end they are thus
congregated. Therefore the divine Goodness in so far as it
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i i i inci tor
erts all things to itself is principally the congrega
g?nzll dispersed things just as a certain principal and
unifying deity. (86-90)

Then when he says <And all themselves etc.>,.he designates
the notion of order: for in so far as all things are
converted to the same thing, to that extent all things
desire the same thing by a threegold reason, namely as an ¢
active principle, and as a container, i.e., conservative 2
things, and as an end. And this 1s'the tpreefold notion o
desire: for we desire God as principle since from God the
good comes to us; as a container sincelirom God the good is
preserved in us; and the end which we intend to obtain. And
he manifests these three. For that God is a principle is
apparent from this that, as the scripture says, all things
subsist and are from God, derived from qu.as from some
perfect cause. And that Godself is containing and preserving
all things is apparent through this that all things consxsﬁ
in God preserved from exterior injury and cqntalned throug
the conservation of their proper virtue as 1in scme all
powerful planting. For as trees are preserved in that ;hgy
are planted in the earth, thus all things are conserved 1n
that they are established in the power of the omnipotent g
God. That also all things desire the dlvxne.Goodness_as end,
he shows consequently when he says'that to it all thxngszare
converted just as singulars to their proper ends. (91-102)

Then when he says <And that all things des%re etc.>, he
shows the mode of order. And he says that intellectual )
beings, as angels, and rational creatures, as humans, desire
the divine Good cognitively; for these alone are aple to
know the Good itself which is God. But sen51p1e things
desire it in so far as they desire some sensible good which
is a similitude of the highest Good. But plants, which are
devoid of sense, desire the divine Gooq by a natural v1§a1
motion of desire, since also the good itself, toward wblCh
they tend by natural inclination through the work of life, \
is some similitude of the highest Good. But those which lack
life, as inanimate bodies which are mere existents, desire
the divine Good through a certain apt}tude from God tof .
participating subsisting esse, as their aptitude itself is
understood to be their desire. (102-109)

Then when he says <According to the same etc.>, he shows how
the similitude of the aforementioned is found in the sun.
And he says that, just as the aforementioned things befit
the divine Goodness, in this way not principally but
according to the notion of an image the llght of the sun
draws together and converts all things to itself. For those
which live desire the light of the sun in order to live, and
those which are moved and are illuminated and which are
warmed desire the light of the sun for this necessity. And
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similarly in whatever way some things are contained, i.e.,
they depend or are caused by the shining of the sun, and for
this reason it is named in Greek hulios, namely since it
makes all bodies to be indestructible and gathers together
dispersed things in so far as those which are in themselves
separated commonly desire it: either so that they live or so
that they are moved or so that they are warmed or whatever

way they desire to be contained by the power of light. (110-
118)

Then when he says <And I do not speak according to ancient
etc.>, he removes an error. And he says that in the
toregoing he did not speak according to the opinions of the
ancients, who said that God was the sun and that the sun was
the creator of the entire sensible world and that it governs
the entire sensible world, but in that the invisible things
of God are manifested "through those things which are made",
as the Apostle says. (118-122)

IV - 5

<But these things in the symbolic theology etc> After he
shows how the name of sensible light is transferred to
divine predication through a certain similitude, now he
shows how intelligible light is attributed to God. And first
he joins himself to the preceding; second he continues the

proposition <And it must be said that the intelligible light
etc.> (1-4)

He says therefore first that these things, which through the
idiom of the sensible light concerning God and concerning
the similitude of the sun to God, were said in the book on
symbolic theology, but now it is necessary to consider how
the divine Good is to be praised by the name of intelligible
light. For it is not the intention of this book to treat of

sensible names translated to God, but of intelligible names.
(5-8)

Then when he says <And it must be said etc>, he continues
the intention, namely concerning the intelligible light,
which designates in God the causality of the intelligible
light. Whence concerning this he does three things: first he
touches upon the causality of light; second he shows how God
is related to those things in which light is caused
<Therefore the intelligible light etc.>; third he shows what
is the end of the diffusion of this light, <And intellectual
and rational things etc>. Concerning the first he does two
things: first he touches upon the causality of the

intelligible light in angels; second in rational souls <But
all ignorance etc.> (8-14)
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refore first that God, who is'good through God’s
gﬁnsgizegzz, is named the intelligible_lxght, John 8 "1 am
the light of the world", because.cod f111§ every ‘ble 1ight
supercelestial mind, i.e., angelic, Vx;h intelligi ih gutl
which is nothing other than the cognition of the tru - Bur
when he says ‘he fills’, he designates the perfect cog
of truth given to the angels by God. (14-18)

i he shows the
n when he says <But all ignorance etc.>, he ;
Zgﬁsality of light in souls. And first he posits two things
which the divine light does in souls; second he desxgn?gfio>
the mode of both, <And their intellectual eyes etc.> ( 2

But of the two things which the qivine light does 1nfsg:ls,
the first is that it expels all ignorance and e;rortortﬁe
every soul in which it is born. Ignorance pertains :
remotion of the truth, but error to the adherenii g < to
falsity; but he says ‘it is 1§plapted'! as he a hu eornin
what is said in 2 Peter 1 "while it shines and the n g
star rises in your hearts"._But.he did not say thlshave o
concerning the angels in yh1ch ignorance gnd err?r hav
place, although there is in them the ne;cxegge o ?d ®  ihe
things from which they are Purgeq, as Dionysius fa 4

sixth chapter of the Celestial Hierarchy. For not a Lot
nescience can be called igno;ancg, but only nescxe:z o
those things to which some;hlng_xs natura} and <13ug_5 B0 e it
know. Second, what the divine light does 1in souls lA that 1
hands down the holy light to the souls them;elves. fn _note
that he says ‘holy light’, bo;h because it 1is sentb ro(;tEd
and because it orders to knowing God. And 1t‘mgs§_ e'n ped
that here there was not the use of the word ‘fil .mg.‘,:ion of
simple ‘handing down’ in order to show that the cgggé

the truth is imperfect in souls in comparison to_31
plenitude which the angels possess from God. (20 )

Then when he says <And their intellectual etc>, he expo;nds
the mode of both; and first the first; second the second,
<And he hands down prior etc.> (31-32)

Concerning the first it must be considered that gorporg:is
darkness does three things in.bodles: fqr first lthrinare in
those things squalid and sordid from which those ka el
darkness are not eagerly purged. $ec9nd by the 2ar zg

things are made immobile; whence 1t 1is natural for ?escent
greater part of the animals that at night they ar?'qgt Sce
and in the day they are moved,.Sane_through the ;g c Y
are directed in motion, by seeing which they go. Thir one
darkness closes up corporeals, as in the Qarknesstigge -
does not prepare themselves to do or acquire sogeth;sg'three
naturally it conveys a certain sluggishness. An se thr
things also the spiritual darkness, 1.e., 1gno§an§e£ron
truth, produces. For first uncleanness 1s acquire g
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these things not only of errors in the intellect, but also
of perversity of affections in affect and disordering of
action in act, as long as a person neither avoids nor purges
the evil things which he does not kncw. Second it renders
people otiose since, while they have ignorance of the good
which is the end and the way by which it comes to it, they
do not move themselves to following the end. Third it
renders them closed since, while they do not know the good,
their affections are not opened through desire to receive it
in themselves. But the intelligible light, i.e., cognition
of the truth, removes these three things: and with respect
to the first he says that the intelligible light cleanses
the intellectual eyes of those souls from feces, i.e.,
impurity, surrounding them, i.e., by coming upon them, from
ignorance; to the second he says ‘and it moves’, namely to
acting well; and to the third ‘and it opens’, i.e., it
renders them apt to receiving through desire, those, namely
those who formerly were enclosed by oppressing darkness,
i.e., by sending a certain slowness toward the good.
Therefore since they were enclosed, they were in need of

opening; since they were oppressed, they were in need of
motion. (33-49)

Then when he says <And he hands down formerly etc.>, he
shows the mode and order by which the light is handed down
to holy souls. And he says first that the intelligible light
is handed down to each one according to a determinate
measure, according to Eph. 4 "to each one is given grace
according to the measure of the gift of Christ". And since
spiritual enjoyments which, being unknown formerly were held
in contempt, cxcite desire, after the first reception of
light, enjoyed now by the cognition of the truth, it is more
desired, and to those who desire more it enters in more: for
the effects of divine grace are rnultiplied according to the
multiplication of desire and love, according to Luke 7 "her
nany sins are forgiven her, since she loved much"; thus
therefore a certain circulation is perceived, while from the
light the desire of light increases and from desire of the
source the light increases. But the circulation according to
its nature is perpetual, and thus always the divine light
extends souls toward previous things through increase, not
nevertheless in all equally, but according to the proportion
of each with respect to the light: for certain ones more
diligently look to the incoming light, who desire more and
make more progress. (49-60)

Then when he says <Therefore the intelligible light etc.>,
he shows how God is related to those in whom God causes the
intelligible light. And he posits three habitudes, namely of
diffusion and of excess and of comprehension. Therefore for
the first he says that the supersubstantial Good, although
it is above all light both sensible and intelligible, is
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nevertheless named the intelligible li??g ggliolfgﬁtashgs is
3 1 intelligi .
n ray and fountain of all in ible ght .
i ctr:;; fouﬁtain be understood to be consisting xn_lgself
lfine he adds that it is an effusion of light reméénxnghe
above: and in order that it be known in wbom it abides,
:dds éhat from its own plenitude it 111um;nz§es zxg;gs and
i ith respect to the assisting ’
supermundane mind wi he t e By
i to the ministration o
circummundane with respect o5e
ini i ed, and mundane wi
whose ministry this world is governed, & undane with @ om
t only does it illuminate S
respect to souls. And no E e et it
rinciple, by giving to them natura g . b
iegews a?l éheir intellectual virtues, bylszgzﬁfugéggnshie
i d new revela .
new light of grace and glory an on. Second iee
i i to excess. And he says that t
posits what pertalns d Sy e in them
i lthough it is da s '
light exceeds all minds, a : t f pin the
i it i through its substance.
nce it is always superexcessive
;;ird he posits what pertains to cgmprehen§1on& And he says
that Cod comprehends all things which are 1in tbe them
aforementioned minds in that God is Sl?uagige?fox:atevé; ‘s
i in
just as a superior cause prepossesses )
%ound in infgrior effects. Whence to expound thi? hel?dds
that Godself both has above and beyond gntvers? ey awhatever
i i i inative virtue, i.e.,
domination, or power, of illumina r Lo e
i ition of whatever thing or to any
D Inaruceing. Goa c i in Godself, i.e., God assunmes
of instructin God coassuming in Godself, 1.e., )
simultaneouslgi not knowing diverse things ;h;gzggsdézerse
j sion an
owers ust as we know colors by visio .
Eeariné,]but according to one power God knows ailosglggié
and God superpossesses them, since anything 13 Gnd T
excellently than it is known from angthiéﬁiig thg cognition
i God does not a
prepossesses them, since GO : AT e hut all
of virtue or the power of instructing ) her,
from God. And this is fitting in that God 1s Erlnc;g?lly
illuminating and the principle of light and above
illuminating. (60-80)

Then when he says <And intellectual and rat1onaia§?éng§f
etc.>, he shows the end and frux?lon 9f tpe c@t athgrs
light. And he says that Eh:ggghsxliuzlnagiggl;’ gnd ers . al
together all intellectua ings, 1.e., LN A ee

i i.e., humans, and makes them indestruc , si
Egiggséh;y aée united in virtue they are preservggefnfét.
And consequently he ezpoyn@s tg;stiggz ;ﬁi 2§goiéd into
just as ignorance is divisive ) se wh T o A ugh

thus the presence of the intelligible :g P

:ﬁigg,the truth gs known, gathers together'thoue xhgwire
illuminated to each other and unites them in one :o D ek
truth; for it is plain that there is only onehwax . fog .
the truth, but many ways to err from the trut . nne
reason those who know the truth come togethgr.;ndothrou N
statement, but those who are ignorant are_d1v1_e fecgive
diverse errors. For the presence of the light 1is per
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in that it constitutes in an end of a thing known which is
truth, and it is conversive, i.e., revocative, to the truth,
converting humans from many opinions which have no
foundation of truth. And it not only transfers them from
opinion to certain knowledge, but also from truth to
uniformity; and this is what he adds that it gathers
together various visions or, as is more properly said,
fantasies to one true cognition through the opposition of
falsity. And it not only converts them to the light of
truth, but also fills them by the light of truth itself,
which is in itself one and unitive of others. (80-93)

IV - 6

<This good is praised etc.> After Dionysius treats of the
Light, now he deals with the Beautiful to the understanding
of which the Light is prerequisite. And concerning this he
does two things: first he sets out that the beautiful is
attributed to God; second he shows the mode in which it is
attributed to God, <But the beautiful and beauty etc.> (1-4)

He says first therefore that this supersubstantial good,
which is God, is praised in holy scripture as the Beautiful,
in Cant. 1 “behold you are beautiful, my beloved”, and as
Beauty, Psalm 95 "confession and beauty in his face", and as
Love, I John 4 "God is love", and as Lovable, as introduced
by the authority of the Canticles, and whatever other
nominations pertaining to beauty are befitting to God:
whether through the causality of beauty, which he says
because of the beautiful and beauty, or in that beauty is

possessed graciously, which he says because of love and the
lovable. (4-10)

Then when he says <But the beautiful and beauty etc.,> he
shows how they are attributed to God. And concerning this he
does three things: first he sets forth that the beautiful
and beauty are attributed to God and to creatures
differently; second in what way they are attributed to
creatures, <For these in existing things etc.>; third how

they are attributed to God, <But the supersubstantial beauty
etc.> (11-14)

He says therefore first that in the first cause, namely God,
the beautiful and beauty are not to be divided as if the
beautiful is other than beauty, since the first cause alone
because of its simplicity and perfection comprehends the
whole, 1.e., all things, in one; whence even if the
beautiful and beauty differ in creatures, nevertheless God
comprehends both in Godself as one and the same. (14-18)

Then when he says <For these in existing things etc.>, he
shows how they are attributed to creatures. And he says that
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things. And because all thin
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gs in all things are found in a
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Then when he says: <But the beautiful etc.>, he shows how
the beautiful is said of God; and first he shows that it is
said according to excess; second that it is said through
cause, <From that beautifu}i etc.> Concerning the first he
does two things: first he proposes excess; second the
expounds it <And always existing etc.> (44-47)

But excess is twofold: one in genus, which is signified
through the comparative or superlative; the other outside of
genus, which is signified through the addition of the
preposition ‘super’: for example, if we should say that fire
exceeds in heat by excess in genus, whence it is called most
hot; but the sun exceeds by excess outside of genus, whence
it is not called most hot but superhot, since heat is not in
it in the same way but more excellently. And although this
twofold excess in caused things does not come together
simultaneously, nevertheless it is said in God
simultaneously both that God is most beautiful and super
beautiful, not that God is in a genus, but since all things
which are in any genus are attributed to God. (47-53)

Then when he says: <And always existing etc.>, he expounds
what he said. And first he expounds why God is called most
beautiful; second why God is called superbeautiful, <And
Just as of every beautiful etc.> (53-55)

For just as something is said to be whiter since it is more
unmixed with black, thus something is said to be more
beautiful through remotion from defect of beauty. But there
is a twofold defect of beauty in creatures: one, that there
are certain things which have variable beauty, as is
apparent in corruptible creatures. And this defect he first
excludes from God, saying that God is always beautiful
according to the same and in the same way and thus
alteration of beauty is excluded; and again there is no
generation or corruption of beauty in God, nor also its
increase or diminution, as is apparent in corporeal things.
But the second defect of beauty is that all creatures have
in some way particular beauty as also a particular nature.
And he excludes this defect from God with respect to every
mode of particularity. And he says that God is not in some
part beautiful and in another part shameful, as sometimes
occurs in particular things; nor also is God beautiful in
some time and not in another time, as occurs in those things
whose beauty falls under time; nor again is God beautiful in
one way and not in another, as occurs in everything which is
ordained to one determinate use or end: for if they be
applied to another, consonance will not be preserved, and
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and universally all creatures, whatever unity they have,
they have from the power of the Beautjful. (82-91)

Then when he says <And he is the principle of all things
etc.>, he expounds what he said concerning the causality of
the Beautiful; and first as far as the notion of causing;
second as far as the diversity of effects, <This one good
etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: he first
designates according to which notion the beautiful is called
a cause; second he infers a certain corollary from what was
said, <Because of this etc.> (91-94)

He says therefore first that the Beautiful is the principle
of all things and as a cause containing, i.e., preserving,
all things; for these three things seem to pertain to the
notion of an efficient cause: that it give esse, move, and
preserve. But a certain acting cause acts from desire of the
end, which is of an imperfect agent not yet having what it
desires; but it is of a perfect agent that it acts because
of its love which it has, and because of this he adds that
the Beautiful, which is God, is an effective and noving and
containing cause, by a proper love of beauty. For since it
loves proper beauty, it wants to multiply it as far as
possible, namely through communication of its own
similitude. But second that the Beautiful, which is God, is
the end of all things as the final cause of all things; for
all things are made that they might imitate the divine
Beauty in some way. Third it is an exenplary cause, since
all things are distinguished according to the divine
Beautiful, and the sign of this is that nothing endeavors to
imitate or represent anything except the Beautiful. (94-104)

Then when he says <Because of which etc.>, he infers a
certain corollary from what was said. And he says that,
since in so many ways the Beautiful is the cause of all,
thence it is that the Good and the Beautiful are the sanme,
since all things desire the Beautiful and the Good as a
cause in all ways, and since there is nothing that does not
participate the Beautiful and the Good, while anything is
beautiful and good according to a proper form; and also
further we will be able to say this boldly that even non-
existing, i.e., prime matter, participates the Beautiful and
the Good; for then even non-existing itself has a certain
similitude with the divine Beautiful and Good, since the
good and beautiful are praised in God through all ablation;
but in prime matter ablation is considered through defect,
but in God through excess in so far as God exists
Supersubstantially. But although the Beautiful and the Good
are the same in subject, since both brightness and
consonance are contained under the notion of the Good,
nevertheless they differ in notion: for the Beautiful adds
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they pertain to consonance, which is from the notion of
beauty, as was said above. (11-23)

Then when he says <Providences of superiors etc.>, he
enumerates those things which pertain to the order of
things. And first as far as action: just as superiors
provide for inferiors, which he touches upon when he says
‘alternate habitudes of coordinate things’, i.e., of equals;
and just as inferiors are converted to receiving from
superiors perfection and rule, and this is what he says
‘conversions of those who have less-’. (23-27)

Second he touches upon those things which pertain to the
existence of things themselves; and this is what he adds
that from the Beautiful there are mansions conservative of
then, i.e., of some things in themselves. For by this
something is conserved, that it remains within the limits of
its own nature; for if it should totally flow out from
itself, it would perish. But he adds ‘and intransmutable
. collocations’, i.e., foundations: for just as from the
fact that something remains in itself it is preserved, thus
also from the fact that something has a basis in itself upon
which it is established it is intransmutable. (28-32)

Third he posits those things which pertain to the dwelling
of one thing in another. Here it must be considered that,
while it is necessary that something be constituted from
some other things, first it is required that the parts cone
together, just as the many stones from which a house is
constituted come together with one another, and similarly
all universal parts come together in the notion of existing.
And for this reason he says that not only from the Beautiful
are the dwellings of things in themselves, but also the
communions of all things in all things according to the
property of each one; for all things are not in all things
in one way, but the superiors are in the inferiors by
participation, and the inferiors in superiors excellently,
and nevertheless all things have something common with all
things. Second it is required in parts that even though they
are diverse they can be composed with one another; for a
house is not made from cement and stone unless they are
joined to each other, and similarly universal parts are
joined in so far as they can fall under one order; and this
is what he says ‘and suitabilities’. Third it is required
that one part be helped from the others, just as a wall and
roof are supported by the foundation and the roof covers the
wall and foundation, and similarly in the universe the
superiors give perfection to the inferiors and in the
inferjors the power of the superiors is manifested; and this
is what he says ‘and unconfused friendship’, since mutual
help is without prejudice of the distinction of things.
Fourth a due proportion is required in the parts, so that
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<And to be moved etc.> Since he had made mention of the
motion of minds and souls which seem to be imnobile, here he
expounds what their motions are like: and first what are the
motions of angelic minds; second what are the motions of
rational souls, <But the motion of the soul is etc.> (1-4)

But it must be considered that, just as the Philosopher says
in De anima, motion is two-fold: one which is the act of the
imperfect, i.e., of an existent in potency; and such is the
motion of corporeal things which according to this are said
to be moved whether according to substance or according to
quantity or quality or place in so far as they go out from
potency into act. But another is the motion which is the act
of the perfect in that the operation itself of an existent
in act, remaining in its own operation, is called motion, as
to sense, to understand and to will. (4-9)

Therefore understanding motion in this way, he distinguishes
the motion of angelic minds in three ways in terms of the
similitude of local motion, which is more perfect among
corporeal motions, namely circular, straight and oblique.
But therc are two things to be considered in circular
notion: one, that it is uniform; another that circular
motion is without principle and end. Therefore intellectual
operation by which angelic minds contemplate God is compared
to circular motion, since they are habituated uniformly in
the contenmplation of God and Godself is without principle
and end. And for this reason he says that angelic minds,
which are divine through participation, are said to move
circularly by intellecting God in so far as they are moved
unitedly, i.e., uniformly, through illuminations proceeding
from the Beautiful and the divine Good, which are without
principle and without end. (9-17)

But it is from the property of straight motion that there is
found in it a principle and an end and that there is in it a
certain order and manifoldness according to its nearness to
the principle and end. Whence straight motion is said to be
in then in that they tend to provide for inferiors, the
principle of which providence is from the providing angel
itself, but the terminus is in that to which ultimately the
providence attains. And in this motion uniformity is not
found, since the perfecting agents provide for the nearer
things. And this is what he says that they are moved in a
direction in that they proceed to the providing for
inferiors; for their providence passes over through all
inferiors in the mode of a certain straight line. (17-24)

But it is from the property of oblique motion that it is a
medium between circular and straight, having something of
both. And this motion befits the angels in so far as they
are moved reqularly to provide for inferiors, which pertains
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considering that which it has in its own nature in so far as

it knows; then made uniform in this way it is united through
a convolution of this kind with united powers, namely
angelic, in so far as through the similitude of this uniform
apprehension it considers the uniformity of the angels in
Some way; and further through this convolution it is led to
the Beautiful and the Good, i.e., God, which is above all
existents and is maximally one and the same and is without
principle and interminable, which pertains to the notion of
a circle, as was said. And for this reason the circularity

of motion of the soul is completed in that it is led to God.
(43-56)

Then when he says <But obliquely etc.>, he describes the
oblique motion of souls which also is understood othervise
in souls than in angels. For in the operation of an angel
nothing is multiform in so far as it understands; but in
that it provides for inferiors its provision is variated
through diverse things. And for this reason oblique motion,
which is composed from straight and circular, having in
itself something of uniformity and multiformity, is
perceived in angels in that they thus provide for inferiors,
while they nevertheless remain in unifornm consideration of
God, which they have as the rule of their provision. But the
soul in its connatural cognition has multiformity in so far
as it is natural not to know except by discursion through
diverse things; but uniformity in it consists in this that
it is added to a uniform principle, by which it understands.
Thus therefore oblique motion, composed from uniformity and
multiformity, is perceived in souls in that it receives the
uniform illuminations of God not uniformly, but multiformly
according to its own mode. This is therefore what he says,
that the soul is moved obliquely in so far as it is
illuminated with divine cognitions according to its own
property, not indeed intellectually and singularly,, i.e.,
simply as the angels, but rationally and in a diffused way,
i.e., by discursion and by diffusing itself through diverse
things. And this he expounds adding ‘just as by comixed
operations’: for in a certain way it mixes itself with
things in so far as it diffuses itself to know diverse
things; ‘and transitive’, which refers to this which he said

‘rationally’: for it is a property of reason to pass over or
to discurse from one to another. (57-72)

Then when he says <But in the direct etc.>, he expounds the
straight motion of the soul, which has multiformity from its
own notion. But multiformity in the operation of an angel
was understood according to provision for inferiors, but in
the soul it is according to the variable and multiform
apprehension of diverse things, from which it receives more
simple and uniform cognitions. He says therefore that the
soul is moved in a direction when it does not enter into
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so that it will operate by a certain sinqular, i.e.,
intellectuality, since this pertains to its circular
id, but when it goes forth to exterior
things which are around it, from which just as from variable
and multiple signs it is elevated to the contemplation of

simple and united things. (72-79)

itself,
sinple,
mrotion as was sa

it is clear from the sufficiency and distinction of

1 that the soul either from its own
uniformity goes forth into superior things more uniforn, and
this is its completely uniform circular motion, or from the
uniform influence of illumination it receives variable and
multiform cognition, and this is its oblique motion, or
conversely from multiform and variable things it progresses
to simple cognition, and thus is its straight motion. (79-

83)

But
these motions of the sou

v -9

<Therefore of those etc.> Having expounded the motions of
the angels and of the soul, here he concludes the causality
of the Beautiful and the Good with respect to the motions
and rests of both them and of all other things. And first he
shows the causality of the Beautiful and the Good concerning
the differences of motions and rests; second concerning the
differences of all things, <For also from the same and

through the same etc.> (1-5)

He says therefore first that the Beautiful and the Good is

the cause of those motions of minds and souls, concerning

which it was said already, and also of three sensible
motions, which are in this universe, since also in sensible
things there is found a circular motion, as in celestial
bodies, and straight motion, as in heavy and light things,
and oblique motion, as in animals. And while immobile and
resting things are prior according to nature to these things
which are moved, since the principle of whatever motion 1is
from something immobile, the Beautiful and the Good in many
ways are the prior cause of the dwelling of each one, which
is perceived in that one thing is said to be in another, and
of their station in that one thing rests in another, and of
their collocation in that one thing is preserved and
established through another. (5-12)

But the Beautiful and the divine Good, which is above all
station and motion of creatures, is not only their
productive cause but also the containing, i.e., preserving,
and final cause; and for this reason every station and
motion is from it as from a productive cause and in it as in
a containing cause and toward which and by whose grace as in
a final cause: for to attain an end we are moved and by its
grace we operate; whence when he says ‘toward which’
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pertalns to the same nomination of an e"d, but wheﬂ it is
said by whose grace lOOkS toward the lntEHtlon in that

when we will one thi .
(12-18) ing we tend toward it as toward an end.

Th

thznuzzsgrhelsays <F9r also from the same etc.>, he unit

the uniy sal causality of the Beautiful and thé Good res

son di?;gg all dngerences of things. And first he posit
ences of things which a e

. i re caused from

wggg:lggi :zgrzgﬁtgsog; ::cond the diverse modestgg causing

b : o e Beauti
simply every existent etc.> (le-zifu1 and the Good, <And

Co : . .
di??g:g;:gsthe first, he first posits three substantial
every statiénsayéng' ;or this reason it is necessary that
the tood o3 anf motion be caused from the Beautiful and
thinges %or 255 rom it are caused all differences of

as througn an ez 1tlas from an‘active cause and through it
species ot mi htegp ary cause 1S every substance of whatever
angelic niné ghichesgn?isznghllfgl faether it is of an

or of a soul which vivifies a ggd;? ?g?fzg?t vivily a body

T <
c2§2i22r2345?225 to corporeal things, in which first are
he o thatlf erences pertaining to continual quantity. And
and mhenitay "rom 1t are caused all smallnesses, equaliéies
Fionagnity e; of th}ngs of a corporeal nature; for the
Fedicrenc ;qgalqu:nt;;y a;s great and small, of which the
n s , as said 1in the tenth ch
eaiun e aid t N apter of the
therg giéczer$u; these signify }ndetermxnate quantity; but
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proport;o. ut from the determination of quantity a
proport! 2 Zr;ses wpxch is the habitude of one quantity to
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N . certain proportions ar itti
oxe OPC e fittin
areo;g:n?itg'th? nature apd condition of things, andgcertain
harmony, andl:géog;; 212:1:g‘proportions in sound are called
' rtain similitude fitti

a : in
Shggggtagn:dsé ?nydtﬁlngs whatsoever are called garnony'

ce h an armony’. The notion i . '
g . itself of
ton&;gg;ty must also be considered in continuous quantit
thonict pertains yha; he adds ‘and concretions’. It is g%
constit;gg of continuity that it is divided; but division
constitu ii ::etngﬁxon of whole and part, since the part

a e whole i ivi ; i

he adds *totar pacre:” (26_;§)d1v1ded, and for this reason

::gghhihgppigacbes d%screte quantity which is number, of

wh multitﬁd;?CIgle is the one; whence he adds ‘ever§ one

roeryiuit - But there must be considered in multitude
ertain unity in that from the many the one is
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constituted either according to continuation or contact of
parts, to which pertains what he adds ‘and conjunctions of
parts’; or in any other way, to which pertains what he adds
‘the unions of every multitude’. But from the union of parts
fornm results, which is the perfection of the whole; whence
he adds ‘the perfections of the totality‘. (39-44)

Then he approaches the differences of diverse genera; whence
he adds ‘what kind’ as far as the genus of quality, ‘how
much’ according to the genus of quantity, ‘'in what order’ as
he calls order according to the genus of local position or
*in what order’ as far as discrete quantity in that it
refers to number; and he adds ‘infinite’ because gt'1§
congruent with continuous quantity according to division,
but discrete quantity according to ‘addition; and he also
adds ‘comparisons’ as far as the genus of relation, and
‘discretions’, i.e., differences, as far as the same genus,
as comparison pertains to the relation of fittingness: as
the same, equal, similar, but discretion to the relation of
difference: as diverse, unequal, dissimilar. And since he
posited the infinite and relation as if by consequence a
quantity and quality, he considered certain differences
concerning both. And first concerning the infinite he
considers the infinite itself when he says ‘every infinite’
and its opposite ‘every end’, and the gffective end when he
says ‘all definitions’; for something is called infinite 1n
that it is indeterminate. Ther he posits diversities of
comparison: but something is compared to another according
to prior and posterior and as far as this he says ‘orders’,
and according to greater and less and as far as this he says
‘excess’; and as far as cause and effect he thus says
‘elements’ because of material causes and ‘forms’ because of
formal causes. (44-57)

Further he approaches actions. And first he gosits division
according to substance and virtue and operation. Then he
shows the process of operation in humans: in which first
there is the habitus of the soul; second sense, 1.e.,
cognition or apprehension; third speech; fourth more ]
exterior action. Again he thus distinguishes action: for in
corporeal things action is through contact and on this point
he says ‘every touch’; but in the intellect it is through
science, which is as if a certain intellectual contgct;.but
in the will action is through the union of love, which is
also a certain touch of the will, whence he adds ‘every
union‘’. (58-64)

Then when he says <And simply etc.>, he shows the diverse
modes of causing which befit the Beautiful and the Good. And
concerning this he does three things: first he shows in what
way the Beautiful and the Good are the cause of.thlnqs in
diverse ways; second that every causality of things
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preexists in it, <And in the same etc.>: third he show

- . - * s
all causality is derived from it, <And éimply every how
principle etc.> (64-68)

He says therefore first that speaking universally all that
is is from the Beautiful and the Good, which is God, as from
an effectxye_principle, and in the Beautiful and the Good as
in a containing or preserving principle, and to the
{Beautlful and the Good it is converted, désSiring the same as
ran en@, and it is not only an end as something desired, but
)@lso in so far as all substances and actions are ordained to
11t as to an _end. And this is what he adds ‘and all things
‘whatsoevey that are and are made are and are made because of
Ithe Beautiful and the Good, and all things look toward it’
ias toward anq exemplary cause, which they have as a rule of
‘their operation, and from it they are moved as from a moving
'cause, and are contained and preserved in their motion and
action. But it does not move a thing because of some
extrancous end, but by its own grace with respect to its own

égtention, and in order that it be attained by things. (68~
)

Then when he says <And in the same etc.>, he shows that
every causality of other causes also preexist in it. And he
says that in it is every principle whether exemplary or
flnal, efficient, formal and elementary, i.e., material,
Just as effects are in the virtue of their cause. (77-79)

Then when he says <aAnd simply every principle etc.>, he
shows how all causality is derived from it. And he says that
universally every productive principle of things and every
conservative principle and every end and, as I will say ’
briefly, every existent are from the Beautiful and the Good
(and every non existent] supersubstantially, since namely
the negations of all things befit God through God’s excess.
But that God is said to be the principle and end of all
things is above the mode of other principles and God’s
perfection is above the perfection of others. But this
universal causality of the Beautiful and the Good he
confirms through the authority of scripture, adding ‘since
from the same’ as from an effective principle, ‘and through
the same’ as through an exemplary principle, ‘and in the
same’ as in a containing principle, ‘and to the same’ as to
an end, are all things, as the holy word of the Apostle
says, Rom. 11. But in what way all causality should be
attributed to the Beautiful and the Good can be obtained
from what was said above. (80~-89)

IV - 10

<Theref9re to all‘things is the Beautiful and the Good etc.>
After Dionysius discussed the Beautiful and the Good which
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inci to loving, here he discusses love itself. ?nd first
1nc1teh his own words; second through the words o he first
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gov: th;ee things: first he determines cox.xcernlngffoct of
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e ) j i meone s
des a certain objection, <An so : es T
2:21: Concerning the first hefd?esftwgezggggﬁéwféggtlgses'
y i ject o ove;
shows how God is the objec : 4 O e Sees
i Concerning the fir
<But he trusts also this etc.> i Est e e
i i hat is the objec ;
e things: for first he shows w h
;zzgnd in ghat way love enters singulars with refgsgtdggs in
singulars, <And because of it etc.>; third what
lovers, <And all beautiful etc.> (1-13)

. . is
He says therefore first that, since the end oi :lih;hlngs 1
from the Beautiful and thelGoogi xﬁyfgiiozﬁi;gg the  cable
. . e ,
Beautiful and the Good is lova 1 9SO he
i t of desire an o
and delectable, since the object c ve.ls
i evidence of those g )
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i er a possessio
oved; nor does someone rejoice ov )
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i mnething is sai ‘
is the Good. Therefore some : ning as
i disposed toward som
the appetite of the lover 1s t Some g e
i the habitude itse
toward its own good. Therefore‘ : .
relation of appetite to sopethlgg.aidtzoxzzngzgiggogslto ies
d love. But all that is ordained to something as to 115
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égigzed; but sometimes it is totally gr;ngtt;Z ;:lgsgdgh:§d
. s T : r jo .
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iwi rief concerning 1
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Thus therefore it is evident how it
‘desirable and lovable’; for desire
of love; for since love pertains to
to order the appetitive is also the order of love. But the
most imperfect appetitive natural appetite is apart fron
cognition, which means nothing other than natural
inclination. But above this is the sensible appetite which
follows cognition, but is apart from free choice. But the
highest appetite is that which is with cognition and free
choice; for this appetite in some way moves itself. Whence
also the love that pertains to this is most perfect and is

called dilection in that what is to be loved is discerned by
free choice. (28-35)

differs when he says
is a certain affection
the appetite, according

Then when he says <And because of the same etc.>, he shows
how love befits singulars with respect to singulars. Where
it must be considered that, since love entails a habitude of
appetite toward the good of the lover, it happens that
something is loved in as many ways as there are ways that
something is the good of another. Which first occurs in two
ways; for the good is said in two ways just as being is: for
in one way ens is said properly and truly that it subsists,
as stone or human; in another way that it does not subsist
but that by it something is, just as white does not subsist,
but something is white by means of it. Thus therefore also
the good is said in two ways: in one way as if it were
something subsisting in goodness; in another way as if it
were the goodness of another, by which something is well.
Thus therefore something is loved in two ways: in one way
under the notion of subsisting good and this is to be loved
properly and truly, since namely we want the gocd to be in
it, and this love by many is called benevolence or
friendship; in another way through the mode of the goodness
inhering in that something is said to be loved, not in so
far as we want that it be good in itself, but in so far as
we want that it be good for something else, just as we are
said to love science or health. (36-47)

Nor is it unfitting if we should in this way love some
things which subsist through themselves, not indeed by
‘eason of their substance, but by reason of some perfection
ich we attain from it: just as we are said to love wine,
not because of the substance of wine as it is good in
itself, but as through wine it is well with us or in so far
as we are delighted by its flavor or in so far as we are
Sustained by its humor. But everything which is accidentally
is reduced to that which is per se. Thus therefore this
thing which we love, as it is good for something else, is
included in the love of that which we love, as it is good in
itself. But something must not be loved through that which
is accidentally, but through that which is per se; and for
this reason it is necessary to receive the diversity of love
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rding to those which we thus love so that we might want
o
:gg good in them. (47-54)

i it is our good, it
i whatever we love in SO far as s
5nd séggzary for love to vary in as many modes as t?zze a
1Sd:§ in which something is the good of somethlngeihiné is
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particularly and in so far as the highest contain
many lower things. (54-65)

) d

i i é four modes of love. And
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z:gniirg; ig that the lower loves 1its supenox:‘l.3 gﬂgizgisand
what he says that because of tpefcogdrzndlgtz tie o
i ce ninor things, i.e., 1inferiors, i
::fngga i.e., superioré, by converting themselvgsh;o gg?té
since in then they have their perfflzcmggc.j ﬁzcggys thgt they

i i s.

de in which equals love equa A h that they |
Egsemgoordinates, i.e., equals, comryuunu:a;:.vel)‘;(,:i‘lzéeo,r in
far as they communicate with then gltperwigc:psuperiors  ve
i i e in
me order. Third he posits the mo hich
?z2§riors. And he says that the better th;ngg ig:gdzhior
lesser provisively, namelz in ?o iangir:hexepposits for
n as contained under themselves. :

;232 in which something loves itself. And he Szﬁss;h?ar as
singulars love themselves gontentlvely, i.e.,
something is contained in itself. (65-74)

i s t

Then when he says <And every beautiful etc.>, tﬁeugg;;o:ha
roduces love in the lover. For since love 1s byl
gasis of appetite, it is necessary that.eve;ydogince very
appetite be caused from love, as was said. 'Ze e oy
operation of any thing is caused from appeti i A
tgat every action of any thing 1s caused fr??l 3§a;ever o
is what he says, that all things make and wi tever
is that they make and will from the desire of the Be
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and the Good. And he takes here desire for love, which is
its effect, as was said. (74-79)

Then when he says <But he trusts etc.>,
loves. And he says that we can confident
is the cause of all, because of the exce
loves all things; and from love God makes all things, giving
them esse; and God perfects all things by filling singulars
with their proper perfections; and God contains all things
by preserving them in esse; and God converts the whole,
i.e., God orders them to Godself as to an end. And thus we
speak: love is good and is of the Good, i.e., of God as of
lover, and it is for the sake of the Good as of an object;
for God loves nothing except for the sake of God's own
goodness. And in order to expound what he said, he adds that
the love by which God loves existents is operative of
goodness in them; and because of this he said: the good
itself causally also preexists in the Good, i.e., in God,
according to excess, just as all things which are in
creatures pertaining to perfection are more excellently in
God, and for this reason he said the divine Love to be of
this kind of good in so far as the divine Love does not
permit itself to remain in itself without seed, i.e.,
without production of creatures, but love moves itself to
operating according to the most excellent mode of operation
in so far as it produces all things in esse. For from love
of its own goodness it proceeds since it wills to diffuse
its own goodness and to communicate it to others as far as
possible, namely through the mode of a similitude, and that

its goodness does not simply remain in itself, but flows
outward to others. (79-92)

he shows how God
ly say that God, who
ss of God's goodness

Iv - 11

<And let no one

judge us etc.> Here he excludes a certain
objection:

For it might seem to someone that the name of
love always signifies material passion and for this reason
it would not be useful in divine things. But he excludes
this objection first through reason; second through
authorities, <But not that we seem to say these things etc.>
Concerning the first he does two things: first he says that
the objection is irrational; second he applies reason, <It
is necessary to see according to right reason etc.> (1-6)

He says therefore first that no one o

ught to suppose that we
cormmend to God the name o

f love except by the custom and
fittingness of holy scripture. For it is irrational and
improper, as I believe, that a person does not keep in mind
the power of the intention, i.e., that which someone intends
to signify through the name, but only the words themselves.
And this does not pertain to those who want to understand
divine things, but to those who receive the sounds
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themselves lightly, not pondering their significations and
who also hold sounds merely externally, namely in the ears,
so that they do not pass beyond to the intellect, who do not
want to see what such diction signifies and how it happens
to expound one saying through other clearer sayings that
signify the same thing. But such things suffer something
from the elements themselves, i.e., the letters, and lines,
i.e., the written figures, being sensible and not
intelligible, since the sounds of the saying themselves do
not pass over to the intellectual part of the soul, but die
around the lips of the speakers and around the ears of the
hearers, and if it is not possible that the quaternary
number should be signified through twice two or what I call
a rectangle is signified through having straight lines or
the maternal alone is signified through the paternal. And it
is similar concerning any other things in which there occurs
one intention to be signified by diverse parts of speaking.
But those are said to be sympathetic with the letters and
vocal (not intelligible) sayings who accept sone sayings
because they are affected by the words themselves but do not
attend to their sense. (6-21)

Then when he says <It is necessary to see etc.>, he
designates the reason of the foregoing; and first that it is
not necessary to attend to the words when it is evident fronm
the senses; second that one must use clearer words, <But
when the mind etc.> (21-23)

He says therefore first that it is necessary to see
according to right reason that we are accustomed to the
elements, namely the vocalizations, and the syllables and
sayings and lines, i.e., written lines, and speeches,
whether written or spoken, because of the senses themselves,
namely because of hearing and vision. But when our soul is
moved by intellectual operation to participate intelligible
things, then the senses of exterior sensibles are
superfluous since sensibles are preparatory to the
intelligibles; but when we come to a terminus, we recede
from the way and thus when the sense is already established
through the words concerning the intention the service of
the words by which it is signified ceases. And for this
reason one must not be deceived concerning this. And he
posits an example of this, that the intellectual powers of
our natural reason also are superfluous when our soul,
conformed to God, casts itself to things divine, not by
casting our corporeal eyes, but by a casting of faith,
namely when the unknown and inaccessible divine light unites
and communicates itself to us. For while we consider those
things which are of faith, we do not judge them through
natural reason; and similarly when we want to understand
something, it is not necessary to judge this through words.
(24-35)
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Then when he says <But wh i
en the minds etc.>, he sho
g:i'ihOUId use clearer words. And he says tﬁat whenwguihgz d
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s, en are they more precious, i
h h .., no
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: 1gible intentions, so that speech
plain by more manifest visible' i £ when those thy
3 T things. But when th i
which are not manifested i i i presented”
: n sensible things are repres
by the senses, then_nexther the senses themselves gan ented
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:gﬁn w:en he says <But Qs‘those are not etc.>, he shows the
thie ;ergugh Ege authorities of scripture. And concerning
s oes ree things: first he shows how h i
i B3 oly scriptur
g::i :gg name of lovg in divine things; second hox certgin ¢
nan; fxng 1t more fitting to use the name of love than the
ne of dilection, <Although it was seen etc.>; third he

shows that both are to be indi
hearers otc o tasrer: used indifferently, <But from the

He says therefore first that, so he might not seem to
1ntroduce the afgrementioned reasons as if he wanéed to
ggszeiz sgiy scripture, against those who accuse the name of
roett éng matters, he introduces these authorities
. S 'an. it will save you" etc., according to another
ranslation; but our.translation has, Prov.4 "love it"
gigeiz :;TTom, "and it will preserve you" and thus "seize it
nd w'lll exalt you, and you will be glorified by it, when
b 111 have embraced it". And many other things are said
in scripture to the praise of love, as is apparent in the

amative theologi i i i i
(19555 gians, 1i1.e., 1in the Canticle of canticles.

Then when he says <Althou i
y gh it was seen etc.>, he shows th

ig@e Ehouqht this name of love should be more'used in divizz

ing:. And concerning this he does three things: first he
$o¢;'g the state@ent of others; second he shows what seens
desiégiiéé zg this, <For to me they seem etc.>; third he

e reason of the statement of

because of this etc.> (53-56) others, <But

ggs;gxgﬁﬁherfigre that to gertain dqctors who treated holy
" seemzé'ti ough they did not write canonical scripture,
i at the name of love was more fitting to things
vine than thg name of dilection. Whence Ignatius Martyr
writes concerning Christ saying, ‘my love’, i.e. Chrisz in
;hom all'my love 1s, ‘was crucified’. And Philo éays in a
ook, which he made introductory to holy sayings, concerning
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divine wisdom ‘I was made a lover of its beauty’, Wisdom 8.
From which it is clear that the book of Wisdom was not yet
held to be among canonical scripture. Whence he concludes
that we ought not to fear to use the name of love nor ought
some objection recall us from this, intending beyond this to
handle the doubt raised. (56-63)

Then when he says <For it seems to me etc.>, he shows how it
seems to him on this matter. And he says that it seems to
him that makers of holy scripture commonly and indifferently
use the name of dilection and of love. /(63-65)

Then when he says <But because of this etc.>, he designates
the reason why some say that the name of love is more to be
used in divine matters. And he says that because of this it
seems that the name of love is more applied to divine
things, so that the understanding of those who unfittingly
use the name of love might be excluded since, while in God,
as it befits God, true love is praised not only by us who
expound holy scripture but also by the scriptures
thenmselves, nultitudes of foolish men who are not able to
receive the uniformity which the name of divine love
signifies slip down according to their own custonm to the
love which is found in corporeal things, which is divisible
and divided: since such love does not find the whole which
satisfies it in one thing and for this reason it is divided
and diverse; and if through a period of time it satisfies
itself in one thing, nevertheless it does not last in this,
but it is natural to it to seek what is pleasing to it 1in
diverse things. And this befits corporeal things since they
are divisible or divided. But here love is not true love,
just as divided and divisible good is not true and perfect
good, but good indivisible, which is maximally one; for the
good and the one concur in the same thing, as Boethius
proves in the boaok De consolatione. (65-76)

But here corporeal love is a certain idol, i.e., a
similitude of true love, or more a certain defect or falling
from true love. And for this reason multitudes sink down to
this love, since they cannot grasp the uniformity of the
divine love. And for this reason this name is ordered in
divine wisdom, as appearing to many more offensive, i.e.,
unfitting, so that hey might be elevated and excited upward,
as if reclining in superior things, to the cognition of true
love and also so that they might be liberated from the
difficulty which they suffer concerning this name: just as
also in other nominations of God corporeal things more base
are frequently attributed to God, so that the mind is forced
not to remain in them but to understand God above all
things, as is said in the second chapter of the Angelic
Hierarchy. And for this reason scripture uses the name of
love more in divine things, since we use this name more for
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base and carnal love. Bu
e ar . t on the other hand it w
o
:ggigtlpg that they'shoglq be judged by us to be :igtgi
expreés;éeéﬂréovﬁst;n divine things, which seem to be Y
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giggzizszég g?n;ggﬁxye', in that in such a conSunction the
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preexists in the Beautiful and the Good, namely in Godewho
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égg ag;;ni;h;s vt;;uT is attributed to things created by
' eaut1ful and good, becaus f th
Beautiful which is th ob £ Yove: for motns
e proper object of love; f i i
loved except in so f i ! h of the memtofu
ar as it has the notion of the B ]
: S eaut
:ngafhe QOod. And this virtue contains coordinates, i.e.liul
a?teriétl? t?at they are thus disposed to each other becéuse
alt Virte y Ehey communicate themselves to each other. Also
the c0112§a2e512;2520v§s iuperiors to provide for inferiors
: : who have less, i.e inferiors, int
C .e. o
Superiors 1n so far as it converts these'to those aé to a

proper good whi i i
PEoper ?98-104;Ch they have in them. And this was expounded

v - 12

;2::r1§ i: also making ecstasy etc.> After Dionysius
ecstag;nshiggnggrggng ;?ve, here he determines concerning
e effect of love. And c i i
does three things: fir ; oy to beltha s Be
: st he proposes ecstasy to b
" e the
effect of love; second he shows this in crzgtures, <And the
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i is i <But
i things show etc.>; third he shows this in God,
zzgzr;?;o must be dared etc.> (1-4)

i i i t be considered that there 1s
e te thﬁefgéize;; 2:2 cognitive and appet;glvi gzzeié
hac dlffer?nvirtue are cognitive in that they are gin n
R aqwer, but an act of virtue is appetitive ac§9r wgich
the l'mow'ar't'on which it has while desiring the t 1ngs hich
e etred. ;ut the first operation of the appetite 1'natioﬁ
o d951req& bove; whence love entails the first inc :ion on
as was S?t 2owaré a thing in so far as it has ;hetnge o ing
e orod, ehich is the object of appetite. But jus th;ough
i ggod( wtwo ways, namely of that which subsx§tsth ugh.
it 3 13 that whiéh is in another, thus also ;shavz g
;iszté :gy it is said of things Su251?21230¥22§ S is

is called good. Ir . )
goqdneis,hgi :hggﬁagsl;n sonmething making 1t gogd,‘guizmgﬁ
S reue is alled the good of human being since g ;ein -
being is 9o d; for similarly also white is calle > ig,
being 1s goo Lbsistinq in its own esse, but since ything i
Somaehin 1§°swhite Love therefore tends ;oward .,omeh_Ch i
somethxn? in one w;y as toward a substaptxal good,dwi; "
he ways.htg love something that we desire th? gooanother'
o w? v a person while desiring their good; 12 another e
vay 1 ovi ndg toward something as in an accidenta bg goéd
! o 'stue not indeed because we desire 1t t?'rst modé
:ﬁtlzzet:;: th;ough it we migh; pengzggé B:;etggco;d A
rie '

Seve of conc nﬁzgeﬁgz.ng: ?i sometimes occurs thaiogg also
Tove % conﬁ;gisting goods in this second mode of Loy éf
sime someds not love them for themselves but for grﬁrk by
their ac igents as we love wine, desiring to ?eved gecause
fre s acg ess; ;nd similarly when a person 1S 2 ed e tor
1;._sh?:eﬁr“her'enjoyment or utility, they are no
2hemse1ves, but accidentally. (5-21)

i lover

i f love the affection of the lo
Thereforetgzogo;hamggiiagn inclination to the l?ved E:ng,
bu b9rn3'v rsegways- for in the second mode qfl ozﬁt Chrough
borne. 1t?\e loved éhing through an act ot‘wxl : P
e Eo tion of the affection it returns 1into ¥t§§inéd
Chen' T Geaire Juecice or vine, o acfoction 16 inelinid,

o n,

Fowarq oniforsiﬁgeoztegs thus borne towards thes: ?gvzhgges
theo lﬁsiheﬁ the good might be in it; whence suc (hove ot
not Pl the lover outside of himself as far aﬁ e N ode
the l?lacet‘.ion But when something is loved in the e
o lntenthe éffection is thus borne 1into t@e lovg thing
og iozildoes not return into itself, since it difiiﬁ;
5 ad of the loved thing itself,.not because So?ore I ove
e to it from the loved thing. Thus there e Sueh it
;5233225 zc;tasy, since it places the lover outside
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But this occurs in three ways;
into which the affection is bor
ways. In one way such that that
the one loving and through this
as part to the whole,
perfect totally are in
according to this the 1
way such that the loved

for that substantial good
ne can be disposed in three
good is more perfect than
the lover is compared to it
since those things which are in the
the imperfect partially; whence
over is something loved. In another
good is of the same order with the
lover. In the third way the lover is more perfect than the
loved thing, and thus the love of the lover is borne into
the loved thing as into something of itself. Thus therefore
while the affection of the lover is borne into a loved
superior, of which the lover itself is something, the Jlover
orders its own good in the beloved: just as if the hand
loved the person, it would order itself in the whole; whence
it would be placed totally outside itself, so that in no way
would something of its own remain in itself, but it would
order the whole in the beloved. But it is not thus, while
something loves something equal to itself or that which is
below it: for not one hand, if it loved the other, would
order all of itself to the other, nor a person loving his
hand would order all of its own good in the good of the
hand. Thus therefore something ought to love God, that
nothing of its own remain in itself but be ordered in God.
But when it loves equals or inferiors, it is enough that it
tends toward others while going out of itself, because it
does not intend itself alone but others; nor is it necessary
that it totally order itself in then. (22-42)

Thus therefore divine love can be understood here in two
ways: in one way as the love by which God is loved. And in
this way these words are to be expounded that the divine
love produces ecstasy, i.e., it places the lover outside of
himself, i.e., it ordains him in God such that it does not
permit the lovers themselves to be of thenselves but of
divine things which are loved, since nothing of their own
remains in them which is ordered to God. In another way the
divine love can be understood as that which is derived fron
God, not only in God, but also in others, whether equals or
inferiors, and it must be understood in this way: not
sending lovers to their own things simply, but to the loved
things, i.e., to those which are loved, since love makes it

that they do not intend themselves alone, but also others.
(43-49)

Then when he says <And they show etc.>, he exhibits what he
had said in creatures; and first through induction; second
through authority, <Because of this Paul also etc.> (49-51)

He says therefore first that
aforementioned effect of lov
they effect for inferiors;

superiors demonstrate the
e through the providence which
for by this they are in some way
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ide themselves, because they attend to others.
Aigcggmgggily coordinates, i.e., equals, show it ghrouggn;he
continence by which they contain each ogher,‘name ¥ as one
is helped and assisted by anothgr: And inferiors also sth
it through this that the more divine are conyerted to t 1§1
superiors, as to those in whom their good exists. For 1in a
these cases it appears that something goes outside o(h
itself, while it is converted to the other. But here g uses
the genitive for the ablative, since the Greeks lack the
ablative. (51-57)

Then when he says <Because of this Paul also etc.>, he shows
the same through authority. And he says that because of
this, that love does not permit the lover to be of itself,
but of the beloved, Paul, greatly const*tuted in QLyxne love
as in a certain container, and by the v1rtue'o£ divine love
making him to go out of himself totally, as if speaking by
the divine mouth, says, Gal. 2 "1 l1ve,.but not I, ?ut
Christ lives in me", namely since by going out of hlmseéf he
projected himself entirely into God, as a true lover and as
suffering ecstasy, living in God and not living by hxs.?wn
life but by the life of Christ as the beloved, which life
was to him intensely lovable. (57-63)

Then when he says <But it must be dared etc.>, he says that
the aforementioned operation of love is also found in God,b
saying that this must be said boldly for the truth, l.e.,l y
making this truth boldly, or for the truth, i.e., for tr; y
asserting this, that God, who is thg cause of all throug
God’s beautiful and good love by which God loves all things,
according to the abundance of God’s goodness by which God
loves things, is outside of Godself in so far as God } 3
provides for all existing things through God’s goodness an
love or dilection, so that in some way God is borne and in
some way deposited by God’s own excellence, in that God
exists above all things and is separated from all th%ngs, SO
that God is in all things through the effects of God’'s own
goodness according to a certain e§stasy,'whxc§ God
nevertheless thus makes it to be in all inferior things, so
that God’s supersubstantial virtue does not go out from
Godself; for God thus fills all things that God is in no way
evacuated from God’'s own virtue. And he added, so that when
he said ‘God is deposited’, it should not to be understood
as some diminution of Cedself, but only that ng. ]
communicates Godself to inferiors through participation of
God’s own goodness. (63-74)

Then when he says <Because of which they are stronger etc.>,
he explains the meaning of zeal, whlch.entaxls a certain ]
intensity of love. And he says that, since the operation o
love is found most excellently in God, for ;hxs reason those
who are excelling in cognition of divine things name God
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zealous, as is clear in Exodus 20 "I the Lord your God anm
zealous", since God has many things from good love to
created existents. But zeal implies an intensity of love;
which intensity sometimes occurs in human beings, that a
person wanting singularly to possess what he loves does not
suffer it to be loved by another, and according to this some
define zeal saying: zeal is an intensified love that does
not permit a partner in the beloved. But he excludes this
from divine zeal when he adds that God excites all things to
zeal of God’s own amative desire; for God makes it that what
God loves should also be loved by others. There is also
found in human zeal and love another condition through which
it differs from divine: for love and similarly zeal in us is
caused from beauty and goodness; for something is beautiful
not because we love it, but we love it because it is
beautiful and good; for our will is not the cause of things
but is moved by things; but the will of God is the cause of
things, and for this reason God’s own love makes those
things which God loves good and not conversely. And this is
what he says, that God is called zealous, as that through
which those things which are willed or desired by God or by
anyone else are made subject to zeal, i.e., intensely
lovable. (74-89)

But it occurs sometimes that we also make certain lovable
things which are from our labor, but nevertheless not all
things which we produce through labor are lovable; for we
occasionally make evil and defective works. But everything
which God makes are from this very fact good and lovable.
And this is what he adds, that God is called zealous, as by
all those things which conme through God’s providence to
zealable, i.e., intensely lovable, existents. (89-93)

Thus therefore having ended what he had intended to say
concerning the Good and the Beautiful and love, he adds, as
if by collecting the things set out beforehand, that the
lovable and love is totally of the Beautiful and the Good as
of an object and it preexists in the Beautiful and the Good
as in a subject, although the first Beautiful and Good,
namely God, cannot properly be said to be the subject of
something; and again, because of the Beautiful and the Good

love and lovability is and exists in things as from a cause.
(93-97)

IV - 13

<But what the theologians totally wanting etc.> After
Dionysius explained the meaning of love and those things
which are consequent upon love, here he solves a certain
doubt; and first he poses a question; second a solution,
<For of this it is etc>; third he posits a manifestation of
the solution, <But thus lovable etc.> (1-4)
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ks therefore first what the hearers of holy scrzgture,
o om : call theologians, wanted to signify, when they
whon ¢ ez named God dilection and love, as 1s clear in 1
Sometlmﬁcod is love"; but sometimes they name ng lovabled
;zgndZIectable, as in Canticles 1 "The young maidens love

you exceedingly". (4-7)

is . he posits two )
en he says <For of this etc.>, C )

Tgiztzgns to thg question set fortp, the first of WhiChsi:CG
ih t God is called love and dilection causally, namelyve ne
Go: is the cause of love in so far as god sends outd_2 el
others and in some way generates love 1in them acco; iegtable

certain similitude; but God is called é?vablg SZTeciable

i i i e an .

tiall since God is what 1is ;ova : 1

:ize:e des%énates the reason of this so;utlonéd31gﬁi love

ignifi i by which a lover is moved, .

e abte I8 that whi ith such a motion; but it
ctable is that which moves w1l T ) .
ggiiains to God that God moves also by caus;ng‘motlogo;nthat
another, and for this reason it see:s to gﬁgtgzgong Sod ot

is 1 i i thers. S
God is lovable, creating love 1n o T so
i ble, sine God moves
is that God is called love and lova e, d v
éidseli and brings Godselflio gog§81f&nfg;osoa:élicézrging
certain motion. For God wills God’s O Lood A e Cony
is, as God is God’s own goodness whi i
Egvzglcéd's own will, God is called dglgct?gleb;nghizzagég
: i to will Godself,
by Godself. But 1in so gar asl S . ennee cod
ills God’s own good, is God’s own esse :
Y;Iéod's own lovg. Tﬁus therefore the leSt solutlo: ve God:
received was according to the love by which oi?erse_go) ;
but this second love by which God loves Godself. (

Then when he says <But thus delgctable etc.>, ge_gxg;?igz
the stated solution; and first in so far aslGo 1<But red.
lovable; second in so far as God is called love,

etc.> (20-22)

He says therefore that God is called delectaple gpd }Zvable
in so far as God is beautiful and good; for in this
included the object of love. (22-23)

Then when he says <But love etg.)s hg sho:irggwtggﬁg;? firet
i his he does :
called love. And concerning t ) : : o
i h are attributed to ;
osits the effects of love whic ¢
gzcgnd the properties of love,.<And by the segreg@t:gg oin
union etc.>; third the procession of love, <Preexis g

the good etc.> (24-26)

But the effects of love are threefold;‘;:? iigs;eggﬁsc;féict
t it moves the lover to some operation; : t
Egathat it converts the work of theilover throu?h 1n§2ntxon
into the beloved; the third ef(gct is that all g¥elove and

manifestive of itself through signs and effects '
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through this the lover seeks that he not only love, but also
be loved. And he attributes these three things to God.
Whence he says that God is called love and dilection in so
far as God moves both Godself and others through love to
some operation, regarding the first effect; and at the same
time with this God is called love by elevating others to
CGodself who alone is beautiful and good according to
Godself, as the essence itself of beauty and goodness, and
this regarding the second effect; and God is also called
love just as love is manifestive of itself through itself,
i.e., by its own proper virtue. (27-34)

Then when he says <and segregated etc.>, he posits five
properties of love, the first of which is perceived
according to its cause, which is some union of the lover and
the beloved; for it is clear that anything naturally loves
itself in so far as it naturally desires its own good; and
since something is one with itself, it follows that it loves
itself, and for this reason we love more those things which
are more conjoined with us. And this is what he says, that
love is attributed to God as a certain good procession of a
certain segregation, i.e., of an excellent union, since as
much as love is more perfect such also is the union from
which it proceeds greater. The second property is taken from
the part of the object; for it is a property of love that it
make the lover tend toward the beloved, through which love
is distinguished from cognition, which does not bear the
knower to the thing known, but conversely; and this is what
he says ‘and amative motion’. The third property is what he
calls ‘simple’; for the first in any genus must be simple;
whence while the first motion of the appetite is love, it is
necessary that it be simple; and through this love differs
from anger, which is a motion composed from provoking sorrow
and vindictive desire. Its fourth condition is that it is
mobile through itself, which also befits it in so far as it
is the first motion of the appetite, since in any genus what
is through itself is prior to what is through another; and
through this love differs from fear: for fear is like a
violent motion coming from outside, but love is like a
natural motion proceeding from within. The fifth property is
“hat it is operating through itself, which also occurs in it

' reason of its own priority; and in this it differs fron
hope: for the one who operates otherwise because of hope
operates because of another; but the one who operates
something from love operates through himself what is
pleasing to himself. (35-52)

Then when he says <Preexisting in the good etc.>, he
explains the procession of love. And he says that this love
is first in the Good itself, which is God, and from this
Good it emanated into existing things, and on the other hand
participated in existents it converts itself to its own
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i i ; d as far as what the divine
inciple which is the Gooq, an he
Prlncigl he demonstrates dxfferenyly before otheigi;tio the
¥°vermiﬁability ana lack of principle, which perta 52,
1ntgon of a circle: for a certain circularity appeard In
?05: in that it is from the Good and to the Good, anSince
cgrcularity befits the eternity o: t?e :;;ngiéozg,What e
i i n be perpetual. AL .
only circular motion ca : L pafieadini bl
as a certain eterna
Say S use of & object, and from the Good as
it is because of the Good as an j . : °
;:o; a cause, and perseverzgg ;n t@i Gzzg;c?:g tggdéggdtby .
i thus it e
the Good to be attained, an 1 h ood
i i se of uniformity.
ain unerring convolution becau u
ggi:uous and difform methods ari the ggg;e :ideggogésgﬁgbes
i e .

i mity of method preserves from S
z:tzoznifgrmity in the way of love when he says t:atcéggeazz
in the same and according to the same, 1i.e., 1n auze- od and
according to the Good, and it procegds as 1¥ ac : tﬁe e
always remains in so far as it retains the form oc the Good
as of a proper object; and it is restored in the sa

an end. (52-65)
Iv - 14

) . - . - 0
<And this our noble etc.> After ongysxustglssgigzdoiove, t
i i introduces e
confirm the foregoing he here 1intr :
Hierotheus concerning love; and first he Staiezshl§Whether
intention; second he posits the words themselves,

divine love etc.> (1-3)

. . ited
He says therefore first, that these thlzgs :212: ::esggjlt
i i tatenents, !
elow also befit the foregoing s :
that Hierotheus, who was perfecter, 1.e., 09€ ;e?ihggrégin
these things which pertain to sanctity, recl eh'le S
divine praises which he made conggiz;ng igvio:mzmorat;phere,
i it 1 ing
God; which hymns it is not unfi er
Zz thi; that thgy might be imposed byrzggntiiiza:ﬁdog love,
: . p
certain holy head, 1.e., as a C 1 )
?zriain principlg to confirm what was said above concerning

love. (4-8)

Then when he says <Whether qivine love etc.>, hﬁiﬁostﬁistni
words of Hierotheus concerning love. And.cgnce:he givision
does three things:lfirst thgozgigg.cggzgzgnge he <1
»finition of love are ; N )
ggﬁoﬁgiigting the order of loves proqeedlgg égggsa single
love, <Since from one many etc.>; third tte WOrds e, <How
demonstrating the reduction of all loves to ,

on the other hand resuming etc.> (9-12)

But first five loves are dis?ingUiShegﬁ‘tge‘giéiieZEu:?ICh
i ivine love; second angelxc_love; ird inte ‘
igvgt namely b; which human beings love according to their

-
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intellective part; fourth is animal love which pertains to
the sensitive part, whether in humans or in animals; the
fifth is natural love which pertains to natural appetite,
whether in animals as far as the nutritive part or in plants
or even in inanimate things. For when it is said that love
implies the first motion of the will and appetite, in

anything where there is will and appetite there is love.
(13-18)

But a certain common notification of love is fitting to all
the aforementioned loves; which he adds that, whichever of
the aforementioned loves we might name, we understand
through the name of love a certain unitive and concretive
virtue. But virtue here is perceived neither for passion nor
for habit, since love is not a passion or an act, but it is
perceived commonly in that all that has efficacy to produce
something can be called a virtue or virtuous; whence it
would be clearer if he would say ‘union’ and ‘virtuous
concretion’, but he preferred to say virtue, speaking
emphatically, in order to show the efficacy of love. But
union differs from concretion: for love is a union in that
the lover and beloved come together in some one thing,
whether that be the substance of both, as when something
loves itself, or whether it is a species, as things which
are of the same species love each other, or whether it is
homeland, as compatriots love themselves, or whether it is
any other thing; but concretion pertains to love in that
those which are thus united in something remain distinct, at
least as far as the notion of lover and beloved. (19-29)

But this union and concretion is found in diverse ways in
diverse loves. For in cognitive things this union or
concretion is from the apprehension of the lover who esteens
the beloved in some way to be one with himself and from this
he is moved toward it through the affection of loving, as
also toward himself; and because of this diverse loves are
distinguished according to the diverse notions of
apprehensible things: for the notions of divine cognition
and angelic cognition and human according to intellect, and
of all animals according to sense, are different. But union
and concretion in natural love comes from a certain natural
suitability as something is inclined toward another as
befitting itself; and such inclination is called natural
love. But to what the virtue of love extends itself he shows
adding, that it moves superiors to provide for inferiors;
and equals to communicating with each other alternately to
themselves; and inferiors in that they are converted to
their superiors, by subjecting themselves to them and by
attaining to them as to their causes and by desiring them as
that from which their good depends. (29-40)
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s <Since from one etc.>, he posits the words
Tge:i:2§:h2ﬁs?azhowing the order of the many loves derived
?rom the divine love; and the.words seen to be theus
recapitulating some of the things said above. Hierotheu

s therefore: since we ordered many loves from the one,
§az we showed that from one divine love many loves conme
téréﬁ in an order, and also consgquently we s?glof wgat
quality are the cognitions and virtues of worldly gn . 1oves
supraworldly loves, i.e., how mundane and super?ug :: Loove
are able to be known and what is the efficacy o ‘o'd X all.
From which it is given to be understood that he dxvxle a
loves into mundane and supermundane: naming mundane1 c:g b
those by which the sensible goods of the world are o;ane Yy
any love, but mostly animal.apd natural; but supernun ane
loves those by which intelligibles and true goo@share .
And among those loves he designated an order w?1c dane and
consequently he touches upon: from which, name ydmun ane a
supermundane loves, the supermundgne loves excee _agc ra q
to the designated notion those which are divided 1in ?ove is
orders, of which the inferior and nearer to mund{anel ye 1s
the orders and splendor of 1ntel%ectual loves, namely mar
- for above he called the human intellectual - (and ¢ the
intelligible). But he says ‘intellectual’ on the par: gre
lover, but ‘intelligible’ from the part of th?se t ah are
loved. Because he adds above orders ‘splendor’, he sho
the intellectual loves not only order, but also a . (e
fittingness of order, which decorates order and ma eﬁ ;an
beautiful. But by ascending from mundane loves past z an
intellectual loves, the angelic loves are superemipepble
were praised by Hierotheus, wblch he galled 1ntellxglut
through themselves since the 1ptellxgxbles love W1f S
conmixture with earthly affections. Anq he calls those
divine, which are optinmally assimilated to divine love, art
since in the angels there truly exist beautiful loves ap
from any admixture of turpitude. (40-59)

Then when he says <Now on the other hand etc.>,nha¥ing se:e
forth the order of the many loves he now reduces a 30 25
love; and first he reduces all into two; second he ;fﬁ¥c
those two further into one, <Act therefore etc.> (5 )

But it must be considered that the superior constggct;on
depends on this, as if he should say: since we sal tl?
foregoing already, now on the other hand, taglng ug aa
loves, we collect and gather them together, i.e., g. e
certain revolution we unite and reduce them'to the divin
love which is in itself one and encloged, since all notions
of love are enclosed in God, and God is the Father, i.e.,
the principle, pouring forth all loves through a certain
similitude. And in this there 1is a.reductxon so tha; we
first collect every love to two universal amative v1rtues£ 4
since all that is loved is loved either because of a create
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good or because of an uncreated good; for the notion of love
is the good which is either an ultimate or a proximate end.
But among these two amative virtues there exceeds the
incomprehensible cause of all love, which is uncreated Good;
and this is what he adds: the cause of love is from God who
is above all things and to which cause all love extends
itself from all beings, nevertheless in diverse ways
according to the nature of each one, since all are converted
toward the same God, as was said. He not only says that love
exceeds having God for a cause, but also that it is ruled,
since love which depends from created good is requlated by
love which depends on uncreated good. (61-73)

Then when he says <Act therefore etc.>, he reduces further
the aforementioned two modes of love in one first love. and
he says that on the other hand, by gathering together the
two aforementioned virtues of love in one first love, namely
divine love, by which God loves, we say that it is one
certain simple virtue, which moves through itself all that
it loves to a certain unitive concretion, proceeding from
the first Good which is God; and it comes through the mode
of a certain derivation to the lowest number of existing
things and through a certain conversion toward the end; on
the other hand returning from that, namely from the last of
existing things, consequently ascending through all things,
it returns to the first Good through the mode of a certain
circulation, reflecting itself and always in the same way
revolved from the same and through the same primary
proceeding virtue, since all secondary virtues are derived
from the first through a certain similitude; and in the
same, since through all things, not only through cause but
also through effects, the similitude of the first virtue is
found, and thus love always remains in that virtue and
further always revolves toward it as toward an end. (73-84)

IV - 15

<And someone might say etc.> After Dionysius explained the
meaning of the Good and those things which pertain to the
Good, here he explains the meaning of evil. And first he
proposes doubts; second he determines the truth, <Therecfore
these perhaps etc.> Concerning the first he does two things:
first he restates those things which were said about the
Good which are the occasion of doubt; second he proposes the
doubt, <How a multitude of demons etc.> (1-5)

But concerning these things which were said above, he
resumes that the Beautiful and the Good is lovable and
desirable and delectable by all things and that not only
those things that are desire the Good, but also that which
is not, namely prime matter, as was said above, desires the
Good and in its own mode strives to be in the Good, namely
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i it has an inclination toward the Good in that
%2 ?: gﬁrpg:e:cy to it; both the Good, and that it forms
those things which are not formed, and that it 1is ca?leqtnon
existing, are said of the hxghest Gogd and are alzo ;n tré
not through defect, as is said of prime matter an g dpis
negation or privation, but supersubstantially. For Go %
called non existing, not because God defects from existing,
but because God is above all existents. (5-12)

i demons etc.>, he
Then when he says <How a mn1§1tude ofv :
proposes the doubts about evil; and first with respect to
demons; second commonly with respect to all things, <And
totally what is evil etc.> (13-14)

But he poses four questions about the evil of the demogs,
the first of which is: since all ?hxngs desire the Good, as
was said, how is it that the multitude of demons do not
desire the Beautiful and the Good, but are §nc11ned to .
desiring material things, like honors exhibited by_human;
and the smells of sacrifices and other material things o
this kind? And because they are fallen fror the uniformity
of desire that the angels have for the highest good, they
effect the cause of all evils, not only to themselves, but
to others any evils are said to come to be with respect :o
humans, since "by the envy of ?he.dev;l death entered 13 o
the sphere of earth", as is said in wxsdom 2. The secon
question is: how is it that the multitude of demons, since
it is produced by the good God, was not made congormed tok
God in goodness, since it is natural for everything tg make
similar things? And since someone could say that the em::s
were made good, but were turned toward malice, he posgs e
third question: how is it that what was naturally good, 4
since it was caused from the Good, was able to be changed?
For those things which are natural always remain. And.sx?ce
all which is needs a maker, he poses the fourth guestion:
what was that which made the demons evil? (15-26)

Then when he says <And totally what ig evxlvetc.>, he o
proposes the doubts in common concerning evil and_?e poses
four questions, the first of which is: what is evil .
universally? The second question is: fron what prxncx? ?
does evil proceed? And the order of questions appears; lor,
it must first be asked what is 9v11 and gftegwar@s whencefls
evil, as Augustine says. The third question is: in what o
existents is evil found? But from these ;hreg proposed )
questions he multiplies the second guestion 1ln two ways: ;
first what it is, since either the cause 9( evil is Godsel
or something else. If it is granted that it 1is Godself, two
doubts arise. The first is: how does God, since God is good,
will to produce evil? For it is not of the.Gooq th§t it
should will to make evil. The second question is: if God
wills to make evil, how is God able? For heat cannot
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refrigerate and similarly neither can the Good make evil.
But if evil is from another cause than from God, this seems
impossible, since there is no cther cause of being except
the highest Good which is God. The second deduction is that,
since it belongs to providence to impede or to exclude evil,
it seems doubtful, since God has providence over all things,
how evil can be made in the world or, once made, how it is
not immediately destroyed. The fourth question is: how can

something desire evil while neglecting the desire of the
good? (26-40)

IV - 16

<These therefore etc.> Having set forth the questions
concerning evil he here begins to solve them: and first the
questions which pertain to evil simply; second questions
which pertain to evil in so far as it is found in demons,
<Therefore evil is non existing nor is evil in existents.>
But the first part is divided in two: in the first he solves
three principal questions which he had made concerning evil
in common; in the second he proceeds to solve other
secondary questions, which are posited in order to better
explicate the question of the cause of evil, <But it is to
say collecting etc.> The first part is divided in three
parts: in the first he solves the first question where it is
asked what is evil; in the second he solves the second where
it is asked from what principle evil is constituted, <Whence
therefore evil is someone might say etc.>; in the third he
solves the third question where it is asked in what of
existents is evil, <But neither in existents is evil etc.>
Concerning the first he does two things: first he joins
hinself to the proceeding; second he exhibits the
proposition, <And first etc.> (1-12)

He says therefore first that those things which were said
before soneone perhaps could say by doubting. But we ask hin
that he look to the truth of things and thus will he be able
to find the solution to the question; in which he renders
the lictener both attentive and benevolent. (12-15)

Then when he says <And the first etc.>, he explains the
proposition, namely that evil is not something subsisting
which is evil through its own nature. And concerning this he
does two things: first he shows that evil is not something
existing according to its own nature; second that evil is

not sonmething non-existing, <And if all existents etc.> (15-
18)

He explains the first by two reasons, the first of which is
thus: every existent either has a cause or is itself the
cause of another; but evil does not have a cause nor is it
the cause of another; therefore evil is not something
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existing. But the truth of the first proposition is patent
through itself, since every existent according to its
essence is in act; but everything acts in so far as it is in
act. 1f therefore the essence of something is pure act, it
will be a cause simply; but if it should have something of
potency admixed, it will be able to be both cause and
caused. But that evil does not have a cause he proves thus:
for evil cannot be from the Good, and if it was from the
Good it would not be evil; for one member of contraries is
not the cause of the other, for it does not pertain to fire
to refrigerate, nor does it pertain to the Good to produce
those things which are not good, but everything produces
what is similar to itself. Similarly also it cannot be said
that evil is a productive cause of something; for what
belongs to the notion of the good cannot be congruous with
evil. But to produce and to conserve is natural to the Good
and belongs to its notion, since generation and welfare are
good; and similarly to corrupt and to destroy pertain to the
notion of evil. Thus it follows that the Good alone is the
cause of existents and that evil is the cause of no
existents. Whence it follows that, if evil is not from the
Good as from a cause, it does not have a cause and it is not
caused. (18-31)

But it must be understood that the reason by which he proved
that the Good is not the cause of evil proves that the Good
is not the cause of evil per se, but not that it is not the
cause of evil accidentally, since in this way even heat can
accidentally be the cause of cold, as a greater flame by
consuning the matter of a lesser accidentally induces cold.
But this is not against the intention of Dionysius; for it
is necessary that everything which has essence naturally has
a cause per se and not accidentally. Whence if evil does not
have a cause per se but only accidentally, it follows that
evil does not have an essence. And this is what he adds, as
if excluding, that neither is evil itself something, if evil
is understood according to itself as something subsisting in
the nature of evil. But everything which is totally
something is essentially such, just as if something is
totally good it is the essence itself of goodness; for if it
participates the good, it is necessary that it be divided
into participating and participated. If therefore evil is
nothing essentially, that which is evil is not totally evil
but has some good part and according to that its entire esse
is that it is called evil. Thus therefore through this he
showed what evil is. For evil cannot be some essence
subsisting through itself, as the Good is the essence itself
of goodness; but any evil thing is good through its essence,
but is evil in that it defects from some good which it ought
to have and does not have. (31-45)

-
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ﬁe posits the second reason, <And if existents etc.>, which
is thus: all existents desire the Beautiful and the Good, as
1s_c1ear fron what has been said above; and similarly ali
things, whatever they do, they do because it is good or
perhap§ because it seems good; and thus every intention of
all existents has the Good for a principle and end, since
the QeSLre of the Good moves it, as a certain principle, to
willing those things which are for the sake of an end; and
again the will itself of those which are for the sake of an
end we refer to the Good as to an end. And he shows this by
saying that nothing does what it does while looking to the
notion of evil, and if sometimes that to which it looks is
evil, as someone does something so that he or she might
fornlca;e, this occurs not by looking to fornication in so
far as it is evil, but in so far as it is delectable. Thus
it is clear that no existent desires evil except
accidentally and that every existent desires the Good. But
if something could be evil thorough its essence it would not
pe able to desire the Good, since a contrary does not desire
1ts contrary because it is destructive of it, but it would
desire evil in itself as similar and conformed to itself.
“hence it remains that evil understood essentially neither
tiesgg? part of some existent nor is universally existing.

Then when he says <And if existents etc.>, he shows that
something cannot be evil in itself such that it is non
existing. And to prove this he introduces that, if all
existents are from the Good and the highest Good is above
all existents, it remains that it is found in the highest
Good itself that it is non existing. For it is necessary
that what is above all existents be non existing, just as
what is above all bodies is non corporeal. But it cannot be
said of evil, that what is called evil is non existing. For
it is not existing, since it would not be totally evil,
while to exist is a certain good; nor again is it non
existing totally, since nothing is totally non existing
except in so far as non existing is said of the highest Good
according to its own supersubstantiality. But it cannot be
said in this way of evil, since it belongs to the highest
thing to exceed all substance. Whence it remains that the
Good is located much higher and is supersubstantially
existing and is above non existing in so far as it is found
in things. But evil is neither in existents as if it is of
the number of existents or some part or property of some
existent; nor again is it of the number of non existents,
rather it is more properly absisting, i.e., receding or
distancing, from non existing which is from the good and is
nmore alien from it, since evil is in the good at least as in
a subject, but non being simply evil is not. And again evil
is more without substance than non being, since non being
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i thing, but it is
n be understood to be not in some , )
gzcessary that evil be understood in some good. (58-73)

But two objections can be ra%sed against what is said hgie;
first since evil is a privation of good, and privation is
non being; second since, while existing and non existing are
opposed contrarily, there cannot be some medium between
them; whence if evil is not ex1§t1ng, it follows that it 1s
non existing. But it must be said that.he s?eaks here 9[ .
evil in so far as evil is called an gvxl thing. But evil 1?
not some existing thing, which is evil tbroggh its essence;
nor again is evil a thing totally non existing; but evil 1sd
a thing which is in part good and exists from that part, an
it is called evil in that it defects from some esse. (74-80)

IV - 17

<Whence therefore is evil etc.> After Dionysius shows that
evil does not have essence and that it is neither a cause
nor something caused, he inquires whence evil comes to bg in
things. And first he proposes a doubt; second he solves 1it,
<But he says to those true words etc.> But he proposes the
doubt in two ways: first from the repugnance or gontrarlety
which is found in things; second from the 9oncgm1tants of
generation and corruption, <And if corruption is of )
existents etc.> Concerning the first he does two things:
first he proposes a doubt from those things in which the
contrariety of good and evil clearly appears; second from
others in which it is not clearly apparent, <And the
passions fight against reason etc.> (1-8)

He says therefore first that, if evil does not have
existence nor is it a cause nor something caused, as was
shown above, someone objecting might say: whence tpereforg
is evil found in things? For if you say that evil is not 1n
things, two incongruities will follow. The first is that
virtue and malice are the same both in the whqle, i.e.,
virtue in general and malice in general, and %n_partxgular
proportionally, i.e., specific virtue to specxf;c'mqllcg
itself is proportionally contrary, as justice to injustice,
since also malice is contrary to virtue 1n general and
specific malice is contrary to specific virtue. The force of
this deduction consists in this that, differences by which
some things differ from each other being removed,'1t fgllows
that they are the same. But the differences by which virtue
and malice differ are good and evil; for virtue 1s a kind of
good of the mind, but malice a kind of evil of the mind.
Therefore when the differences of good and evil are removed,
if evil is not in things, it follows that virtue and malice
are the same both universally and specifically. (9=1§)
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Second it is incongruous that, even if virtue and malice
differ, it follows that evil is not contrary nor repugnant
to virtue, since what is not cannot be contrary nor
repugnant. For it is necessary for both of two contraries to
be something and a manifest nature. For there is a
contrariety of virtue to evil in that chastity and impurity
are contrary, as are justice and injustice. And since
someone could say that that contrariety is not except in
that humans are contrary to each other, one of which has
virtue and the other does not, this he excludes: and 1 do
not say, says he, that chastity and impurity and justice and
injustice are contrary only in that a just and pure person
and an unjust and impure person are contrary to themselves,
but through a prior order of nature, before the distance and
contrariety which appears exteriorly opposed between the one
who has virtue and the one who has vice, vices themselves,
or malices, are separated universally from virtues in the
same soul. For chastity and impurity are not contraries
because of the contrariety of chaste and impure people, but
rather conversely. Therefore first he proposes a doubt from
the contrariety of virtue and malice, since it belongs to
the notion of evil that it is the contrary of virtue; nor is
it found in another genus that some species are
distinguished through the difference of good and evil except
in the virtuous and vitious habits of the soul. The reason
of this is that virtues and vices pertain to the will, the
object of which is good and evil. (19-33)

Then when he says <And to reason etc.>, he proposes a doubt
about those which do not have from their notion that they
are contrary to the Good, as the passions fight against
reason. But passions are called motions of the sensitive
appetite, which is divided through the irascible and
concupiscible. But from the notion of these passions it is
not the case that they are contrary to virtue, since it also
occurs according to virtue to desire and to exult and to be
angry and to have other passions of this kind; but they are
contrary to virtue in that they are inordinate. But to be
inordinate does not belong to their notion. Therefore
passions of this kind war against reason since, just as it
belongs to the apprehension of sensibles that it is here and
now, thus it belongs to the sensitive appetite attaining an
apprehension of this kind that it is good here and now and
in this respect; but the good simply is what reason
considers. Since therefore it happens that what is good here
and now is not good simply, it follows that passion will war
against reason and from those passions which war against
reason it is necessary to grant comething evil to be
contrary to the good, although evil is not from the notion
of the passions as it was from the notion of malices. And
for this reason it was necessary that he proved that from
conflicts of this kind follows the contrariety of evil to
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. For it was shown that the Good is not contrary to
Ezzefg?dbut every good as p;ocee@ing from one pr;ncxplg and
as born from one cause rejoices in @utual conmunion an 4
friendship and unity. Nor also can it be said that lesngqg
is contrary to greater good, just as lesser heat or co is
not contrary to greater heat and cold. This must be
understood from that part by which both are heat or cold,d
but in so far as less heat has something admixed from col
or more nearly approaches it, thus what is less hot is v
contrary to what is more cold, as the Philosopher says 1in
Physics; but this is in relationship to something and not
simply. But Dionysius here speaks concerning contraries
simply. Therefore holding.that the good_xs in no way h
contrary to good, it remains that what is contrary to e
Good and wars against it is evil. Thus therefore not only
from the passions which war against reason, but from any
other contraries and those that war against them, it seenms
to follow that evil is among the number of existents and is
something existing and that it is contrary to the Good. (33-
56)

Then when he says <And if corruption is etc.>, he proceeds
in another way to show the sane thlng,.namely from the
conconitants of generation and corruption. And he says that,
if evil is the corruption of existents, that does not rule
out that it has essence; rather it is more proved through
this that it is existing and that it is generative gf
existents. For the corruption of one is the generation of
another; whence what is corruptive of existents 1s also
generative of existents. But all that is generative of o
existents contributes to the perfection of the universe; 1t
will follow that evil is contributing to the completion of
all, i.e., of the universe, and tha; 1t_bestows on the
whole, i.e., on the universe, that it nmight not be
imperfect, and this through itself, that it is unflttlng,d
since what evil accidentally contributes to the beauty an
perfection of the universe is not fitting, in so far as from
evils goods follow accidentally, as Augqustine says in the
Enchiridion. (56=-65)

Iv - 18

<But he says to that true word etc.> Hav@nq proposed dogbts
concerning the existence and cause of eyll, here he beg;ns
to solve them. And first he solves particularly tha§ which
was objected concerning the concomitangg of generation andd
corruption; second universally everything which was oppose
above, investigating the root of the truth, <But more
neither etc.> (1-4)

He says therefore first that to the afqremeptioned true word
he responds that evil in so far as it is evil produces no
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substance nor generation, but speaking absolutely it causes
only evil and the corruption of existents. aAnd if someone
objects that evil is operative of generation since by the
corruption of one generation of another is granted, it nust
be replied according to the truth that corruption does not
grant generation, but corruption only corrupts and evil only
produces evilly, speaking absolutely, but generation and
Substance exist because of the good. This is patent as much
in natural things as in moral things. For it was shown that
fire generates fire and corrupts air; for there is conjoined
in fire the form of fire which pertains to the good and the
privation of the form of air which pertains to evil. But
that fire generates fire is not because the form of air is
lacking, but because it has the form of fire, otherwise that
the form of air is lacking would produce fire, which is
false; but it corrupts air in so far as from the necessity
of the form of fire the privation of the form of air is
adjoined to it. Similarly in morals: adultery corrupts
virtue in that it lacks cdue order, which pertains to the
notion of evil, but in so far as it is desirable, which
pertains to the notion of the good, it desires and produces
many other goods. Thus therefore it appears that evil in
itself is corruptive, but it is not generative except
accidentally, namely because of the good. And further it
follows that in so far as it is evil it is neither existing
nor effective of existents, but accidentally, namely because
of the adjoining good, it is existing and existing as good
and effective of goods. (5-20)

Then when he says <But more etc.>, here Dionysius expounds
the aforementioned solution and investigates the virtue of
the whole series of doubts more profoundly. And concerning
this he does three things: for first he shows the universal
virtue of the Good in causing; second the universal virtue
of the Good in being, <But more as comprehending I will say
etc.>; third the universal virtue of the Good in that it
nakes greater and lesser good and greater and lesser being,
<But more all existents etc.> Concerning the first he does
three things: first he distinguishes evil fronm good; second
he shows what befits evil, <Therefore evil itself etc.>;
third what befits the good, <The good in which perfectly
tc.> (20-27)

But he had said above that evil does not generate in so far
as it is evil, but in so far as it is good. But lest someone
should believe that the same thing is evil and good in the
same respect, he adds that the same thing is not good and
evil in the same respect. Whence when it is said that evil
does not generate in so far as it is evil but in so far as
it is good,. the distinction is not according to reason
sinmply, as if the same thing according to one notion is good
and evil according to another, but somehow according to the
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thing, namely in that one and the same thing in so far as it
has esse is good, but in so far as it is privated of due
perfection it is evil. And similarly generation and )
corruption are not the same virtue of the same thing and in
the same respect. For the same thing in the same respect 1s
not simultaneously generated and corrupted. And since he had
said that good and evil are not the same, nor are generation
and corruption, and someone might believe that separated
evil might be found existing through itself apart from the
good and corruption apart from generation, this he .
consequently removes, saying that there is not some virtue
existing through itself, but it is in the good as in a
subject, thus that the same subject is good and evil with
respect to different things. And similarly neither is
corruption existing through itself apart from generation,
but simultaneously there is both generation and corruption
in a subject, but not in the same respect, since the
generation of one is accompanied by the corruption of
another. And when he says ‘but more’ it is the same as what
is translated in the bcoks of Aristotle ‘but more so’, and
it signifies the addition of reason above reason. (27-41)

Then when he says <Therefore evil itself etc.>, he concludes
from the premises what pertains to evil. For if evil in
itself is not a virtue, it follows that evil itself (such
that the ‘ipsum’ is posited in place of the article and evil
is understood for the essence of evil), evil thus understood
neither is existing nor is good nor produces generation nor
is effective of existents and of goods; but a thing which is
evil, in so far as it has something of the good, is existing
and operative of generation and effective of existents and
of goods. (42-46)

Then when he says <But the good etc.>, he shows what
pertains to the Good. And concerning this he does two
things: for first he shows that the Good is the universal
cause of all good things; second he shows how the causality
of the Good extends itself even to evil things, <But now
this is of the good etc.> Concerning the first he does three
things: first he proposes that through the Good there are
certain perfect goods and certain imperfect goods; second he
designates the mode through which this Jwppens, <Since going
through the universe etc.>; third he proves the reason by
designating the premises, <For if not prcportionally etc.>
(47-52)

He says therefore that, while evil is not operative of
goods, the good is what, formally speaking, makes more
perfectly good those things which are generated from what is
good through its own essence: perfect according to
participation of goodness, unmixed according to the remotion
of evil and integral according to the remotion of
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corruption._But those which participate the Good

degree are imperfect goods and havepsome admixturzoo? éSTTQr
becagsg of the defect of good which is not perfectly
participated ;n them. And thus universally evil is not
existing nor is good nor produces good; but that which more
or 1e§s approaches to that which is good essentially, namel
God, is good according to that proportion of the gooé' Y
because.of distance from the first Good this is calleé evil
not as if there is a universal privation from the Good, but .
in so far as there is in it some defect of the Good. (é3—61)

Then when he says <Since going through the universe etc.>
he de§1gnates the mode of the aforementioned, namely how !
good is found to a greater and lesser degree in things. And
he says thgt this is because perfect goodness, namely the
d1v1ne{ going through the universe, namely in so far as it
comnunicates itself to all things through a similitude of
1ts own goodness, does not proceed only to the only nost
holy substances of the angels which are near to God, but
extends itself by diffusing through goodness even tc the
lowest substances. For to those most holy substances of the
angels the divine goodness is wholly present as perfectly
participated by them according to the mode possible to the
creatu;e;.but to others subjectedly, i. e., in an inferior
mode, it is present, namely to those that participate it,
but not as perfectly as by the angels, which can refer to
human §ou!s; but to others extremely, i.e., in the lowest
mode, it is present, as to irratijional creatures; and this
occurs according to the capability of each one to
participate the divine goodness. For certain ones entirely
perfgcgly, in so far as it is possible for the creature
participate the divine goodness, because of which he said
that the divine goodness is totally present to them. But
other; are deprived of that perfect participation by
receding from it more or less, as is apparent in diverse
grades of beings and mostly in living creatures. But others
have a more obscure participation of the good, as corporeal
creatures and in particular non living things, in which the
brightness of the divine goodness is somehow obscured
becausg of their materiality and corruptibility, as their
obscurity is understood in that they are not intelligibles
i1n act, but according to potency as such. But to certain
ones the good comes according to the ultimate resonance,
namely those which hold the lowest grade in goodness, as are
the corrupt things and those which are called evil. And he
speaks in terms of the similitude which occurs in sound. For
those who are near hear the entire sound, and in so far as
they are more distant they hear the sound the less, thus
that zn.the end they do not hear the sound itself, but only
a certaln resonance or reverberation. (61-81)
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Then when he says <For if not proportionally etc.>, he
designates two reasons of the aforementioned diversity, for
the evidence of which it must be considered that the notion
of diversity in effects of a cause acting through necessity
of nature is otherwise designated than the diversity in
effects of a cause acting thrcugh will. For in those which
act through necessity of nature the entire notion of
diversity is from the diverse proportion of matter. For a
reason cannot be designated why fire liquefies wax and
hardens clay, or why the sun illuminates some things more
and some less, except because of the diverse disposition of
the matter of the recipient, since it is always natural to a
natural agent, as far as it is from itself, to produce one
thing. But in those which act through will a double reason
for diverse effects is designated: first from the part of
the end; second from the diverse disposition of matter. Just
as a builder makes the foundation in one way and the walls
in another way and the roof in another way for the sake of a
certain end, namely because of the completion of the house
which requires this diversity; second so that this diversity
can be in the parts, he obtains material disposed in diverse
ways, or he himself even disposes it in diverse ways to
constitute the diversity of parts. (81-92)

And similarly he designates a double reason for the
diversity of divine effects: the first of which is from the
part of the end which is the completion of the universe,
which would not be if there were one grade of goocdness
simply in all equal existing beings. And this is what he
says that, if the Good does not come to each one according
to its own proportion in diverse ways, but all things would
be equal, it would follow that those things which are
nearest to God in things and most perfect would be in the
same grade and order as the extremes, i.e., of the
inferiors, and thus the universe would not be complete. The
second reason he designates from the diverse capacity of
things, which diversity is nevertheless produced by God for
the sake of an end. Whence he says: how would it be possible
that all things participate the Gcod uniformly, since not
all existents would be disposed in the same way to the
perfect participation of it? (92-100)

But with these designated reasons he further extends the
virtue of the Good even to evil. And he says that the virtue
of the Good appears to excel in this, that not only does it
produce good things, but also founds and establishes those
which are deprived of the Good and even the privation of
itself, and this is according to the total participation of
i1tself, i.e., according to the notion of its universal
pParticipation, since it is necessary that what is in any
mode participate the Good, since it is a certain being; and
consequently privation itself is established by the Good in
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so far as it can not be except in a subject. And not only
are privated things and privation itself established through
the virtue of the Good, but also, if it is necessary to
speak the truth boldly, those which are adverse to the Good,
by virtue of the Good both are and can be adverse, since
what acts adversely is in it by virtue of the Good. (101-
109)

Then when he says <But more as comprehending 1 say etc.>, he
shows the universality of the Good in being, which avails
for his explanation that privated things and privation are
established by the good. And concerning this he does three
things: first he posits a proposition; second he illustrates
tkrough an example, <As impure etc.>; third he adapts it to
the solution of the proposed doubt, <Why to become from
corruption etc.> (109-113)

He says therefore first that not only is the good found in
singular grades of beings but, so that by comprehending
universally I might say, all beings, in so far as they are,
are both good and from the Good; but in so far as they are
deprived of the Good, they not only are not good, but also
not existents; for it is not thus concerning the Good as it
is concerning other particular habits or privations. For it
is patent in heat and cold that subjects which are hot
remain existents, after they are totally abandoned by heat;
and many things also among beings, which lack life and mind,
i.e., intellect; and God also is without substance, as if
existing above all substance; and universally concerning all
cther forms and perfections, it occurs that some things both
are and are able to subsist, both by receding from
perfection and also entirely not having such perfection. But
that which in every way is deprived of the Good, in no
place, in no way, and in no time either is or can be. (114-
123)

Then when he says <Just as the impure etc.>, he shows how
those things which are called evil in morals possess
something of the Good. And first he shows this in the evil
of impurity which is according to the corruption of the
concupiscible. For the impure is deprived of the good in so
far as its concupiscence is deprived of the order of reason
and to this extent it is not; for he does not posit that to
be deprived of the order of reason is something, but is not
something; and thus also to the extent that it does not
desire existents, but it desires inordinate things which, in
so far as they are inordinate, they are non existents; but
nevertheless the impure participates the Good according to a
certain obscure and defective resonance of unity and
friendship, which we said above to befit the Good. Second he
shows the same in the evil of bad temper, which is according
to the disordering of the irascible. And he says that fury,
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i.e., inordinate anger, participates the Good in that it is
moved into something which appears to it good and just,
namely to vindicate an offense, and in so far as it desires
to reduce and convert those things which seem evil in
themselves, as the injuries of those nearby, to something
appearing good and beautiful; for it is a property of bad
temper to always strive so that it seems to inflict revenge
justly. Whence also the philosopher says in VII Ethics that
bad temper is likened to the one who hears certain laws in
so far as they are directed to vindicate sins, but is
immediately moved before he hears the whole thing, namely by
whom and how and to what extent the offenses inflicted ought
to be vindicated. Third he shows the same in the one who
sins in malice, not through passion, but acting through evil
choice. And he says that the one who desires a ruined life,
which nevertheless seems best to him, participates the Good
with respect to the motion of desire itself and in so far as
he looks to the best life, since he chooses an evil life in
so far as it appears good to him. And universally he
comprehends that, if the Good is entirely withdrawn, there
will be neither substance nor life nor any desire nor motion
nor anything else. (123-142)

Then when he says <Why also to be made etc.>, he applies the
aforementioned truth to the solution of the proposed doubt.
And he says: since thus it is that nothing, no matter how
much it seems to be evil, is totally deprived of the Good,
the fact that through the corruption of one, which is
appropriated to evil, is the generation of another is not
from the virtue of evil, but from the presence of an )
imperfect good: just as a disease which corrupts nature 1s a
certain defect of some order, namely of the proportion of
humors in which health consists, but not such that it is a
defect of all order whatsoever since, if all order were
destroyed, neither would disease itself remain in elements
totally departed from each other; but order remains and
illness itself has this for its substance, or essence, that
it is a certain minimal, i.e., imperfect, order. And with
respect to this order sickness is something and is able to
corrupt, as through excess heat or something of this kind.
For that which is entirely devoid of the Good neither is
existing nor is in existents; but that which is mixed, i.e.,
having part of the Good and part of evil, and acco;dinq to
what it has from the good, it is numbered among existents
and is ir some way existing. (142-153)

Then when he says <But more all existents etc.>, he shows
that diversity of grades in beings is from the Good and he
applies this to the solution. He says therefore that all
existents, to the degree that they more or less participate
esse, they more or less participate the Good, since being in
so far as it is being is good. The same holds for the good
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as for being, since in esse itself, if something in no way
exists by participating esse it follows that it will be in
no way. But that which according to some part is and
according to some part is not, just as a blind person is a
certain person, but is not seeing, in so far as it defects
from that which is always and perfectly existing, it is not,
but in so far as it participates esse it exists to that
degree; and as we speak universally, the non existing itself
is held and preserved through esse itself; for as long as
blindness remains, the person remains. It is thus similarly
concerning evil, sirce if evil is something that totally
recedes from the Good, it can in no way be, either among
those which are more good or among those which are less
good. But that which is good according to some part, but is
not good according to another part, is contrary to good not
universally, since it does not defect from the universal
Good, but to some good from which it defects, as the evil of
blindness is opposed to the good of vision. But evil itself,
which is opposed to particular good, is retained through
participation of the Good, namely in so far as the subject
of privation participates some good and the Good itself
grants the subject of some good, in so far as the Good is
participated universally in all beings. Nor is it unfitting
that good, universally speaking, is the subject of privation
of some particular good, just as that which is the subject
of some particular being is contained under common being.
But while entirely receding from the good, something will
neither be totally good nor will there be some good mixed
with evil nor will there be evil itself, since when the
subject is subtracted the privation also is subtracted. For
if evil is in some imperfect good, it is clear that, if the
good is totally subtracted, both the imperfect good and
perfect good would be destroyed totally and consequently
evil would be destroyed. Therefore only then can evil be
when, with respect to certain goods, there is an evil by
which it is opposed, but from other goods it is
distinguished as good from good. For it is not possible that
some things are opposed to themselves in all respects, since
at least it is necessary that they come together in esse.
Thus therefore since evil is not totally deprived of the
good, but of some particular geocod, it remains that evil
itself is not something existing through itself. (153-177)

IV - 19

<But neither in existents is evil etc.> After Dionysius
shows that evil is not something existing through itself,
here he begins to show that evil is not something in
existents as a part or accident, as color in a body. And
first he shows this in general; second in particular, <And
neither two etc.> (1-4)
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But that evil is not in existents as something inhering he
thus proves by a common reason: all existents are caused ?y
the Good, as is patent from the foregoing; but an effect is
similar to its cause; therefore the Good is found in all
existents whatsoever. But all that in which the Good is
found is contained under it, as all in which animal is found
is contained under animal. Therefore everything subsisting
is contained under the Good as good existing. Therefore
either it is necessary that evil is not something in some
existing thing or it is necessary that it is in the Good;
but this is impossible; therefore it is impossible that evil
is in an existing thing. But that evil is not in the Good he
proves in two ways. First thus: nothing of a contrary is in
its contrary, as cold is not in fire; but if evil is
something it is necessary that it is contrary to the good;
therefore to become evil can not befit the Good, since the
Good also produces good from evil. Second he proves it thus:
if evil is something in the good as in a subject, since
every accident is caused either from the subject or from
something else extrinsic, it will be necessary that evil is
caused from the good itself or from some other cause. But 1t
is unfitting and impossible that evil be caused from the
good by a natural efflux, as natural accidents are caused by
their own subjects since, as it is said in Matt. 7 "a good
tree can not produce evil fruit", nor conversely. but if it
be said that evil which is posited as an accident of the
good is not caused from that good, it is clear that it is
necessary for it to be caused from some other principle and
cause; for every accident, since it is not from the essence
of the subject, is caused from some cause in the subject.
But similarly it is necessary for the gond, which is posited
as the subject of evil, to be caused, since it is good
through participation but not through essence. It 1is
necessary therefore tc posit one of three alternatives: one
of which is that evil is from the good; the second is that
good is from evil; or, if those two are impossible, as is )
patent through the cited authority, it is necessary to posit
a third, namely that both good and evii are caused fronm a
certain principle and cause of the good. For a fourth can
rot be posited, namely that neither good nor evil is caused,
since a binary can not be a principle; but the principle of
every binary is unity; and thus it is necessary that every
two either is so disposed that one is the cause of the other
or both are caused from one cause. But just as two firsts
are impossible, thus also a third: for it is unfitting that
from one and the same principle some things are and proceed
vhich are totally contrary, as good and evil. And since
someone might say that the same thing in diverse respects
produces contraries, in order to exclude this he adds that
it is impossible to say that the first principle itself is
not simple and singular, i.e., uniform, but divisible,
biform and contrary to itself and variated from itself. For
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it is necessary, if something the same should cause
contraries according to one thing and another, that it be
composed from contraries, and thus it will not be the first
principle, which must be simple. Therefore it is patent that
evil is not in an existing thing. (5-33)

Then when he says <And neither two etc.>, he shows through
sinqulars that evil is not something in existing things, and
first that it can not be in God. And concerning this he does
two things: first he shows that evil is not some first
principle contrary to God; second that evil is not in God,
<And concerning friendship etc.>; third that evil 1s not
from God, <But neither from God etc.> (33-37)

The first he shows by two reasons, the first of which is
such: if evil is some first principle contrary to God, which
is to posit two principles of existents that are centrary
and totally adverse to each other, since all that to which
its contrary can be adverse can be injured and molested by
it, it would follow that God, who is Good itself, would not
be without injury and molestation. But this is impossible;
for God would not be the highest Good nor most blessed, if
God were to be injured and molested. Therefore there are not
two first contrary principles of good and evil. The second
reason is such: effects follow the condition of causes and
principles. If therefore first principles are contraries and
adverse to each other, it would follow that all things in
effects would war against each other and one would not be
ordained to another, which is impossible and against what
appears from the order in the universe. Therefore there are
not two contrary first principles. (37-45)

Then when he says <And concerning friendship etc.>, he shows
that evil is not in God. And this clearly appears from the
fact that God is tiie Good itself and evil can not be in the
Good itself, just as cold cannot be in fire. But since this
reason was touched upon above, he shows this by another -
reason taken from effects; for the Gcod itself, which is
God, is praised as peace, Eph. 2 "He is our peace", and as
the giver of peace, according to I Cor. 14 "for he is not a
God of dissension, but of Peace", in so far as God gives
from friendship with all beings. And from this it follows
consequently that all goods are friends to each other and
come together, as germinated things from one first living
principle. And again, just as they proceed from one first
principle, thus they are ordained to one ultimate good. And
although they disagree in terms of some property,
nevertheless in the order to that one good they are disposed
to each other in all quietness and without impediment and
all things are made similar in this and help each other. But
this peace and suitability would not be in things by God and
through comparison with God, if there was in God some
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contrariety of good and evil. Whence it is clear that evil
is not something in God; and further also, evil is not )
something which is added to divine motion, since all which
are moved by God come together in one end, at least
ultimately, as was said. (46-58)

Then when he says <But neither from God etc.>, he shows that
evil is not from God: and first that it is not from God
simply; second that it is not from God according to some
time, <And not sometimes etc.> He shows the first in this
way. The Good is not productive of evil, as is patent from
what has been said; therefore it is necessary either to say
that God is not good or that God makes and produces good
things and not evil things. (58-62)

Then when he says <And not sometimes etc.>, he shows that
God does not produce evil according to some time. And he
says that it cannot be said that God sometimes also produces
certain evils, but sometimes does not, and not all, since,
while evil can not be produced from the good, if God
sometimes produces evil, it would follow that God would be
transnuted from God’s own goodness and would be variated
with respect to Godself. This is clearly impossible in two
ways: first since that which is most divine, i.e., the
highest, and the cause of all goodness cannot be changed
fron goodness, just as neither can fire be changed from
heat. Second since God is good either through God’s essence
or through participation. But if through essence, it will be
the same to God to recede from goodness and to recede from
essence and to be made totally non existing; but if God is
good participatively, it is necessary that God have a cause
of God’s goodness and in this way God will be able to be
sometimes good and sometimes not good. But this is against
what we understand through this name ‘God’, some first good
and cause of all goodness. Thus therefore it is patent that
evil is neither in God simply nor from God nor according to
sone time. (62-72)

Iv - 20

<But evil is neither in angels etc.> After Dionysius shows
that evil is not in God, he begins here to show that evil is
not something in creatures. And first he shows concerning
the good angels that evil is in no way in them. And
concerning this he does two things: first he expounds the
truth; second he excludes an objection <But those who punish
etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first he
posits an exposition of angelic names; second from that
exposition he accepts a definition of angel, <A pure mirror
etc.> (1-6)
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Concerning the first it must be known that angel is
interpreted as messenger. It is said therefore that being
conformed to the divine goodness is to announce the divine
goodness, in so far as it exists in angels secondarily
through participation, which first is enunciated from God,
not according to participation but according to cause, just
as if I should say that illuminated air announces the
brightness of the sun, in so far as secondarily and
participatively there is in the air what first and causally
is in the sun. And since that which participatively and
secondarily has something is the image of that which
primarily and causally has it, and the act of an image is
that it manifest that of which it is the image, consequently
he concludes a certain notification of a good angel, the
manifestation of the divine light which is hidden to us
because of its excellence and simplicity. But this
notification he shows in what follows. And first he shows
how an angel is the image of God; second how it is a
manifestation of hidden light, <And making the world
resplendent etc.> (6-15)

But that an angel is an image of God he shows through a
certain sensible example. For we see sensibly that the image
of the seer is represented in a mirror. But there is in a
mirror two things to consider: first the substance of the
mirror itself; whence through a certain similitude he calls
an angel a mirror according to its own nature. But there is
required in a mirror a certain suitability to receiving the
image of something, which suitability is found in an angel:
which is called a pure mirror because of the simplicity and
immateriality of its nature; and brightest because of the
most perfect participation of the intellectual light; and
uncontaminated in so far as there is nothing in an angel
repugnant to the rectitude of its will which pertains to
sanctity. For properly holy things are said to be
contaminated; but it is called ‘undefiled’ in so far as
nothing is in an angel repugnant to the purity of its
nature; and ‘immaculate’ in so far as nothing is in it
repugnant to the brightness of the irtellect. (16-24)

But having thus described the suitability of this mirror, he
expounds the reception of the similitude according to which
it is called an image. And he says that it receives the
entire beauty of the good-like deity, i.e., of the
similitude to the goodness of God, since if it is optimally
disposed, it is necessary that it perfectly receive the
aforementioned similitude. But it must be considered that he
does not say that it receives the entire beauty of deity,
but of deiformity, since it is impossible that the entire
beauty of God be received in some created mirror; but in
some created mirror, because of its purity and brightness,
there is received perfectly the entire beauty which is
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possible to be in a creature through assimilation to God.
And since the deiformity of the creature is always partial
and not complete, because of this he tempers it, adding ‘if
jt is fitting to say’. (25-32)

Therefore having shown how an angel is an image, he shows
how it manifests the divine light. And he says that from the
fact that it perfectly receives the similitude of the divine
beauty it consequently follows that in itself there shines
in some way, as is possible to a creature, the goodness of
silence which is in the hidden places, i.e., of God, which
can not be expressed because it is hidden from created
intellect. But he says ‘making‘’ not actively, but
dispositively, as if I should say that a mirtor makes to
shine in itself the image of some body because it is
disposed to receiving its similitude. Since therefore an
angel is such a perfect image of the divine goodness, but
the divine goodness allows nothing evil, it follows that
neither is evil in the angels. (32-39)

Then when he says <But those which punish etc.>, he excludes
an objection. And first he poses it; for someone can say
that, due to the fact that the angels punish sinners, they
are evil. And that they punish sinners is expressly stated
in Matt. 13, that the angels cast out all stumbling blocks
from the kingdom. There is therefore a question: whether
those who punish are evil. Second he shows that they cannot
be called evil because of this, since for the same reason
also those who chastise evil ones by punishing them would be
evil, as judges and magistrates; and similarly it would
follow that some of the priests who exclude the impure,
i.e., sinners, from the divine mysteries by excommunicating
them would be evil, which is against the Apostle who
prescribes this in I Cor. 5. (40-46)

But since to multiply inconsistencies is not to solve, for
this reason thirdly he solves all the foregoing. And he says
that to be punished is not evil, namely simply and in
itself, but it is in itself good, since it is just; but it
is evil with respect to something in so far as it deprives
some good of something. But to become worthy of punishment,
this is evil simply. And for this reason the one who
punishes a sinner is not evil, but the one who sins is. And
for the same reason it is not evil in itself to be excluded
from the saints according to justice, but it is evil in
itself that someone is defiled through sin and departs from
sanctity, and through this he becomes unsuitable to divine
things, which are in themselves uncontaminated. And for this
reason the one who excommunicates does not sin, but the one
who perpetrates something, whence he is worthy of
excommunication. (47-54)

4
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v - 21

<But neither the demons etc.> After Dionysius shows that
evil is not in angels, here he shows that it is not in
demons. And concerning this he does two things: first he
shows that demons are not naturally evil; second he shows
how they are evil, <How they are made by God etc.> (1-4)

Concerning the first he posits four reasons, the first of
which is such: something is not caused from the good
naturally evil; but all which are in the world are caused by
God, who is Good itself, among which are the derons;
therefore demons are not naturally evil. The second reason
is such: it was shown that evil is neither existing nor is
in existents; if therefore the demons were naturally evil,
they would not be among the number of existents. The third
reason is such: that which naturally befits something always
befits it; if therefore demons were naturally evil, they
always would have been evil and they would not have been
transmuted from the good to evil, as the catholic faith
confesses. The fourth reason is such: that if the demons are
naturally evil, they are either naturally evil to themselves
or to others. If to themselves, since it belongs to the
notion of evil that it harms and corrupts, it follows that
they would corrupt themselves; which is impossible; for
nothing is corruptive of itself according to nature. But if
they are naturally evil to others, therefore they naturally
corrupt others. (4-14)

Therefore it is asked what they naturally corrupt or how
they corrupt, whether substance or virtue or operation,
which three things are found in all things. If it is granted
that they are naturally evil since they corrupt the
substance of something, he objects against this by three
reasons, the first of which is such: nothing that is
corruptive of another according to the order of nature is
evil naturally, since to conserve the order of nature is the
good of nature. But if evil corrupts substance, it does not
do this in addition to the order of nature; for it does not
corrupt incorruptible things, but those which are
susceptible to corruption. Therefore it will not be evil
_zcording to nature. The second reason is such: that which
1s naturally such simply and in every respect is such, just
as that which is naturally hot simply and in every respect
is hot. Therefore if something is naturally evil, it will be
evil simply and in every respect, even in respect to itself;
which is impossible, as was said. The third reason is such:
nothing of existents is corrupted through evil as far as the
substance itself or the nature of a thing which is called
evil. Just as the substance and nature of a human being
remains in an evil human being, but something is called evil
in that the ratio, i.e., proportion, of harmony and
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commensuration which is according to nature is debilitated
through some defect of order, nevertheless thus that it is
not totally destroyed, but remains in some way. But that
infirmity, by which such proportion is debilitated, is not
perfect, since if it were perfect it would destroy the
subject itself and consequently the corruption which is in
the subject and thus such corruption would corrupt itself.
This therefore which is infirm, not simply but with respect
to something, is not naturally evil, but a good with defect,
since that which is entirely without the good can not be
found among existents. The same reason applies to the
corruption of natural virtue, since it remains in the thing
which is called evil or is corrupted through evil. Therefore
it remains that nothing is evil according to nature. (14-33)

The when he says <How they are made by God etc.>, he shows
how evil is in demons. And first he proposes a question;
second he solves it, <And they are called etc.> Therefore he
asks first how demons, since they are made by God, are evil.
For it belongs to the Good to produce and conserve good
things. (34-36)

The when he says <And they are called etc.>, he solves the
proposed questicn. And concerning this he does two things:
first he shows that demons are called evil, not according to
some nature, but according to the defect of good; second he
shows that the defect of good in then is not from a
variation of the good itself, but from their will, <And it
is not varied etc.> (37-40)

But that the demons are not evil naturally, but in so far as
they lack some good, he shows in three ways: first through
the authority of sacred scripture. And he says that thus
someone ought to say that the demons are called evil, not in
so far as they are, since their esse is caused fronm the
Good, namely God, and from it they obtain a good essence,
but they are called evil in so far as they are not, namely
as they are infirm to comply with their own principle, as
the expressions of holy scripture say. And this is taken
from the canonical Jude, where it is said "the angels which
do not keep their own principate" etc. But they are said not
to comply with their principle either since they do not
preserve their innocence in which they are established by a
principle, or since they are turned away from God, who is
their principle. And what is added is consonant with this
exposition: for we do not say that demons are made evil
except in that they lack the habit and operation through
which they ought to be ordained toward the divine goods.
(40-49)

Second when he says <And otherwise if the nature of evil
‘etc.>, he shows the same through reason. And concerning this
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he does three things: first he shows that demons are not
naturally evil, but through defect of some good; second that
they do not lack the good totally, <And not entirely etc.>;
third he shows what good is defective in them, <But evils
are said to be etc.> (49-52)

Concerning the first he posits this reason: if the demons
were naturally evil, they would always be evil, since what
is in something naturally is always in it. But if they are
always evil they are not naturally evil, which he proves
thus: to be unstable is a certain evil and to be always is a
property of the good; whence we see that all things desire
sempiternity as far as is possible. And thus it appears
that, if they are always disposed in the same way, they are
not naturally evil; therefore from the first to the last, if
they are naturally evil, they are not naturally evil; which
is impossible. Thus therefore it is patent that if they are
not always evil, since this is a property of the good, they
were not naturally evil, but through defect of some goods
which are due to angels. (52-59)

Then when he says <And not entirely etc.>, he shows that
they are not totally deprived of the good. And he says that
they are not entirely without the good; for they participate
the good in so far as they are and live and understand and
in so far as there is in them some motion of desire, which
only intends a true or apparent good. (59-62)

Then when he says <But they re said to be evil etc.>, he
shows according to the defect of what good they are called
evil. And he says that they are called evil because they are
disposed defectively in the operation which befits their
nature. And by what order this happens, he shows
consequently saying: therefore there is an evil aversion in
them. (62-65)

Now it must be considered that all that is naturally subject
to something has its own good what it is subject to, just as
the good of the sensitive appetite in human beings is that
it be regulated by reason. But every will both of an angel
and of a human being is naturally subject to God. Therefore
the good of the angelic and human will is that it be
regulated by the divine will. Therefore aversion from the
rule of the divine will is evil in demons. But every
appetite defecting from its rule tends toward its own object
beyond what is right, just as the concupiscible tends toward
the delectable according to sense more than is due, when it
is not regulated by reason. Thus therefore the will of
demons, averse from the rule of the divine will, tends
toward the appetite of its own good more than is due. And
this is what he adds ‘and of the fittingness to their
excesses’ etc., namely since they desired for themselves
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some good which exceeded their condition. But all to which
it is natural to attain some end through a determinate mode,
if it recedes from that mode, it cannot attain the end. But
the mode in which it is natural to the angels to attain the
ultimate end of their will is through a will moderated
according to the divine rule. If therefore they exceed that
mode, they do not attain the end. And this is what he adds
*and not acquiring’. But all which does not attain its
perfection remains imperfect; whence is added ‘and
imperfection’. But every imperfect thing in so far as it is
of this kind is impotent; whence is added ‘and impotency’.
And since virtue is the perfection of potency, there follows
around virtue, which could preserve their perfection,
infirmity and flight and falling. And he posits these three
according to what occurs among human beings; for if someone
is infirm to resist something or to attain something, he
flees from it and, fleeing because of infirmity, he falls.
And similarly the infirm demons concerning the acquisition
of the divine end flee from it and fall, precipitated into
sin. (65-82)

Then when he says <And otherwise what is in demons etc.>, he
shows in the third mode that demons are not called evil
according to nature, but according to a defect of some good,
and this according to the opinion of others. For sone
posited demons to be animals, in body ethereal, in mind
rational, in soul passive, in time eternal, as Apulegius
says and Augustine introduces, De _civitate Dei VIII.
Therefore according to their opinion there is in demons a
sensible power and a passive appetite, which is sensitive
and divided through the irascible and concupiscible. But
this opinion was not Dionysius’, which is clear from the
fact that above he said the angels were immaterial and
incorporeal. But here he says demons are evil through a
defect of angelic goods. Whence it is clear that it is not
opined that demons are corporeal and consequently sensitive
or with a passive soul. But since he intends to show that
demons are not naturally evil, after this he showed
according to a particular opinion, namely if demons are of
an angelic nature, he shows consequently that the same thing
follows if it is posited that there is in them a sensitive
nature; for then there will be the same judgement concerning
the evil of demons and the evil of human beings. (82-93)

But evil is in us in that the sensitive part is not
requlated by reason; and this with respect to three things:
namely as far as the irascible which, while it is not
regulated by reason, it irrationally rages, [or is angry];
and as far as the concupiscible which, while it is not
compelled by reason, it desires foolishly; and as far as
fantasy or the imaginative which, while it is not regulated
by reason, perverts the truth. Therefore according to the
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aforementioned opinion evil in demons is nothing other than
an irrational furor and a demented concupiscence and a
perverted fantasy. But he says ‘demented concupiscence’ and
‘irrational furor’, since by concupiscence nothing looks
toward reason, but furor looks towards it, but imperfectly,
as was said above. (94-100)

1f therefore these three are in demons according to the
opinion of others, they are in them nevertheless not
entirely, since they do not pervert against all truth
whatsoever; nor is all of their concupiscence demented: for
they naturally desire the good and the highest; nor is it
also in all demons in the same way; nor also those, namely
furor and concupiscence and fantasy, are evil in themselves,
but in so far as they are deprived of the order of reason.
Whence we see that in irrational animals to have these is
not evil, but the removal of them is the corruption of the
animal and evil; but to have these produces and preserves
their animal nature. But if Dionysius speaks here according
to a particular opinion, it must also be said that he speaks
metaphorically: for thus passions of the soul of this kind
are attributed to the angels in scripture, as Augustine says
in IX De civitate Dei. Thus therefore he concludes that the
race of demons is not evil according to what is in its
nature, but according to what is not, i.e., in that it is
deprived of some good. (100-110)

Then when he says <And not varied etc.>, he shows whence
comes a defect of good in demons. For someone could believe
that, 'just as defect or infirmity of natural operation
occurs in humans from the same variation of nature which
when grown old is deteriorated and thus the natural
operations are debilitated, thus also from the transmutation
of some good the defect of good operation occurs in demons.
But this he excludes both as far as the universal Good,
which is God, from which they are averted, and as far as the
participated goods which are natural goods given to the
angels. He says therefore that the universal Good, namely
the divine, which is given to them in so far as they somehow
are made partakers of it, is not varied in some mode. Whence
they are not made evil because of a variation of that Good,
but since they depart from the universal good given to them.
And similarly the angelic gifts, i.e., things pertaining to
the angelic nature, which in principle are given to them, we
in no wise say that they are changed, so that they are made
evil from their mutation, but they remain permanently
integral, i.e., apart from corruption of nature, and most
splendid, i.e., apart from the diminution of natural
intellectual light. But that they do not see, this happens
because they through free will close their powers that look
towards the Good, i.e., they avert voluntarily their
intellect, not from a true consideration, but from looking
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to the good in so far as it is good, namely since they do
not will to follow it. Whence it is patent that, in so far
as they are and have a good cause, they both are good
according to their nature and desire the good, namely to be,
to live and to understand; but in so far as they are
deprived of this through a voluntary departure, by which
infirm recession they depart from the goods which befitted
them according to the order of their nature, they are called
and are evil in so far as they are not, i.e., in so far as
something good in them goes away; and similarly since they
desire evil, they desire non existing. For they are said to
desire evil in so far as they desire some good with a defect
of a due mode and order. (110-128)

v - 22

<But some call souls evil etc.> After Dionysius shows how
evil is in demons, here he shows how it is in souls. And
first he excludes a false mode; second he posits a true
mode, <But if to be made evil etc.>; third he concludes the
proposition, <Not therefore neither in demons etc.> (1-4)

He says therefore that perhaps someone will say that human
souls are evil, which indeed is true concerning some; but it
must be inquired how they are called evil. But if someone
should say that they are called evil because they defend
evils for which they provide and which they intend to
preserve, just as some good person cohabits with evil people
in order to save them or even as the soul itself coexists
with the corruption of the body and with the inordinate
passions of the soul and intends to reduce these to order,
this is not evil, but is good and is derived from the good,
by the virtue of which even evils are made good, either in
so far as evils are transnmuted and become goods or in so far
as goods are elicited from evils by divine ordination. (4-
11)

Then when he says <But if evils etc.> he posits the true
mode. And he says that, if we say that souls are made evil,
we can not do this except in so far as they defect fronm the
good, both as far as habit and as far as act, and thus
infirm from defect of the good they can not attain the end,
but they fall down to something contrary to the end, just as
the air above us we say to be darkened through defect and
absence of light. But the light is what also enlightens the
darkness, i.e., those which were formerly darkness were made
luminous; and thus the good makes good from evil. (11-16)

Then when he says <Not therefore neither in demons etc.>, he
concludes what was proposed, namely that evil is neither in
demons nor in humans something existing positively, but as a
defect and a certain desertion of the perfection of proper

416

goods. Thus therefore he intends to show that evil is not in
existing things, since in some there is evil in no way, as
in God and in the angels, but in some there is evil, but as
privation, not as something existing. (17-21)

Then when he says <But neither in animals etc.>, he shows
that evil is not naturally in irrational animals. And he
excludes two things according to which it could seem that
evil is in them naturally, namely the passions and the
defect of reason. For someone seeing in brute animals
naturally furor and concupiscence, which are called evil in
humans, could esteem animals of this kind to be naturally
evil. But this he excludes saying that, if you remove fronm
animals of this kind furor and concupiscence and other
passions of this kind, which are called evil by some and
nevertheless are not evil simply from their nature; if, 1
say, these are removed, their nature is destroyed. When a
lion will destroy animosity and pride, it will not be a
lion; and similarly a dog, when it will destroy furor, in
every way made gentle, it will not be a dog. And this .
appears from the utility which it produces in human things,
in which the office of a dog is to protect the house or
other things of this kind; and this it does by drawing near
to the household. But it is clear that those things through
which nature is preserved lest it be corrupted are not evil,
but the corruption of nature itself and any other defect of
natural habits and virtues and operations is infirmity and
this is evil, as was said above. Whence it 1s patent that
the aforementioned passions, which when destroyed the nature
of brute animals is destroyed, are not evils in them, but
goods. (21-34)

But someone could say that because they are imperfect by
reason of lack according to their nature, animals of this
kind are naturally evil. But this he excludes: for whatever
things are generated do not come to their perfection except
after a determinate time; from which it is patent that to be
imperfect before that time is natural and accorqing to
nature; from which it is patent that not every imperfection
is beyond nature, but only that imperfection is evil, ]
through which the perfection due according to that tinme 1is
destroyed. (35-39)

Iv - 23

<But neither in all of nature etc.> After Dionysius shows
that evil is not something existing in those which act
through cognition, he shows the same in natural things. And
first in nature itself; second in a natural body, <But
neither in a body etc.>; third in matter, <But neither many
vulgar etc.>; fourth he shows how privation is related to
evil, <But neither this which we say etc.> Concerning the
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first he does two things: first he shows that evil is not in
universal nature; second how evil is in particular nature,
<But particulars etc.> (1-7)

Concerning the first it must be known that universallnature
is called the universal cause of all those things which come
to be naturally. But God is the universal cause of all yhxch
come to be naturally; whence some call God nature naturing.
But it is better that universal nature be understood as the
universal cause of those which come to be naturally in the
genus of natural things. Some therefore posited universal
nature to be something separated, commonly disposed to all
natural things, just as separated human being, according to
the Platonists, commonly is disposed to singular human
beings. But since the species of things are not separated,
but the forms themselves existing in matter are t@e o
principle of action, as is proved in VII Metaghy51cs,'1t is
better to say that universal nature is called the active
power of the first body, which is the first in the genus of
natural causes. Therefore in this universal nature there can
be no evil; for evil in any nature is a recession from Fhe
order of that nature, as the eye is ill when it is not in
its natural disposition. But although something could be
beyond the order of some particular nature, never;hegess
nothing can be contrary to universal nature: for it is not
removed from the order of some nature except by something
acting in a contrary way, for instance from the order og
health, which is naturally the good of the human body, is
removed through the action of heat or cold. But all natural
reasons which are active virtues in nature depend on
universal nature and nothing thus can act contrarily to all
of universal nature. Whence it is patent that in universal
nature there can be no evil. (7-21)

Then when he says <But particulars etc.>, he shows how evil
is in particular nature; and he calls particular nature the
principle of motion of some determinate thing. Therefore he
says that to some particular nature there 1s.someth1ng
according to nature and something not according to nature,
just as to be moved upward is according to the nature of
fire, but to be moved downward is not according to its
nature. Nor is it the same to all things beyond nature; but
one and the same thing can be to one thing according to
nature and to another beyond nature, just as to be moved
downward is beyond the nature of fire and according to the
nature of earth. But nothing is evil to something of nature
than to be beyond nature, which is to be deprived by
something natural. From this it is patent that nature itself
is not evil; rather this is the evil of nature: pot to be
able to attain to those things which pertain to the
perfection of its proper nature. (22-29)
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Then when he says <But neither in a body etc.>, he shows how
evil is in a body. And concerning this he does three things:
first he shows what is called the evil of a body; second he
excludes a certain objection, <But since neither malice
etc.>; third universally he gathers together what evil is in
all things which are called evil, <For this is etc.> (30-33)

He says therefore first that, as it was said that evil is
not something existing in demons and in souls, thus neither
is evil something existing in a body. For the evil of a body
is said to be some turpitude or infirmity and both of these
are a defect of some form or a privation of some order. For
there are required for beauty both brightness as form and
commensuration which pertains to order; but when both are
deprived turpitude follows. Nevertheless evil is not in a
body such that form and order are entirely deprived, since
if all form and all order be totally destroyed and
consequently all that is in beauty, neither the body itself
could remain and consequently neither the turpitude of the
body. Whence it is patent that what is called a base thing
is not totally evil, retaining nothing of the good, but is a
good diminished from a due perfection. (33-41)

Then when he says <But since etc.>, he excludes a certain
objection. For someone could say: this body is evil from
this fact, that it is the cause of malice of the soul. But
he excludes this, saying that the cause of malice of the
soul is not the body. For the cause being removed absolutely
the effect is removed; but when the body is removed malice
is not removed from the spiritual nature, as is patent in
demons who are incorporeal and nevertheless evil. It remains
therefore that the cause of the malice of the soul is not
the body. But in actual sin it is clear that the malice of
the soul is from free will, in that it uses corporeal things
for evil. But in original sin the infection itself of the
body, according to which it infects the soul united to
itself, is first from the soul of the first parents. (41-48)

Then when he says <For this is also to minds etc.>, he
gathers together universally what is evil in all things
which are called evil. And he says that as in the minds of
demons so in souls so also in bodies evil is not something
existing; rather it is to have infirmly and in a debilitated
way the proper goods which are appropriate to them or to
totally fall from having them; this is called evil in
singular things. (48-51)

Then when he says <But neither many vulgar etc.>, he shows

how evil is attributed to matter: and first he displays the
truth; second he excludes an objection, <But if they should
call it etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first
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he proposes the truth; second he proves it, <For also the
same ornate etc.> (52-54)

Concerning the first it must be known that among many of the
ancients it was said vulgarly that matter is in itself evil,
and this is because they did not distinguish between
privation and matter; but privation is non being and evil.
Whence, as Plato said matter to be non being, thus some said
matter to be in itself evil. But Aristotle in the first
chapter of the Physics says that matter is not non being and
is evil only accidentally, i.e., by reason of the privation
that accedes to it. And this is also what Dionysius here
says, that matter is not evil in so far as it is matter; and
he proves this by three reasons, the first of which is taken
through comparison to form, which is such: Matter can be
considered in two ways: in one way as existing under form
and thus it has participation of form as far as substantial
esse and of beauty as far as commensuration and decorum, to
which intrinsic accidents are also produced, and also
ornament as far as the exterior things which encircle it. In
another way matter can be understood absolutely, besides
what was said before, as if lacking quality and all forn.
And if someone should say that matter thus understood is the
first evil, this can not be, since they say that the first
evil produces all evils. But matter in itself existing
without quality and form cannot produce anything, since the
principle of acting is form through which something is in
act. Similarly also neither can it suffer in itself in that
it suffers in casting away something from substance, as a
contrary is said to suffer by a contrary; but in that it is
said to passively receive sinply, thus it befits matter to
suffer in itself. Therefore it is clear that matter is not
in itself evil as the first evil. (55-72)

Second he posits a reason, <And otherwise: how is it etc.>,
which is taken from comparison to cause, which is such:
either matter in no way is or in some way is. If it is not,
it is neither in some place nor in some mode; but what is
not is neither good nor evil; it follows that matter is
neither good nor evil. But if matter is, since all existents
are from the Good, it follows that matter is from the Good.
But what is from the Good is not in itself evil; therefore
matter is not evil in itself. (72-77)

But to show this he introduces a fivefold division of
clauses; for concerning the causality of things it is
necessary to speak of one of these five things, the first of
which is that the Good is the cause of evil, of permanent
evil; the second clause is that evil is good because it
Prqcegds from the Good; the third clause is that conversely
evil is effective of good, of permanent good; the fourth
Clause is that the Good, because it proceeds from evil, is
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evil. And these four are impossible, since to say that the
good is effective of evil or evil of good is to posit that
one opposite is the cause of the other; but to say that evil
is good, or conversely, is to say that opposites are the
same. The fifth clause is that there are two principles,
good and evil, but it is necessary to say that those two,
which in themselves are distinct, proceed from one first
principle, since before all multitude is unity. But it is
necessary for that first principle to be good or evil, and
thus again the four first incongruities will return. If it
be said that good is something and evil is something, it is
therefore necessary to say that the first is good, and all
which is something existing is good as caused from a good
principle. And thus prime matter, if it is existing, is in
itself good as caused from the good. (77-88)

He posits the third reason, <But if a necessary etc.>, which
is taken from the usefulness of matter. And this reason has
three media according to three uses of matter, the first of
which is that matter is the complement of the universe; for
the universe of beings would not be complete, if being in
potency were destroyed. And he touches upon this mediunm,
saying that if some concede that matter is necessary to the
completion of the entire world, how can it be that matter is
in itself evil? For a necessary thing is different from
evil: for something is called necessary in that it has an
order to the Good and from this fact it has the notion of
the good. The second utility of matter is with respect to
particular beings which are generated from matter. And he
touches on this medium, saying: how does the Good, namely
God, lead certain beings to generation from evil? This seems
unfitting: for just as heat does not produce something from
coldness itself, thus neither does the Good make something
from evil itself, and nevertheless this would follow if
matter were in itself evil. Or again: how can what is
necessary to the generation of the good be evil? For this
pertains to the notion of evil, that it flees the nature of
the good and does not lead to it. But he says that certain
ones are lead to generation from matter because of the
immaterial substances which do not have matter. The third
use of matter is that it nourishes by sustaining form;
whence Plato compared matter to a nurse. And he touches upon
this when he says: how can matter, if it is evil in itself,
beget and nourish the nature of a generated thing, by
receiving and keeping its form? For evil, in this way, is
not generative or nutritive of something or, as we speak
more universally, is not effective or preservative of
something. For the effective contains under itself the i
generative as the less common and similarly the preservative
contains under itself the nutritive. But to effect and to
preserve pertains to the notion of the good; whence they do
not befit evil, as far as this mode. (89-107)
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Then when he says <But if they should say etc.>, he removes
a certain objection. For he said above that the body can not
pe called evil as if it were the cause of malice of the soul
jtself. But someone could say that, although corporeal
matter does not cause malice in the soul, nevertheless
corporeal matter draws souls to malice, by attrac;ing then.
But he says that this is not true. For if matter is the )
cause that attracts souls to malice, it would follow that it
does this from necessity; for a cause having been posited
the effect follows from necessity unless something impedes
it. But we see this to be false; for many souls look toward
the Good, which could not be if matter totally draws them to
evil. Whence it is clear that evil in souls is not from
matter, but from the inordinate motion of the free will,
which is sin itself. But if someone imputes this to
corporeal matter, in so far as existing exteriorly it
attracts in some way, and conjoined to the soul it
influences it, although not from necessity, this does not
exclude that matter is good in itself, since something can
be the occasion of the evil of something, which nevertheless
is in itself good. Therefore this is what he says that, if
some say that the soul is moved to evil from matter, it is
in no way necessary to say that matter, although it is
instable, nevertheless is entirely consequential, i.e.,
having consequence and order in the universe, and is
necessary to forms, which can not be established in
themselves. But how can evil be necessary or that which is
necessary be evil in itself? And it must be noted that
significantly he says ‘instable mattar’, since to be
inclined toward matter in itself seems to be evil, in so far
as when the unchangeable good is deserted it adheres to a
changeable good. But the principle of mutability is matter
in so far as it is in potency to diverse things.
Nevertheless neither the fact that it is in potency to
diverse things shows it to be evil; rather through this it
has an order to diverse goods, i.e., to diverse forms, which
are established in it. (107-126)

Then when he says <But neither this which we say etc.>, he
shows how privation is related to the notion of evil. And he
says that neither privation itself is adverse to the good by
acting against it according to its proper virtue, but
according to the virtue of the good: since, if it is perfect
privation, i.e., which removes everything entirely, it
excludes all potency and thus it is not able to act against
the good. But if it is a particular privation, excluding one
form and not another, it has a virtue of acting not from the
fact that it is a privation, but from the fact that it is
not a perfect privation, i.e., from a conjoined form, which
is not deprived. But if a good is particularly deprived, it
is still not totally evil; and if the particular privation
recedes, either because something is not deprived or because
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it is totally removed, it follows that the nature of evil
omits it. (126-133)

IV - 24

<But it is to say collecting etc.> Having touched upon the
principle questions which he had proposed above concerning
evil, namely whether evil is something and whence is evil
and in what things is evil, here he pursues other adjoining
questions. And first when it is asked whether evil is caused
from the Good or from some other cause; second when it is
asked how providence is compatible with evil, <How totally
they are by providence existing etc.>; the third question
when it is asked how some existents desire evil, <Evil is
therefore non existing etc.> Concerning the first he does
two things: first he sets forth certain considerations
concerning the cause of evil through which the
aforementioned question is solved; second he explains it,
<All which is according to nature etc.> (1-8)

He posits therefore first three considerations, the first of
which is that from all things it can be gathered that the
good proceeds from a single and perfect cause, but evil
proceeds from many particular defects. And this appears as
much in natural things as in moral things. For health and
beauty are result from the body being well proportioned in
all parts, but it is sufficient for turpitude or illness
that due proportion departs in some part. And for this
reason to be sick and base happens in many ways, but to be
healthy and beautiful in one way. Similarly to the act of
virtue it is required that it be commensurate according to
all due circumstances, of which when any one is destroyed a
vitious act is produced. And for this reason the Philosopher
says in 11 Ethics that the good occurs in one way, but evil
in many ways. (9-16)

Then when he says <God sees the good etc.>, he posits a
second consideration, which is such: whatever is in the
world, whether good or evil, is seen by God; but all that is
seen, in so far as it is seen, is in the seer; and since
there occurs in God the most noble mode of seeing, which is
to see something through a cause, it is clear that in God,
who sees good and evil things, are the causes of both goods
and evils. The causes of evils, which are with God, are the
virtues themselves which produce good; for it is the same
virtue which makes good in so far as it is perfect and which
makes evil in so far as it is deficient, as is patent from
the free will which is the cause of good and evil, and
universally all which is the cause of evil is also the cause
of some good. (16-23)
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Then when he says <But if evil etc.>, he posits a third
consideration, which is against the assertion that evil is
not a first principle: since if evil is from eternity not
caused, but rather creates others and has power of making
something and has existence and has causality, while it
makes some things, it remains to be asked whence it has
this. Whenever some one thing occurs to many things, it is
necessary that there is some one cause of that one thing,
since a cause is not more multiple than the effects, namely
as the effect is one and the causes are multiple. 1f
therefore eternity and creation and potency and esse and to
make commonly befit the good and evil, it is necessary that
this proceed from one cause. Therefore either evil has this
from the good or good from evil or both from some prior
cause; and that the truer of these is the last will be
shown. (23-30)

Then when he says <All which is according to nature etc.>,
he explains clearly the three foregoing considerations. And
first the first; second the second, <Of all and to evils
etc.>; third the third, <Just as totally it can etc.> The
first consideration, namely that evil is not from some
determinate cause, he proves by three reasons. (31-34)

The first is such: for we see that all that has a
determinate cause either is by nature or is by art; for all
that is according to nature is generated from some
determinate cause, and similarly what is according to art.
But evil is not according to nature nor according to art,
since all that is according to nature is in some way in
nature, as effects are in their causes, and all that is
according to art has some notion in art. But evil in natural
things is to be against nature and in artificial things evil
is to be inartificial. But it cannot be said that what is
against nature is in nature nor that its notion, which is
inartificial, is in art. And thus evil is not by nature nor
by art. From this it follows that evil is without cause and
is indeterminate as not coming from some determinate cause.
(34-42)

But he posits the second reason, <Whether the soul of evil
etc.> For it seems best that the soul through free will is
the cause of evil. Whence if the soul is not in itself the
cause of evil, it seems that nothing else is in itself the
cause of evil. Therefore he asks whether the soul is in
itself the cause of evils such that it fills with badness
all things to which it is adjoined, just as fire heats all
which it approaches, since it is in itself the cause of
heating. And to the solution of this question he proposes
two things: the first of which is that the nature of the
soul is good; the second is that the soul according to its
Own operations is sometimes good and sometimes evil. The
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first of these he proves thus: for if it is granted that the
nature of the soul is evil and its esse is evil, this seems
impossible since the soul does not have its own esse except
from a creative cause of all which must be good, since to
produce pertains to the notion of the good. But whatever
things are created from a good cause are goods. Therefore in
no way can it be that the soul according to its own
substance and nature is evil. But if the second member be
granted, namely that the soul is evil because of its
operation, this is not as if an evil operation comes from
the soul from necessity and intransmutably, as if the soul
in itself is the cause of evil operation; for there could
not be in the soul virtues and virtuous acts unless the soul
itself were conformed to the good. Thus therefore the soul
is not in itself a determinate cause of evil. Whence it
remains that evil is more from a certain debilitating cause
and defect of good. (42-56)

He posits the third reason, <The cause of goods is etc.>,
which is such: the cause of goods is one; but, just as evil
is opposed to the good, thus also multitude is opposed to
the one; therefore the causes of evil are many and
indeterminate. Not such that evils are effected through sonme

reasons and virtues -- and he says reasons as far as those
which become through art and virtues as far as those which
are through nature -- but the cause of evils is a total

defect, by which reason it is called impotency or debility
of potency, which is called infirmity, or also that
something dissimilar is adjoined to another without due
commensuration, just as if heat is adjoined to cold without
due commensuration, illness follows. But that some things
immobily and in the same way persevere occurs from the
fortitude of the impressing and conserving cause. Since
therefore evils arise from a subtraction of potency and its
debility, it follows that they are not immobile nor always
disposed in the same way, but that they have infinite
varieties and that they are endless, since what comes from a
debility of cause sometimes occurs thus and sometimes
otherwise, because a debilitated cause can not conserve the
same order in causing. And since they are certain
debilities, it is necessary that they be carried into other

bings, i.e., they are sustained as privations in a subject,
and that they have an indeterminate subject as they have
indeterminate causes. (56-69)

Then when he says <And of all evils etc.>, he explains the
second consideration, namely that the causes of evils are
virtues producing good. And concerning this he does two
things: first he shows that good is the principle of evil;
second he shows through what mode, <To evil to be posited
etc.> (69-71)



425

put that good is the principle of evil he shows thus: the
end always corresponds to an active principle; for
everything performs what is fitting to its own nature, just
as fire acts for the generation of fire; but the end of all
evils is the Good; therefore also the principle of all evils
is the Good. But that the end of evils is the Good, he
proves thus: for that is the end of something because of
which that thing is; but whoever does something, whether
good or evil, does it because of the Good. And he shows this
in those who do evil things which seem less; for we do not
do evils except from the desire of some good; for no one
does that which he does looking intentionally to evil: just
as the one who commits adultery is not attracted by the
inordinateness because of which adultery is evil, but by the
enjoyment, which is some good. Therefore the end of evils is
the good; and thus it follows that the Good is also the
principle of evils. But all which has some substance has a
principle and end befitting its substance; which can not be
said concerning evil, as was shown. Therefore it remains
that evil does not have substance, since it is produced
thanks to the good and no thanks of its own, as was shown.
But if the one who does evil intends the good, as is said
here, it seems that he does not sin, since sin depends
principally from the intention. But it must be said that if
that evil conjoined to the good is unknown, in so far as it
is adjoined to it, rarely and in few cases the intention
which is borne into the good would not be evil. But when the
evil adjoined is not latent, in so far as it is always
conjoined to this good in which the intention is borne, in
some way it is borne also into evil, although not
principally. For from the fact that it does not refuse that
good because of the adjoining evil, it follows that it wills
more that evil than to lack the good and that it wills less
the greater good, which is deprived through that evil, than
the lesser good to which evil is conjoined. (72-89)

Then when he says <To evil esse is to be posited etc.>, he
shows how the Good is the principle of evil. And concerning
this he does two things: first he shows the proposition;
second he infers a conclusion from what was said, <Therefore
privation is evil etc.> (90-92)

Therefore since he had shown above that good is the
principle of evil, lest someone should believe that it is
absolutely its principle, to exclude this he says that esse
1s to be assigned to evil accidentally and because of
another and not as from a proper and per se principle. This
he proves thus: whenever something is done and something
else_desired, that which is has a cause accidentally: just
as, if someone digging a grave finds gold, we say the
finding of gold to have arisen accidentally. But when
Someone does evil, it is one thing that is and another that
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is desired or intended, since that which is appears toc be
good; which is necessary for this reason, since all that is
is due to the good, as was shown; but according to the truth
of the thing it is not good, since it happens that someone
judges that to be good which is not good. Therefore it
remains that evil does not have a principle except
accidentally. (92-100)

And thence he further concludes that evil is beyond mode,
since the motion which is a mode in a being is not
terminated through itself to evil; and again it is beyond
the intention of the mover, since every intention of an
agent is borne into the good; and again it is beyond nature,
since it does not proceed from an agent in a way befitting
its nature, since every agent acts by virtue of the good;
and further it is also beyond cause, since it does not have
a cause per se but only accidentally, whether by cause is
understood an effective principle or a final cause. And as
it is beyond nature, thus also it is beyond art; for it is
beyond definition of reason which directs in the works of
art and beyond will which moves towards them. And similarly
it is beyond subsistence, since it does not have a form
through which it subsists, but is the privation of form.
(100-107)

But if someone objects that if what someone does who is
sinning appears to them to be good and thus all sinners seem
to sin from ignorance and thus are excused from sin, it nust
be said that an error of this kind, because of which what is
not good is judged to be good, is according to ignorance of
choice by which what is known universally is unknown in
particular. For the one who knows universally that adultery
is evil now judges adultery in a particular case to be good,
in so far as the pleasurable good outweighs in his will the
justified good, to which is opposed the evil adjoined to the
pleasure. Whence ignorance of this kind is more from the
disordering of the will than that it is the cause of the
disordering of the will. And because of this the Philosopher
says in III Ethics that one sins unknowing, but not from
ignorance. Whence he is not excused in whole or in part.
(108-115)

Then when he says <Therefore privation is evil etc.>, he
infers a conclusion from what was said, in which he
multiplies the modes of evil. But since evil is a privation
of good, evil can vary in two ways, either from the part of
privation, since it happens that something is deprived in
many ways, or from the part of the good, since in many ways
the good happens to be deprived. Therefore he concludes
that, since evil does not have subsistence, which is a
privation depriving totally some particular good, as
blindness is evil since it privates vision totally; and
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again evil is a defect, namely when something is not totally
destroyed, but is possessed deficiently, as is clear in
those who see obscurely; and it is also infirmity, namely
when it does not possess the good firmly even if it has it
intensely: as if someone sees acutely and nevertheless does
not have firm vision, but its vision is easily dispersed.
These three therefore are understood on the part of
privation. (116-124)

But on the part of that which is deprived through evil there
must first be understood the notion of the good in common,
to which three things pertain, namely the commensuration of
the things from which something is composed, as health is
the commensuration of humors, and beauty the commensuration
of members, and oppositely evil is incommensuration, as
illness and baseness. Second it pertains to the notion of
the good that an act attains to its due end, and on the
opposite side he says that evil is sin: for sin is said to
be in nature and in art and in the will, when an act does
not attain to its due end: just as when nature produces a
monstrous birth and when a scribe does not produce good
script and when the will does not make a virtuous act. It is
also from the notion of the good that it is intended, since
the good is what all things desire, and from the opposite
side he says that evil is without intention. And these three
can be reduced to mode, species, and order, which Augustine
posits: for incommensuration is through privation of mode,
sin through privation of species; but when he says ‘without
intention’ he signifies the privation of order. (124-134)

Then he posits those things which follow upon the common
notion of the good. And first he says ‘without beauty’,
since the beautiful is convertible with the good, as was
said above. And afterwards he posits certain particular
goods, which are deprived through evil, as he says that evil
is without life and without mind, i.e., without intellect,
and without reason, and is imperfect: for perfection
pertains to the notion of the good; and it is not
collocated, i.e., not established in something: for to be
established in something is from the notion of the good; and
it is without cause: for order to a cause is a certain good;
and it is undefined, as not proceeding from a proper cause;
and it is without seed, as if not having a proper and per se
effect; and it is a vacuum, i.e., without plenitude; and it
is not operating, since even operation itself is a certain
good as well as the perfection of operation; and it is
inordinate, since also order pertains to the notion of the
good; and it is dissimilar, since similitude is also a
certain order and pertains to the notion of the good; and it
is infinite, since an end is the good and perfection of
everything; and it is obscure, i.e., without brightness; and
briefly it is without all substance and not existing in some
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mode nor in some time nor is evil something in so far as it
is evil. (134-145)

Then when he says <Just as totally it can etc.>, he proceeds
to explain the third consideration posited above, namely
that evil is not eternal and creating as some first
principle. And this he proves in two ways. The first is
thus: for evil, in that way in which something is able to
make something, can do this through the good adjoined to it,
since that which is entirely without the good neither is
something nor is capable of anything. And this he proves
thus: for if it is the case, that to exist and to desire
through the will and to be potent and to be effective
pertains to the notion of the good, how is that which is
contrary to the good, namely evil, which is apart from
substance and operation and will, as was said above, capable
of something by its own proper virtue, i.e., as if to say:
in no way. 1f therefore evil is capable of nothing through
itself, but only by virtue of the good, it is clear that
evil is not a first creative principle. (145-153)

Second, <Not all etc.>, he proves the same thus: We see that
not all things are in every way evil, nor the same things
entirely are evil in all things in the same respect; for the
evil of any thing is opposed to its proper good: for evil of
a demon is to he beyond an intellect conformed to the divine
goodness and evil of the soul is to be beyond reason and
evil of a body is to be beyond natural disposition.
Therefore there is not some evil which is the same evil in
all things. But this would be necessary, if there were some
first cvil creative of all evils, just as the first creative
good of all goods is the good in all things. Therefore it is
patent that evil 1is not a first creative principle. (154-
159)

Iv - 25

<How totally evils are when providence exists etc.> Having
solved the first question concerning the cause of evil, here
he solves the second concerning providence, namely how evils
can be when divine providence exists. And concerning this he
does three things: first he shows that evil does not fall
under providence as if caused from providence; second he
shows that evil falls under providence as if ordained by
providence, <But also made etc.>; third that evil ocught not
be totally impeded through providence, <And properly
everything etc.> (1-6)

He says therefore that evil in so far as it is evil is not

existing nor is in existents, as was proved above, and since
nothing of existents is without providence, i.e., not caused
from divine providence, evil is not intended nor caused from
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divine providence. But that all existents are caused from
divine providence and no evil is, he proves thus: for there
is nothing of existents that does not participate the good
in some way; but it is from the notion of evil that it is a
defect of good. But nothing of existents universally is
deprived or defects from the good; but the proper cffect of
providence seems to be the good; for whoever provides
intends that by its own providence it constitute in a good
state those things for which it provides. It remains
therefore that divine providence is extended to all
existents and nothing of existents is not provided for by
God; but evil, to the extent that it is not caused through
the divine providence, is non existing. (6-14)

Then when he says <But also by evils made etc.>, he shows
how evils fall under providence, as ordered by providence.
And he says that divine providence uses evils well:
sometimes for the utility of those in whom the evils are,
just as when corporeal infirmities or even spiritual, God
performing it, occur for the utility of those who suffer
then; but sometimes for the utility of others, and this in
two ways: sometimes for the proper utility of something, as
when from the pain of one another is made better; but
sonmetimes for the common utility, as when the pain of a
malefactor is ordered to the peace of a city. (15-20)

Then when he says <And properly everything etc.>, he shows
that evil ought not be totally impeded through divine
providence. And he says that divine providence provides to
each one of existents properly, i.e., according to the
property and condition of its nature. And for this reason
the vain objection of many must not be received, who say
that divine providence ought also induce us unwillingly to
virtue. For it does not pertain to providence that it
corrupt the nature of things, but that it preserve it;
whence in that way in which providence is conservative of
the nature of each thing, thus it provides those things
which through their own nature are mobile as if mobile
through themselves, i.e., withdrawing from them without then
being able to be moved through themselves; and similarly
those which are whole, i.e., universal or perfect, and those
which are particular it provides for along with the natural
property of the whole and of each particular: and this in so
far as their nature for which God provides receives
proportionally to itself given goodnesses from the most
abundant providence of the universal God. And since rational
created nature according to its nature is defectable and is
able to defect through free will, it does not pertain to
divine providence that it impede its mobility; and similarly
1t does not pertain to the providence of God that it
attribute such goodness to one particular being it does to
the entire universe nor to a thing which is in an inferior
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ggade what belongs to a thing which is in a superior grade.
(21-34)



BOOK FIVE
v -1

<But it must be passed over now etc.> After Dionysius
treated the Good in the fourth chapter, here in the fifth he
explains the meaning of being, which he determines after the
Good, since the Good in some ways extends itself to more
things, as the Platonists said: for even non-existing in
act, which is being in potency, from the fact that it has an
order to the Good has the notion of the Good, but it
participates the causality of being when it is being in act.
And since some posited a thing to become in act according to
some exemplar of some preexisting form, for this reason in
the chapter on being he also explains the meaning of
exemplars to which beings become, as is clear from the
title. But this chapter is divided into two parts: in the
first he sets forth certain things which are necessary to
the proposed intention; in the second he proceeds with the
causality of first being, <But since we also spoke of these
etc.> Concerning the first he does three things: first he
states his intention; second he excludes an error, <But he
does not say another to be good etc.>; third he responds to
a certain objection, <And someone might say etc.> (1-11)

He says therefore first that from the consideration of the
Good we must pass over now to the true praise of God in so
far as CGod is named by the holy theologians as truly
existing. But it is necessary to know this beforehand, that
it is not the intention in the present discourse that the
supersubstantial substance itself of God in so far as it
supersubstantially exists in itself be manifested, i.e.,
that the essence of God be known. It can not be explicated
by this discourse nor be received by our cognition; for
whatever our intellect apprehends is less than the essence
of God and whatever our language expresses is less than the
divine esse. Nor can the divine essence be perfectly
manifested to any created intellect whatsoever so that it
should comprehend it, but it exceeds the union itself of the
intellects of the blessed, who see the essence of God
through union of their intellect to the essence of God
itself; for although they see that which God is,
nevertheless there is not such perfection of vision as there
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is perfection of the divine esse itself and as there is
perfection of vision by which God sees Godself. Therefore it
is not the present intention that the essence of God itself
be manifested in so far as it is in itself, but that the
procession of being from the divine principle into all
existents, through which all things are substantified, be
praised. For by any divine name there is made manifest some
procession of some perfection from God into being, as the
name of Good shows every universal procession of the cause
of things and extends itself to existents as well as to non-
existents in so far as non-existents have something of the
Good as they are in potency to esse. But the name of ‘being’
designates the procession of being from God into all beings
and in so far as it is said of God, God is above all
existents. But the name of life is extended to all living
things and in so far as it is said of God, God is above all
living things. But the name of wisdom signifies the
procession which is extended to all intellectual and
rational and sensible things, since even sense itself, in se
far as it is a certain cognition, is a certain participation
of the divine wisdom; nevertheless divine wisdom is above
all of these. (11-31)

For this purpose therefore this discourse attempts to
expound the names of God in so far as they are manifestive
of divine providence through which perfections are
attributed to things. For this discourse does not pronise
that it narrate the supersubstantial goodness itself and
substance and life and wisdom of God in so far as it exists
supersubstantially in itself above all things which are
found in creatures; whence of the wisdom of God it is said
in Job 28, that "it is hidden from the eyes of all living
things". But the intention of the present discourse is to
praise God by the name of the ‘Good’ in that God is the
cause of all goods, and the name of ‘existing’ in that God
makes every substance, and by the name of ‘'life’ in that God
vivifies all things, and by the name of ‘wisdom’ in that God
gives wisdom. (31-38)

Then when he says <But not another etc.>, he excludes an
error of certain Platonists who reduced universal effects
into universal causes. And since they saw the effect of the
Good to be the most universal, they said its own cause to be
the Good itself which pours out goodness into all things,
and under it they placed another cause which gives esse to
all things, and afterwards another which gives life and thus
concerning the others, and principles of this kind they
called gods. He therefore excludes this, saying that the
present discourse does not suggest that one principle is the
Good itself and another existing itself and another life and
another wisdom. Nor does the present discourse suggest that
there are many causes and diverse deities productive of
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diverse things, of which some are higher and some lower. But
every procession of perfections into creatures and all names
which are expounded here, the present discourse maintains to
be of one principle, and one name to be that which shows the
entire providence of God universally, namely the name of
‘Good’; but certain names show the divine providence as far
as some determinate effects, whether more universal or more
particular, as being, living, wise, and others of this kind.
(38-49)

Then when he says <And someone might say etc.>, he solves a
certain objection. And first he states it, which is such:
since esse itself exzceeds life and life exceeds wisdonm,
whence is it that living things are supereminent to
existents and sentient things to living things and rational
things to sentient ones and minds, i.e., angelic intellects,
to rational creatures, i.e., human beings, and they are
closer to God as if more assimilated to God and they draw
nearer to God according to the dignity of their nature,
while it is nevertheless necessary for those which
participate greater gifts from God to be better and to be
supereminent to others which participate lesser gifts? (50-
55)

Second, <But of non subsisting things etc.>, he solves the
foregoing objection. And he says that the word of the
aforesaid objection would be correct, if someone should
suppose that those which are intellectual are not existing
or not living; for then, just as esse is preeminent to life
and life to wisdom, thus existing things would be preeminent
to living things and living things to wise things. But the
divine minds of the angels do not lack esse; rather they
have it more excellently above other created existents and
they have life above other living things and they understand
and know above the cognition of animal sense and hunman
reason. And as far the order to the Good, they desire the
Beautiful and the Good above all other existents; and not
only do they desire it more as if more perfectly ordained to
it, but they participate more in it, having a more perfect
goodness in act. For in these two modes the Good is found in
Ccreatures: either according to actual participation of the
Good or according to an order to the Good, as was said above
in the fourth chapter that the Good extends itself even to
non-being in act. Whence rationally the angelic substances
are closer to the divine Good through a certain nearness to
it as if participating in the divine Good itself more
abundantly, and as if possessing from it more and greater
goods than others: more, since they have intellect, which
many do not have; but greater, since esse itself and life
Yhich others have is possessed by the angels more perfectly.
55-69)
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And similarly also rational things, namely human beings, are
supereminent to sensible things, i.e., to the brute animals,
since they pre-abound them in reason, which they possess
before them; and some, as the brute animals, supersede
others, as the plants, in sense; and others, namely plants,
supersede inanimate bodies in life. And universally this can
be said truly, that that which more participates the One
itself, which is God, infinitely giving since God gives to
all affluently, as is said in James 1, are more near to God
and more similar to God than those remaining, i.e., those
which they exceed. (69-74)

v -2

<But since we also spoke of these things etc.> Certain
things having been set forth which were necessary to the
present intention, here Dionysius approaches expounding the
name of being in so far as it is said of God. And since, as
he already said, it is not his intention to manifest the
ineffable essence of God in so far as it is in itself, but
in so far as the name of being spoken of God shows the
procession of being from God into creatures, for this reason
he first shows the procession of being universally from God
in all things; second he shows that from the divine esse
there flow out also singulars in specific things, <And from
the same cause of all etc.> Concerning the first he does two
things: first he shows all existents to be universally fronm
God; second he shows all things to be in God, <And it is
from him and in him etc.> Concerning the first he does two
things: first he shows the divine to be the universal
causality with respect to all existents; second he shows
that God is more properly denoninated from esse itself, <And
before other participations of him etc.> Concerning the
first he does three things: first he states his intention;
second he follows up the proposition, <What the esse of all
etc.>; third he summarizes, <Resuming therefore we say etc.>
(1-12)

He says therefore first that, since it was said of the
foregoing, the knowledge of which was presupposed to the
present intention, we ought to praise the Good itself, which
is God, as truly existing in itself and as it makes the
substance of all existents. (13-15)

Then when he says <Which the esse of all etc.>, he follows
up the proposition. And concerning this he does three
things: first he shows that God is the cause of all things
which pertain to esse; second that all things in some way
befit God, <For also God etc.>; third that all things are
removed from God, <And neither was etc.> (15-17)
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He says therefore first that the Good itself, which is God,
according to God’s supereminent virtue is the productive
cause of all substances and the creator of all existents,
namely since God does not produce substances from something
preexisting, but simply every existing thing comes frem
God’s virtue. (18-20)

Then he enumerates those things which seem to pertain to
esse. And first he posits two universals, namely existing
and mind, i.e., intellect; for mind is comprehensive of all
esse. But since mind, i.e., intellect, is not understanding
in act except through participation of the intelligible
which is existing itself, the Platonists posited that
existing itself, which they posited as separate, is above
the first created intellect, just as the intelligible is
before intellect and the participated before the
participant. And because of this Dionysius here says that
God is both the cause of existing itself and the cause of
mind itself. (21-26)

Then he posits those things which pertain specifically to
the substances themselves of existents, in which three
things can be considered: namely of which one is the
singular itself, which in itself in act embraces both
universal and individual principles, as Socrates or Plato,
and regarding this he says ’persons’. But second is species
or genus, as human being or animal, in which are
comprehended universal principles in act, but singulars in
potency: for something is called a human being which has
humanity apart from the precision of individual principles,
and regarding this he says ‘substances’. But the third is
the essence itself of genus or species: as is signified by
the name of humanity, in which name the sole principles of
the species are comprehended: for nothing of individual
principles pertains to the notion of humanity, since
hunanity precisely signifies this, that a human being is
hurpan. But no individual principle is of this kind; whence
in the name of humanity there is not included, either in act
or in potency, some individual principle, and regarding this
he says ‘natures’. (26-36)

But to the notion of being pertains first the substance of a
thing, which was already said; but secondly the measure
itself of the duration of a thing, and regarding this he
adds that God is the principle and measure of the ages. But
an age is called the measure of the duration of every thing.
Whence one age is called the time in which one generation of
people can last or in which the common memory of human
events customarily lasts; whence the space of a thousand
yYears is called an age by some. But it is clear that the
measure of each thing by God is prefixed, and for this
reason he says that God is the principle of the ages. But
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the first principle in any genus is the measure of those
which are in that genus, as unity of numbers and tone in
melodies. Therefore the divine esse itself is the measure of
ail ages, not adequately, but exceedingly. And consequently
he expounds in specific cases how God is the principle of
the ages. For in two ways particular existents have
duration: for the esse of some is subject to mutation, and
the duration of these is measured by time, and regarding
this he says ‘and that God makes times to be’. But the esse
of others is not subject to mutation, and the duration of
these is measured by eternity, and regarding this he says
‘and God makes to be the eternity of existents’. For just as
tine is related to motion, thus is eternity related to esse
itself; and for this reason he adds that God causally is the
time of those which become and God is the esse causally to
all existents in any mode; by which he excludes the opinion
of the Platonists who posited both time and esse itself as
subsisting separated under God. Third, to the notion of
being pertains generation, which is nutation toward esse;
and for this reason he adds that God is causally generation
to all generated things in any medc, since God attributes
generation to all, as is said in Is. 66. And thus it is
clear that from the first existing thing itself, which is
God, is caused both eternity, which is the measure of being,
and substance, which is existing through itself, and every
existing thing in any mode. And again from God is caused the
measure of motion and generation itself and that which is
generated; and not only existents themselves are caused by
God, but also whatever things are in existents, as parts and
natural properties, and those things which in any way either
inhere, as accidents, or subsist, as substances. (37-58)

Then when he says <For also God etc.>, he shows that all
things in some way befit God. For the evidence of which it
must be considered that every form received in something is
limited and bounded according to the capacity of the
recipient; whence this white body does not have total
whiteness according to the total possibility of whiteness;
but if it was separated whiteness, nothing would be absent
from it which pertains to the virtue of whiteness. But all
other things, as was said in superior things, have esse
eceived and participated and for this reason they do not
nave esse according to the total virtue of esse, but only
God, who is esse itself subsisting, has esse according to
the total virtue of esse. And this is what he says, that for
this reason God can be the cause of being to all things,
since God is not existing in some mode, i.e., according to
some finite and limited mode, but God universally and
infinitely receives in Godself esse entire and prepossesses
it, since it preexists in God as in a cause and is derived
to others from God. And for this reason God is called in I
Tim. 1 the King of the ages, since God has in Godself esse
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entire and every substance and all existents and again they
are around God in so far as they are derived from God. (58-

69)

Then when he says <And neither was etc.>, he shows that all
things are removed from God, as far as the mode in which
they befit creatures. And he says that God was not, as if
something from God’s esse perished in the past, nor will God
be, as if something of God’s esse is expected in the future;
and this is because God was not made, but esse is variated
through past and future only of those to whom it is proper
to be made; nor also does it befit God that God be generated
in the present or in the future in the mode of temporal
generation; and what is more, God neither is, namely in so
far as present time is signified, since God’s esse is not
measured by time, but God is esse to existents, not indeed
such that Godself is the formal esse itself of existents,
but he uses that mode of speaking which the Platonists used
who called separated esse the esse of existents in so far as
composites are participated through participation of
abstractions. And that it must be understood causally is
apparent from what he adds, that not only are existents from
God, but also the esse itself of existents is from God, who
is before the ages; and God is said to be before the ages
since God is the eternity of eternities, i.e., the measure
of all durations. (69-80)

Then when he says <Therefore resuming etc.>, he brings
together those things which were said. And he says by
resuming that all existents and measures of being have esse
from the first being, and every eternity and time, which are
durations, are from God, and God is the effective principle
and final cause of every age and time and of every existent
in any mode. And again all things participate God as the
first exemplary form; and not only is God the cause as far
as the making of things, but also as far as total esse and
duration, which he shows when he says ‘and he recedes from
nothing of existents’; for when the builder departs the
house remains, since he is the cause of the house as far as
its becoming and not as far as its esse; but if God should
subtract God’s operation nothing would remain, since God is
the cause of its esse. And since the cause is preeminent to
its effects, God is before all things and all things consist
in God, just as effects preexist in a cause by virtue; and
universally whatever is in any mode preexists in the first
being, namely God, both as far as the esse which it has in
its nature and as far as the esse which it has in intellect
and as far as the conservation of its esse. (80-90)

v-23
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<And before other participations of it etc.> After he shows
that being when said of God signifies the procession of
existents from God, here he shows that this name, namely
being, or gui est, is most fittingly said of God. But he
shows this by two reasons: of which he begins the second at
<For also pre-esse and super-esse etc.> (1-4)

The first reason is such: if some cause is named from its
effect, it is most fittingly named from the principal and
most worthy of its effects. But esse itself among the other
effects of God is the most principal and worthy. Therefore
God, who can not be named by us except through God’s
effects, is most fittingly named by the name of being. This
is therefore what he says, that esse itself is proposed to
creatures to be participated before other participations of
God. For whatever perfection the creature has, it is through
this in the participation of God, who, so to speak, is
proposed and offered to all to be participated, but first
God is participated with respect to esse itself, then with
respect to any other perfection: and esse itself per se is
older, i.e., prior, and more worthy than that which is to be
life per se and that which is to be wisdom per se and that
which is to be the divine similitude. (4-12)

But here it occurs to be considered, what is here called
esse per se and life per se and things like these. For the
evidence of which it must be known that the Platonists, whon
Dionysius imitates in this work in many things, before all
composed participants posited separated existences per se,
which are participated by the composites, just as before
singular humans who participate humanity, they posited
separated human being existing without matter, by the
participation of which singular humans are called humans.
And similarly they said that before these living composites
there was a certain separated life, by the participation of
which these living things live, which they called life per
se; and similarly wisdom per_se and esse _per se. But they
posited these separated principles to be diverse from each
other and from the first principle which they named the Good
per se or the One per se. But Dionysius in some things
consents to them and in some things dissents: he consents
with them ‘in this that he posits separated life existing
through itself and similarly wisdom and esse and others of
this kind; but he dissents from them in that he does not say
these separated principles to be diverse, but one principle,
which is God, as he said above. Therefore since it is called
life per se according to the statement of Dionysius, this
can be understood in two ways: in one way in so far as per
se implies a real discretion or separation, and thus life
per se is Godself; in another way in so far as it implies
discretion or separation according to reason alone, and thus
life per se is life itself which inheres in living things,
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which is not distinguished according to the thing but simply
according to reason from living things. And the same reason
applies concerning wisdom per se and the others; and this
twofold exposition he posits below in the eleventh chapter.
But there life per se is understood for life which inheres
in living things: for he speaks here of participations; but
life existing per se is not a participation. (12-30)

But that esse per se is prior and more worthy than life
itself and wisdom itself he shows in two ways: first in that
whatever participates in other participations first
participates esse itself; for something is understood first
as being rather than living or wise. Second since esse
itself is compared to life and to others of this kind as
participated to participating; for life itself is also a
certain being and thus esse is prior and simpler than life
and others of this kind and is compared to them as their
act. And for this reason he says that not only those which
participate in other participations first participate esse
itself, but what is more, all things which are named
according to themselves, as life per se, wisdom per se and
others of this kind in which existents participate,
participate esse per se itself, since nothing is existing of
which esse per se itself is not the substance nd eternity,
i.e., the participated form for subsisting and enduring.
wWhence since life is a certain existing thing, life also
participates esse itself. From this therefore he concludes
the principal proposition, namely that God fittingly and
more principally before all other names is praised as
existing, as if from the more worthy of God’s gifts. And
that he should be praised more principally in this way, is
clear from Ex. 3, where it is said "The one who is sent me
to you". (30-42)

Then when he says <For also pre-esse etc.>, he states the
second reason, which is such: if some cause be named fronm
its effects, it is necessary that it be named principally
from the first effect through which it makes all others; but
esse is of this kind; therefore God is named principally
through esse itself. This therefore is what he says, that
Godself prepossesses and super-possesses pre-esse and super=
esse. (42-46)

Now it must be considered that in two ways one thing can be
preferred to another, namely with respect to what is
possessed and with respect to the mode of possessing it,
just as one person who has greater knowledge than another is
preferred to the other as far as the quantity of the
knowledge possessed. But an angel is preferred to a human
being in wisdom, not only as far as the quantity of wisdon,
but also as far as the mode of having it, since a human
being has it rationally, but an angel intellectually. Or it
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exceeds in both ways, namely as far as that which it has and
as far as the mode of having it. But as far as that which it
has, it exceeds in two ways, namely according to order,
since it has esse first and because of this he says ‘pre-
esse’, and as far as dignity, since it has esse more
excellently, and because of this he says ‘superesse’. And
similarly as far as the mode of having the notion of order
and dignity can be understood, and for this reason he says
‘pre-having and super-having’. Thus therefore God, more
eminently having esse from Godself, through a certain
similitude among other effects first makes to be what is,
i.e., esse itself according to itself, and through esse
itself God makes to subsist all things which are in any
mode: for through this everything is caused by God, that its
esse is from God. And not only other caused existents
participate esse, but also the principles themselves of
existents participate esse in so far as they are and are
principles. And first it befits them to be according to
themselves and afterwards that they are principles of
others. (46=-59)

Also if someone wants to say, according to the opinion of
the Platonists, that life per se, i.e., a certain life
separated under God, is the principle of living things in so
far as they are living, and of similar things similitude per
se, and similarly of all other participations, whatever
participate this or that or both or many, always you will
find that things of this kind, although they are
participated by others, nevertheless themselves also
participate esse itself, and first they are understood as
participating esse, then that they are principles of others,
in that they are participated by others. But this also can
be understood in that life per se is understood to be the
life itself which inheres in living things, which is the
formal principle to living things, and similarly of the
others. If therefore those which are principles of others
are not except through participation of being, much more so
those which participate them are not except through
participation of esse itself. And this is clear that God
through esse itself causes all things. From which he
concludes the principal intention and says that God, who 1is
goodness per_se, proposing first, i.e., granting, to created
things this gift which is esse per se, is praised by this
name ‘Qui est’ as if by the more worthy and first of God’s
participations. (60-71)

v -4

<And it is from him and in him etc.> After Dionysius shows
that all existents are universally from God, here he intends
to show that all things universally are in God. And
concerning this he does two things: first he proposes what
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he intends; second he shows the proposition, <For also in
unity etc.> (1-4)

He says therefore first that not only from the goodngss 9(
God itself, but also in it is esse itself per se, which is a
participation of God, and all principles of existents and
all existents, both substances as well as accidents, and all
things in any mode are contained under esse, even imperfect
beings, as being in potency and motion and others of th1§
kind. And lest someone should believe that these things in
this mode are in God as they are in themselves, he
consequently excludes this. For in themselves all creatures
are finite; but in God they are infinite, since in God they
are the divine essence itself; and for this reason he says
‘and this incomprehensibly’. Again in themselves they have
opposition and diversity; but in God they are conjoined
simultaneously; and for this reason he says ‘and conjoined’.
Again in themselves they have multitude; but in God they are
one; and for this reason he adds ‘and singularly‘’, i.e.,
unitedly. (4-12)

Then when he says <For also in unity etc.>, he proves the
proposition. And first through examples; second through
reason, <For the principle of existents is etc.> Concerning
the first he does two things: first he states the examples;
second he argues from the examples, <Therefore nothing is
unfitting etc.> (12-15)

Concerning the first he states four examples, the first of
which is from unity and number. And he says that every
number uniformly preexists in unity, since unity is _
virtually every number, as Boethius says in the Arithmetica.
But he says ‘uniformly’, since everything which is in
another is in it through the mode of that in which it is;
whence also number existing in unity is in it through the
mode of unity; and this is what he says ‘uniformly’. Again
unity has in itself every number, since all properties of
all numbers in some mode are found in unity: for whether we
take squared numbers or cubed numbers or any other figures
of numbers, in whatever disposition of numbers unity is
found first. And again it must be considered that every
number is one in unity itself, but as much as it further
recedes from unity the more it is distinguished and is drawn
into multitude. (15-24)

He cites a second example from a center. And he says that
all lines which are drawn to the circumference
simultaneously exist in the center as in a common principle;
and that sign, i.e., point, which is called the center, has
in itself uniformly all lines conjoined, both in each other
and in the principle from which they proceed, namely that
from one principle they are produced into multitude; thus
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their multitude is terminated at the center as at a
terminus. And it must be considered that lines which are
united perfectly in the center itself, equally receding from
the center are equally distant from each other. And this
nust be said simply, that in so far as they are nearer to
the center they are thus more united both to the center
itself and to each other; but the more distant they are from
the center the more distant they also are from each other,
as it is also the case with number, that the more it recedes
from unity the more it is multiplied. (24-32)

He cites a third example from universal nature, which
according to Plato is some separated substance, but
according to Aristotle is some virtue of the first natural
body. But in whatever way universal nature is understood, it
is clear that in the universal nature of all natures the
notions of every particular nature are united, not through a
node of confusion, as stones are united in a heap, but
through the mode of a certain union: just as if we should
say that the notions of generables virtually exist in the
sun and all notions of members virtually exist in the seed.
(32-38)

He cites a fourth example from the soul, which is the cause
of the body, both as efficient cause and as form and as end,
as is said in II De anima; and thus in the soul as in a
cause all virtues of the parts of animals commonly preexist,
by which it is provided to the whole body. For all virtues
are based in the soul as in a common basis. (38-41)

Therefore from these examples he concludes further that we
can from the foregoing, as from certain obscure similitudes,
i.e., deficient from the divine representation, ascend to
the universal cause of all through the similitude of
particular causes, so that in this way, with the eyes of the
nind transcending all mundane things, we might contemplate
all things to be simply in God, who is the cause of all,. and
that those things which are contrary to each other, as they
are in their natures, preexist in God uniformly and
unitedly. For the proportion of a particular cause to its
effects is the same as the proportion of a universal cause
to all things. (41-46)

Then when he says <For the principle etc.>, he proves the
same through reason, through which the aforementioned proof
is confirmed. For all nultiplicities which are from one
principle preexist unitedly in the first principle. Thus
therefore it is clear that all things are in God unitedly,
since God is the principle of all. But in this causality of
God he first posits those things which pertain to esse
itself. And he says that from God is the esse itself of
things and all existents which are in any mode. But to esse
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ins also the principle of being and the end, since 1t
girEgtﬁd in all ex?stents; and for this reason he says that
from God is every principle and every end. Second he states
those things which pertain to llfe..And_he says thgt_from ;
God is all life and immortalxty, whlcp is an 1qdef1c1gncy o
life. Third he states those things which pertain to.wxsdom.
And he says that from God is all wisdom. And since it g
pertains to wisdom to ordain, he adds ‘and every order an
all harmony’, which is befitting to order. Fourth he states
those things which pertain to virtue. And he says that from
God is every virtue. But it pertains to vxrtue.that .
something is preserved from injury, and regardlng this he
says ‘all guarding’; and that it be established 1n‘those
things which befit it, and regarding this he says ‘every
collocation’; and that it diffuse ;hose things ;hxch

ing has, and regarding this he says ‘ever )

Z?Eitggugion': Fifth ge states those things which pertain )
specifically to cognition; whence he says ‘every intellect
regarding the angels; ‘all‘Speecp', i.e., reason,.r?gqrdxng
humans; ‘all sense’ regardlng.anlmals; ‘eyegy habit’ 1n th
which is perfected the cognitive or appetitive reason. Sixt
he posits those things which pertain to bodies; and he says
‘every station’, i.e., rest, anq ‘every motion’. Seventhphe
posits those things which pertain to the one; and he says
‘every union’ universally; ‘every concre;xon’ rega;dxng o
corporeal union; ‘all friendship’ regarding affective union;
‘all concord’ regarding the union of conceptions and
statements. Finally he posits those things which pertain to
the multitude; and he says ‘every discretion’, 1.e.,
distinction; and ‘every definition’, i.e., detegmlnatlon, of
each one: for whatever is determined in itself is so through
the fact that it is distinct from others. And not only are
these things from God, but also whatever other things
pertain to esse by which beings are informed. (47-68)

V-5

<And from the same cause of all etc.> After Dionysius shows
God to be the universal cause of all being, here he shows
that God is the cause of all particular beings as they are
in their proper natures. And it is divided into three parts:
in the first he shows the proposition; in the second he
explains the meaning of exemplars, <But exemplars etc.>, 1n
the third he recapitulates, <Therefor9 all existents etc.>
Concerning the first he does three things: first he shows
that the proper natures of things are from God; second he
infers a corollary from what was said, <And_because of this
from the expressions etc.>; third he shows it tprough an
example, <For if our sun etc.> Concerning the first he does
two things: first he states that every grade of beings is
from God; second that even common esse itself 1s from God,
<And certain dignities etc.> Concerning the first he does
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three things: first he distinguishes the grades of beings,
saying that they are from God; second he subdistinguishes
the grades of the supreme beings, <And the most holy and
most advanced etc.>; third he distinguishes the grades of
inferior beings, <And souls and all others etc.> (1-12)

He says therefore first that from the universal cause of
all, which is God, the substances of angels are similar to
God, which are intelligibles in so far as they are
immaterial and are intellectual in so far as they have
virtue of understanding themselves and others. And this is
the first grade of substances, which are neither bodies nor
are united to bodies. The second grade is of substances
which are not bodies, but are united to bodies, and
regarding this he says ‘and of souls’. The third grade is of
corporeal substances, and regarding this he says ‘and of
every mundane nature’. In the fourth grade of beings are
accidents which are in nine genera. The fifth grade is of
those which are not in the nature of things but in thought
alone, which are called beings of reason, as genus, species,
opposition, and things like these. And regarding these two
grades he says that from God there are some things in
whatever mode which are said to be in others, as accidents,
or to be according to thought, as beings of reason. (12~-21)

Then when he says <And the most holy etc.>, he distinguishes
the grades of the supreme beings, i.e. , of the angels, who
are distinguished in three hierarchies. Therefore regarding
the angels of the supreme hierarchy, he says that both from
and in the same universal cause of all the virtues of the
supreme angelic hierarchy have both esse and conformity to
God, which are most holy because of perfect conjunction to
God and most advanced because of the altitude by which they
are supereminent to others, and are collocated as it were in
the vestibules of the supersubstantial divine Trinity. For
it is the statement of Dionysius, as is clear in the
thirteenth chapter of the Angelic Hierarchy, that the angels
of the supreme hierarchy are not sent out to exterior
things, and thus constituted in the hiddenness of the
highest divine contemplation they are said to always assist,
in the similitude of ministers who always remain with the
king, keeping watch in his houses. But regarding the angels
of the second hierarchy he says that the virtues of the
middle angelic hierarchy, which are subjected to the
aforementioned virtues, subjectedly, i.e., in an inferior
rmode, have esse from God. But regarding the angels of the
lowest hierarchy he says that the angelic virtues have esse
from God extremely, i.e., in the lowest mode. But extrenme
and low are said in angels in comparison to superiors, but
in comparison to us they are supermundane, and above the
mode of mundane things they participate the goodness of God.
(21-34)
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Then when he says <And souls etc.>, he distingquishes certain
grades in inferiors things, namely in souls and in corporeal
substances. And he does this in two ways: first according to
the order which is between esse and well being. And this is
what he says, that souls and all other existents below souls
have esse and well being and are denominated existents and
good existents in so far as they have esse and well being
from the first being, and in so far as they are in the first
being both beings and good beings; and this is for the same
reason according to which this was said of the angels.
Second he shows the grade in these as far as the progress of
being; for things of this kind begin to be from the first
being itself as from a first principle; and in the first
principle itself they are kept, i.e., preserved, as in a
first principle which is the cause not only makes esse but
preserves in esse, and to the same first being are
terninated all things as to an ultimate end. But grades of
this kind are attributed to inferior substances in so far as
they are subjected to change, through which they begin to be
and are improved according to the procession from esse into
well being. (35-45)

Then when he says <And certain dignities etc.>, he shows
that God is the cause of common esse itself. And concerning
this he does two things: first he shows that esse itself is
common to all things; second he shows how common esse itself
is related to God, <But also esse itself etc.> (45-48)

He says therefore first that God distributes to superior
substances certain more noble properties of being because of
which superior substances are called eternal, as if always
existing, according to the Psalm "Lift up you eternal
gates". But they are called eternal since they participate
some eternity, not because they always were, but because
from the time they began to be they never cease to be. And
although dignities of these kinds of being befit superior
substances as such, nevertheless to be itself is not removed
from all existents, since nothing can he called existing
unless it has esse. (48-54)

Then when he says <But also esse itself etc.>, he shows how
common esse is related to God. And he says that common esse
itself is from the first being, which is God. And from this
it follows that common esse is otherwise related to God than
to other existents in three respects. First in that other
existents depend on common esse, but not God; rather common
esse depends from God; and this is what he says, that common
esse itself is of Godself as far as depending from God, and
Godself is not of being, i.e., of common esse itself, as far
as depending from it. Second in that all existents are
contained under common esse itself, but not God; rather
common esse is contained under God’‘s virtue, since the
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divine virtue is extended more than created esse itself; and
this is what he says, that common esse is in Godself as
contained in a container and conversely God is not in that
which is esse. Third in that all other existents participate
that which is esse, but not God; rather created esse itself
is a certain participation of God and God’s sinmilitude; and
this is what he says, that common esse has God, namely God,
as participating God’'s similitude, but God does not have
esse as if participating esse itself. And from this it is
clear that Godself is the eternity of created esse itself,
i.e., its duration, (this is the notion of duration), and
God is also its principle and measure, nevertheless thus
that GCodself is existing before all substance and before all
being and before all eternity; and not only is God before
duration and order, but also causality, since God is the
substantifier of all things as the cause of subsisting to
all things, and God is the principle of being to all things
and the middle, in that duration and procession of all
things is from God, and God is also the end to which all
things tend. (54-71)

Then when he says <And because of this from the expressions
etc.>, he infers a conclusion from what was said. And he
says that because of this, that God is the principle of all,
in holy scripture Godselt, who truly preexists to all
things, is multiply praised according to every notion cf
existents. For it is said of God that God was and is and
will be, Apoc. 1, through which is understood what was made,
i.e., the past, and what is, i.e., the present, and what
will become, i.e., the future. This must not be understood
as if it should subject the divine esse to time, but through
this is signified to those who are able to understand divine
things, as it befits God, that every esse according to every
notion of being supersubstantially exists in God as in one
who is the cause of all existents. God’s esse is not finite
through some nature determined to genus and species, so that
it could be said that it is this and not that, as even
spiritual substances are determinate; nor also through
place, so that it could be said that God is here and not
there, as is the case with corporeal things; but God is all
things as the cause of all, i.e., God prepossesses the esse
of all things in Godself, and in God are conmprehended and
prepossessed the principles and ends of all beings,
nevertheless not in the same mode as in the things
themselves; rather God is above all things as existing
supereminently before all things. And since all things are
in God in some way, as if comprehending in Godself all
things, simultaneously all things are predicated of God and
at the same time all things are removed from God, since God
is nothing of all things, but above all things, as it is
said that God is of every figure in so far as all things
preexist in God and nevertheless God is without figure,
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since God does not have esse in the mode of figured things;
and for the same reason God is of every beauty and
nevertheless without beauty, namely in so far as God in
Godself incomprehensibly and excellently pre-receives
principles, media, and ends, not according to some )
composition, but in that God according to a single unity
infuses esse into all things, by shining upon them, apart
from any stain, for God is not altered by altering as occurs
in corporeal things. (71-90)

Then when he says <For if our sun etc.>, he exhibits what he
had said through a sensible example. And he says that our
sensible sun, existing as a single and uniform light, by
infusing into all things renovates all sensible things, both
substances and qualities, generating some anew from the
corruption of others, as appears in plants; and it nourishes
all living things; and it keeps, i.e., preserves,
universally all things, living as well as non living; and it
perfects them, i.e., leads them to their due perfection; and
it discerns, i.e., it distinquishes the diversity of
sensibles; and it unites them, constituting one from many;
and it makes plants dried out through cold to bloom again,
and makes them to germinate; and plants and animals are
generated by its virtue; and it changes those things which
are changed in the nature of things; and it collocates,
i.e., makes firm, everything in its place or even in its
principles; again from plants it makes fruit and seeds and
other plants to be produced; and it moves upward the
elements from the roots of the plants to their highest
points; and it vivifies all that live; and every one of all
natural bodies according to its properties participates the
virtue of one and the same sun. (90-102)

From this it is clear that one and the same sun in itself
causally pre-receives uniformly, i.e., according to its
virtue, those things which are participated by diverse
things; for effects would not participate a cause unless the
cause should prepossess in itself causally those things
which belong to the effects. The proportion of a particular
cause to its particular effects and of a universal cause to
its effects is the same; rather a universal cause flows into
its effects more than a particular cause. If therefore in
the sun according to its one virtue all its effects preexist
uniformly, much more so must it be conceded that in God, who
is the cause both of the sun itself and of all existents,
the exemplary reasons of all beings preexist according to a
supersubstantial unity, namely which exceeds the unities of
all substances. For thus all things preexist in God as God
is productive of all; but God produces all substances
according to a virtue by which God exceeds all substances;
whence it follows that all things preexist in God according
to one virtue supersubstantially. (102-112)
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V-6

<But we say exemplars to be etc.> After Dionysius shows God
to be the cause of all beings according to their proper
natures, here he explains the meaning of exemplars of things
according to which all things seem to be produced in their
proper natures. And concerning this he does two things:
first he shows that there are exemplars of things; second he

excludes an error, <But if Clement the philosopher etc.> (1-
5)

Concerning the first it must be considered that the
Platonists, positing God to be the cause of all esse, since
they believed that the same thing could not be the cause of
a plurality of things in terms of their properties by which
they differed, but only in terms of what is common to all,
posited certain secondary causes through which things are
deternined to their proper natures which commonly receive
esse from God, and these causes they called the exemplars of
things, just as they said the exemplar of human being to be
a certain separated Human Being, which is the cause of
humanity to all singular human beings; and similarly
concerning others. But Dionysius, just as he said that God
is the cause of all common esse, he thus said that God is
the cause of the properties of each one; whence it follows
that in Godself are the exemplars of all beings. This must
be understood in this way: for God, even if God is one in
God‘s essence, nevertheless by understanding God’s own unity
and virtue knows whatever exists in God virtually. Thus
therefore God knows things of diverse properties are able to
proceed from Godself; therefore the things of this kind
which God knows to be able to be produced from Godself are
called rationes of the intellect. But not all ratjones of
this kind can be called exemplars: for an exemplar is that
for the imitation of which another is; but not ali things
which God knows to be able to be produced from Godself does
God will to produce in the nature of things; therefore only
those rationes of the intellect in God can be called
exemplars, for the imitation of which God wills to produce
things in esse, just as an artist produces artifacts for the
imitation of forms of art which he conceives in his mind,
‘hich also can be called examples of artificial things. This
15 therefore what he says, that we say exemplars are not
things outside of God, but in the divine intellect itself
certain intellectual rationes of existents, which are
productive of substances and preexist in God singularly,
1.e., unitedly and not according to some diversity. And
rationes of this kind hely scripture calls predefinitions,
or predestinations, according to Rom. 8 "Those God
predestinated, these are the ones God called"; and it calls
them also good volitions, according to the Psalm "Great are
the works of the Lord, exquisite in all his volitions".
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These predefinitions and volitions are distinctive of beings
and effective of them, since according to rationes of this
kind the supersubstantial essence of God predetermined and
produced all things. (5-27)

Then when he says <But if Clement the philosopher etc.>, he
excludes the contrary error of those who posit the exemplars
of things to be certain supreme separated beings, and he
imputes this error to a certain Clement the philosopher. And
he says that, if that philosopher approved the opinion that
in some respect those things which are more principal in
existents are called exemplars of inferiors, reason does not
proceed in it through proper names both perfect and simple.
For an exemplar is that to which another is, and thus an
exemplar is imitated; but things were not made so that they
should imitate some superior beings, but so there is
fulfilled in them what the divine wisdom ordained; whence
the exemplars of things are not properly speaking any of the
principals of things. Similarly also they are not perfect
exemplars, since even they need other exemplars. But they
are not even simplicities, since they are simultanecously
exemplars and exemplified. But even if it be conceded that
one could rightly say that superiors are the exemplars of
inferiors in so far as inferiors imitate superiors as far as
they can, nevertheless the statement of holy scripture nust
be remembered which says: 1 will not show to you those
things, namely superior beings, so that you might be after
them, but so that by knowing them according to our
proportion we might be elevated, as we are able, to knowing
the cause of all. Thus therefore it can be conceded that
they are exemplars, not that we might finally be conformed
to them, but so that through consideration of them we might
tend toward God to whom we ought to be conformed. But that
statement of holy scripture is taken from what is said in
Deut. 4 "Lest perhaps‘, it says, "your eyes being elevated
to heaven, you might see the sun and moon and all the stars
of heaven, and deceived by error you might reverence and
adore then". (27-42)

Then when he says <Therefore all existents etc.>, he
concludes the things said above, showing how God has a
universal relation to all things. He concludes therefore
first from the foregoing that all things are to be
attributed to God, not according to some composition, but
according to some separated unity. And this is because God
begins to communicate God‘s perfection to others from the
procession of being itself, through which things are
substantified, and from the procession of goodness itself;
for these are found first among those things which proceed
from God into creatures, esse and the good; for posterior to
these are life and wisdom. And the procession of this kind
of esse and goodness goes through all beings, since all are
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beings and goods, but not all are living and wise;

all things are filled from the participgtion of gédégd chus
essence and thus in all existents God exults through a
certain exuberance. Since therefore thus the divine essence
bestows esse to all things, it prepossesses all things in
itself, not according to some composition, but according to
the most simple unity, refuting all plurality. Thus
therefore the first universal relation is that the divine
essence prepossesses all things in itself. The second is
that it contains and preserves all things in esse according
to its own simple infinite unity. The third universal
relaplgn is that, existing singular and one, it is
participated by all things, just as one voice existing the
same is participated by many hearers; for it is one voice
according to principle but nultiple according to diffusion.
But from these he concludes the fourth universal relation,
namely that the divine essence is the principle and end of
all existents; not that it is generated through existents,
as health is generated through medicine, but as that which
preexists in existents: a principle is of all things as the
productive cause of things, but an end as that by whose
grace all things come to be. And it is the terminus of all
things; for the termination of any motion is in the divine
essence, and from its infinity is derived every infinity and
every end, as from an exceeding cause which produces
opposites, since the limits of neither are appropriated as
if to one of them. (43-63)

The reason why it can be the cause of all is this: since it
prepossesses all existents in its unity and since anything
causes something in its own similitude, it follows that that
which has all things in itself makes all things to subsist,
and 1t 1s present to all things and everywhere, not
according to its diverse parts, but according to one and the
same respect, and according to the same it is all things in
so far as all things virtually preexist in its simple
essence; and similarly according to the same it proceeds to
all things in a causal way and nevertheless remains in
itself, existing immutably in the act of causing; and thus
also it is standing in so far as it is not changed, and
motion in so far as it diffuses its similitude to all
things. And all these things which we have affirmed of God
can also be negated from God, since they do not befit God in
the way they are found in created things and as they are
understood and signified by us. Whence, although God is said
to be the principle and end of all, nevertheless God has
neither principle nor medium nor end. And although God is
said to be present to all and everywhere, nevertheless God
is not in something of existents in the way in which one
effect is in another. And although God is said to be every
existent, nevertheless God is not something existing of the
nunmber of created existents. And universally nothing of the
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number of created things befit God, neither eternal_
existents, i.e., above time, nor also tgmpor@l subsistences;
rather God is separated through a certain eminence both from
time which measures motion and changeable things and fronm
eternity which measures esse itself and those things which
exist immutably, and also God is separated from those which
are in eternity and time through a certain eminence. And for
this reason eternity itself and those which are and any
other measures of beings and those which are measured by a
measure of this kind are through God as if having the
similitude of the first exemplar and from God as from the
first active principle. (63-79)

g

BOOK SIX
vl -1

<But of these etc.> After Dionysius explained the meaning of
being, here he explains the meaning of life, since the
procession of life is less common than the procession of
esse itself. And concerning this he does two things: first
he proposes how the causality of all life is manifested in
God by the name of life; second he shows the causality of
divine life, <And of immortals etc.> (1-4)

He says therefore first that these things which pertain to
being were said more diffusely and diligently in other
books; for he made many books which we do not have. But now
God is to be praised through in that God is called eternal
life, according to I John, last chapter "This is the true
God and life eternal®, as that from which is life itself per
se, i.e., common life itself, and every particular life; and
from the divine life itself "to live" is dissenminated, i.e.,
distributed, to all things which participate life in any
mode according to the property of each one, as if he should
say that God is called eternal life in so far as God is the
cause of both common and particular life and of all living
things. (5-10)

Then when he says <And of the immortal angels etc.>, he
exhibits the causality of the divine life. And concerning
this he does three things: first he exhibits the universal
causality of God with respect to life; second he shows God’s
causality with respect to every property of living, <And he
gives first of life per se etc.>; third he shows what is the
relation of any life to the first life, <And whether you say
intellectual etc.> Concerning the first he does three
things: first he shows the causality of God with respect to
the highest life, which is that of the angels; second with
respect to common life, <And as in existing etc.>; third
with respect to lower life, <From it also souls etc.> (11-
17)

Concerning the first it must be considered that those are
properly called living in corporeal things which have motion
from themselves, and are not moved by something extrinsic,
as animals and plants. And since every operation is in some
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way motion, whatever has operation from itself, not acted
upon by other exterior things or moved in order to be acted
upon, these are called living. And since the operation of a
thing follows upon its essence, two things are understood in
the name of life, namely the esse itself of living things,
as that by which it is that it befits it to operate through
itself, and because of this the operation or motion of a
living thing which is in it is through itself. Therefore
regarding the first of these, he says that from the divine
life itself as from the first active principle and because
of it as because of an end, the life and immortality of the
angels and of those that live immortally not only have esse
but also to subsist. But regarding the second, he says that
from the divine life is the incorruptibility itself of the
sempiternal angelic motion, i.e., of the operation of the
angels lasting perpetually. And since esse is always in thenm
and it can operate, they can be called immortal, since the
fact that they are immortal and live perpetually they do not
have from themselves, but from the first cause which is
effective and preservative of all life. But that is properly
and truly immortal, which does not need something extrinsic
in order that it might live always, but it always has "to
live" from itself, and thus only God is called immortal,
according to Tim. 1 "To the king of the ages, immortal,
invisible, God alone". (17-30)

Then when he says <And as in existing etc.>, he shows the
divine causality with respect to common life. And he says
that, as was said above, that the first being itself is
eternity, i.e., its measure and cause which is esse per se,
i.e., common esse itself, thus here it must be said that the
divine life, which is supereminently living, is the
productive and preserving cause of life per se itself, i.e.,
of common life; and consequently every particular life and
every vital motion and every principle of any life proceeds
from the divine life, which is above all life. (31-36)

Then when he says <From it also souls etc.>, he shows the
divine causality with respect to inferior life. And he says
that from the divine life also human souls have to live
incorruptibly; from the divine life are all animals which
live by sensitive life and all plants which have life
according to an ultimate resonance, i.e., according to an
extreme and lower participation of life, since life does not
proceed beyond plants. But when participated life is
destroyed in creatures all life is destroyed according to
the doctrine of scripture, where it is said "You take away
their spirits and they fall away and they are reverted into
their dust". But in so far as those which also through
infirmity of nature fall away from participation of life are
once more converted to life, as animals again come to be or
any other kind of living things, as is clear in plants and
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in animals generated from putrefaction; and because of this
it is added in the Psalm "Send forth your spirit and they
will be created and you will renovate the face of the
earth". (36-45)

Then when he says <And he gives first etc.>, he shows the
causality of divine life as far as the properties of any
kind of life; and he does this because of some who said that
God is the common cause of life, while nevertheless the
particular properties of living are from proper causes,
through which an effect of a common cause is determined to
its proper species. And concerning this he does three
things: first he shows the causality of divine life as far
as the properties of living, which are in the highest living
things, namely the angels; second as far as the properties
of living which are in human beings, <But giving also to
humans etc.>; third as far as the properties of living which
are in lower living things, namely animals and plants. (45-
51)

He says therefore first that God not only gives to conmmon
life that it is life, but God also gives to every particular
life that there is properly that which befits it according
to nature, just as to the celestial lives of the angels, as
far as the esse of living things, God gives immortal life:
first it is immaterial since they do not have life adjoined
to matter; second it is deiform life since they are
conformed to the divine life from the fact that they live
apart from matter; third it follows that they have
invariable life since the subject of variation and motion is
nmatter. hlso regarding the operation of life, he posits
three things which are contrary to what is in us. First of
all intellectual operation is weak in us for the
comprehension of the truth, and against this he says that
they have strong motion, i.e., intellectual operation;
second intellectual operation in us can be perverted in
false opinion, and against this he says that they have
indeclinable motion; third intellectual operation in us can
not be continuous since we can not always and continuously
meditate, and against this he says that they have
sempiternal motion. And since these properties clearly
appear in the blessed angels, lest someone should want to
exclude the life of demons from the causality of divine
life, he adds that divine life is superextended through the
mode of influence and causality, and an abundance of God’s
goodness, even to the life of demons, which could not be
from another cause except from the divine life, from which
it has it that it is life and that it is permanently
preserved in esse. (52-66)
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455

<But giving also to human beings etc.> Here he shows the
divine causality as far as the properties of human life. And
first as far as the life of nature; second as far as the
life of grace, when he says <And by superemanation etc.>;
third as far as the life of glory, which will be in the
resurrected ones, <And what is more divine etc.> (1-4)

But natural life in humans is conformed in some way to
angelic life in that it is intellectual, and in some way it
differs from it in so ar as it is a life conjoined with
matter. And for this reason he says that the divine life
gives to human beings, as if commixed from spiritual and
corporeal nature, life in the similitude of the angels, not
perfectly, but as far as it is fitting. (5-8)

Then as far as the life of grace he says that the divine
life, through a superemanation of its goodness, even while
we are receding from it through sin, converts and recalls to
itself, according to Lam. 4 "Convert us to yourself O Lord
and we will be converted". (8-10)

But regarding the life of glory of the resurrected he adds
that the divine life assures that it will transfer us
totally, i.e., souls and the same bodies which now are
conjoined to our souls, to perfect life, i.e., blessed and
immortal; and this he says is more divine, since it is more
significant of divine virtue. And these things to the
ancients commonly appeared beyond nature, namely that dead
bodies would rise up; but to me and to you, i.e., to all the
faithful, according to the truth of the faith there appears
something divine and above nature, namely what is known by
us in these particular things, but not beyond the omnipotent
nature of the divine life, since to the divine life, which
is naturally the prlnc1ple of all lives and maximally of the
divine lives of which it is the immediate principle, no life
is beyond nature or above nature, since by its virtue it
submits to give life to whom it wills. Whence the most
stupid words of Simon, who spoke against the resurrection,
by far are to be repelled from the divine church and from
your holy soul, namely lest in some way you mxght acquiesce
in them. For although he was reputed to be wise in these
sensible and natural things, nevertheless it was concealed
to him, that it is not necessary for one who has knowledge
of these sensibles to use reason, which is taken from things
apparent according to sense, in order to impugn the
universal cause of all, which is hidden because of its
excellence, since the virtue of a universal cause can not be
comprehended or measured through those things which appear
in the senses. And it must be said of Simon that when
something is said to be against nature this is understood,
namely that it is against the most manifest reason of the
senses, but to the hidden and universal cause of all itself
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nothing can be contrary, since all things whatsoever that
are are derived from it. (10-26)

Then when he says <From him they are vivified etc.>, he
shows the causality of the divine life with respect to
inferior living things, namely animals and plants. And he
says that from the divine life both all animals and also
plants are vivified interiorly, and exteriorly they bloom.
For whatever appears in them exteriorly pertaining to the
beauty of life, is derived wholly from the divine life. (27-
30)

Then when he says <And whether intellectual etc.>, he shows
the relation of the divine life to all lives. And first he
posits two relations of the divine life to all lives, of
which the first is that it is the cause of every life; and
this is what he says, that whether you should say
intellectual life as is in the angels, or rational as is in
human beings, or sensible as is in animals, and augmentative
as is in plants, or any kind of life whatsoever, even if
there should be other modes of living; and not only every
life, but also every principle of life and every substance
having life from the divine life, which is above every life,
living substances have that they might live and principles
of life have that they might vivify. The second relation is
that every life preexists in the divine life; and this is
what he says, that all the aforementioned lives preexist
causally in the divine life itself, not according to some
composition, but uniformly according to the unity and
simplicity of the divine life. (30-40)

Secondly, <For also superliving etc.>, he 1llustrates the
aforementioned two relations. And he says, in order to show
the first relation, that the divine life, which is above
every life and which rules every life, is the cause of every
life as far as the first origin of life, and is generative
of life, since that one living thing can be generated from
another living thing is from the divine life; and it
fulfills life, since that a living thing is lead from the
imperfect to the perfect is from the divine life; and it is
divisive of life, since the diversities of living things
proceed from the virtue of the divine life. But to exhibit
the second relation, namely that every life preexists in it,
he adds that the divine life is praised by every life
because of its fecundity by which it produces all lives. And
this befits the divine life in so far as it is most
plentiful, as if not contracted to some species of life, but
having an amplitude comprehensive of every life; and thence
it is that it is comprehended and praised by the
contemplation of every life. (40-49)
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Third, <And as not needing etc.>, he states the conditions
of divine life through which it differs from others. And
first there is our life, needing many things for the
conservation of life, as nourishment and other things of
this kind; and in order to remove this he says that the
divine life is not in need, but more so is superabundantly
full. But second that which lives in these inferior things
does not live through itself, but the body lives through the
soul. But the divine life is living per se (since there 1is
not in God something vivifying), and supereminently living
or however else someone might praise the divine life with
human words, supereminently living and ineffable. (49-55)

BOOK SEVEN
VII - 1

<But act if it seems etc.> After Dionysius explained the
reaning of being and life, here he explains the meaning of
wisdom and those things pertaining to cognition which are
adjoined to wisdom. And concerning this he does three
things: first he explains the meaning of wisdom and mind;
second, reason, <But God is praised as reason etc.>; third,
truth and faith, <This reason is simple etc.> Concerning the
first he does two things: first he shows how wisdom is to be
understood in God; second he explains what he had said, <For
not God as such etc.> (1-6)

But it must be considered that prior things are always
preserved in posterior things. But the Good, according to
what was said before, is prior to being with respect to
causality, since the Good extends its causality even to non-
being; but being is extended to more things than life and
life than wisdom, since there are some things which do not
live and some live that do not know. And this Dionysius
subtly insinuates; for divine life, since it presupposes the
Good according to intellect, he names Good; but since it
presupposes imnutable esse, he names it eternal. But since
wisdom is not absent from the divine life, he praises it
with wisdom, and this in three ways: first, since the divine
live is wise; and so that one should not understand that it
is wise participatively, he adds that it is wisdom per se
itself; second that the divine life is the cause producing
in esse all wisdom;. and third, since the divine life is
above all wisdom, which pertains to speculation, and above
all prudence, which pertains to action. (6-16)

Then when he says <For not God as such etc.>, he explains
the three things already mentioned. And concerning this he
does three things: first he shows that the divine wisdon is
above every wisdom; second that it is the cause of every
wisdom, <Therefore this irrational etc.>; third he shows how
God is wise by knowing others, <But thus God who is
superwise etc.> Concerning the first he does two things:
first he shows the excess of the divine wisdom; second he
shows how we should dispose ourselves toward the divine
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exceeding wisdom, <But what in other places 1 said etc.>
(17-22)

Concerning the first he does three things: first he proposes
what he intends, namely that God is not simply called
superabundantly full of all wisdom and that God has infinite
prudence, but God is also said to be established above all
that seenms to pertain to cognition, namely above reason and
above mind, i.e., intellect, and above wisdom which is the
perfection of the intellect. Second, <And this
supernaturally etc.>, he proves the excess of the divine
wisdonm through authority. And he says that this excess of
the divine wisdom Paul, while understanding in a
supernatural mode, who was a divine man by participation of
divine wisdom and was the sun, i.e., the illustrious leader
both of Dionysius as well as of his leader, i.e.,
Hierotheus, who was his teacher, says in I Cor. 1 that "the
foolishness of God is wiser than humans®". Third, <Not only
since etc.>, he expounds the cited authority. (22-30)

How it must be considered that there is found in scripture a
twofold mode to signify the excellence of divine things. For
since those things which pertain to privation and defect in
created things are attributed by comparison to the divine
excellence, as if we should say that every justice of human
being is impurity in comparison to the justice of God, thus
similarly we can say that every human deliberation and
cognition is reputed to be a certain error in comparison to
the stability and permanence of divine and perfect
cognition, which he names plurally because of knowing
plurality. In another mode it is customary in divine
scripture that those things which are said privatively are
attributed to God because of God’s excess: just as God who
is brightest light is called invisible; and the one who is
laudable and nameable by all is called ineffable and
unnameable; and the one who is present to all things is
called incomprehensible as if absent from all things; and
the one who can be found by all things is called non-
investigable; and this is entirely because of this excess.
Thus therefore also the Apostle praises foolishness in God
because of that which appears in God is in the wisdom of God
beyond our reason and seems to us unfitting, while we can
not comprehend the wisdom of God; and through this he
elevates us to the divine truth, which is ineffable to us,
since it exceeds all our reason. (30-43)

Then when he says <But what I said in other places etc.>, he
says how we should dispose ourselves toward the excellence
of the divine wisdom. And concerning this he does three
things: first he shows how we might be deceived in the
contemplation of divine wisdom. And he says that, as he said
in his other books, while we desire to receive divine things
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which are above us according to our mode, and while we rely
on our reason which is fed by the senses from a principle,
namely by collecting the truth from the senses, and while we
want to compare divine things to the things which are known
by us, by this we are deceived, wanting to scrutinize reason
divine and ineffable to us according to that which appears
to us through reason and sense. (43-50)

Second, <But it is necessary etc.>, he shows how we might
avoid this deception. And he says that it is necessary to
consider that our mind possesses two things in order to
know: first it possesses natural intellective virtue through
which it can look to intelligible things proportionate to
it; but second it possesses a certain union to divine things
through grace, which exceeds the nature of our mind, through
which union human beings are conjoined through faith or some
other cognition to those things which are above the natural
virtue of mind. Therefore it is necessary that we understand
divine things according to this union of grace, not by
drawing divine things to those things which pertain to us,
but rather by wholly standing outside ourselves in God, so
that thus through the aforementioned union we might be
totally deified. (50-57)

And since someone might say that this would be injurious to
us, if we should desert ourselves, he thirdly excludes this,
<For better etc.> And he says that, since God is better than
us, it is better for us that we be of God through the union
of grace and that we not be of ourselves, relying on our
natural powers, than that we should be of ourselves. For in
this way when we are made with God, i.e., we are united with
God, the divine gifts which we cannot perceive would adhere
to us, which would not occur if we neglected the union of
God by inhering in ourselves. (57-62)

VIl - 2

<Therefore this irrational and amental etc.> After he shows
the excess of divine wisdom, here he shows its causality.
And first in general; second in specific cases, <From it
‘ntelligibles etc.> (1=3)

He recollects therefore first the excess of the divine
wisdom, saying that divine wisdom is praised excellently as
irrational in so far as it exceeds reason, and as amental in
so far as it exceeds mind or intellect, and as foolish in so
far as it exceeds the habit of mind, namely wisdom. And he
adjoins the causality of the divine wisdom, positing three
conditions of this cause: first its causality, saying that
the divine wisdom is a cause through some participation of
its similitude of potencies both practical and cognoscitive,
namely of mind, i.e., intellect; and of reason, which is of
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intellects and habits practical and cognoscit@ve; namely of
wisdom, which is the contemplative habit of mind, and
prudence, which is right reason in acting. The second
condition of this cause is that effects are predicated of
it; for it is every consideration and nevertheless every
cognition and prudence is from it. The third condition of
this cause is that effects exist in it; for in the wisdom of
God itself, which is Christ, "are all the treasures of
wisdom and hidden knowledge", as the Apostle says in Col. 2.
And these three conditions are the cause of a second: for
this reason God is named from God’s effects, since effects
supereminently preexist in God. Whence regarding the
abundance of wisdom and cognition in God he uses the name
‘treasures’; but regarding the eminence of divine cognition,
as it exceeds our intellect, he attributes to a treasure of
this kind hiddenness. And this universal causality of divine
wisdom he exhibits through the similitude of the foregoing,
namely of goodness, essence, and life. And he says that, as
was said in the foregoing, consequently here also it must be
said that God, who is the supereminently and abundantly wise
cause, as having all wisdom, is the cause that gives even
esse by wisdom per se itself, as it is understood as a
certain form, whether it be understood universally or
particularly, as wisdom is said of this thing or that. (3-
22)

Then when he says <From it intelligibles etc.>, he shows the
causality of the divine wisdom in particular with respect to
singulars. And first as far as the angels; second as far as
the rational soul, <Because of the divine wisdon etc.>;
third as far as sense, <But also someone would not sin
etc.>; fourth as far as demons, in which is the depgav1ty of
a certain cognition, <And also demons etc.> Concerning ;he
first he does three things: first he posits the procession
of angelic cognition from God. And he says that from the
divine wisdom itself the virtues of angelic ninds, which
also are intelligibles in act in so far as they are
immaterial and they are intellectual in so far as they can
understand, according to a certain participation of the
divine similitude they have simple intellections according
to the property of their knowledge and blessed intellections
according to union with God. (22-31)

Second, <Not in divisible things etc.>, he shows ;he
simplicity of the angelic intellect through remotion of
those things which introduce composition in our intellect.
But it must be considered that the composition of intellect
in us is twofold: one pertains to the discovery of truth,
the other pertains to judgement. In discovery, as if
gathering together we proceed from many things to one,
whether the many are called diverse sensibles through the
experience of which we receive universal cognition, or the
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many are called diverse signs from which by reasoning we
come to the truth as such. But not only do we proceed from
many and divisible things of this kind to one intelligible
truth when we acquire first knowledge, but also, already
having knowledge, we consider in the many and divisible
things themselves what we hold in universal cognition
through a certain application. But in judgement we proceed
from some common principle to the aforementioned many and
divisible things whether they be particulars or effects and
signs. But excluding both of these from the angels, he says
that the intellectual virtues of the angels do not gather
together, as we do, the divine cognition, by considering
divisible things which they know already or acquiring
knowledge from divisible things of this kind: by divisibles,
1 say, or the senses, as far as sensibles, or by diffuse
words, i.e., reasons, as another translation has it; for
‘logos’ in Greek signifies both reason and speech; and
reason is called diffuse because of the procession from one
into another. Nor also do the aforementioned intellectual
virtues act similarly to us by moving from something common
to the many and divisibility, but since they are pure from
all materiality, through which they differ from sense and
sensibles, and multitude, through which they differ fron
diffused reasons, they understand the intelligibles of
divine things not sensibly or rationally, but
intellectually; i.e., immaterially in contrast to sense, and
uniformly in contrast to reason. (32-50)

Third, <And it is intellectual virtue itself etc.>, he
designates the cause of excelling cognition in the angels:
and first from the part of their nature. And he says that in
the angels themselves there is a virtue and intellectual
operation that is resplendent according to a purity pure and
immaculate: pure through the removal of interior impurity;
immaculate through the removal of exterior defilement. And
this purity comes to them from two things: first from a
certain natural simplicity and immateriality. And this
befits the angelic intellects themselves, which he calls
divine, because of nearness and likeness to God; and from
this simplicity and immateriality they are rendered
conspicuous, i.e., acutely intelligent. But secondly purity
shines in them from the gift divinely given to them through
which they are united to God, through which gift is given
them their capability for the divine, i.e., to this which
God is, and to the divine mind and reason, which exceeds all
wisdom. Therefore purity and splendor of intellect are in
them both from their simplicity and also from the gift of
divine grace. (50-61)

Then when he says <Because of the divine wisdom etc.>, he
shows how the rationality of souls is derived from the
divine wisdom. And he says that because of the divine wisdom
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also human souls have that they are rational. And to explain
why they are called rational souls, he adds that they
encircle around the truth of existents diffusively and
circularly. For the truth of existents basically consists in
the apprehension of the quiddity of things, which rational
souls can not apprehend immediately through themselves, but
they diffuse themselves through the properties and effects
which encircle the essence of a thing, so that frem these
they night enter to pure truth. But they effect these things
in a certain circle, while from the properties and effects
they find the causes and from the causes they judge
concerning effects. And since angelic minds according to a
united and simple consideration see the truth of things,
souls fall short of them in so far as through division and
multitude of various things they are diffused in the
cognition of the truth. But nevertheless since many things
can roll together in one, just as when from many effects and
properties they come to know the single essence of a thing,
to the degree that souls are disposed worthily they have
intellection in some way equal to the angels, namely
according to the property and ability of souls. For the
inquiry of reason is terminated at the simple understanding
of the truth, as it begins from the simple understanding of
the truth which is considered in first principles; and for
this reason in the process of reason there is a certain
convolution or circle, while reason beginning from one
proceeding through many is terminated at one. (61-76)

Then when he says, <But also someone would not sin etc.>, he
states that even sensitive cognition is derived from the
divine wisdom. And he says that someone will not sin, as if
diverting from the proposed intention according to which we
intend to designate the procession of divine wisdom, if
someone should say that the senses themselves are a certain
resonance of the divine wisdom. For the lowest point of any
procession is named a resonance in the similitude of what
can be sensed internally from sound because of distance; for
just as the lowest point of life is in plants, thus the
lowest point of cognition is in sense. Now the divine wisdom
is above all cognition: of which the first effect is the
cognition of angelic intellect, which wholly consists in
uniformity; the second effect is the cognition of reascn,
which rolls together many things into one; but the third
effect is sensitive cognition, which is diffused around many
things, but is not able to rise up to uniformity. (76-85)

Then when he says <And also the mind of demons etc.>, he
shows that even the cognition of demons is derived from the
divine wisdom. And he posits the cognition of demons in the
last place, since it is depraved cognition, although
according to the order of nature it is higher than the
cognition of reason and sense. He says therefore that the
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mind of demons, in so far as it retains the nature and
virtue of mind, proceeds from the divine wisdom; but in so
far as it has depraved cognition through an evil will, while
the highest Good which it naturally desires it neither knows
how to attain nor wills in a way that is necessary, in this
regard it falls away from the divine wisdom; since this
situation is not in them from God, but from free will. (85—
91)

Finally he recapitulates what he had said. And he says what
was said, that the divine wisdom is the principle from which
the entire emanation of cognition begins and the cause
itself pouring forth and substantifying, in so far as it
makes wisdom to be in everything, and perfection, in so far
as cognition leads to the perfect, and custodian, i.e.,
preservation, and end, since in this 1s terminated every
cognition, i.e., that God is known. Therefore the divine
wisdom is both the principle and cause of wisdom itself
understood according to itself in common, and of every mind,
i.e., intellect, as far as the angels, and of every reason
as far as humans, and of every sense as far as animals. (91-
97)

Vil - 3

<But thus God who is superwise etc.> After Dionysius showed
the eminence and causality of the divirne wisdom, here he
shows how God knows through the divine wisdom. And
concerning this he does two things: first he shows how God
knows; second how God is known, <Therefore it is necessary
to inquire etc.> Concerning the first he does three things:
first he proposes a doubt; second he solves it, <But what I
said often etc.>; third from the posited solution he infers
a certain conclusion, <Therefore the divine wisdom etc.> (1-
6)

He says therefore first that, while God is above all wisdom,
nevertheless God is praised as wisdom and as mind and as
reason and as knower. But there is a doubt: how can God
understand intelligibles, since God does not have
intellectual operations; or how can God know sensibles,
since God does not have sense, but is above sense, while
nevertheless the holy expressions hand down that God knows
all things and that nothing flees the divine cognition,
according to Heb. 4 "everything is bare and open to his eyes
and no creature is not in his vision". (7-12)

Then when he says <But what I said often etc.>, he solves
the proposed doubt. And concerning this he does three

things: first he shows how sense and intellect are removed
from God; second how cognition befits God, <Why the divine
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mind etc.>; third he proves it through authority, <And this
1 think to hand down etc.> (12-15)

He says therefore first that, as was often said, it is
fitting that divine things be understood in so far as they
befit God. For when it is said that God is without intellect
and without sense, this not be understood according to
defect, as if God is more deficient than those which have
sense or intellect; rather it must be understood according
to excess, namely since God exceeds all intelligible things:
just as we also attribute to God irrationality, in so far as
God is above reason, and we attribute to God imperfection,
in so far as God is perfect above all and before all, and we
attribute to God impalpable and invisible heat, in so far as
God is light inaccessible, exceeding every light which can
be seen by us either through sense or through intellect.
(15-22)

Then when he says <Why the divine mind etc.>, he concludes
from the premises that the divine mind by knowing all things
contains them through a cognition separate from all things,
namely since God’s cognition is also above the cognition of
intellect and above the cognition of sense in so far as it
knows all things through the first cause of all things
itself, first having in itself all knowledge, that all
things have esse: just as it first had the knowledge of the
angels, that the angels would come to be and also before,
inwardly in God’'s own disposition God produced angels and
everything else which would come to be in their proper
natures, as if knowing all things, so that thus I might say,
from the primordial principle of things itself; and through
God’s knowledge God leads all things to this that they
subsist. (22-28)

Then when he says <And this I judge etc.>, he proves what he
had said thought the authority of scripture. And he says
that what was said is signified in holy scripture, when it
1s said that God knows all things before they become, and
Eccl. 23 can be understood, where it is said "To the Lord
our God, before they were created, all things are known".
Apd_he expounds this, saying that this is said because the
divine mind knows all things, not because God acquires
know}edge of things from things themselves, but from Godself
and in Godself God prepossesses through the mode of a cause
all knowledge and cognition and substance. And he says
§ubstance, since, as was said above in the chapter on being,
in the divine esse itself all esse preexists: for otherwise
God could not know all things through God’s essence unless
all things were in God causally. And since God knows all
things through God’s essence, it follows that God knows all
things and contains them by knowing, not that God sends
Godself out sSeparately by seeing singulars as we separately
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apply our intellect to diverse things, but through one
containing of a cause, namely since by knowing one cause
containing all things God knows all things: just as also
light, if it were cognoscitive, would know darkness through
itself, not receiving the cognition of darkness from
something other than itself. But God is compared to
creatures as a light to darkness, because of the deficiency
of creatures from the divine light. (29-41)

Then when he says <Therefore the divine wisdom itself etc.>,
he infers from the premises three conclusions. For it is
clear that every cognition is according to the mode of that
in which something is known, as every operation is according
to the mode of the form by which something is operated.
Therefore since the divine wisdom knows all things by
knowing itself, as was said, and it is immaterial and
indivisible and one, it follows that it knows material
things immaterially and divisible things indivisibly and
many things unitively, namely in so far as it knows all
things and produces them through one thing which is its
essence. For if effects can be known through a cause, it
follows that, if God hands down esse to all things according
to one cause which is God’s essence, God would also know all
things according to the same cause, just as what had
proceeded from God and what preexisted in Godself beforehand
would be in their proper natures. And thus it is clear that
God does not take cognition of things from things
themselves; rather to the knowers themselves God grants that
they can know themselves and that some are known by others.
(42-51)

He infers a second conclusion, <Therefore not God etc.> For
if God by knowing Godself knows all things, it follows that
there is not in God one cognition by which God knows Godself
and another by which God cormonly comprehends all things.
For it it were the case that by knowing Godself God would
not know all things, it would follow that even God’s
causality would be absent in some instances, namely thus
that there would be some things not caused by God. Therefore
as it is impossible that something be not caused by God,
thus is it impossible that it not be known by God. (52-56)

He infers the third conclusion, <Thus therefore God etc.>
For if the mode of cognition follows the principle of
cognition, from which God does not receive the cognition of
things from things themselves, it follcws that God does not
know existents through a cognition which is in the mode of
existents, but through a cognition which is in a mode of
God’s own. Scripture even says this of the angels, that they
know what things are in the earth, not such that they know
sensibles through sense, but through their proper virtue and
nature of their mind as they are assimilated to God. And
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also through God’s essence God knows all things, not only
universals, but also singulars. For the virtue of the
superior nature is greater and can through one thing know
what the inferior knows through many. Therefore God, and
even an angel through assimilation to God, knows through the
mind not only universals, but also singulars, although a
hunman being knows universals in intellect, but sinqulars by
sense. (57-65)

VII - 4

<Afterwards it is necessary to inquire etc.> After Dionysius
shows how God knows, here he shows how God is known. And
concerning this he does three things: first he proposes a
doubt; second he solves it, <Therefore is it true etc.>;
third he infers a conclusion from what was said, <Because of
which also in all things God etc.> (1-4)

He says therefore first that, since it was said that God
knows all things through God’s essence which is above
intellect and sense and above all existents, it remains to
be asked how we can know God, since God is not intelligible,
but above intelligibles; nor is God sensible, but above
sensibles; nor is God something of the number of existents,
but above all existents. But all of our cognition is through
intellect or sense, nor do we know anything except
existents. (4-9)

Then when he says <Therefore is it true etc.>, he solves the
proposed doubt. And since the question is lofty, he infers
the solution under interrogation. The solution is therefore
that we do not know God, not through God‘’s nature, as if
seeing God'’s essence itself -- for God’s essence is unknown
to every creature and exceeds not only sense, but also all
human reason and also every angelic mind as far as the
natural virtue of reason and mind -- whence it can not befit
someone except by a gift of grace. Therefore we do not know
God, seeing God’s essence, but we know God from the order of
the whole universe. For the universe of creatures itself is
proposed to us by God that through it we might know God in
so far as the ordained universe has certain images and
sinilitudes, although imperfect ones, of divine things which
are compared to it as principle exemplars, in the order we
ascend through intellect according to our virtue to God, who
is above all things. And this occurs in three modes: first
and principally in the ablation of all things, namely in so
far as nothing of these which we see in the order of
creatures do we esteem to be God or something befitting God;
but secondarily through excess, for we do not remove the
perfections of creatures, as life, wisdom and things like
these, from God because of some defect of God, but because
God exceeds every perfection of the creature; for example we
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remove from God wisdom, since God exceeds all wisdom; third
according to the causality of all things, while we consider
that whatever is in creatures proceeds from God as from a
cause. Therefore thus our cognition is disposed in a mode
contrary to the cognition of God: for God knows creatures
through God‘’s nature, but we know God thrcugh creatures. (9-
25)

Then when he says <Because of which also in all things
etc.>, he infers a conclusion from what was said. And
concerning this he does three things: first he infers the
conclusion; second he shows how the conclusion follows from
the premises, <For also these rightly etc.>; third he
clarifies something which he had supposed, <And also from
all things etc.> (26-28)

He says therefore first that, since we ascend from creatures
into God in the ablation of all things and in excess and in
the cause of all, therefore God is known in all things as in
effects and without all things, as removed from all things
and exceeding all things; and because of this God is also
known through our cognition, since whatever occurs in our
cognition we receive as deduced from God; and again God is
known through ocur ignorance, namely in so far as to know God
is to know that we ourselves are ignorant of what God is.
(29-34)

And what he had said in general concerning cognition, he
explains through parts, adding that there are intellect and
speech (or better, reason, as another translation has it),
of Godself, and knowledge, which is the conjunction of
intellect and reason. And regarding sensitive cognition, he
adds ‘and touch’, which is the sense common to all animals;
and he adds that it is common, when he adds ‘and sense’. And
regarding these which imply a deficient cognition, he adds
‘and opinion’, which falls short of science, ‘and fantasy’,
which falls short of the certitude of sense. And he adds.
those things which pertain to the manifestation of
cognition, when he says ‘and name’, which is the sign of
intellect, and all other things which pertain to cognition
or signification. And on the contrary God is neither
understood nor sensed nor spoken nor named. And how all of
these is true, he shows adding: God is not something of
existents, but above all existents, and since existents are
known through intellect and the other things already
mentioned, God is known by none of the aforementioned things
through the cognition of some existents. On the other hand
God is all in all causally, though God is nevertheless none
of those things which are in things essentially; and since
whatever exists in things is known either by intellect or
sense or any of the aforementioned things, in all of those
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known things God is somehow known as a cause, while
nevertheless from nothing is God known as God is. (34-47)

Then when he says <For also these rightly etc.>, he shows
how the introduced conclusion follows from the prenmisses.
And he says that we rightly say that God is known and not
known: for from all beings God is known and praised in that
they have a proportion to God, as God is their cause. But on
the other hand the most perfect cognition of God is through
remotion, namely in that we know God through ignorance by a
certain union to the divine above the nature of mind, when
our mind, receding from all others and afterwards even
leaving itself, is united to the supersplendent rays of
deity, namely in so far as it knows God to be not only above
all things which are below it, but also above itself and
above all things which can be comprehended by it. And thus
knowing God in such a state of cognition, it is illuminated
by the profundity of the divine wisdom, which we can not
scrutinize. For that we understand God not only to be above
all things which are, but also above all that we can
apprehend, comes to us from the incomprehensible light of
divine wisdom. (47-57)

Then when he says <And also from all things etc.>, he
explains what he had said, namely that God is known from all
things. And he says that this is because the divire wisdon
itself is the effective cause of all in so far as it
produces things in esse, and not only does it give esse to
things, but it also is the cause of concord and order in
things in so far as things help each other in an order to
the ultimate end; and further God is the cause of the
indissolubility of this concord and of this order, which
always remains however things change. But the mode of this
order he subjoins, since the ends of the first things, i.e.,
the lowest of the highest things, always conjoin to the
principles of the secondary things, i.e., the highest of the
lower things, in that mode in which the highest of corporeal
creatures, namely the human body, 1is united to the lowest of
intellectual natures, namely the rational soul; and
similarly it is seen in others. And thus is effected the
beauty of the universe through one conspiracy, i.e.,
concord, and harmony, i.e., due order and proportion, of all
things. (58-67)

VIl - 5

<But God is praised as reason etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of wisdom, here he explains the
meaning of those things which are adjoined to wisdom. And
first concerning reason; second concerning truth and faith,
<And reason is simple and to existents etc.> (1-3)
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He says therefore first that God is praised in holy
scripture as reason, which can best be understood from
scripture where God is called Word, according to John 1 "And
God was the Word". For ‘logos’ in Greek, as Augustine says,
signifies both reason and word. But from the name of reason
four things are understood: first that reason is said to be
a certain cognoscitive virtue; and thus God is praised as
reason causally in so far as God is the giver of all
cognition, namely of reason and mind and wisdom and all
things of this kind. In another way it is posited for a
cause, as when we say: by what reason have you done this?
i.e., for what cause? And thus God is called reason, not
only since God is the cause of all, but since also all
secondary causes God potentially pre-receives in Godself,
though not in the mode of composition, but through the mode
of uniformity and simplicity. In a third way reason is
called computation, as it is found in Matt. 18 that the king
took a reckoning of his servants. And thus God is called
reason, since God is the highest disposition of things which
stretching out goes through all things, as it is said in
Wis. 7, " . . . unto the end of all things . . ." In a
fourth way reason is said to be something simple abstracted
from many, as the reason of human being that which through
consideration is abstracted from singulars and pertains to
the nature of human beings.

And regarding this he says that above all these things God
is more properly reason, since the divine reason is more
simple above all simplicity and is absolute, i.e., separated
or abstracted, from all things in so far as it is above all
things according to its supersubstantiality. (4-19)

Then when he says <And reason is simple etc.>, he discusses
truth and falsehood. And first he proposes what he intends;
second he explains the proposition, <For if cognition is
unitive etc.> (19-21)

He says therefore first that, just as some faith is caused
from human reason, thus the divine reason is a certain
simple truth of the entirety of being, around which reason,
or truth, as the pure and non-erroneous cognition of all
things, the divine faith consists. This faith is a certain
permanent collocation of those who believe, namely in so far
as it firmly places them in the truth and the truth in thenm,
as while believing they have a simple cognition of truth
apart from doubt and inquiry according to a certain
intransmutable identity, namely since they remain in the
truth in the same way intransmutably. And because of this
firmness of faith the Apostle said faith to be substance, as
it were a certain firm foundation and collocation. (21-28)
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Then when he says <For if cognition is etc.>, he proves the
aforementioned firmness of faith in three ways: first
through the notion of cognition: since cognition is unitive
of those who cognize, not only because all those knowing the
truth are united in one cognition of the truth, but also
because the one who Kknows the truth always remains in the
same mode in one and the same truth. But on the contrary,
ignorance is the cause that the ignorant one is transmuted
from himself, one opining in a way that divides him from
others, since diverse things are opined by diverse ones of
the ignorant. And for this reason, according to the word of
holy scripture, nothing can remove from the true faith the
one who believes in the truth of the divine faith, in which
he has an immutable permanence: for the Apostle says, Rom. 8
"1 am certain that neither death nor life nor anything else
can separate me from the love of God". (28-36)

Second, <For he well knows etc.>, he proves the same thing
from the judgement of believers. For the one who is united
to the truth through faith knows well that 'it is well with
him, by adhering to the truth of the faith; although many
despise him as suffering ecstasy, i.e., as fatuous, and
alienated from himself, nevertheless he hides those
reprehending from their error, because he without doubt is
suffering ecstasy in the truth through the true faith, as if
placed outside common sense and conjoined to supernatural
truth, since the one who believes knows himself and is not
raving, as they say, but is free through the simple truth
and is disposed always in the same way, lest he be carried
around through instable and variable winds of diverse
errors. (36-43)

Third, <Thus therefore by our wisdom etc.>, he proves the
same by the example of the Apostles, who are princes and
leaders of christian wisdom and were kilied for the truth
every day, contesting, as was fittirg, not only in word but
also in deed, and through the true cognition of God which is
unitive of christians, that the cognition of God itself, in
which christians are united, is more simple and more divine
than any cognition of God which is had by humans in this
world; rather, as we should say more truly, it alone is the
true and one and simple cognition of God. For whatever other
cognitions of God are discordant from the common cognition
of christians, which is called the catholic faith, are more
to be called error than cognition of God. (43-50)

BOOK EIGHT
VIII - 1

<But since the divine truth etc.> After Dionysius explained
the meaning of the wisdom of God, here he explains the
meaning of virtue and justice. For as the procession of
wisdom extends itself less than the procession of life in
that not all living things have cognition, thus the
procession of virtue and justice falls short from the
procession of wisdom. Concerning this therefore he does two
things: first he states his intention; second he
accomplishes what was proposed, <And that the thearchy etc.>
(1-5)

He says therefore first that, since the divine truth and
wisdom, existing above all wisdom, is praised in holy
scripture both as virtue and as justice and as salvation and
as liberation, i.e., as the cause of salvation and
liberation, we should expound these names of God as we are
able. (6-8)

Then when he says <And that etc.>, he carries out the
proposition. And first he explains the meaning of virtue;
second, justice, which is a species of virtue, <But justice
1s praised on the other hand etc.>; third, salvation,
liberation and inequality, which are the effects of justice,
<Therefore the divine justice itself etc.> The first part
is divided in two: in the first he explains the meaning of
the virtue of God; in the second he solves a certain
objection against the weakness of the divine virtue, <And
Elimas the great says etc.> Concerning the first he does two
things: first he proposes a question: how virtue should be
said of God; second he answers the question, <Therefore we
say that virtue etc.> (9-15)

He says therefore first that no one who has had experience
in holy scripture is ignorant that the principal deity is
separated from all virtue which exists or can be thought in
things in any mode. But it is separated from all virtue, not
as if defecting from it, but existing above and exceeding
it; whence also holy scripture was handed down which
attributed to God also the domination of celestial virtues,
according to the Psalm "The Lord of virtues, he is the king
of glory", and in many places God is called ‘The Lord of
armies’, from which it is given to be understood that, if
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God exceeds the celestial virtues, much more so others.
Therefore how did those who edited holy scripture praise God
as virtue, and again: how do we, who expound holy scripture,
understand in deity the name of virtue? (15-23)

Then when he says <Therefore we say that virtue is God )
etc.>, he solves the proposed question. And concerning this
he does two things: first he shows how virtue ;hould be
understood in God; second he shows the procession of virtue
from God into singulars, <From it are the deiform etc.>
Concerning the first he does two things: first he shows how
virtue is attributed to God; second why the virtue of God is
called infinite, <And as infinite etc.> (24-27)

He says therefore first that virtue is attriputed to God
because of three things: first because the virtues of all
things exist in God primordially and supereminently, as was
said of both life and wisdom; but second because God is the
cause of all virtue; but third because God gperates'by
producing all things according to an indeclinable, i.e.,
which can not be lessened or fatigued, and unc1rcgmscr1bed
virtue: just as also wisdom is attributed to God in so far
as in God preexists all wisdom and in so far as God is the
cause of wisdom and in so far as God has the act of wisdon
by knowing; and not only is God the cause of virtue as
bestowing virtue, but since God causes virtue itself whether
we understand universal virtue or some particular virtue.
(28~36)

Then when he says <And as of infinite virtue etc.>, since he
had said that God produces all things according to an
infinite virtue, he shows how the virtue of God is called
infinite. And concerning this he does two things: first he
shows why the virtue of God is called infinite; second he
exhibits the infinity of the divine virtue through an
example, <Which because of the abundance etc.> (36-39)

But it must be considered that the infinite in §od is not
said through extension as in a continuous quantity, but
through negation, namely since God is not ended or ]
determined to something. Thus therefore the virtue of God is
called infinite: first since it is not determined to some
effect, but produces all virtue; second, not only for this
reason, but also in that it is not terminated through
commensuration of some virtue, but is above all parylcular
virtue and ultimately above virtue itself per se, since what
is understood by the name of common virtue is less than
divine virtue; third since it is not named through those
things which are, but it can in infinite modes also produce
infinite other virtues besides those which are; God’s )
superinfinite action, which is factive of all virtue, is not
weakened or debilitated because of this; and thus also it is
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clear that neither is God made finite by God’s action in
that action is terminated in effects; fourth it is called
infinite in that it is not terminated in intellect: for it
is ineffable and unknown and what can not be thought, the
divine virtue exceeding all. (39-50)

Then when he says: <Which because of the abundance etc.>, he
shows the infinity of the divine virtue through signs and
examples. And he says that the divine virtue through an
abundance of possibilities, i.e., power, even preserves
those that are infirm firmly, containing and powerfully
holding also those things in which there is the remotest
resonance of virtue, i.e., which participate a minimunm of
virtue, which is a sign of infinite virtue: just as we see
in the powers of sensibles that lights which are intense can
seem splendid even by those who have weak vision and great
sounds come to weak hearers, who do not easily receive
sounds; and beyond this the virtue of light and sound can
not extend itself, since what entirely does not have hearing
can not hear however great the sound, and what totally does
not see can not see however splendid the light. Thus
therefore he concludes that the distribution of the divine
virtue because of its infinity proceeds to all existents and
nothing is existing which does not have some virtue; but it
is necessary that it should have either intellectual virtue
as the angels, or rational as humans, or sensible as
animals, or living as plants, or substantial as other
things; and not only existents, but even esse itself has the
virtue to be from the supersubstantial virtue of God. And he
says ‘if it is lawful to say’ since esse is not properly
said to be, but that through esse something is. (51-64)

VIII - 2

<From it are deiform etc.> After Dionysius shows in common
the procession of divine virtue to beings, here he shows it
in specific instances, first by distinguishing things into
which the effects of the divine virtue come; second by
distinguishing those things which are found in things by the
divine virtue, <And he establishes united etc.> Concerning
the first he does two things: first he shows the procession
of the divine virtue to superior creatures, namely the
angels; second to inferiors, <But they proceed etc.> (1-6)

He says therefore first that from the divine virtue proceed
all the virtues of the angelic ornaments, which are
conformed to God. But virtue appears in angels with respect
to three things: first as far as esse itself; and regarding
this he says that from the divine virtue they have
intransmutable esse. Second as far as to understand; and
regarding this he says that from the divine virtue they have
sempiternal and immortal intellectual motions, namely since
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they always understand in act. Third as far as to desire;
and regarding this he says that they received from the
virtue of infinite Good fortitude itself, through which they
desire the Good without the diminution of such desire. They
have all these things from the divine virtue in so far as
the divine virtue sends into them both esse and power with
respect to these, and that they should desire without
weariness, having those things which always are present in
them; and that they are always able to desire is in then
from God. (6-14)

Then when he says <But they proceed etc.>, he shows the
procession of the divine virtue to inferior creatures. And
he says that the effects of the unfailing virtue of God
proceed also to humans and to animals and to plants and to
all natural things. (15-17)

Then when he says <And he establishes united etc.>, he shows
what might be found in things from the divine virtue. And
first as far as those things which are common to all, the
first of which is unity: and regarding this he says that the
divine virtue confirms all things which are united in a
certain friendship and communion of their own. The second is
discretion: and regarding this he says that the divine
virtue establishes those things which are discreet to each
other, so that singulars according to their proper notion
and definition are preserved unconfused and unmixed with
each other. The third is order: and regarding this he says
that the divine virtue preserves the orders of all things in
that things are ordained to each other, and again everything
is directed in an order to an end which is the proper good
of a thing. (17-23)

Then he posits those things which pertain to singulars. And
first regarding angels he says that the divine virtue keeps
immaculate, i.e., without corruption, the immortal lives of
the angelic unities, i.e., of their simple substances.
Second regarding the celestial bodies he says that God keeps
invariably the substance and orders of the celestial bodies
and luminaries, namely the sun and the moon and the stars.
Third regarding eternity, which measures the essence of
heaven, he says that the divine virtue makes it that it can
be eternity, which is the simple measure of being; and
regarding time, which is the measure of motion, he adds that
divine virtue discerns the circumrevolutions of time by
processions and gathers them together by restitutions. But
he attributes to time circumrevolution in that it follows
the circular revolution of heaven. But there is in the
motion of heaven two things to consider: first that in the
motion of heaven there is always renovation of place
according to the passing from place to place; but second
that heaven returns to the same place according to circular
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motion. Thus even it is also in time, since according to the
procession of motion time succeeds time, as hours succeed
hours and days succeed days. And regarding this he says that
time is discerned by processions; but according to the
return of some celestial bodies to the same place even time
is restored in that which it has passed, and thus what was
future in some way is gathered together into the past: for
example, since the day, beginning from the morning, comes to
an end, and again it returns to morning; and the same
appears in months and years. (24-38)

Fourth he shows the effects of divine virtue in the
elements. And he says that divine virtue makes the virtues
of fire inextinguishable; for although fire in matter can be
extinguished, nevertheless fire universally is
inextinguishable. Also it makes unfailing flowings of water,
which he says because of the perpetuity of the flowing of
rivers and the commotions of the sea, which appear in the
waves of the sea ebbing and flowing. And also it terminates
the effusion of air. But he says this since the property of
humidity optimally befits air, and it is not properly
terninated in a proper terminus; and for this reason, as far
as it concerns air itself, it has an omnimodal effusion, but
by the divine virtue it is terminated below the limits of
its natural place. Also the divine virtue collocates the
earth in nothing, namely since through the divine virtue it
is collocated in the middle of the world and there is
nothing that sustains it. Also the divine virtue preserves
the generative parts of the earth itself, namely plants and
others which are born from the earth, indifferently, i.e.,
uniformly, remaining in their nature, namely while similar
plants are born from the earth by mandated seeds. And not
only does the divine virtue produce those things which
pertain to singular elements, but also things which pertain
to the mixture of elements with each other, in which
connixture three things are found: for it is necessary for
there to be first a certain proportion of elements to each
other, which Dionysius here names harmony; second it is
required that the proper virtue of any element should remain
uncorrupted, otherwise it would not be a mixture, but
corruption; and regarding this he says ‘and an unconfused
concretion’; third it is required that elements be concrete
and at the same time remain together and not immediately
separated from each other; and regarding this he says ‘and
it preserves them indivisibly’. (38-54)

But fifth he posits the effects of virtue in animate things.
And universally he says that the divine virtue holds in one
the conjunction of soul and body; and specifically of plants
he adds that it moves upward the nutritive and augmentative
virtues of plants: nutritive, in so far as the nourishment

drawn through the roots from the earth is lifted to the top
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H i i dy itself
f the plant; but augmentative, 1n so £§r as the bo y
gf the plant proceeding from the earth is produced little by
little. (54-58)

Then regarding all things universally he adds that the
divine virtue intensely keeps the substantial and natural
virtues of all things and it establishes an indissoluble
dwelling place of everything, namely in so far as all things
preserve their own grade prefixed by God. (59-61)

But further he shows the effect of virtue in those things
which pertain to grace. And he says that‘tne divine virtue
gives deification itself, i.e., the participation og deity,
which is through grace. And lest someone §hould believe that
one could acquire this participation by his own virtue, he
adds that God grants virtue so that some might be deified in
the aforementioned mode. (61-64)

But finally he concludes universally that there is noghing
universal in beings which is segregated and not contglped by
the containing of the divine virtue which gives stability to
things through its own omnipotence. For just as nothing can
be separated fron the divine life except that which lacks
life, thus from the divine virtue nothing can be separated
except that which lacks virtue. But whqt.unlvgrsally has no
virtue entirely is not nor has any position, i.e., order, or
stability in the universe. (64-69)

Vil - 3

<And Elimas the great says etc.> After Dionysius explained
the meaning of divine virtue, here he excludes a certain
objection. And concerning this he does three things: f*rst
he states the objection; second he solves it, <But adding
etc.>; third, having excluded the doubt, he asserts the
truth, <But we etc.> (1-4)

Therefore first he states the objection which glimas the
great, of whom it is read in Acts, objects against Paul,
saying in II Tim 11 that God "can not deny Godself", which
seens contrary to God’s omnipotence. (4-6)

Then when he says <But adding this etc.>, he solves the
proposed doubt. And concerning this he does three things:
first he excuses himself for intending to solve such a wecak
objection; second he states the solution, <For also of his
own etc>; third he condemns the presumption of the
objection, <Which wise not understanding etc.> (7-10)

He says therefore that beyond the foregoing gbjection he
adds this, that he fears nuch lest he be derided for
fcolishness, just as someone who tries to destroy houses
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made by dissolute boys, which have neither a firm foundation
because they are built upon sand and are in themselves weak
because they were bound without cement, and thus it could
seem that, since he intends to speak against the
deliberation concerning divine things which the
aforementioned Elimas had concerning the proposed word, he
himself hurls darts, as it were, an impossible position. For
the position is manifestly impossible and is intrinsically
weak, since it is not confirmed by the truth and it depends
on a frivolous reason, as on a weak foundation. (10-17)

Then when he says <For also of his own etc.>, he solves the
proposed question. And he says that, since God is truth
itself, for God to deny Godself is nothing else than for God
to fall from the truth. But since the truth is the same as
being, it follows that to depart from the truth is the same
as to depart from esse. Therefore to say "it is not possible
for God to deny Godself" is the same as to say ~It is not
possible for God to defect from being". But to not defect
from being is the same as if it were said that God is not
non being, by which is nore signified esse itself; and just
as if it were said that God can not not be able, it is not
shown that God is impotent, but that God is most powerful;
and similarly if it were said that God does not know Godself
not to know so that God should be deprived of knowledge,
this is to have perfect knowledge. Therefore through the
fact that God can not deny Godself, nothing is detracted
from God by the impossibility; it is the same as if it were
said that God can not not be true and being and powerful.
(17-26)

Then when he says <Which the wise not understanding etc.>,
he condemns the presumption of the objection. And he says
that Elimas, who reputed himself to be wise, not
understanding the reason of the aforementioned solution, was
similar to amateur fighters who frequently supposed the
adversaries against whom they would fight were weak in there
estimation and, while they are absent, they audaciously
throw down a blow against them, pretending to fight, and
without fear they strike the air with useless blows and thus
judge themselves to have conquered their adversaries and
praise themselves for this, although they never know the
power of their adversaries. For thus it is also regarding
those who, while making weak objections when there is no one
to resist them, completely regard themselves to have
prevailed. (27-34)

Then when he says <But we etc.>, having excluded the
objection he commends the divine omnipotence according to
the statement of the Apostle, saying that we, when
considering the things said by the Apostle according to our
ability, praise God, who exceeds all power, as omnipotent,
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i r as God’s power extends itself to all things; just
;g zgefgood, in so ?ar it has the plenitude of all g00d£'
while needing nothing; and as only powerful from Godselb.
for all other powers are not powerful from themselves, ?t
from God; and as ruling eternity through God’s own power:
for other ruling things rule those which are in eternity grd
in time, but God rules all eternity. And again we praise Go
as in no way falling from existents, since nothing which ;s
in God can recede from God. But creatures, even if there ”2
some which do not depart from esse simply, can neverthele;»
fall from something in so far as they are mutable; but God,
who is in every way immutable, in no way can fall from esse.
and these words are taken from what the Apostle says 1in 1 g
Tim.: "which he will show in.his own times, the blessed an
only powerful, the King of kxngs.anq Lord of lords, who‘_
alone has immortality" which he indicates when he says ‘1in
no way falling from existing things’. (34-46)

And not only do these things befit God, but God has them
excellently. Whence he adds that we can yet more fully .
praise God as supereminently having and as first haylngha
existents, i.e., whatever is in things, not indeed in the
same mode which is in things, but according to a ]
supersubstantial virtue, i.e., as effects are'v1rtually in a
cause according to the mode of a cause exceeding every
substance. And not only do these things befit God g
supereminently, but also causally. Whence he adds that Gz‘r
gives to all existents determinate power and esse. And this
befits God from the abundance of God’'s exceeding virtue
which God gives to all by pouring out goodnesses copxouslzé‘
For God gives to all abundantly, as 1is said in James 1. (
53)

VIII - 4

<But God is again praised as justice etc.> After Dlonysiug
explained the meaning of the virtue of God, here he exp ?1ns
the meaning of God’s justice; for justice 1s a species O
virtue. But it must be considered that among the moral.
virtues only justice can properly be attributed to God; for
other moral virtues pertain to the passions, wplch have no
place in God, as temperance pertains to concup%scepce,.and
fortitude pertains to fears and rashness. But justice 1s
concerned with actions, for example distributions or
retributions, which can befit God. (1-6)

But this part is divided into two: in the first he explains
the meaning of the justice of God; +n'the‘sec9nd the effects
of divine justice, <Therefore the divine justice itself and
the salvation of all etc.> Concerning the first he does two
things: first he shows what pertains to the notion of divine
justice; second he solves the objections of certain ones

480

against the divine justice, <And if we say this rightly
etc.> Concerning the first he does two things: first he
shows with respect to what actions justice befits God;
second he illustrates what he had said, <For all divine
justice etc.> But justice befits God with respect to three
acts: the first is to distribute. Now commutative justice
has no place in God, as it is between buvers and sellers
since, as is said in Rom. 11 ", . . who first has given to
hinm and they give back to him?" But to God is attributed
distributive justice, which does not observe equality of
quantity, so that God gives equally to all, but equality of
proportion, so that God gives to each one in so far as it is
worthy. And for this reason he says that justice is praised
in God in so far as God distributes to all according to
their dignity. But Godself is the distributor of goods. But
the good, as Auqustine says, consists in mode and species
and order; and mode prefixes to each one its proper measure,
as he says. Therefore so that he might signifv God to be the
distributor of all good, he says regarding mode
‘comnensuration’; but regarding species ‘pulchritude’, or
‘form’, according to another translation; but regarding
order he says ‘both a good ordering and decoration’, or
disposition, according to another translation. And he here
understands decoration for decency of order. (7-21)

But not only does it pertain to justice that it distributes
diverse things to diverse things according to their dignity,
but also that it preserve diversity of this kind unconfused,
nanely lest one should presume to usurp for itself that
which is of another. And regarding this second act of
justice he says that the divine justice distinguishes to
each one all distributions and orders according to a certain
determination, which truly is justice, namely so that one
does not violate what belongs to another. (21-25)

But the third act of justice is that each one works what is
fitting to itself; because of which also in one way justice
is called all virtue. And regarding this third act he adds
that the divine justice is the cause of the proper operation
of all. (26-28)

Then when he says <For all divine justice etc.>, he
illustrates what he had said, designating the reason of the
aforesaid things. For this reason the foregoing pertains to
the divine justice, since the property of justice is that it
establishes order in things, and that to each thing it
prefixes a terminus beyond which it does not progress, and
that it preserves ordinations and terminations of this kind
without confusion, and that further, things thus having been
ordered and terminated, it gives to each from the
supervening gifts according to its proper dignity prescribed
to it by God. (28-33)
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Third, <But it is necessary to see etc.>, he excludiz their
perverse justice. And he says that it is neqesiéég Eouly
O er Fega g e & §ives to all according to their
consists in this, that it eir

igni and that it preserves the nature og eac
E:ogig g;ggzzyorder and v@rtue, namgly thus that 1ns;¥32§
which are immortal according to tpexr nature it pre erve
immortality and in mortals mortality; and thus conce g
others which were mentioned on above. (51-55)

He states the second objection, <But someone migpt saz
etc.>. And concerning this he does two things: first he
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states the objection. For someone could object that it is
not just that God permits holy people to be crucified by
depraved human beings and that God does not give to thenm
help that they be not crucified. (56-58)

Second, <To which it must be said etc.>, he solves the
stated objection. And he says that, if those who are called
holy love those things which are on the earth, for which
things people are jealous while inhering in material things,
they have entirely fallen from the divine love (which must
be understood thus if they so love those things which
constitute an end in them and because of which they despise
spiritual goods). And this is what he adds, that he does not
know how they should to be called holy, those who do injury
to divine things, which are truly lovable, so that they
reject those things against the owed debt of religion
because of temporal goods, which should not be loved
principally nor should there be zeal for them. But if they
love spiritual goods which truly are existents since they
are sempiternal, they ought to rejoice, if they desire them,
when they can attain the things they desire. But they attain
them when, suffering afflictions in temporal things, by a
certain fervor of love they inhere more in spiritual things.
For then they more closely approach the angelic virtues
through a similitude, in which there is no affliction of
material things, when human beings according to their
ability recede from the affliction of material things fron
the desire of divine things. And this they do when for the
good, i.e., for the love of God, and for justice and truth
they wrestle manfully in existing adversities. And just as
if truly the holy ones of the ages attain what they desire
in adversities, namely by despising temporal goods in order
to adhere to spiritual ones, what happens to them is not
evil, but good. Whence truly it can be said that it is
proper to the divine justice that it does not destroy
courageous virtue or soften it through a collation of
prosperity, but if someone should strive to do this, namely
fight for the truth, God does not dismiss such without
assistance, but establishes them in a beautiful and firm
station of spiritual goods through which they are consoled
in adversities, and further God rewards such in the future
according to their proper dignity of merit. (58-76)

VIII - 5

<Therefore the divine justice itself etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of the divine justice, here he
explains the meaning of the effects of the divine justice.
And first salvation; second liberation, <Because of which
also liberation etc.>; third the inequality which in some
way justice produces, but which in a certain way it removes,
<But of these and of justice etc.> Concerning the first he
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does three things: first he states the proper notion of
salvation; second he posits another notion of sqlvation
designated by others, <But if someone etc.>; third he shows
that these two notions are related to each other, <And this
first salvation etc.> (1-7)

He says therefore first that the divine justice is praised
as the salvation of all, namely since it saves all things,
in so far as it keeps and preserves in everything three
things: first conserving the substance of each one ‘both
proper, i.e., in the property of its nature, and pure,
i.e., apart from an extraneous mixture; second 51milarly it
preserves the order of each proper and pure; but ghird it 1is
the cause in all things of proper and pure operation. And
thus the notion of salvation consists in that things are
preserved in those things which befit them according to
their property. (7-13) .

Then when he says <But if someone etc.>, he posits a second
notion of salvation. And he says that, if someone wants to
say that the notion of salvation consists in this that God
entirely removes one from evil, he ought not be repudiated
in this, but we ought to understand him who thus praises in
a broad sense the divine salvation, not only in terms of
preservation in the good, but also in terms of separation
from evil. (13-16)

Then when he says <And this first salvation etc.>, he
conpares these two notions to each other. And he says that
he requests humbly, by persuading him who designates the
second notion of salvation, that he might define this that
the first notion of salvation consists in conservation in
the good, which preservation in the good is multiple. For
some things are preserved in the good by God who constitutes
then intransmutable in themselves, as the celestial bodies
which are far from corruption and the blessed who cannot
sin. Second, as some which are transmutable are preserved so
that they do not have something withstanding them, as
sometimes God, seeing some to be weak, does not permit then
to be tempted and thus saves them, by preserving themn in the
good. Third God permits some to be assailed, but gives to
them fortitude so that they can resist against the
assailant, as the strong against the worse, i.e., against
the weak. And thus God keeps and saves all things, since God
makes them not fighting or warring, as fighting refers to
actual opposition, but war to habitual. And this is fitting
that they do not have opposition, as singulars are
ornamented, i.e., firmly disposed, in those things which
pertain to their proper notions. (16-28)

And not only does God make some things non fighting, but God
also exterminates, i.e., destroys, from all things every
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inequality and alien operation, as inequality refers to what
is extraneous in essence or virtue, but alien to what is
extraneous in operation. The preserving divine justice also
constitutes the proportions of each thing, not availing to
fall to unfittingness nor to pass over in any way
whatsoever. For the passage of superiors to inferiors can be
called a fall; but the passage of inferiors to superiors is
not called a fall, but a passage simply. But one should not
wonder that he says all things are kept from fighting and
without inequality and apart from passage to contraries,
although in many things there is found fighting and an
admixture of the extraneous and passage to contraries, since
in all transmutable things something always remains that is
not transitive and unmixed and unopposed, as a subject does
not pass away when it is changed according to form. (29-38)

And these three things which he states in the second place
respond to three things posited first, but not in the same
order. For that which among these second things he states
last when he says ‘and the proportions of each one’ etc.,
responds to that which among the first he stated when he
said ‘intransmutable in themselves’. But what is second
among the last, namely ‘and every inequality’ etc., responds
to that which he had said above last ‘and it saves the
stronger against the worst’. But what he says first among
the last ‘and he keeps all things’, etc., responds to that
which first in the middle he stated ‘and non fighting’. Thus
therefore since the notion of salvation consists in this
first and principally that something is preserved in the
good, it will not be far from the intention of holy
scripture if someone wants to praise the salvation of God in
so far as Godself saves all things through proper goodness
by freeing from evil what is fallen from its proper goods.
And this I say according to how the nature of those who are
said to be saved suffers: for those who fall according to
free will are restored otherwise than those who fall
according to natural corruption. (38-48)

Then when he says <Because of which also the liberation
etc.>, he explains the meaning of the effect of liberation.
And he says that the holy doctors name the divine justice
liberation, i.e., the cause of liberation, in so far as it
saves from evil, and this in many ways: first in so far as
it does not permit those which are truly beings to fall from
a their subjects so that they become nothing, for something
of the subjects always remains. Second, if something truly
existing sinks down to some sin in action and to some
inordination by inclination of appetite and to some defect
of proper operation, God frees that which thus falls from
the passion which induces to sin, and from the weakness by
which something does not maintain due order, and from the
privation which pertains to the lessening of perfection. And
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thus these three respond to the first three. And so that he
night show how God liberates from these three, pe adds
another three responding to the three set out first: for God
jiberates from privation in so far as god pe fills what was
lacking; but God liberates from infirmity in so far as §od
supports our weakness with paternal and merciful affection;
but God frees from passion raising up, i.e., Fecgllxng,.us
from evil, and what is more, by firmly establishing us in
the good; and that good which was smitten, i.e., lessened
and debilitated, God fills by restoring; and what was
inordinate God orders and what had fallen down to s@n God
causes to stand, i.e., establishes, and ornaments, i.e.,
arranges with a certain decency. And thus God leads every
inordination and indisposition to integrity and God absolves
from all stain of sins. (49-64)

Then when he says <But from these etc.>, he explgins the
meaning of inequality. And first he shows what kind of
inequality justice excludes; second what kind of inequality
it establishes, <For also inequality etc.> For distributive
justice excludes inequality of proportion, but it causes
inequality of quantity in that it gives more or less
according to the proportion of dignity of each one. (64-68)

He says therefore first that regarding these, namely )
salvation and liberation, and regarding justice it was said,
according to which equality of proportion which is in all
things is measured and determined, and that there is
exterminated, i.e., excluded, every inequality, which is
said according to the privation of equality of proportion,
which is in singular things; for it pertains to justice that
it give to each according to its proportion and thus
equality of proportion is determined according to justice.
But since the capacity of all is not the same, thence it 1is
that it distributes diverse things to diverse things, and
thus by causing equality of proportion it causes inequality
of quantity. And for this reason he adds that, if someone
wants to understand inequality according to the differences
between all things which are in the universe, through which
differences one thing is better than another according to
some perfection, justice preserves this kinq of xnequalxgy
while it does not permit disorder or confusion to occur in
things by all things being mixed with each other; and tbus
justice preserves all existents according to their species
as the nature of each one requires. (68-79)

BOOK NINE
IX -1

<But since both great and small etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of the divine names which are
understood according to the processions of perfections
befitting to creatures absolutely, as is the Good, esse,
life, wisdom and virtue, here he explains the meaning of the
names of God which are taken according to processions in
which there is implied a relation of one thing to another:
as are great and small, which imply excess and defect
according to quantity; the same and other, which imply
fittingness and difference according to substance; and like
and unlike which imply fittingness and difference according
to quality; and station and motion, of which the notion of
station consists in this that something is similarly
disposed both now and formerly, but the notion of motion
consists in this that something does is not similarly
disposed both now and formerly; and a note concerning
equality which implies fittingness according to quantity and
is the mean between great and small. Therefore it is divided
into three parts: in the first he states his intention; in
the second he shows what singulars of the aforementioned are
said of God, <But God etc.>; in the third he shows why they
are said of God, <But great etc.> (1-13)

He says therefore first that, since to God, who is the cause
of all, are attributed both great and small and other
aforementicned things, it is necessary to consider whatever
can be shown to us from these signs by which God is named.
(14-15)

Then when he says <Therefore God etc.>, he shows that the
foregoing are said of God; for God is praised in holy
scripture as great and existing in magnitude, according to
the Psalm "Great is the Lord and laudable beyond measure and
°f his magnitude there is no end". And since smallness is a
-crtain subtlety, small is attributed to God in scripture,
where it is said in III Kings 19 that God appeared in a fine
hissing of air, which fineness, or subtlety, manifests the
divine smallness. For sometimes in scripture God is called
the same, according to the Psalm "But you are the same".
Otherness is also attributed to God in so far as diverse
figures and diverse species of things are circumposed on God
in holy scripture, just as God is sometimes designated in
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ibed as immobile, according to - h
gggchso not change";'and sitting 1n the ages, accord;ggnto
Is. 9 "on the throne of David . . will you sit . . és "
no& unto eternity". But God is de§cr1bed as mqtlog S en. 3
walking, or proceeding, to all things, according oaradi"e".
nwhen they heard the voice of the Lord‘walklng 1n.§ tha;
And in Wis. 7 it is said that "wisdom is more mobile han _
all mobile things; but it reaches everywhere pegazizsz L
purity®. And many other things equally rich wit
said of God in scripture. (16-33)

Then when he says <Therefore Go@ is great etg.;{ 2: shows
why the aforesaid things are said of God: an ;:d other
concerning great and small; second of ;he sane e <B&t
<But the same is etc.>; third of ghe like and.un i d’notion
God is like etc.>, fourth of station and ;essan a? fifth oﬁ
<But what also concerning the divine station etc.i,
equality, <But if someone in the expressions etc. of areat:
Concerning the first he first explains the meaning ig thé
second the meaning of small, <But small egg.:egoggzgg tg the
i : i : first he attribu

st he does three things: first
gééording to the notion of causalltg; sicggg ESEg;ggagzgtUGe

i i imili And outs :

n of a certain sxmxlxtgde{ < ) ] T

22212' third according to dissimilarity, <This magnitude 1s

-7
infinite etc.> (34-41)

i i lled great in that
S erefore first that God is calle
ggd?zynagﬁitude, which befits God essentéaélyé gggoezziqgély
; i just as God 1
hands down to all great things, Jjus ! called
i dom to all wise ing
wise in so far as God hands down wis e
i i God hands down God’s
t can otherwise be rea@ that ’
ﬁgg;itﬁde to all things which are eterna}ly great, iifié)
from the beginning of creation unto sempiternity. (

Then when he says <And outside every magnitggi i;iigﬁ 2?
i ding to a cer
attributes great to God accor ] .
imili i i t to God’s substance;
militude: and first with respec :
Zézénd with respect to God's effects, <And according to a

superfull etc.> (45-47)

But it is clear that great is attributed to crf@turezre
according to the notion of excess; for those things
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called great which are found to exceed others. Now excess in
things created is perceived in many ways: in one way
according to the dimension of longitude, latitude and depth;
and according to this something is called great with respect
to another in so far as it superexceeds its quantity; and
thus God is called great simply in so far as God‘s magnitude
is superfused and superextended outside every magnitude; and
it is called superfused in the similitude of humid things,
as air and water, but superextended in the similitude of dry
and solid bodies. In another way excess is perceived in
created things according to place, and thus a place is said
to be greater which is contains more things. Whence God is
also called simply great in so far as God contains every
place. Third excess is found in things according to number;
and thus also God is called great simply in so far as God
proceeds beyond every number, since every number proceeds
from the divine wisdom as it distinguishes things, in whose
power it is to produce many differences of things. But the
infinite in things seems naximally to be what exceeds all
things. But, as is found in created things, something is
called infinite in one way but is finite in another way: for
exanple if something which is infinite according to quantity
is finite according to species. Whence God, who is infinite
to all things, exceeds every infinity. (47-60)

Then when he says <And according to the superfull etc.>, he
attributes great to God according to the notion of excess
which is considered on the part of effects. How three things
nust be considered in God’'s effects: first that the effusion
of effects proceeds from the plenitude of the cause, just as
what is not full of heat can not effuse heat, or just as
according to the similitude of a dish we say that unless it
is full of water it can not pour out water. Second since, if
there is a great plenitude, there is a great effusion. Third
that to the extent that the effusion is prior, that which is
poured out first is received in that in which it is poured
out: for a humor infused in the earth first is received by
it. And these three must be considered in divine effects:
for first on the part of God there is found a superabundant
plenitude of goodness; second from this abundant plenitude
it follows that it produces great things; third since it is
the primordial cause it follows that its gifts are
fountanal, i.e., primordial; for whatever is received fronm
any cause presupposes that which is received from God. Thus
therefore: according to God’s superfullness regarding the
first; and magnificent regarding the second; and God's
fountanal gifts regarding the third; in so far as the gifts
themselves are participated by all according to the effusion
of the gift which is infinite on the part of the giver,
gifts of this kind are not in any way lessened, but always
have the same superabundant plenitude and are never lessened
in so far as they are participated; rather in so far as they
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re more participated, the more they remain abovg:‘s1ncgfto

ahe degree that something receives more of the divine g;h s,
the more it is rendered fit for receiving them; an? ggfgngte
part of the one flowing because its influence is of 1

virtue it can not be lessened. (61-77)

he says <This magnitude etc.>, he expounds the
2232n:h§ggnitudg through its difference to o;hgr mag;;g:des.
And he says that the divine magnitude 1is 1nf1@1§e,t
befits no created magnitude; and it is also wit 9: but the
quantity, since God is not in the genus of qganti y'without
magnitude of God is God’s substance; and it is g s?irSt
number, i.e., without measure: fo; nunber has.t e £
notion of measure, since through it also c?nglnuouo ber’
guantities are measured; but when he says wlthouthnusiVine
it refers to discrete quantity. And thus tprqugh t zalit
magnitude is perceived the excess of the d1v1nedcau y
according to which God pours out un%versally.a: ‘< not
superabundantly God’s infinite m@gpxtude, whic ;; 5
received by creatures in 1ts'1n§1n1ty{ but aczor 123-85)
their capacity they receive it in a finite mode. (

e says <But small etc.>, he shows how gmal% is
Zggg zgegog. Ané concerning this he does three_thlngséhflri;
he states the notions of small; second he attrxbg;is ez i
God, <Thus therefore etc.>; thi;d he shows the dl_asrenc
this small to other smalls, <This small etc.> (85 )

Concerning the first it must be considered that sugtlgty is
a certain smallness, whether su?tlety is unde;stoo as ?19&
certain guality according to whlch.subtle bod;es a;g ca
thin as they have too little quantity under the sa.certain
dimensions, or whether subtlety 1is understood as a e :
difference concerning quantity; for as long and shor 2r
related to a line, but wide and narrow to a suriaﬁe, ;Iuice
subtle and gross are relatgd to the depth of a body. Whe
subtlety signifies a certain smallness. (88-92)

He posits therefore three properties of small, os sT?tle. of
which the first is that it exceeds all weight and a led
distance. And he says weight in that what is thin 1is ca
subtle: for such optimally is found light; but he ;aﬁs N
distance in that subtle is oppqsed Fo thlck,_ln wgli suc
distance, namely great profund;ty, is small in subtle de
things. But that excess, by which small and subtledgxce:o
all depth and all distance,_xs not perceived accor 1ggt °.
majority of quantity which is opposed to:smallngfs, b

unity exceeds number, since it measures it and ;g no11 that
measured by it. He states the segoqd.property.o 'smaf éhe
it goes through all without prohibition; for it is o e
notion of the subtle that it is penetrative. He statesdthe
third property, that the small is the cause of all. An e
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introduces the proof of this, that nothing is found which
does not participate the form of small: for small is found
in the great, but great is not found in the small; but the
participated seems to be the cause of the participant,
whence also the principles in all genera are small in
quantity, but great in virtue. (92-102)

Then when he says <Thus therefore in God etc.>, he
designates the aforementioned notions of the small in God,
and in particular the second. And he says that in God the
small is understood in so far as it goes to all things
without impediment, by filling them both with God's effects
and God’s presence, since God is in all things and again
works through all things as through a proper instrument. And
in order to prove this he introduces the authority of the
Apostle at Heb. 4, who first and specifically shows that God
penetrates to all things which pertain to human nature; in
which is first found the composition of soul and body, the
distinction of which and the mode of union the divine wisdon
both knows and brings about; and for this reason he says
that it attains even to the division of souls and body.
Second in human being there is composition of parts of the
body, which also is known to God, and for this reason he
adds ‘and of joints’ regarding the juncture of menbers, ‘and
of marrows’ regarding those things which are contained
between joints. Third he adds those things which pertain to
the soul, among which the intentions of the heart are hidden
most of all and nevertheless are known to God; and for this
reason he adds ‘and of the intentions of the heart’. And
since those are most hidden, much nore so does God attain
through God’s knowledge to universal being, for no creature
is hidden, or invisible, in God'’s sight, as is said in Heb.
4. (103-114)

Then when he says <This small etc.>, he shows the divine
smallness through difference to other smalls. And first it
must be considered that small is in the genus of quantity,
but the small that is said of God is without quantity; for
just as great is without quantity, thus is small without
quantity. Second it must be considered that every small can
be mecasured with facility, but the small which is said of
God is without number; for it can not be comprehended by
some measure. Third it must be considered that something
small is easily detained, either that it is impeded from its
course or that it is easily held, but the divine smallness
can be held in neither mode, since its virtue cannot be
impeded nor can someone perfectly lay hold of God. Fourth it
must be considered that some things are small in that they
are quickly terminated by a terminus of quantity or they are
defined by a definition of substance which comprehends
substance, but the divine small is without terminus or
definition. Fifth it must be considered that those which are
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i hended
can comprehend little, but they are compre )
zggiiy by others; but the divine smallness 1s comprehensive
of all things, but is incomprehensible by all things. (115-

126)
IX - 2

<But the same is supersubstantially etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of great and smallz here he explains
the meaning of the same and other. And first he shows how
the same is attributed to God; second how o;her is
attributed to God, <But other etc.> Concerning the first he
does two things: first he proposes by way of summary the
modes in which the same is attributed_to God; second he
explains them, <And he according to himself etc.> (1-5)

Now the same is attributed to God according to God's
immutability, as it is read in the Psalm "But you are the
same". But the immutability of God is first perceived in
that God is not transmuted according to esse and non-esse as
are generable and corruptible things, and for this reason he
says that God is the same in so far as God is )
supersubstantially eternal; but since some have a certain
eternity in so far as they do not defect cowplete}y into non
being, but are converted into some qther thxpgs,'xn order to
exclude this consequently he says ‘1nconye§t1b}y . Secon?’he
excludes local motion when he says ‘remaining in Godself’;
for God is contained in Godself as in a place. Third he
excludes the motion of alteration and augment and ]
dininution, when he says that God always has Godself in the
same way, namely since God is not chapged'from forn_to forn,
as from white to black, or from quantity lpto.quantxty, as
from small to great, since nothing 1n'God is increased or
lessened; for what is more white is disposed according to
the same, but not in the same node. fourth he‘excludes the
motion which is according to a relation to things. And he
says that God, as far as it is on God's part, 1s alyays in
the same way present to all things, but that all things are
not always disposed in the same way to God comes about fron
the variation which occurs in things. (5-17)

Then when he says <And he according to himself etc.>, pe
expounds those things which he had toughed upon summarily,
and first when he had said ‘remaining in Godself’. And he
excludes those things through which the.dwellxng.of
something in another can be impeded, which are five: for
first anything remains in a place which befits it per se and
according to its nature, but it is easily removed from the
place which befits it accidentally; and regarding this he
says that God is collocated in Godself accordxng.to Godsglf,
i.e., per se and not accidentally. Secoqd something remains
where it is established, whence some things are affixed with
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keys that they might remain permanently; and he thus adds
‘firmly’; for God is established in Godself according to the
infinity of God’s own virtue. Third it happens that
something established in something else can not remain in
it, since corruption or putrefaction happens to that which
had established it, just as stones do not remain in a wall
when the cement has corrupted; and in order to exclude this
from God he adds ‘and uncontaminated‘. Fourth something is
prohibited from remaining since it is not optimally
collocated, but can be lead to a better condition; and in
order to exclude this he says ‘in the highest ends‘, i.e.,
sumnits. Fifth something is prohibited from remaining
because of the diversity of those which come together for
the institution of a thing, of which one draws this way and
another one that way; and regarding this he says ‘of an
abundance of identity’, since in God there is the most
perfect identity excluding all diversity. (18-30)

Then when he says <Intransmutable etc.>, he expounds what he
had said ‘always having according to the same and in the
same mode’, and first regarding alteration. And he says that
God is intransmutable in so far as God cannot be variated
according to more or less, and God is not able to fall into
an opposite in so far as God is not changed from one form
into an opposite form. Then he expounds the cause of the
things said; for that something is not transmuted or does
not fall into a contrary, one cause can be that it has a
firm active virtue to resist, as is clear in fire; and
regarding this he says ‘firmly‘’. Another cause can be that
it does not have in itself the principle of mutability; and
regarding this he says ‘invariably’. But this principle of
variability sometimes is a mixture with something
extraneous; and in order to exclude this he says ‘clean’, or
‘pure’, according to another translation; for what is
unmixed with something extraneous is called pure or clean.
But sometimes the principle of variability is the potency of
nmatter in that which is variated, because of which it is
reduced by an agent into another disposition; and to exclude
this he says ‘immaterially’. But sometimes the principle of
variability is the composition of something from diverse
things, just as mixed bodies are variables, not only since
they are material things, but also since they are composed
of contraries; and to exclude this he says ‘most simple’.
But sometimes the notion of variation is its need to be
variated; for what is imperfect naturally tends toward its
perfection; and to exclude this he says ‘not needing’. (31-
45)

Then to exclude the motion of augment he adds ‘non
augmentably’; and to exclude the motion of decrement he adds
‘not diminishable’; and to exclude the transmutation of
generation he adds ‘ingenerate’, i.e., not generated. Now
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this is said in many ways. For sometimes not generated is
said, since it has not yet received esse through generation,
as those things which will be generated in the future; and
to exclude this mode he adds ‘not as not yet generated’. But
sometimes something is said not to be generated, since its
generation was begun, but is not yet consummated; and to
exclude this he says ‘or imperfect’. But sometimes scmething
is called not generated, not simply but in some respect,
just as if we should say that this human is not generated
from that one or if we should say this is not a generated
human, but a generated animal; and to exclude! this he says
‘or as not made by this’, i.e., from some determinate
generator, ‘or that’ as far as a certain terminus of
generation. But sometimes that is called not generated or
not made, which is impossible to be, as a human to be an
ass; and to exclude this, he adds ‘nor as nowhere’, i.e., in
no place, or ‘never’, i.e., in no time, and ‘in no mode
existing’. (45-56)

Then he adds how ingenerate is said of God through an
opposition to the foregoing, saying that God is called
ingenerate as all things, i.e., since God in some way is all
things in so far as all things preexist in God; an@ this 1is
opposed to that which he had said ‘nor as nowhere in no way
existing’. God is also called ingenerate, not in sone
respect but absolutely, against what which he had said ‘or
as from this’ etc. God is also called ingenerate, not as not
yet generated, but as always existing. God is also called
ingenerate, not as imperfect, but as existing perfect
through Godself. Thus therefore he shows the difference of
God to those things which are called not generated. Whence
consequently he shows the difference of God to thgse things
which are called generated; for every generation is a )
transmutation from this whole into that whole, from which it
follows that it is not always the same; and to exclude this
he says ‘and existing the same’. But that a generated thing
is not always the same occurs from two factors: first since
it is determined to a specific esse, not the whole itself
per_se, but through some part of it, namely through form,
and because of this it is corrupted and generated in that
one form is separated from matter and another enters; but
what is form simply is determined according to itself
entirely to its specific esse. Second since a generated
thing is determined to its esse, not by itself, but from the
action of a generator; and for this reason in order to
exclude this from God he says that God exists the same as
deternined to this that God uniformly possesses Godself and
according to the form of identity, not according to another
or from another, but according to Godself and from Godself.
(57-71)
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Then when he says <And the same from the same etc.>, he
shows how they have another identity through God, and this
in two ways: in one way in that God grants to existing
things identity in their proper nature. And he says that
this same, which is God, shines above all things so that
they participate God’s identity according to the suitability
of each one; for to one God grants that it is the same
simply; and to those which are diverse according to
themselves God grants identity of order in that one is
coordinated to the others. In another way in that things,
which in their proper natures are diverse, are the same as
far as they are in God; and regarding this he says that it
is because of the abundance of God’s identity and because
God is the cause of all identity. And God prepossesses
contraries in Godself not in a diverse mode, but in the same
mode, just as diverse effects are uniformly in the one who
is the one and singular cause of all identity through
excess. (72-80)

Then when he says <But other etc.>, he shows how otherness
is attributed to God. And he posits two modes, the first of
which is that otherness is attributed to God in so far as
God is present to all things, as to those who participate
God through a certain similitude according to the
perfections which they receive through God’s providence. And
this is because the preservation and good of all is all in
all, namely in so far as no perfection is in things which is
not some similitude of God, so that thus God can always be
called, through the participation of God’s similitude,
Wisdom in the wise, Justice in the just, Life in the living,
and thus of the others. And lest someone should understand
badly that God is all in all, he excludes from God the modes
in which one creature is in another, which occurs in two
ways: in one way through transmutation of the one which is
said to become in another, as fire is in a mixed body
through some transmutation of it and food is in a nourished
body in that it is converted into body; whence to exclude
this he says ‘remaining in Godself’. In another mode
something is in another in that by its action it changes
that thing into a similitude of it, just as generating fire
is in some way in generated fire. And this in some way
approaches the mode in which he had said God to be in
things, but it falls short in many ways: first since those
things which in natural things generate things similar to
themselves do not always remain the same, and since they
preserve themselves according to the similitude of a
species, they generate things similar to themselves; and to
exclude this he says ‘and by proper identity’. Second since
the action of an agent by which it makes something similar
to itself is something that goes out from the agent into the
patient, which has no place in God, since God’s action is
God‘s substance; whence to exclude this he =says ‘and
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inegressibly’. Third since a created agent produces itself
in diverse things according to diverse operatiens, which
does not befit God; and for this reason he adds ‘according
to one operation’. Fourth since the action of an agent
making something similar to itself is not continuous and
sempiternal as is the action of God; and for this reason he
adds ‘and without cease’. Fifth since a natural agent
simultaneously both suffers and is moved; and to exclude
this from God, he says ‘standing’. Sixth since the virtue of
a natural agent is debilitated in its action because it
suffers at the same time; and to exclude this he says that
God by an indeclinable virtue gives Godself through a
certain participation of Godself for the deification of
those converted, i.e., that God might assimilate to Godself
those which God converts to Godself. (80-103)

Then when he says <And alterity etc.>, he states the second
mode in which ctherness is attributed to God. And first he
states the mode; second he shows that it does not pertain to
the proposed intention, <But lest we should be concealed
etc.> (104-106)

He says therefore first that there is also attributed to God
the alterity of diverse fiqures according to the nultiple
visions of the prophets, in which sometimes God was seen as
a lion, sometimes as a lamb, sometimes as a man, which are
diverse figures. Others signify certain things beyond those
which appear on the surface. And he shows this through an
example in the soul: for if someone wants to describe the
soul in the mode of a body, although the former is simple,
we should understand the corporeal parts attributed to its
simplicity otherwise than they are in the body. For through
the head we should understand the mind which presides over
all parts of the soul, as the head is over all parts of the
body; but through the neck we should understand opinion,
which is disposed in a middle way between reason, knowledge,
truth and the irrational parts of the soul, lacking
knowledge of the truth; but through the breast we should
understand furor, i.e., the irascible, because of the
fortitude of the breast; but through the belly the
concupiscible because of the softness of the belly or since
concupiscence arises from the belly, just as the irascible
has a seat in the heart which is in the breast; but through
the legs and feet we would say to be signified the natural
powers of the nutritive soul, through which life is
sustained. And thus we would use the names of corporeal
parts, as if certain signs of the potencies of the soul,
according to a certain similitude. Whence much more so the
diversity of forms and figures in God, who is above all
things, ought to be purged from corporeal fantasies through
holy and mystical expositions befitting to God, namely since
they understand the hidden from the manifest. Whence also if
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someone wants to attribute to God, who is impalpable and
1nflggrable, the three dimensions of bodies, as the Apostle
does'xn Eph. 3, it must be said that the width of God is
nothing other than the procession of the divine providence
which is borne above all things, as if containing all '
th;ngs; but the length of God should be called the virtue
which is extended above the whole, penetrating all things
from the highest to the lowest; but the depth of God should
be called the hidden and unknown essence of God, which is
incomprehensible to all existents. (106-125)

Then when he says <But lest we should be cancealed etc.>, he
shows that the aforementioned alterity does not pertain éo
the proposition. And he says that we ought not to deceive
ourselves by expounding alterity which is according to fornms
and figures, since by this means we would mix together that
doctrlng of the Symbolic Theology, which is concerned with
expounding the corporeal nominations of God, which are
understood through sensible signs. But it pertains to the
present proposition that we should not take the alterity
attrlbuped to God to be some variation of God who has
Supereminent and unchangeable, i.e., intransmutable,
ldentlpy, but through this we should understand the
formation by which God gives multiple forms and that God
re@uces'all things into one order, and conversely the
unlformxty of the many processions of the divine fecundity
to all things, all of which pertain to the first mode of
alterity designated above. (125-133)

IX - 3

<But similar God etc.> After Dionysius explained the neaning
of the same and diverse, here he explains the meaning of
s;mx}a; and dissimilar; and first, similar; second,
d1551w11ar, <And what must concerning that etc.> Concerning
the fxrgt he does two things: first he shows how similitude
is gtgrlbuted to God; second how God is the cause of
similitude, <But to all by similitude etc.> Concerning the
first he does two things: first he attributes similitude to
God in that God is called similar to Godself; second through
comparison to others, <But theologians existing etc.> (1-6)

He says therefore first that, if anyone wants to say that
God is similar to Godself, such an exposition of the divine
sxpllltude should not be condemned. But he excludes two
things from God through which something can be dissimilar to
itself: for something can be called dissimilar to itself in
one way, since it does not always remain the same, but is
cpangeq from form to form or from disposition to
disposition; and in order to exclude this he says ‘as the
same’. Second something can be called dissimilar to itself
since 1t 1s conposed of contraries or from dissimilar parté;
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to exclude this he says ‘the yhole through the Y?oiﬁecod
at"xcrinilar to itself’. And since it is ggst:marg Eﬁeczniversal
Sl . > 53 . ec s a

d in parts or sub) :
whole what e oul oni he integral whole, in order to
or integral units as the 1 g

wzgiﬁée the notion of the universal yhole hehsay:te cal
?singularly'; but to exclude the notion of the 1 g
whole he says ‘indivisibly’. (7-14)

i e
Then when he says <But theologians etc.>, 2Zr;re:;3 :2 cays
similitude of God through comparison to ot ; é hing iy
thét those who deal with divine things gaY.t_a ot g 1 eed
similar to God, whodexists agg:e gii Egésg:a;nthat e o ives
i i ed in God'’'s own esse, :
éidsgnziiﬁiitude to things which are cgnvgr@idéi;Aeéésgggie
draw near, to God according to a certain 1E1t2at Thbycan
to them according to the@r virtue, not suc L Y en,
per e e ¢ Goq,'Ségcgnsoga:ﬁrgbo;§daabove all reason,
i.e. bove the termini of , @ 1
; 2.' gbove all apprehension. And the ylrtug oéo;h;;pears in
simiiitude to God which is given to things by G0 P
this, that all things which come from gog az io S hoper
cause are converted through desire to 1Oth?n to a prope
cause; which would not occur upless al ! ggsires ome s
S tude b0 GO Fmrotors since all things are converted
imilar to itself. erefore C 3 i
i;:;ugh desire into God, it is fitting totsag ﬁg?gtsl but
things are similar to God, not according to %ron which t e
through a certain assimilation and 1m1tatxopﬁ thé Which e
notion of an image is tak?n.nAzgi;ha;i:zghw;gdo e Ly that
ings to God appears iror S : : Y
ggdt?s gimilar to other thxngs, since nexthgi tio:ehzgings
being said to be similar to 1ts 1mage. ioi ;ome o o
which are of one order it can be said tha Some e L itude
mutually are similar to each other, thusls A e be
is converted toward both, so tpat we cguth caz s 1Sed
similar to that and that to this; for bo Lo b S tar in
similar to each other, because they are ca led Simar mmon
that they participate one form, whlch priexxua inS
cause, to which both of the coordinates avision éf
relation. But in causes and effects a convee“eCt {4 what
S L tude Gugne Bt b e tan be called sinilar to a
i rought fort ron an i 22
tzuZe fgom which it was brought forth, as tggeimigi gepend
human being; and this is because the cause deaonl depend o
on the effect, so that it gives its similitu 2 ¥rom Ehese
or to those, but the effect 2gpeng? ggnigitﬁ:: And on.Y
alone it participates the notion 731 e .
dépendencg is designated when an egfect.éstizédc;grginates
similar to its cause. But when 1t 1s sal At o one
are similar to each other, the dependence Qleat D o fod.
cause is designated. Thus therefore it 1s ¢
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who is the cause of all, can not be called similar to
others, but others are said to be similar to God. (15-37)

Then when he says <But to all etc.>, he shows how God is the
cause of similitude in things. And he says that all things
that participate similitude have this fronm God as from a
cause, that they are similar; for some things are called
similar in that they come together in some forn; but every
forn is from God. And not only is God the cause of similar
things, but God is also the cause of similitude itself, just
as it was said above that not only is God the cause of
living things, but of life itself. And whatever is called
similar in any created thing is called similar by a certain
vestige, i.e., by a certain representation, of the divine
similitude, from which not only is similitude perfected, but
also every union which is in things. (37-43)

Then when he says <And what is necessary to say concerning
this etc.>, he explains the meaning of dissimilar. And he
says that it is not necessary to speak more fully that God
is not similar to things, but rather the cause of
similitude, since sacred doctrine proclains God to be
dissimilar and not of the same order with other things,
since God is diverse from all things: as is clear in Is. 40
"to whon will you liken God?" And what seems more doubtless,
nothing is said to be similar to God, according to the Psaln
"God, who is similar to you"? and again "There is none
similar to you among the gods, O Lord". And nevertheless
this is not contrary to what was said above about the
assimilation of things to God; for the same things can be
called similar and dissimilar to God: similar in that they
initate God, who is not perfectly imitable by a creature, in
that it occurs, i.e., in so far as it is possible, to the
creature; but dissimilar in that effects have less of
perfection than a cause. Nevertheless lest someone should
understand when he says ‘less’ some proportion, as occurs
things which are of one genus of which one is more perfect
than the other, he adds that creatures fall short of God,
not according to some determinate measure, but infinitely

and incomparably; and for such reason they are called
dissimilar to God. (43-55)

in

IX - 4

<But what also of the divine station etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of similar and dissimilar, here he
explains the meaning of the divine station or session and
motion. And first, station and session; second, motion, <But
what also when on the other hand etc.> Concerning the first
he does two things: first he shows how session or station is
attributed to God; second he determines the causality of the
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divine station or session, <And this supersubstantially
etc.> (1-5)

Now he attributes to God session and station in three ways:
first in so far as God exists in Godself. And this is what
he says, that concerning the divine station and session,
through which a certain immobility is designated, we can say
nothing beyond this that God does not stand or sit as
sustained in something other as we do, but God remains 1n
Godself, not indeed mobily as a human being sits in a seat
from which he can be removed, nor according to some
diversity of Godself from Godself as a human being differs
from the place in which he sits or stands, but according to
an immobile identity; nor again in a common mode, as
anything in some way is in itself in so far as it is
contained under the terminus of its nature, but singularly
God is fixed in Godself. For thus God depends on Godself
that God depends on nothing else, and God is also gollocated
above all things. Second he attributes to God station and
session with respect to operation. And this is what he says,
that God always works according to the same, namely .
according to the same wisdom, virtue and goodness and ghlngs
of this kind; and in the same respect as far as the object
of God’s operation: since God's operation is always around
Godself in so far as by understanding and by loving Godself
God works all things; and in the same mode according to the
node of operation as it is compared to the operator, for it
is not debilitated or strengthened in acting. Third he
attributes to God station and session through remotion of
every passion or transmutation from God. And he says that
station or session is attributed to God in that God does not
have from Godself some cause of God’s transmuta;ion and in
that God cannot be moved by something exterior into a
contrary, but is totally immobile. (6-21)

Then when he says <And this supersubstantially etc.>, he
treats of the causality of the divine station and session.
And he says that those things which were said before are
attributed to God supersubstantially, since God is the cause
of all station and session which is found in created things
in so far as God is above every session and station, and all
things are stabilized in Godself who keeps them lest they be
moved from station or permanence in their proper goods. (21-
25)

Then when he says <But what also when on the other hand
etc.>, he explains the meaning of the divine motion. And
first he shows how motion is attributed to God; second how
differences of motion are attributed to God, <And right to
understand etc.> (25-27)
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He says therefore first that when the teachers of holy
scripture say that God, who is immobile, is moved and
proceeds to all things, it must be understood as it befits
God. For religiously, i.e., according to right faith, it
nust be judged that God is moved, not as those things which
are carried by others or are in any mode changed through
themselves or through alteration by which something is
changed from quality to quality, or according to a modal
motion by which something is moved from one mode of moving
to another, as from less white to more white or from less
quantity into a greater; or according to local motion,
whether straight or circular or oblique composed from the
two; nor also according to intelligible motion in that the
created intellect is changed from one intelligible
conception to another; nor according to animal motion
according to which an animal is changed from one
apprehension to another or from one affection to another;
nor also according to natural motion according to which
something is transmuted from one nature into another; but
God is said to be moved in so far as God leads all things
into being and in so far as God contains all things in God's
esse; and not only does God bring forth substance and
contain things in it, but in so far as God also universally
provides for all things, giving to things both life and
wisdom and things of this kind, and preserves things in
them. (28-39)

But from these eifects God is said to be moved for a twofold
reason: first since by providing for all things God is
present to all by a certain circuit which can not be
measured, enclosing all things; for since God is the measure
of all God is measured by none. And thus, while God exhibits
God’s presence around diverse things, a certain similitude
of motion appears in God; for we can not be present to
diverse things unless we are moved. For another reason
because of the aforementioned effects God is said to be
moved in so far as the operations and processions of gifts,
which God confers to things from God’'s providence, come to
all existents. And thus a certain similitude of motion
appears in God, while first there is considered essence or
wisdom or something of this kind in God as in the highest
source of things and from there they are derived, as if
through a certain outflowing, to other things. And not only
do the theologians attribute motion to God, but it is also
permitted to us that we might fittingly praise the motion of
the immobile God. (40-48)

Then when he says <And straight etc.>, he shows how the

differences of motion are attributed to God. And since that
which is moved in a straight motion is moved uniformly from
a certain principle to an end, he says that straight motion
befits God in that God’s operations proceed indeclinably and
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inflexibly; for God’s operation is not frustrated, but
always proceeds in a direction according to the disposition
of God. We can also through straight motion understand the
production of all things from God; for thus God’'s causal
operation proceeds in a direction through all media to the
last. But oblique motion is composed of diverse things; and
thus oblique motion is attributed to God in so far as in
God’s operation there is understood - simultaneously
procession and station: procession as far as the production
of things, but station as far as the invariability of the
divine operation. Thus therefore, since the procession of
God is not without stability, it is called a stable
procession; but since the station of God is not without the
production of things, it is called a generative status. But
in circular motion there are three things to consider: first
that any designated point in a circle is the same both
principle and end. Second that in the lines themselves of a
circle there is to be considered concave and convex: and on
the part of concavity it contains all things; but on the
part of the convex it can be contained by others. Third,
that which is moved circularly returns by its own circular
motion to the principle from which it began to be moved.
Thus therefore God is said to be moved according to a circle
in so far as God contains in Godself all identity and all
media and all extremes, in which he touches upon the first
property; and in so far as God contains things that enclose
which pertains to the notion of concavity and things that
are enclosed which pertains to the notiorn of convexity, 1in
which he touches upon the second property; and in so far as
God contains conversion to Godself, as to an end, of those
which had proceeded from God, as from a principle, in which
he touches upon the third property. (48-66)

Then when he says <But if someone etc.>, he explains the
meaning of equality. For above he had explained the meaning
of inequality as the effect of justice is to exclude or to
cause inequality; but now he explains the meaning of
equality in itself. And concerning this he does three
things: first he shows how equality is attributed to God as
equality itself occurs in God; second how it is attributed
to God as to a cause, <And just as of his equality per se
etc.>; third how it is attributed to God as prepossessing
every equality, <And according to this that he pre-receives
etc.> (67-72)

He says therefore first that, if anyone in holy scripture
wants to understand in the name of equality the nomination
of the divine identity or the divine justice, this can be
done fittingly; for equality is the unity of quantity. If
therefore that unity is attributed to God according to
Godself, God can be said to be equal by reason of the divine
unity, which is perceived also according to God’s
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simplicity, since God is not composed from many thi
according to immobility, since ng always poss§552;ng§ésZY?
in a single mode; and this is what he says, that God must b
said to be equal as simple and indeclinable. But if the ©
dlylne unity is considered in comparison to effects around
which God uniformly works as far as it is on God's part
thus'equa}xty is attributed to God in so far as God proéeeds
by dlffg51ng effects equally to all and through all: he says
to §1] in that all things receive the influence of the Y
divine operation; but he says through all he says in so far
as the divine operation passes through all things from the
pr%ncxgle to the end and again in so far as through one
thng 1t passes to another, while one uses a thing as actin
in another. Thus therefore the unity of simplicity and N
1mmob111ty.pertains to the notion of the divine identity;
but.the.unxty of operation in effects pertains to the noéion
of justice; and for this reason he says that in equality is

?ggegitood the nomination both of the same and of justice
- ) )

Then when he says <And as of his etc.>, he shows how
equality is attributed to God as to a cause. And he says
that we say God to be equal as the substantifier, i.e., the
cause, of equality itself per se, i.e., of equality itéelf
considered in the abstract, causing which equality in things
God makes things equal in two ways: first as far as the
actions and passions or communications and receptions. And
this is what he says, that God according to caused equality
equally works in all things similarly that all things go
about each other, namely while the action of one passes
throygh into another, and God also effects the equal
participation of those who receive, namely in so far as
everyth1n9 passive receives the effect of the agent. But the
aforemgntxoned similitude and equality of ambulation and
reception must not be understood according to equality of
quantity, since one thing is nmore active or receptive than
another, but according to equality of proportion, since
everything proportionally acts or is passive according to
its mode; and this is what he says ‘according to the
opportunity of sinqgulars‘. In another way equality can be
considered in things according to those things which are in
th}ngs{ as forms, qualities and quantities and others of
this kind; and as far as this he says that God effects an
equal donation distributed to all. This again must not be
un@erstogd from the equality of quantity, since not all
whltg things have equal whiteness nor all great things equal
maqnltuQe, bu? it must be understood of the equality of
ggoggr;xoni since everything has the divine gifts according
ual proportion; is i N i
o dign?ty'.p(sg-loo?n' and this is what he says ‘according
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he says <And according to this which all etc.>, he
ZEESSWEES equal{ty is attributed in that God prepossisiﬁs
all equality. And he says that we say God to be equ?
that God pre-receives in Godself all equality, n?me xhich
intelligible and intellectual as far as the ange sé :
are called intelligible in that they are gnderstoof an .
intellectual in that they understanq; rational as .ai a car
human beings; sensible as far as apimals; substantia tﬁzse
as all things that are in any way; natural as fa; as ose .
things which come to be naturally; voluntary as ;; as
things which come to be from a proposition. All t 1sthat cod
equality, he says, God pre-receives 1n godseli, not N
has it in that mode in which it is in singular thl?gs,
segregated, i.e., in a sinqular gode before o;hersi_nqgle
according to some diversity, as in creatures 1n§e1 igi
equality differs from rational, but un1§1vely, i.e., hich
according to one respect, namely.accqrdxng to virtue, whic
is effective of all equality, which is also exlgtlng ar
all things; for all effects preexist virtually in thel
cause according to its virtue. (101-111)

BOOK TEN

X -1

<But see by the word of many people etc.> After Dionysius
expounded the divine names which signify the perfections
inhering in things either absolutely or according to the
comparison of one to the other, here he expounds certain
names which are said of God according to the notion of the
universal principle of esse and of the duration of things.
For CGod is called omnipotent in so far as God is the
universal principle of all esse; but God is called Ancient
of Days in so far as God is the principle of all duration.
And since the names of duration are eternity and time,
consequently he also explains the meaning of eternity and
time. And these are touched upon clearly in the title which
is as follows: Concerning Omnipotent, Ancient of Days, which
also includes eternity and time. But this chapter is divided
into three parts: in the first he explains the meaning of
omnipotent; in the second, the Ancient of Days, <But the
Ancient of Days etc.>; in the third, eternity and time, <But
it is necessary as I judge etc.> Concerning the first he
does two things: first he states his intention. And he says
that God, who is of many names, by the word of holy
scripture is praised also as omnipotent, according to Gen.
17 "1 am God omnipotent: walk before me" and as Ancient of
Days, according to Dan. 7 "The Ancient of Days sits".
Second, <But this is said etc.>, he expcunds how God is
called onnipotent. And concerning this he does two things:
first he designates the notion of omnipotence; second he
explains a certain thing which he had said, <And containing
the same etc.> (1-15)

But he explains the notion of omnipotence according to four
things in which the notion of potency is considered. First
according to compass; for something is said to be a great
power, whether in natural or in human things, which contains
many things under it. And this is what he says, that God is
called omnipotent because God is a certain omnipotent
session, i.e., a certain stability, containing the whole,
i.e., all things, in so far as all things are subject to
God’s power, and encircling, in so far as all things are
under God'’s providence. (15-20)

504
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nd as far as stability: for something is galled a
gg;aieggwer which both is in itself immobile and }s gble to
hold others immobily; and regarding this he s§ysr an ai
collocating’ etc. And he touches gpon.four things a?c?r ing
to the four modes by which something is e§tap11§hed. or
something is established in so far as it is in its place,
whence all natural bodies rest in there places; and
regarding this he says ‘and collocating’. But some things
are established over something which stands under them, as
the foundation stands under the walls and the base under the
columns; and regarding this he says ‘and founding’. But
certain things are established through some ligament, as 1s
clear in casks which are established by circles; and
regarding this he says ‘and circumstricting’. And these
three modes of establishment apply in the case where one
thing is established through another: and location can §pply
universally in that inferior creatures are established in
some way through superiors, which are the places of .
inferiors, just as celestial bodies of inferior bodies; but
foundation applies in that forms are established in matter
and accidents in substances; but circumstrlct%on in that
elements are established in a mixture, and unxver§ally al}
parts in the whole. But the fourth.moqe of establishment is
that everything has establishment in its own nature; and
this is what he says ‘and firm in itself perfecting all 4
things’, or it can otherwise be said that.God collogatgs an
founds and circumstricts, the divine session establishing
all things in itself, namely since Godself is both the place
and foundation and bond connecting all things. (20-34)

But third he shows the notion of onnipotence according to
production: for something is called a great power that can
produce many things, just as a root which produces manﬁ
sprouts is called a virtuous root; and rega;dlng.thxs ?1
says that the divine session produces from its virtue a
things from a certain all embracing root. (34-37)

Fourth he shows the notion of omnipotence according to the
notion of attraction: for something is ca}led a great power
that can attract or convert something to itself, and
regarding this he says that God converts to §0d§elf a}l
things as to a certain all embracing plantation: for in .
Godself all things are planted as in a first principle. (3
40)

Then when he says <And containing it etc.>, he.egpla}ns
something which he had said. And first how divinity 1s
called containing; second how it is called all contalning,
<But it is called all containing etc.> (40-42)

He says therefore first that divinity is called gontalning
in so far as it is the session, i.e., the establishment or
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immobility of all, which founds under itself all existences,
not as some principle which is from the essence of things,
which is diversified in diverse things, but according to one
Ccommon containing, which exceeds all things; and that
containing is powerful, which not only gives establishment
to things contained under it, but also does not permit those
things which fall away from Godself to be entirely destitute
and to be returned into nothing. And whatever things are
removed from God’s perfection are said to fall away from

God, who is perfect essence: for neither are they returned
into nothing. (42-48)

Then when he says <But God is called etc.>, he shows how
divinity is called all containing. And he says that divinity
is called all containing in so far as it holds all things in
that mode in which that which rules over some things is said
to hold those things: for something is said to hold a
possession, which is under its care. But if someone rules
over some things, as it were existing as one of their
number, he holds them in so far as he is the ruler, but he
is also held by them in so far as he is mixed with them and
is included under their order. But God holds all things such
that God is held by nothing, since God is not mixed with
things, but is above all things; and this is what he says:
‘ruling unnmixed with the governed’. (48-54)

But it happens that something rules something in two ways:
in one way through the mode of fear. And this mode of ruling
is not efficacious to hold the subjects; for since those who
serve in fear are subjected against their proper will, when
opportunity is given they cast off the yoke of servitude.
The other way is through the mode of love. And this mode of
ruling is efficacious for holding subjects who are
subjugated voluntarily. And this mode of ruling he
attributes to God when he says ‘and as desirable by all’;
for all things desire God, as was said many times. But it
happens that some particular good, although it is desired,
does not efficaciously hold the one desiring since, while it
is termninated and finite, it does not have in itself all
things which can be desired, and for this reason what
desires it because of some goodness found in it does not
totally rest in it, but passes to another in which it finds
a goodness which is absent from it. But God is so desirable
that God is entirely interminable; whence from necessity God
holds every desiring thing, while in any desired thing God
is desired; for nothing is desirable except in so far as it
has some participation of the highest Good. But again it
could happen that someone ruling could be desirable in his
person, but he might give heavy laws to the subjects, and
tor this reason the subjects would not be efficaciously held
under him. But he excludes this from God, adding that God
sends upon all voluntary laws: for the law of God is to any
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dependent creature its natural inclination to dqing that
which befits it according to nature; and for this reason, as
all things are kept by divine desire, thus they are kept by
God'’'s laws, according to the Psalm "he placed a precept that
he will not perish", namely some creature. And because of
this also it is said in Wis. 8 of the divine wisdonm, that
nit disposes all things pleasantly”. But whence the divine
laws are voluntary to dependent things, i's shown through
what is added: ‘and sweet offspring’ etc. (54-73)

where it must be considered that from love and desire of an
end there is originated the desire of that which is to the
end. But the ultimate of every end is the divine goodness,
to which as to an end all particular ends are ordained,
toward which things are naturally inclined. Thus therefore
the natural inclinations themselves of things toward their
proper ends, which we say to be natural laws, are a certailn
birth, i.e., effect, that is sweet, 1.e., consonant with
natural appetite, an effect, I say, or a birth of love by
which the divine goodness is loved. Which love is divine and
is holding all things and is insoluble: whether this is
understood of the love by which God loves God’s own
goodness, through which God holds all things, and it is ]
insoluble since God loves Godself necessarily, or whetber it
is called divine love which is the divinity implanted in all
things, through which all things are held by God and which
can not be dissolved, since all things love God from
necessity, at least in God’'s effects. (73-81)

X =2

<But God is praised as Ancient of Days etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of omnipotent, here he explains the
nmeaning of the Ancient of Days. And concerning this he does
three things: first he shows why God is called Ancient of
Days; second he expounds the designated reason, <And indeed
both time and day etc.>; third he shows what he haq said
through the authority of scripture, <Because of which also
in holy etc.> (1-5)

But it must be considered that among us something is called
ancient for a dual reason: first since it possess much of
time. But second since it precedes in time those things
which are younger; for something is called ancient that is
in the past, removed from the present, and this is prior 1in
time. Thus therefore God is called Ancient of Days for a
dual reason: first since God prepossesses all duration, both
of eternity and of time, as through eternity is understood
the duration by which God measures esse itself, but through
time the duration which measures becoming or motion itself.
Second since God is before all days and before eternity and
before time. (5-11)
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Then when he says <And indeed both time etc.>, he expounds
the designated notions. And the first first; second the
second, <And just as of eternity and time etc.> (11-12)

He says therefore first that, while we say that God is time
or some part of time, as for example a day and a fourth of a
year, and while we say that God is eternity, it is necessary
for this to be understood in a mode which befits God, not
such that God is something whose esse is something
successive and divisible or adjoined to another, but God is
called eternity, which is the measure of permanent esse in
so far as God is intransmutable and entirely immobile
according to every motion, namely since God is moved by no
motion. But God is called time, which is the number of
notion, because God is always moved in that mode which was
described above in the ninth chapter concerning God‘s
motion. Nevertheless God is not moved such that in God'‘s
motion there is some succession, which quality is in motion
which is numbered through time, but God always is permanent
in Godself. (12-20)

Then when he says <And as of eternity and time etc.>, he
expounds the second reason. For God is said to be before
days and eternity and time, not through the mode of passing
away as those which are called ancient among us, but through
the mode by which a cause is prior to an effect; for God is
the cause both of eternity and of time and of days. (20-22)

Then when he says <Because of which in holy etc.>, he
adduces authorities of scripture for the foregoing
manifestation. And he says that because of the foregoing in
the apparitions of the hidden visions of God, God is
described as new and as aged: new according to Is. 62 "there
will be called to you a new name"; but aged according to Is.
46 "unto the old I am he and unto the aged I will endure".
But that God is called aged, or senior, God‘s antiquity is
signified, namely that by the principle of eternity God
always exists; but that God is called new, or junior, it is
signified that God is ancient with old age, i.e., without
some deficiency or even passing away since, as was said
above, God is moved while remaining in Godself; either since
old age or antiquity seems to pertain to a principle because
of its priority, but youth to an end because of its
posteriority, because both are attributed to God, we are
taught that God proceeds through all things from the
principle to the end. (23-33)

He posits the third exposition according to the statement of
Hierotheus, whom he names his perfector, i.e., teacher, in
divine things, who said that through both of the foregoing
the priority of God is demonstrated and that God is the
principle. For through this that God is called senior God’s
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priority in time is demonstrated; for we call those things
senior which are prior in time.‘But.thrqugh this that God is
called junior priority or principality is designated, which
is according to the notion of number; for that is called
junior which proceeds less in time. But to the degree that
something proceeds less in numbers, to such a degree it is
prior; for unity and numbers near to unity are prior to the
numbers which proceed further from unity. (33-39)

X -3

<But it is necessary as I judge etc.> After Dionysius
explained the meaning of the Ancient of Days, here he
explains the meaning of eternity and time. And first he
states his intention; second he carries out the proposition,
<For also not entirely etc.> (1-3)

He says therefore first that it is necessary to consider
from holy scripture the nature of tlme'and eternity; where
it must be considered that aevum here is understood as
eternity. (3-5)

Then when he says <For also not en?irely etc.>, he explains
the meaning of the nature of eternity and time. And
concerning this he does two things: first he expounds the
signification of eternity and of time; second how eternity
and time apply to things, <Therefore it is necessary not
simply etc.> Concerning the first he QOes'threg things:
first he shows in how many ways eternity is said; second
what properly is eternity and time, <In that also the
property etc.>; third he shows how one sometinmes 1s posited
for another, <But it is when in expressions etc.> (5-10)

He posits therefore first four unde{standings of aevunm or
eternity: for first those things wh}ch are ingenerate are
called truly and properly eternal, i.e., which do not have a
cause, as those which are said of God. Nevertheless.
scripture does not everywhere thus understqnd eternity, but
sometimes those things which are incorruptible, since they
never depart from esse, and immortal, since they never cease
to live,‘and invariable, since they are not changed from
form to form or from quantity to quantity, and always )
existing in some mode, since they always have thenmselves in
the same disposition, as are the angels, concerning which it
is said in the Psalm "Lift up ye eternal gates" and "you are
illuminating wondrously by the eternal mountains", and
.others of this kind. And this is the second mode. In the
third mode there are signified by the name of aevum, or
eternity, those things which are most ancient, a}though they
are corruptible, as is in Deut. 33 "from the fruit gf
eternal hills". In the fourth mode the whole congeries of
our time is called aevum or eternity, as in Rom. 16
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"according to the revelation of the mystery hidden in
eternal times". (10-20)

Then when he says <According to which also the property
etc.>, he shows what properly is called eternity and time.
And first what properly is eternity; second what properly is
time, <But time etc.>; third he proves it through
authorities of scripture, <Because of which we also etc.>
(20-22)

He says therefore first that all of the foregoing are
signified by the name eternity in that they participate
something of the property of eternity; for properly speaking
eternity is what is ancient, i.e., it does not begin to be
recently, and what is invariable, since it is not the
measure of motion but of intransmutable esse itself, and
that it measures the whole according to the whole, through
which it differs from time: for the whole of time does not
measure the whole of motion according to itself entire, but
according to diverse parts of it it measures diverse parts
of motion; for it is the number of motion according to prior
and posterior. But since the esse which eternity measures
does not have prior and posterior, since it is abiding and
invariable, and eternity is simple, not having prior and
posterior, and thus whatever it measures it measures
according to itself entire. (23-30)

Then when he says <But they call time etc.>, he shows what
properly is time. And he says that time properly speaking is
what according to itself is the measure of generation and
corruption and of every variation and of every relation in
diversity. (30-32)

Then when he says <Because of which we also etc.>, he
confirns the stated difference of time and eternity through
the authority of scripture, which says that we in this
transnutable life are contained under time and that we will
participate eternity, when we will attain incorruptible life
and possess ourselves always in the same way, as is said in
Mt. 25 that the just will be in life eternal, and the
Apostle says in II Cor. 4 "those things which are seen are
emporal, but those things which are not seen are eternal".
\32-37)

Then when he says <But there is when in the expressions
etc.>, he shows how in holy scripture one is posited for the
other. And he says that in the holy expressions sometinmes
that which is temporal is praised by the name of aevum, or
eternity, as was said above, just as the mountains or hills
are called eternal because of their antiquity. Sometimes
eternity itself is designated by a temporal name, according
to the Psalm, "But you yourself are the same, and your years
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things which
ss away", although we know that those i
do EOtrggerly eziét immobily are described through etern;;y,
gﬁi tgose which exist in generation and corruption throug

time. (37-42)

e says <But it is necessary not simply etc.>, he
g:ggsw:g: Ehingg are related to eternity and t? ylneér?n:uzz
says that those things whigh are called eterna ;n sualg
are not necessarily to be gugggd Eﬁobissé2¥é¥eagari?cipa{ed
simultaneously eternal wit od, : i I

i but by following the understanding of scripture
?:eggézgéary fo¥ some things to be upderstood to bﬁ et2;22i
according to a certain mode, namely in so fardas t ?is 15t
immutably and without time, as are the blesse sg%g aﬁd
those which are the medium between existing 1mmo ldy and e
those which become, or are generated, and cor;:pte é o,
way participate time and in ano;her way eterni y,fa o they
celestial bodies are like superior spirits 1n so tng s
are incorruptible acco;ding to substance, anghxn arzu y
they participate eternity, but 1in so far as eyrable and
e o ras Jand Lhus they parsicipate time. but it

uptible things, an us - But
Ezriigting to praise ng coiﬂonly botgoigrgggteﬁ;gzgitzngnd
ime, since God is the cause : 1 : )
;223:2? zhinés and is above et§r31§{ ?gdfitggngstgtgigigg is

icipated by the creature. And it t
gﬁgtig iicientyof Days as God is prior and superior tgnglill
time; and that God variates the four parts of a yeail nd 2
times and nevertheless God exists immobily bgfore atinegbut
in so far as God is not only prlor'anq superior to . 5
also to aevum, i.e., eternity, as it 1s p§rtlcépa§? . Zs
creatures; and thus God’'s reign is the reign of a g
whether temporal or eternal. (43-57)

BOOK ELEVEN

XI -1

<Do therefore the divine and chief etc.> Above Dionysius
expounded the divine names by which the perfections
proceeding from God into creatures are signified. But each
thing desires its own perfection, which it participates from
God, and loves it; and when it has obtained it, its appetite
rests, in which rest the notion of peace consists. And for
this reason in this chapter Dionysius explains the meaning
of the divine peace and also of the perfections themselves
proceeding from God into creatures in so far as they are
considered in the abstract: for esse considered in the

abstract is called esse per se and similarly of the others.
And these two things appear in the title. (1-7)

Therefore this chapter is divided into two parts; in the
first he explains the meaning of the divine peace; in the
second, the meaning of the perfections proceeding from God
in so far as they are considered per_se in the abstract,
<But since you have questioned me through a letter in
another place etc.> But the first part is divided into two:
in the first he explains the meaning of peace in so far as
it pertains to the divine nature; in the second in so far as
it pertains to the incarnation of Christ, <What someone
might say of the benignity etc.> Concerning the first he
does two things: first he states his intention; second he
executes it, <For it is unitive of all etc.> (7-13)

But it must be considered that something is properly said to
have peace in itself when its appetite rests in its proper
good when attained; which occurs when there is not something
repugnant which impedes such rest, either within or without.
Thus therefore something is said tc have peace towards
itself and towards others from a certain union by which
everything repugnant is excluded, which union is here
understood in the name of congregation, when he says that we
ought to praise the divine peace, which is the principle
cause of congregation. But since we are not able to praise
the divine peace as it is in itself, it is necessary that we
praise it with pacific hymns, i.e., with praises taken fronm
the fact that God produces peace in things. (13-20)

512
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n he says <For he is unitive of all etc.>, he
zgiﬁizgeout theypropOSition.'And.first he explains the e
truth; second he excludes objections, <But how sgmeong m;ges
say they desire all peace etc.> Concerning the first he gce
two things: first he shows the causality of the divine pe
in common; second he expounds it in specific cases, the
<Therefore from the divine peace itself etc.> Concerning
first he does two things: first he shows what the Q1v$ge .
peace produces in things; second how he does—thxsd%n' ivers
ways in diverse things, <By participation of the 1Y1¥§ .
peace etc.> Concerning the first he does two thlngs.. irs 4
he shows the effective causality of the divine peace; secon
how it is a final cause, <Because of which also all things
desire it etc.> (20-26)

But since the name of peace is more grequently usgd of
rational creatures, in which the notion qf peace is more
clearly found, from them it must be considered what it 1s in
which the notion of peace properly consists; for this is
what the divine peace effectively produces 1n things. But
some humans are said to have peace, when their wills agree
together in one thing; for thus one will not be_adverseh.
toward the other. But that many agree_togetper in one thing,
occurs from the fact that they communicate 1n some one
thing: for example those who communicate 1n one city ?grgi
together for the common good of the city; and similarly ;
is clear in other cases. Thus therefore for the notion o 4
peace two things concur: first tpat some ;hlngs are unlﬁg ;
second that they agree together in one thxng;.and fordt ;§
reason peace is also said to be %n'natural things. An tfls
is why Dionysius says that the divine peace 1S un1t;ve o11
all regarding the first, namely in so far as God males a
things communicate in one thing; and again, it 15 a s:. as
generative as far as the first institution, and operative
far as the government, both of the consensus and the N
connaturality of the universe: as consensus refers tg the
concord of wills, but connaturality to ?he concord o "
natural appetite. Where it must be considered that, e;en i
some things are at variance as far as their proper ends,
nevertheless all agree together in the desire of the
ultimate end. (27-38)

Then when he says <Because of which also all things desire
it etc.>, he shows how the divine peace is the final cause
of things. But it is natural to everything that it des;re
unity, as it does both esse and the good, since throug. )
division a thing is corrupted and the goodness of a thing is
lessened. And since the divine peace causes unity 1n things,
for this reason he concludes that all things_ln'thely owr.
mode desire the divine peace in so far as this is unitive of
all. And this is what he says ‘the divisible @ultxtude of
them converting to the whole unity’, namely since those
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which are divided in themselves are united in the whole to a
lesser degree in so far as they are parts of the universe;
and similarly in so far as, as was said above, it is both
generative and operative of consensus and connaturality, to
which responds what is added here ‘and the natural warfare
of every thing uniting to a conformed cohabitation’; for
those things which naturally war against each other because
of the contrariety which they have in their proper natures
harmonize in the universal order, according to which in some
way they dwell together in the world; and this is from the
participation of the divine peace which, in so far as it is
desired by all, has the notion of an end. (39-49)

Then when he says <By participation of the divine peace
etc.>, he shows how the aforementioned divine peace is
effective in diverse things. And first in the highest
creatures; second in inferiors, <And subjects unite etc.>;
third commonly in all things, showing the mode of the
aforementioned, <Which simply coming upon etc.> (49-52)

But it must be considered that, just as some of the
perfections proceeding from God, some of the highest
creatures participate them more abundantly so that through
them they can in some way be derived to the lower ones.
Therefore he says that the supreme creatures are more worthy
of the number of the congregative virtues, namely since in
such abundance they participate the congregation of the
divine peace so that also they might be congregative of
others. Therefore of these virtues each has a triple union
through participation of the divine peace: one from itself,
in that each one of them according to themselves is some one
thing. But there is another union in that one is united to
another in the order of one nature. But a third union is
that according to which they are united to the one principle
of peace of all things, i.e., to God. And, as they are
triply united, thus triply they unite those which are
subjected to them. And this is what he says ‘and they unite
subjects’, namely each of them to themselves and those to
each other and all things to the one cause and perfect
principle of the peace of all things, namely God, to whom as
to an ultimate end and first cause they lead back all
things. (52-62)

Then when he says <Which simply etc.>, he shows what the
divine peace produces commonly in all things. And he says
that the first cause of peace comes upon all things simply
since, although those things in which it operates are
diverse, nevertheless on the part of the operator there is
no diversity either in operation or in the mode of
operating. But he shows that God supervenes upon things both
in order to preserve the unity of peace and to institute it.
But the unity of peace consists in the tranquility of order,



515

ustine says in De civitate Dei 19, for whxgh
2§aﬁggility of grder three things are required: first thﬁ;t
things are distinguished from each other: for there can no
pe an order except of distinct things; and for this reas
he says that God defines all things. Second it 1s necessary
for the tranquility of order that none of the distinct fers
things departs from the limit of its nature; and Fhls rﬁ e
to when he says ‘he terminates’. Thxrd it is required tha
this distinction and termination is stabilized; §nd ;hxsh
refers to when he says ‘and God grounds’; otherwise if the
distinction and termination of things were not firm, b:t one
thing, going out from its termination, should invade tde 4
ends of others, the order of things would be confounded an
there would not be tranquility of order. But he says that
God defines and terminates and grounds all things, as by
certain enclosing bars of diverse things, using the £
similitude of sensible things. For it is customary, 1 Tany
boards are erected according to some order, so that bars are
inferred by which the erect board; are held up, ghus tge n
distinction and termination of things are established Y{ be
perfections and virtues implanted in things by God, as 1 Y
certain bars. (63-77)

t the mode of establishment, which pertaims to the
ggnservation of peace, he shows, adding ‘and they are not .
divided’ etc. And he says that qu.does not permit dxstxgc
things to flow out to interminability and infinity, nasetgnd
that the operations and transmutations of things do nod n
to some certain terminus and end, as if they were unordere
and not collocated, i.e., establisbed.lp some conserving 4
principle. But that effusion into infinity wguld be oPgosene
to the triple union of thing;,_whlqh he prgv%ously sail ng'
to be in things through participation of divine peace.
union to the first principle would be destroyed; a?d .
regarding this he says ‘and made deserted from Go? . 3 so
the union of a thing to itself would be destroyed; aqt i
regarding this he says ‘and going out from union of i ge .
Also the ordained union of one thing to another would. e h
destroyed; and regarding this he says ‘and spattered 12 ea
other by every mixture’, through a certain confu51?Y o out
things with each other, if they were permitted to ow
to infinity. (77-86)

X1 - 2

<Therefore of the divine peace etc.> After Dionysius shows
the causality of the divine peace in conmon, herg he g
proceeds with it specifically. And concerning this he does
two things: first he shows what can be said of the divine
peace determinately in special cases; second he makes clear
the proposition, <And first this must be said etc.> (1-4)
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He says therefore first that it is neither lawful nor
possible, not only to some humans beings but also to any
Created existents, to say, to utter, and to think in the
heart the divine peace itself in so far as it is in itself
or the divine silence itself, which a certain saint by the
name of ‘Justus’ called the ineffability of God, namely
since we can neither utter God nor does God speak to us such
that we can know God perfectly according to what God is. But
he adjoins silence to peace, since the sign of perturbed
peace is usually noise and clamor. He even also adjoins to
peace the immobility of God in every procession which is
known by us: for although God is said to proceed in so far
as God’s similitude is diffused in things, nevertheless
Godself according to every procession of this kind remains
in Godself immobile. But rest and the immobility of peace
are conjoined as also is silence, since those which have
peace from this fact seem to have a certain quiet. Therefore
of the divine peace and silence and rest we are not able to
say nor think, namely how God rests and is silent, as was
said, and how completely and supereminently united in
Godselt and among Godself and toward Godself entire. For
union, as was said above, pertains to the notion of peace.
But some things are found which in themselves are diverse
but are united in some one thing, as many humans are united
in one house; but God is united in Godself. But there is
something which in itself is one, but nevertheless is not
one within itself, just as one human within itself is not
one, since within itself are contained many and diverse
things. But God is one within Godself, since no diversity is
found in God. Also something is found which is one within
itselt, since it is not composed from dissimilar parts, but
nevertheless the whole is not united to itself wholly, since
one part of it is not one with another. But God entire is
united to Godself entire, since in God there is no number of
parts, but God is entirely simple; and such is God’s union
that, neither when God enters into Godself, namely by
understanding and loving, nor when God multiplies Godself
through impressing multiple similitudes of Godself in
things, God does not God’s proper union, but because of the
excess of God's unity, which is above all unity, divinity
proceeds to all things through its similitudes communicated
to things, that nevertheless the whole remains within
itself. (4-27)

Therefore these kinds of things, while they are ineffable
and unknown to us, it is necessary to attribute to God alone
who knows Godself perfectly, in that God exists above all of
God‘s participations that can be understood or spoken by
created intellect: for God is above every esse and above all
life and above all things of this kind which are
participated by creatures; and thus, while it is connatural
to the created intellect that it understand and speak the
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ici ions of God, Godself, who is above all things of
giizlﬁiggflgt can neiéher perfectly understand nor perfgc?ly
speak. This therefore is wha; we intend to say of the‘dlvi2e
peace, namely the participations of the divine peaced%tse ,
as it is possible for us who fall short in understan 139 g
divine things, not only by the angels, but also by good an
perfect men. (28-35)

Then when he says <And first etc.>, he spows specifically
the causality of the divine peace. And first as far ai .
created peace itself conside;ed in itself; second as hqr iu
those things in which peace is found, <And that all things
to each other etc.>

o oy i i irst be said, that
He says therefore first that this must first be s ﬁ

God makes to be peace itself per se, gonsxde;eﬂ in the
abstract, considered universally and in particular. For to
subsist here is taken commonly for esse: for there is not
some created peace subsisting through itself. (37-40)

Then when he says <And that all things etc.>, he‘shows th
causality of the divine peace as far as those things wp;g
participate peace. And first in common; second in specific
cases, <Because of which divine minds etc.> (40-41)

He says therefore first that it must also be said tha? ;he
divine peace makes all things concreted to each o;her.. gr
there is nothing in things which does not have union wit
some other thing, whether through conformity 1n specles oz
genus or in any other order. But since this union does no
destroy the distinctions of things, for this reason he sags
that it is unconfused. And in order to expound this he adds
that according to the aforementioned unconfused union ali
things are united indivisibly and without distance, namely
since the union which God has imparted to things is not
something which can depart either by dividing or increasing
distance: for it is not possible that white and pallid be
either divided according to genus or simply move apart as
far as white and black. And although all things are united
in this way, nevertheless singulars are preserved in the
purity of their proper species, since a human be;ng,d 4
although it be united to others in the aforementioned modes,
nevertheless is in no other species other than the human.
But to this purity of species there attains purity both of
knowability and of virtue: for everything is known through
its species. Therefore since eyerythxng remains in the .
purity of its proper species, it follows ghat.the union of
one thing to another through some.conformlty is not in it in
a covering but rather it can be discerned from o?hers. And
this is what he says ‘not veiled through concretion to
opposites’ as for example white has a concretion with black
in so far as it comes together with it in genus,
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nevertheless this conformity does not impede that white be
known in its proper nature in that it is distant from black.
Similarly also the proper virtue of everything follows upon
its species; and for this reason with its purity of species
preserved its proper virtue following its species is not
blunted. And this is what he says ‘nor some bluntness of
unitive diligence and purity’, namely since neither is the
purity of a thing dulled through a diligent, i.e., perfect,
union nor conversely: just as white, because it differs in
species from black, according to the purity of its species
is not impeded but rather is united to them according to
genus and not conversely. (42-60)

From these things therefore he concludes that we ought to
consider one certain simple nature, which through the mode
of union produces peace in things, namely the divine nature,
which unites all things to itself while it assimilates all
things to itself through the influence of its gifts and
orders them to itself as to an ultimate end and again unites
universally things themselves, i.e., anything to itself. For
everything is such in so far as it is united to itself and
to each other, i.e., one thing to another, as one thing
comes together with another, in any mode. Also this divine
nature thus preserves all things according to a certain
unconfused containing, i.e., not unordered, so that
simultaneously they are both unmixed, i.e., not mixed, and
nevertheless concreted: not mixed while everything remains
in the purity of its species, and concrete in that they are
coordinated to each other. (60-68)

Then when he says <Because of which the divine minds etc.>,
he shows the causality of the divine peace as far as those
which participate peace specifically. And first as far as
the angels; second as far as rational souls, <Because of
which souls etc.>; third as far as the whole universe,
<Because of which one and indissoluble etc.> (68-71)

He says therefore first that because of the first and simple
cause of pacific union the divine minds, i.e., the angels,
are united in three ways: first each of them according to
their proper intellect; second as some are united in a
certain order to other united angels; third in that further
they ascend so that they are conjoined to divine things,
which are collocated above every mind; and this conjunction
is unknown to us. (72-75)

Then when he says <Because of which souls etc.>, he shows
the effect of divine peace in rational souls, namely as it
is reduced to unity. In which reduction a triple gradation
is considered: for first a soul is said to have a most
abundant reason in so far as reason diffuses itself to
diverse things from many acts or effects by investigating
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the nature of a thing. Seconq an abundance og reason of this
kind is reduced to unity of 1n§ellectual purity, or
simplicity; for the investigation of reason wquld have no
fruit unless it led to intelligible truth. Third by a )
certain order through immaterial intelligible trutp of this
kind the soul comes, according to the property of its
virtue, so that it is united to God, who is above intellect,
to whom the souls in this life can not thus be perfectly
united, as the good angels are. (76-83)

Then when he says <Because of which one etc.>, he shows the
effects of divine peace as far as the‘whole universe. And
concerning this he does two things: first he shows what the
divine peace perfects in the universg; second he shows
through what mode this occurs, <For it passes perfectly
etc.> (83-86)

He says therefore first that because of the ;fo;ementxoned
simple nature there is a certain single and %ndlssolublc
complex of all things, namely in that all things come
together in one order of the universe which remains
indissoluble, in that from God there is caused in the
universe itself a certain harmony, i.e., proportionate
concord. And this is what he expounds, adding ‘and perfect
consonance is harmonized’; for harmony is nothing ogher than
consonant concord. But this consonant concorq in things 1s
caused according to consensus and connaturality: as )
consensus is referred to the concord of will in those things
which have will, but connaturality to the concord of natural
appetite. But this harmonic complex or consonant concord has
both order and foundation; whence regarding order he says
*and congregated unconfusedly’: for confusion destroys
order; whence those are congregated unconfusedly which have
a certain connection to each other according to order. But
regarding foundation he adds ‘and indissolubly contained’:
for there is an indissoluble foundation in the complex of
things, not from the multitude of those congregated, but
from the virtue of the one containing cause and in the unity
of the one congregating. (86-96)

Then when he says <For it passes perfectly etc.>, he shows
how the aforementioned harmonious concord is established in
things from the divine peace. But this mode of connection he
expounds in three ways: first as far as those things which
are connected; second as far as the connection itself, <5nd
making all consenting etc.>; third as far as the connecting
cause, <Although the divine peace standing etc.> (97-100)

He says therefore first that for this reason it was said
that because of the divine nature a single and indissoluble
connection consists in all things, since the peace of the
perfect totality, i.e., the peace which is from the perfect
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universal cause, in that total causes are called universal
causes, this, he says, peace passes over from the first
cause to all existents in that the unifying virtue of the
first cause, i.e., making unity in things, is present to all
things simply, i.e., apart from some multiplication of
itself, and unmixed, since it is unmixed with things, but
according to its essence it is separated from things. This
peace passes to all things, by uniting all things, because
it reduces all things into a certain order: which order
consists in this that certain extremes are conjoined to
other extremes through a medium; for the highest flow into
the lower through a medium and the lower are converted for
the purpose of receiving from the highest through a medium;
and thus all things are conjoined according to one
connatural friendship. And not only does the divine peace
conjoin extremes to extremes through a medium, but also
further it conjoins all things to itself in so far as it
gives to all that both the lowest creatures and whatever is
lowest in any creature enjoys the divine peace in its own
mode. And this is what he says ‘and to the extreme
termination of every thing’; for there is nothing so low in
things that it does not participate some divine gift, from
which participation it receives that it should have a
connatural friendship to other creatures and that it be
ordained to God as to an ultimate end, which is to enjoy
God. (101-114)

Then when he says <And making all consenting etc.>, he shows
the mode of the aforementioned connection as far as the
connection itself. But the notion of connection is perfected
in a certain unity, and for this reason according to the

mode of unity the mode of connection is understood. (115=-
117)

But it must be considered that unity is attributed to things
in many ways: for something is what it is simply and
according to itself one, just as something simple is called
one in itself and regarding this he says that God makes all
consent in unities. But something is called simply one, not
according to itself but through relation to something which
is other, either in reason or in name simply, just as if we
should call Mark the same as Tullio or clothing as garments;
it is either other according to the thing, as if we should
say that Sortes is the same in species as Plato and horse is
the same in genus as cow: and regarding this he says ‘by
identities’; for one is said absolutely, but the same
relatively. But there is something which is not one simply
but as united from many things, as is every composite: and
regarding this he says ‘'by unions’. But there is something
which neither simply nor in itself is called one, but
through relation to another, as the unity of things gathered
together: and for this reason he adds ‘by congregations‘;
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for things congregated have less of the notion of unity than
things united; for a unit can be called one absolutely,
although it is not simple, but things congregated absolutely
are many, but one in relationship to something. Therefore an
jndivisible consensus is instituted by the divine peace in
things in that they attain unity either through the mode of
simple unity or through the mode of identity or through the
mode of union or through the mode of congregation. (117-130)

Then when he says <Although the divine peace etc.>, he shows
the mode of the aforementioned connection from the part of
the connecting cause. And he says that the aforementioned
connection in things is established in that the divine peace
first is considered as standing immobily in itself; but
second it is considered as a single exemplar in which
exemplarily all things which pertain to peace are
demonstrated; third it is considered in that it hands down
its similitude to all things. For in this way it is said to
proceed through all things and nevertheless not to recede
from its proper identity. For the divine peace itself
proceeds to all things in that through its similitude it
hands itself down to all things along with the property of
each one; and nevertheless it remains above according to the
abundance of its pacific fecundity, namely since there is
more in God of virtue to make peace than there is in things
to receive it; and for this reason the emanation of peace
from God is beyond the susceptibility of things. Although
the reception of peace is according to the property of
things, and while the divine peace thus proceeds to all
things according to the emanation of effects, nevertheless
it remains immobile in itself, a whole supereminently united
to the whole, since there is no diversity of parts there,
which impedes the whole to be unified to the whole. For a
whole line is not one with the whole, since thus it would be
necessary that every part of the line be one with every
other part; but in simplicities the whole is one with the
whole. But he adds ‘and according to itself whole’, since it
is not one participatively, but essentially; for a point,
even though the whole is one with the whole, is nevertheless
not according to itself whole, but according to the unity
which it participates. But if unity itself should subsist
separately, the whole would be one with the whole and
according to itself whole. And thus it must be understood of
God that the whole is united to the whole and in itself
whole, in that it is simple and essentially one. (130-147)

X1 -3

<But how someone might say etc.> After Dionysius explained
the meaning of peace, here he proposes a certain doubt
concerning the things predetermined: for he had said above
that all things desire peace. And concerning this he
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proposes a question: therefore first he proposes a d
C oubt;
second he solves it, <And if saying etc.> (5-4) '

He asks therefore first how it can be said that all things
desire peace, while there are many which rejoice in the fact
that they are other and discrete from others and do not
freely wish to acquiesce in things proper to them, but they
always desire to be moved. But while the notion o% peace

consists in unity and rest, these seem to be
. adv
dual notion of peace. (4—7; erse to the

Then when he says <And if saying etc.>, he solves the
proposed doubt according to three understandings of the
doubt proposed. Of which he first proceeds with the first;
second_the second, <But if according to chance etc.>; thi}d
tbe third, <But if he should call those etc.> Concerning the
first he does two things: he first states the solution;

7$c??? he explains it, <And it is also of singulars etc.>

He says therefore first that, if the one who proposes the
afore@entxoned doubt, while he says that many rejoice in
alterity and discretion, understands alterity and discretion
as that which befits each one according to its proper
nature, tprough which it is distinquished from others, which
nothing wishes to lose once it attains its proper nature, it
1s not necessary for us to speak against this understanding,
but we might say that to desire such discretion is to desire
peace: for in this way all things desire to have peace
toward themselves and to be united to themselves, that they
want their own things and what are theirs, i.e., their
proper natures and whatever pertains to them, to remain
immobily apd without chance. But the fact that the property
of each thing is preserved preserves both the peace and the
unity of a thing to itself. Whence it follows that to desire
the discretion which follows upon one‘s proper nature is to
desire peace. (11-20)

Then when he says <And it is also clean etc.>, he makes
evident the aforementioned solution through the efficiency
of the Qvape peace: for to establish the aforementioned
_lscretion in things pertains to the divine peace; whence it
1s not ccntrary to the desire of peace, if it should desire
such discretion. This is therefore what he says, that
perfect peace, namely divine, preserves the property, i.e.,
the proper nature, of singulars in its integrity and purity,
not mixed with anything extraneous but discrete from it. And
this pertains to the providence of God in that God gives
peace to things, which providence he names in many ways
because of the diverse participations of providence. And
this appears in this way: for it pertains to the providence
of God that it makes peace in things, so that God excludes
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i which, is adverse to peace. But there would
nat fgo?nCZ;ggzs gnleés confusion should_be.tagen away,
D nea cne thing would not be contained within 1ts proper
s%ngis but in some way it would invade alien ends. Thus
iiziefére by the fact that the divine providence prgser:es
all things not warring and unconfused, both everyg?%ggeso
itself and diverse things to each other, God esta 1°din ‘o
peace in things. And this is what he adds, ghat acigrthig t
a stable and indeclinable virtue God'establlshes a i g
in God’s sole peace and immobility, i.e., as they rem:;ward
immobily in their proper natures and thus have peace
themselves. (20-32)

and since he had already solveq Fhe QOubt regardlng what had
been said, that many things rejoice in alterity an 4
discretion, consequently whgn he says <And if al‘lj_movehat
etc.>, he solves the doubt in the same way regarding wAnd he
was said that many things do not fregly want to rest. And
says that those, in whose nature 1t 1s that they ?rﬁ m P
do not wish to rest but wish always to be moved with a hich
proper motion; this desire al§o is the desxre'of p??cihin ¢
is from God in all derived things, through which a;1 th fgll
are preserved in themselves, excludlng.that they shou 4 fal
from what befits them according to their proper natu;eévery
consequently through the divine peace the property o

mobile and motive thing is preserved. (32-38)

But first movers are immobile singe,'whxle 1q nobile t:;ngﬁ
one can not proceed to infinity{ it is necessary to Soin
some first of those which move immobily, as 1s provel.Vin
VII1 Physics. Also the firsg immobile mover must‘be i g,
as is proved in IX MQ;§th51cs§ and'for th;s rfgio? And
significantly he says ‘and an %mmobxle moving ;'?e.life of
thus the property of mobile things and the immobl e
motive things are preserved through the divine peacB&t 2,
that they do not depart from their natural s?atusﬁ' Loan
such the conservation of the prope;ty of moblle‘t 1ngfar .
of motive things pertains to the divine peace, 1n S?ves e
those which are moved thus have peace toward themse es and
in the same mode have themselves 1n their mobility ?c oed. q
to which those things which pertain to them are periorm é
for to be moved is the proper work.of a mobile thing l:ign
far as it is mobile. But what retains 1its proper opﬁy?

has peace toward itself. Whence 1t 1s clear that, wtx ge
those things which naturally are moved want always to
moved and not to rest, they desire peace. (39-47)

Then when he says <But if according to a fall etc.>, he
solves the proposed doubt in terms of the second N . who
understanding of the doubt. And he says that if the qn_ce °
proposes the doubt, when he said that many things re301t "
discretion and alterity, he did not understand it of natura
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discretion and alterity, which pertain to the notion of
peace, but he understood it of an alterity and discretion
according to a fall from peace, i.e., in that something
departs from the union in which consists the notion of
peace, and thus he wants to prove that peace is not lovable
by all, against this opponent thus it will be said that
there is nothing which totally departs from every union, in
which consists the notion of peace. And he proves this in
this way: in no way can there be something existing per se
or something in existents, as accidents or parts, which
entirely falls from union. Which fall he discusses in four
ways through four things: first as far as the fall itself,
to which is opposed station, according to which something

stands in a natural union; and regarding this he says
‘unstable’. (47-57)

Then he touches upon those things from which a fall occurs:
but something falls when those things through which it was
standing are taken away. But something stands in natural
union through three things: first through the terminus in
which it is contained lest it flow out ; fcr even dry things
are contained in their proper termini and moist things are
contained in other termini, and form, through which every
thing is contained in its esse, is called a terminus; and
regarding this he says ‘unterminated’. Second, sonething has
station through something extrinsic containing it, as bodies
are contained in a place; and according to this similitude
every exterior thing that contains and conserves can be
called a place; and regarding this he says ‘uncollocable’.
Third something has station in its proper operation from an
end; for what has a determinate end of its Ooperation
regularly works according to the rule of an end; but what
does not have a determinate end, but wanders around diverse
ends, it is necessary that it be fluctuating and unstable
around its proper operation; and regarding this he says
‘indefinite’. Therefore if nothing totally departs from the
union of peace, but everything desires and loves that which
is conformed to itself, but avoids contrariety, it is
impossible for there to be some being which totally flees
from union and desires discretion, which is according to a
fall from natural peace. (57-69)

Then when he says <But if he calls those etc.>, he solves
the doubt according to the third understanding, as that
which was said, (that there are many things which rejoice in
alterity and discretion), is not referred to the natural
appetite, as in the foregoing, but to the appetite of the
will. And he says that if the one who proposes the doubt
should say that those humans are hostile to peace and to its
goods, who rejoice in exterior strife and interior
commotions of the soul, which he calls furors, which two
pertain to a division contrary to peace, and again they
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iojce in variations and instabilities which seem to be
;ggz;:ry to peace, and this appligs to the second part of
the propesed doubt, it must be said thgt even such hgmans
are held by the desire of peace according to a certaxn1 .
obscure similitude. Which he shows thus: for such people zr
many times assailed by passions, by which they are stirre
up, and thus through passions of this kind their lnterxo;
peace is disturbed. Therefore from the desire of peace t fy
want to pacify attacks of passions of this kind, not wisely,
but foolishly. For they think that they can have interior
peace by filling their superfluous and inordinate des;resh'
which are incited according to various passions, but in this
way they are disturbed the more while they can not atta%gle
the enjoyments by which they are held; for it is 1mpossi
that a person, subjected to supgrfluous @nd 1nor?1na?e 3
desires, should be able to attain gll things des‘red, an.f
for this reason such people, desiring peace, stlr up strife
that they might fulfill their desires. Anq since they arg .
subject to various desires, they rejoice 1n varxgtlonﬁtl u
they would pacify this attack of passion wisely if, wll i
restraining many desires, they would be converted truly to
one desire of peace. (69-85)

Then when he says <Which someone might say etc.>, he
explains the meaning of the peace made through the
incarnation of Christ, asking, can someone sufficiently La
speak of the piety of God which pours out peace to the wor
through Christ? According to which peace we, already )
liberated from sin, learn the teaching, both by the example
of Christ and the interior inspiration of the Holy Spirit,
not to make war by sinning either against ourselves or by
discording from the holy angels, but throggh this peace .
according to our ability we work those things which are o
God simultaneously with the holy angels; and this 1s N
according to the providence and grace of Jesus Christ who
works all things in all and who makes that ineffable peace
which is preordained from eternity, through which peace we
are reconciled to Christ himself in the Holy Spirit, who xsd
the spirit of love and peace; and through Christ himself an
in Christ himself simultaneously we are reconciled to God
the Father. (85-93)

i ini the peace made
But these supernatural gifts pertaining to th
through Christ were dealt with suff;cxently in the book g%
theological characteristics, accordxng to the testimony o
scripture inspired by God; and for this reason here we pass
over these things briefly. (93-95)

X1 - 4

<But since also in another place tprough an epist}e etc.>
After Dionysius explained the meaning of peace which 1is
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constituted in things through the divine gifts, here he
explains the meaning of the divine gifts themselves in so
far as they are considered in the abstract. And concerning
this he does three things: first he proposes a doubt; second
he solves it, <And first as not multiply etc.>; third he
confirms the solution through the sayings of others, <and
what must be said concerning this etc.> (1-5)

Therefore concerning the first it must be known that Timothy
in a certain epistle written to Dionysius asked two things
of him: first what is esse per se, life per se and wisdon
per se: for Dionysius uses such expressions frequently, as
is clear in the preceding; second Timothy in the same
epistle said that he had doubted how Dionysius sometimes
said that God was life per_se, but sometimes that God was
the cause of life per se. And for this reason Dionysius
wanted to free Timothy from this doubt as far as he was
able. (6~11)

Then when he says <And first etc.>, he solves the proposed
doubt: and first the second, showing how God is life per_se
and the cause of life per se; second he solves the first,

shcwing what is esse per se and life per se, <But you say
what totally etc.> (11-13)

He says therefore first that he does not now want to assume
the things said as if they were said simply; and for this
reason, since life per se is not said simply but in many
ways, it is not contrary that we should call God life per_se
or virtue per se and again that we should call God the
substantifier, i.e., the cause, of life per _se or peace per
Se or virtue per se. But it would be contrary, if those
things were not said in many ways. For when we call God the
substantifier of life per se and of this kind of thing, we
praise God as the cause of all existents from those
existents which exist maximally and first. For it is evident
that life per se is prior to a living thing, and thus
concerning the others. Whence, if God is the cause of these
first things, God is the cause of all. But when we call God
virtue per se or life per se, God is praised as existing
above all, even above those things which are first among

all. For God is called life per se through a certain excess.
(13-22)

Then when he says <But you say etc.>, he solves the first
doubt, namely what is life per se. And first he repeats the
question; second he excludes a false understanding, <But we

say this etc.>; third he determines the truth, <But through
esse etc.> (22-24)

Therefore he proposes first from the person of Timothy what
is signified when esse per se or life per se is said and
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when any others of this kind are signified qbsolutely, i.e.,
abstractly, and principally, i.e:, as pr1nc1plgs of 9thers;
for life per se signifies the principle of living things.
(25-27)

Then when he says <But we says this etc.>, he excludes an
erroneous understanding. For the evidence of which it must
be known that the Platonists, positing separated ideas of
things, posited all things which are said in the abstract
also to subsist in the abstract as a cause according to a
certain order; namely thus that they called the first
principle of things goodness per se and unity per se, and
this first principle, which is essentially good and one,
they said to be the highest God. But under the good they
posited esse, as was said above, and under esse ;hey posited
life, and thus concerning the others. And for this reason
they said that there was under the highest God a certain
divine substance which is called esse per se and under this
another which is called life per se. Therefore intending to
exclude this, he says that what he had said above, that esse
per se and life per se subsist first from God, is not
something erroneous, but has a right and plain o
manifestation: for we do not call esse per se some divine or
angelic substance, which is the cause of being in all
things; (but he adds the angelic, since what the P}aponlsts
called second gods we call angels). For only the divine
supersubstantial esse itself is the principle and substance
and cause that all existents are: so that when he says
principle, it refers to the order of nature in that the
divine esse precedes all beings; but substance implies the
notion of an exemplar: for that of which its substance is
its own esse is the exemplar of all existents; but that it
is called cause means that God gives esse to existents.
Similarly also when we say life per se, we do not understand
a certain deity that causes life, which is another besides
the life of the highest God, who is the cause of all that
live and also of life per se itself. And as we cqllect all
things in the highest, we do not say that there 1s some
essence and separated hypostases which are the principles of
things and their creators, which the Pl@tonlst§ said to be
the gods and creators of existents, as if working through
themselves for the production of things. But if we wish to
speak truly and properly of gods of this kind, they do not
exist in things. Nor did those who posited such gods
discover this through some certitude of science, nelthgr
they nor their fathers, since neither the first Platonx;ts
nor the later ones were able to receive knowledge of thls
through a certain and firm science, but they were deceived
to posit this through certain human conjectures. (27-49)

Then when he says <But esse_per se and life per se etc.>,
having excluded the error, he solves it according to the
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truth. And he says that esse per se and life per se and
things of this kind are said in two ways: for in one way
they are said of God who is the one supersubstantial
principle and cause of all; and God is called life per se or
esse per se, since God does not live by participation of
some life nor does God exist through participation of some
esse, but God is God’s own ‘to live’ and God’s life, both
exceeding all esse and all life which is participated by
creatures and existing as the principle of living and being
to all. But in another way esse per se and life per se are
called certain virtues or perfections given to creatures to
be participated according to the providence of one
impartible God. For although God, who is the principle of
these virtues, remains impartible in Godself and
consequently is not participated, nevertheless God‘s gifts
are divided in creatures and are partially received, whence
they are said to be participated by creatures; and because
they are participated according to the properties of each of
the participants, the participants both are and are called
existents in so far as they participate esse, and living
things in so far as they participate life, and divinities in
so far as they participate deity; and similarly regarding
the others. And since the unparticipated principle is the
cause both of the participations and of the participants,
for this reason God is the substantifier of both the
participations and the participants. (50-63)

But the participations themselves can be considered in three
ways: in one way in themselves as they are abstracted both
from universality and particularity, as is signified when
one¢ says ‘life per se’; in another way they are considered
in the universal, as when one says total or universal life;
in another way in the particular as when one refers to the
life of this or that thing. Similarly the participants can
be considered in two ways: in one way in the universal, as
1f one should say living universally or totally; in another
way in the particular, as if one should say this or that
living thing. And God is the cause of all of these. And this
is what he says, that the Good, i.e., God, is first said to
be the substantifier of these, namely of life per se and
esse per se and things like these, as they are considered
per se and absolutely: after that of the whole of thenm,
i.e., of universal esse and universal life and similar
things; after that of particulars of them, as particular
esse and particular life; after that totally of participants
themselves, as of universal being and universal living;
after that particularly of participants themselves, as of
this or that being or living thing. (63-73)

Then when he says <And what must be said of these things
etc.>, he confirms the stated solution through the sayings
of others. And he says that it is not necessary to doubt the
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i since some of the doctors of the djvzpe and
ggigggigglreligion, as Hierotheus and other disciples og the
apostles, said this same thing, namely that goodness an
deity coming upon all things is the cause of deity per §§t
and goodness itself, naming goodpess per _se a cer;axndgx .
coning forth from God through which beings becone 'goo ban
deity per _se a certain g1£t~o§ God through which some become
gods participatively. And similarly they name beauty per se
the effusion itself of beauty through which is caused bognh
universal and particular beauty in things and through whic
some things become universally and particularly beautiful.
And it is similar with all others whatsoever that are said
in the same mode, by which are demqnstrated the divine gifts
provided and the goodnesses part@c;pated by greated bglngsé
which proceed by a copious effusion and remain above 1in G? '
who is inparticipable, since Ged does not become a part o
something, so that God, who is the cause of all, perfegtly
is above all things, and Godself, who 1is supersubstgntxal
and supernatural, exceeds all supstance‘apd nature in <o far
as God neither participates nor xs'pgrt1c1pated, but remains
in God’s own purity simple and undivided. (74-86)

BOOK TWELVE

XI1 -1

<But since also of those etc.> After Dionysius expounded the
divine names through which the emanation of perfections fronm
God into creatures is signified, here he expounds the nanmes
of God which designate the government of things. In which
government four things nust be observed: first the
providence of divine cognition, to which pertains the name
of deity; second the power of executing the ordination of
the divine wisdom, to which pertains the name of domination;
third the execution itself of government, to which pertains
the name of king; fourth the effect of government, which is
purity from all disorder, and to this pertains the name of
sanctity; whence in this chapter he treats of the Holy of
holies, King of kings, Lord of lords, God of gods, as is
clear from the title. Also at the same time, from the same
node of speaking which says Holy of holies or King of kings,
a certain presidency of government is designated. Concerning
this therefore he does two things: first he states his
intention; second he carries out the proposition, <Therefore
sanctity etc.> (1-10)

He says therefore first that, since according to his own
will those things which he had to say concerning the
foregoing were led to a fitting end, it is fitting that now
we praise God, who can be named in infinite modes, as Holy
of holies, according to Dan. 9, according to another
translation, when he venerated the Holy of holies etc., as
King of kings, according to Apoc. 19 "he has in his garment
and in his thigh written: King of kings and Lord of lords",
and Ruler of the ages, according to the Psalm "You are king,
0 Lord, king of all the ages”, both in the age and beyond,
according to Ex. 15 "The Lord will reign in eternity and
beyond", and as Lord of lords, as it was introduced from the
Apocalypse, and God of gods, according to the Psalm "The
Lord God of gods has spoken". For he intends to expound
these divine praises stated in scripture in this chapter.
But concerning the exposition of these he intends to proceed
in this way, that first he might say what is sanctity per
Se, and what is reign and domination and deity; then what
the scriptures intend to demonstrate through the duplication

of names of this kind, when they say Holy of holies and God
of gods. (11-21)
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Then when he says <Therefore sanctity etc.>, he carries out
the foregoing. And first he explains the first, namely what
is to be understood through each of the aforementioned;
second he explains the second, namely the cause of the
aforementioned replication in scripture, <But since he is
superfull to all etc.> Concerning the first he does two
things: first he explains what each of the foregoing is
considered in themselves; second how they are attributed to
God, <Therefore these in a cause etc.> (21-26)

Concerning the first he first expounds what sanctity is. And
he says that, according to our understanding, through
sanctity there is understood purity, which is. free from all
impurity, both perfect and entirely immaculate. In which
words three grades of sanctity are designated which are
required for sanctity. Of which the first is freedom from
every impurity; now liberty is opposed to servitude; but a
slave to impurity is one who totally is conquered by
impurity and is subjected to it; therefore the first grade
of purity is that someone be liberated from this kind of
servitude to impurity. The second grade is that it is .
perfect purity; for something is perfect to which noth@nq is
absent. But it happens sometimes that even if someone is not
subject to impurity, nevertheless there is absent from hin
some aspect of purity, in so far as he is disquieted by
passions of impurity, which when they are removed, there is
perfect purity. The third grade of purity is that it is
entirely immaculate; for something is said to be stained
which is polluted, not intrinsically but extrinsically;
therefore there will be entirely immaculate purity, when
someone not only has purity in themselves, but there is
nothing exterior which can draw them to impurity. And in
these three grades of purity the notion of sanctity
consists. (26-38)

Then when he says <But the reign etc.>, he explains what
reign is. But the name of reign is taken from ruling. But in
every direction there must first be considered the end to
which the one directing intends to lead. Second there nmust
be considered the faculty of coming to an end. Third there
nust be considered the rule through which something directed
is led to the end, which rule in human acts is called law.
But fourth there must be considered the proportion of what
is lead to the end itself; for it is not natural for
everything whatsoever to attain every end. But since through
the name of reign it is given to be understood not the
direction of one simply, but of the whole human multitude,
which is not uniform but has many varieties according to the
diverse conditions of human beings and diverse offices which
are required for the good status of the multitude, although
there be one common end of the whole multitude, nevertheless
there are many and different particular ends of diverse
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tbings, for example to medicine, health, to the military,
victory, to merchants, wealth, and thus also for others. But
in order to attain diverse ends it is necessary for people
to have diverse faculties from the diverse goods with which
they are ornamented and to be requlated by diverse laws; for
some laws are to be imposed on the military, others on the
buyers and sellers, and thus concerning the others.
Similarly also diverse orders of people are to be instituted
to diverse ends; for it is not fitting for the same people
to be soldiers and negotiators lest the offices be impeded
through confusion. Therefore since the king is the one who
has care for ruling the multitude, tc him it pertains first
to distribute ends so that nothing be absent of the things
necessary for the multitude; it also pertains to him to
distribute the ornaments of goods and to distribute laws,
namely so that sinqulars be regulated by proper laws; it
also pertains to him to distribute the orders of offices.
And this is what he says, that reign is the distribution of
every end and ornament and law and order. (38-54)

Then when he says <But domination etc.>, he explains what
domination is, for which three things are required: first
superiority of grade. But it would be unfitting for
something to be in a superior grade unless it also abound
with more powerful goods, and for this reason there is
required secondly an abundance of goods. Which also would
not suffice unless, third, there was present the power of
containing and coercing subjects, otherwise an excess in
terms of an abundance of goods would make one more powerful
or better, but not a lord. This is therefore what he says,
that domination is not simply to exceed those worse, i.e.,
inferiors, which pertains to the grade of sublinmity, but it
is also the perfect and omnimodal possession both of
beauties and of goods. But he says of beauties and of goods;
it is not only necessary for him who dominates to abound in
goods, but so that he might be held in reverence, it is
necessary for those goods to be conspicuous, which pertains
to the notion of the beautiful. But he says every perfect
and omnimodal possession, so that he might have all goods,
and every one of those which he has might be perfect and
that he might have them fully and not in a debilitated way.
But regarding the third he says ‘and true fortitude not
availing to fall’; which can be expounded either of the
fortitude of interior virtue, which is true fortitude in
those things which are of human beings and can not fall when
supported by divine grace, or it can refer also to exterior
fortitude, which is true and not fictitious, as occurs in
some who vainly show themselves to be more powerful than
they are and to not be able to fall, namely easily because
of the sufficiency of their help. And that this pertains to
the notion of domination he proves through the derivation of
the name, since what signifies "to produce dominion" in
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i \ i ination and lord and
from which is derived both'domxna °
gﬂf?:&, signifies the things mentioned before. (54 70)

Then when he says <But deity etc.>, ne explains ?Eﬁt g?lty
is. And since, as the Damascene says, th1§ name T eo el
which in Greek signifies God, comes from ‘theaste’, 1. ﬁére
from considering all things, for this reason qunysxzs
expounds the name of deity according to the not;on :ood
providence. But in the name of providence 1s unders od e
cognition, not through the mode of speculation as such, but
in so far as it is directive and inclining to the governr

of things. Thus therefore in the name of delty‘thefe 1Sond
first understood the divine view toward all Fhlngs,dsecGOd
the containing by which all things are contalne? uz_e; God
by certain firmly determined rules and measures; t ;g N .
communication of the divine goodness to creatures w (1jc";a1—.S
contained under God. And this is what he says, t?at ‘e; y 1
what sees all things; for it comes frqm ‘gheaste yh;c ;?
to see, as was said. But of what.quallty is that Ylsxo:e

all things, which is understood in the name of deityi‘n out
expounds through what is added, thag qu is also looking

for and containing all things and f1¥11ng 1t,.by
communicating God’s goodness, and this according toh la
providence and perfect goodness. But lest someone sdo:0 that
esteem divine providence and probity to be obllgatg' t
course and order which appears in things from the divine
government, in order to exclude this he_adds that delty' ce
exceeds all things which use God’s prov1dence,'ngmely Sl:his
God‘s wisdom and virtue and goodness are pot'l%mxted t284
course of things but they superabound in infinity. (71 )

Then when he says <These therefore etc.>, he shows hgw the
aforementioned things are attributed to God. And he qiys
that in God, who is the cause exgeedlng all things, thet .
aforementioned things can be praised absolutely, so that 1
might be said that in God there is sanctity, reign,
domination and deity. But still we can add some;hing ce
pertaining to excess, as when we say'thaF the flygt ce?un
itself is sanctity and exceeding domination and is reig "
supreme and most simple deity, since deity does not occu
the first cause through participation, but through essence.
(84-89)

But he designates consequently the reason of the foregoing.
And first regarding sanctity, which he had said wafla
certain purity. And he says that every purity of a he First
existents whatsoever preexists in the one which is the fir
cause, not dividedly, but collectively, namely as Fhoie )
things which are multiplied in effects are found simp ydxn
the cause, and from the first cause 1tse;£ cleanness an
purity are distributed to all existents in so far as 1t
befits each one. But it is to be noted that he adjoins two
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things to purity, namely diligence and clarity: of which
one, namely diligence, is operative of purity; for by
diligent study purity must be preserved; but the other,
namely clarity, is attained from purity; for those things
which are allotted are in themselves more evident and more
perfectly can receive splendor from another. (89-96)

Then as far as the notion of reign he says that similarly in
the first cause there subsists and from it are distributed
ordination and ornament, which are included in the notion of
reign, through which there is exterminated, i.e., taken
away, incongruity and inequality and incommensuration, which
are opposed to justice, which should be constituted through
reign: so that incongruity is perceived through the
comparison of a person to his action, when he does what is
unfitting, but inequality through the comparison of one
person to another, when the equality of justice is not
preserved among people, but incommensuration through
comparison of a person to those things which he has, namely
when many things are given to some beyond their measure. For
all of this ought to be excluded through the ordination of
reign. Nor does it suffice to exclude vices, unless also
those who are governed through reign are directed to their
due end; whence he says that the ordination of the divine
reign exults, i.e., it elevates with a certain joy, those
things which are held to be worthy of its participation, and
by impelling them it encircles them with certain well
ordered identity, i.e., so that they might come together in
the same optimum order, and direction, i.e., as they receive
a due rectitude. For this is the end of reign, that all be
contained and directed under one good order. (97-108)

Then regarding domination he says that also in the One,
which is the cause of all, there collectively subsists and
is distributed every perfect possession of every beautiful
thing, which pertains to the notion of domination, as was
said. (108-110)

But regarding deity he adds that in the same One there
Subsists and from it is distributed every good providence of
God which is considers and contains those to whom it
provides, which are contained under God’s order in so far as
from God’s benignity God hands down Godself through a
certain participation, so that God might deify those who are
converted to God; God might deify, I say, i.e., make gods
through the participation of a similitude, not through the
property of nature. (110-114)

Then when he says <But since he is superfull etc.>, he .
responds to the second question, namely what the expressions
mean through the duplication of names. And first he shows
how God is called Holy of holies, King of kings etc.; second
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i hom God 1is
who those holy ones and kings are of whc
ggizhzgsbe Holy and King etc., <But holies and kings etc.>

(114-118)

He says therefore first that ;ince God, who is tge g?use of
all, supereminently to all ghxngs, has a p;enxzu ihis
goodness above all others, in order to_desxgnade. 18 L ture
excess, by which God exceeds gll, qu is cal!e lnLOtd gf
Holy of holies and the rest, i.e., King of klggg, Lord of
lords and God of gods; for there is designated in auée
mode of speaking a certain emanation from a supiréo; i of’
so that it might be understood, when God is gal Tl holy
holies, that from God emanates the sanctity 1n a lsg Yy
things, and thus concerning the otbers. Theyehxg g 32
designated a certain excess accqrdlng to whic o 2 an
segregated from all thing?,‘zsllf ?xgziigg'sugeglo e ending

i is the sense o oly o , l.e., ex
;?;ngiiyaihings; for as those which are holy and d;vxnidand
dominical and regal exceed those which are not suc 's:nctit
again as participations exceed the part*cxpants,las S tentsy
a holy thing, thus the one who is superior to gl ex;stain
is collocated above all existents because God is a ?e;tions-
unparticipable cause of all participants and particip :
for a cause exceeds effects. (118-128)

Then when he says <But holies and kings etc.>, he jho:idwgz
are called holies and kings to whom GOd.lS compige . And
says that the holy expression; name holies apd %ngslarr
lords and gods the more principle ornaments 1n §1ng¥ar S,
i.e., those which receive the first grades 1n singu T mans
orders, as among angels the supreme angels and :mozgin ¢
the supreme humans; and this 1s because the hig isr
singular orders receive the gifts of God in greg S in whon
simplicity, since they arg more :izlsiizti:rggghotﬂe n wh
] imple and uniform goodness. An i noTe€
;iiiéigal ones the inferiors receive the gifts of GT?CY:lCh
the superiors distribute to them through their s%mg riorzl
and gifts of God of this kind are multxglxed xnd%n eto
according to their differences. And again accor ;ng £ tner
ordination to an end the first atg szggr;ozzrggzne;Edugtion
i coming to inferiors ro i U
zgetzzr;§;¥litudego£ their unity through a certéxn q?tform
providence. For thus also God, by diffusing God sh91 si of
multiplies them, and on the other_hgnd, through t_etwo:he
providence, God reduces a multiplicity of things into
order of a single end. (128-139)

BOOK THIRTEEN

XIII -1

<Such also of those etc.> After Dionysius expounded the
divine names which pertain to the notion of providence, here
he expounds the divine names which pertain to the end of
providence. For the end of providence is that singulars
attain their proper perfection and further that all things
might be reduced into a single end. And for this reason he
her explains the meaning of the perfect and the one, as is
clear from the title. But this chapter is divided into three
parts: in the first he states his intention; in the second
he carries it out, <Therefore the perfect etc.>; in the
third he gives an epilogue on those things which were said
in the entire book, <These intelligibles we etc.> (1-7)

He says therefore first that it suffices to have said so
nuch regarding the foregoing. But it seems to remain that we
should pass over to that which is most brief in speech,
since holy scripture not only predicates all things of God,
who is the cause of all, but also predicates all things of
God simultaneously. But many things are found in a single
¢reature, but not simultaneously: either they come together
in it, but not at the same time, as a body is both white and
black, but not at once, or they come together in it, but not
according to the same part, as some body is in one part
white and in another part black; thus it has many things
indeed, but not sinmultaneously. But God has in Godself all
things neither successively according to time nor divisively
according to parts, but simultaneously; and for this reason
since thus God has all things simultaneously, God is praised
as perfect and as one. For that which has many things, not
sinultaneously but successively, is imperfect since it is
mutable, and motion is the act of the imperfect; but that
which has many things, not simultaneously but dividedly

*cording to diverse parts, is composite and not truly one.
Thus therefore in the most brief speech all things which
were said of God above are comprehended in the names of
Perfect and One. (7-17)

Then when he says <Therefore the perfect etc.>, he carries
out the proposition. And first he explains the meaning of
the perfect; second, the One, <But one since all things
etc.>; Concerning the first he does two things: first he
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shows how perfect is attributed to God; sgconq what is of
the notion of the perfect according to which it is
attributed to God, <And every infinity etc.> (18-21)

concerning the first he states the modes of the‘div1ne'
perfection by distinguishing them from those things which
are called perfect in creatures. For first some things are
said to be perfect in creatures not per se, but.through ;he
advent of something extrinsic, as air through light received
from the sun and a human being through grace which it has
from God; but God is called perfect as perfect per se.
Second something is called perfect per se, through its
proper natural form, but not according to itself, sxnce'lt‘
is not its form, but is composed from form and matter, as if
we should call a stane perfect or any @aterxa! thing; for
nothing of this kind is perfect according to its whole self,
but according to some part of it. Third something is found
to be perfect according to itself, since 1t 1s also a
certain subsisting form, as any immaterial substance;
nevertheless it is not perfect from itself, since it does
not have esse from itself, but from another. And for this
reason in order to exclude this he attributes to God perfect
per se and according to himself, by himself uniformly
segregated, namely from all others; and hg states in a .
perfect place ‘segregated from others'{ since everything 1in
so far as it is in act and has perfection is segregated from
others. Fourth it must be considered in the perfection of
any creature that, while any creature is in some mode
composed and in any composite there is something nore
perfect than another, no creature 1s whglly most perfect
according to its whole self, but accordlng'to some part of
it, just as the most perfect in a human being 1s the soul
and in the soul the intellect. And in order to remove this
from God he says that God is wholly through the whole most
perfect. And not only in the aforementioned modes 18 the
perfect attributed to God, but God is also called perfect af
superperfect, in so far as God exceeds the perfection of al
things. (21-37)

Then when he says <And every infinity etc.>, he shows what
is of the notion of the perfect according to which ng is
called perfect. And first he excludes from God ceytaln
things which pertain to the notion of the Qerfectlop of a
creature; second he states those things yhlch'pertaln to the
notion of divine perfection, <But extending himself to all
things sinultaneously etc.> (37-40)

But three things must be considered in the pertectlop of the
creature which are excluded from God. Of whlch'the flrsg is
that the perfect is opposed to the_infinite, since, as is
said in II1 Physics, the infinite is that‘of which to those
receiving quantity there is always something further to
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receive; but the perfect and the whole is that beyond which
there is nothing; thus therefore a perfect creature is
opposed to infinity. But God by God’s perfection terminateg
every infinity, since everything infinite compared to the
divine perfection is finite and terminated: for example, if
there were a body infinite according to quantity, it would
be terminated according to genus and species, which
termination would be assigned by participation of the divine
perfection. Second it must be considered that any creature
is called perfect when it attains to the terminus of its
nature, as we call a human being perfect in quantity when it
attains to the terminus of due quantity. But God is called
perfect, not as if having a terminus, but as extended, as he
says, above every terminus, since every termination is
derived from him. Third it must be considered that any
Creature is called perfect when it is contained under
certain sure limits; but God is thus called perfect, that
nevertheless is God enclosed or comprehended by nothing.
(41-52)

Then when he says <But extending himself etc.>, he states
four things which pertain to the notion of the divine
perfection. For first it must be considered that something
is called imperfect whose the virtue does not extend itself
to completing all its proper works, just as a king would be
imperfect if his virtue did not be extend to governing all
his subjects. And for this reason by way of contrast he says
of God that God extends Godself to all things, not
successively so that by attaining one God departs from
another, but simultaneously, nor through a certain drawing
near to things, but as existing above all things. God
extends Godself, he says, to all things by unfailing
imnissions in so far as God unfailingly communicates God's
goods to things, and by interminable operations in so far as
God works interminably in all things. Second something is
called imperfect since it tends toward perfection, just as a
boy while it is in a state of growth, or since it recedes
from perfection, as an old man while he is in the state of
decline, or also since it does not have perfection always
repaining, as all mutable things are called imperfect. And
for this reason by way of contrast he says of God that God
is called perfect as inaugmentable and always perfect and as
unable to decrease. Third something is called imperfect
since it lacks something of those things which it ought to
have, just as a human being would be called imperfect if he
did not have a hand or foot or knowledge or virtue. But
whatever has all things which it ought to have according to
its nature is called perfect, not simply, but according to
its nature. But God is called perfect simply since simply
God prepossesses all things in Godself, as effects preexist
in a cause, as it was said above many times. Fourth
something is called imperfect that can not make something
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similar to itself; but everything is perfect, when it can
produce things similar to itself, as is said in IV Meteors.
And for this reason he says of God‘that God is called
perfect in so far as God’s perfec§10n flows from above to
all creatures, not according to dlverge bestowals on the
part of Godself bestowing, but accord}ng to one bestowa!.
which bestowal does not fail, but is incessant and remains
the same. Nor again is it lessened, but while; God gives to
all affluently, as is said in James 1, God’s bestoyal is
superfull, which never can be lessened through copious
effusion, according to which bestowal God perfects all
perfect things in so far as God fills them with the
similitude of God’s own perfection. (53-75)

XII1 - 2

<But one since all etc.> After Dionysius explained the
meaning of the perfect, here he explains the meaning of the
Oone. And first he shows the causality of the One in common;
second how the One is attributed to God, <Thus the;efore
theology etc.> Concerning the first he does two things:
first he proposes what he intends; second he proves the
proposition, <For nothing of existents etc.> (1-5)

He says therefore first that One is attributed to God for
two reasons. First since God is all things unitively
according to the excess of God's singular unity, as it was
said many times above that effects are in a cause not as
many, but as one according to the one virtue of the cause,
as if we should say that all lines going out from the center
are one in it. Second, One 1is attributed to God since one,
according to its considered notion, is the cause of all
inegressibly; for from the One diverse things are caused,
such that nevertheless the One does not go out from its
unity. (5-10)

Then when he says <For nothing of existents etc.>, he )
explains the proposition by five reasons. Of which the first
is as follows: that in which some things participate is the
cause of the participants, just as white is the cause of
white things; but there is nothing of existents which does
not participate the One; therefore the One is the cause of
all existents. (10-13)

But he proves the minor, <But as every number etc.> And
first he proves the proposition; second he excludes an
objection, <And there is not, which of all things etc.> (13-
15)

But that all things participate the One he proves through
what seems less, namely through number, which in some way 1s
opposed to the One as the divided to the undivided; for
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every number participates the One whether number is
understood according to itself, as is signified when one
says binary or ternary, or whether number is understood in
so far as it denominates some part, as when we say a half or
a third. And this is clear through in that one in both modes
is predicated of number; for we call the binary or ternary
or tenth one and again we call the half or third or tenth
one. Therefore just as number participates the One, thus all
wholes and the parts of all participate the One. And thus it
follows that through that which is One all existents have
esse as participants through the participated. (15-22)

Then when he says <And it is not, that it is the cause of
all etc.>, he excludes an objection. For someone could show
that the One is not the cause of all nor of a multitude nor
of number, since it is a certain part of a multitude. But he
responds that the One which is the cause of all is not that
one which is the part of many, since the latter is partial
and participated, but the former is before every particular
one and before every multitude, not only in the order of
time or nature, but in the order of a cause, since it
determines every particular one and every multitude through
the mode in which a participant is determined to the forn
through that which it participates. For there is no
multitude which does not participate the One, since all
nultitudes are one in some respect to something: just as
those which are many in parts are one in the whole, and
those things which are many in accidents, as white and
nusical, are one in subject, and those things which are many
in number are one in species, just as many individuals, as
Sortes and Plato, are one in the species of human being. But
he adds ‘or in virtues’, since in one individual of the same
species there are also many virtues, following upon one and
the same species, whether in diverse individuals there are
diverse virtues in so far as they are disposed in diverse
ways to carrying out the act of the species; for the power
or virtue of every human being to understand is not the
same. And those which are many in species are one in genus,
just as human and horse differ in species, but they come
together in one genus of animal. And further those which are
nany in processions come together in one principle, as esse
and to live and to understand and things like these are
diverse processions proceeding from one principle, which is
God, as is clear from the foreqoing. (22-38)

And thus it is clear that, while all things in whatever node
are many, nevertheless they come together in some one. For
there is nothing in beings which does not participate the
One itself in some respect, which according to its notion is
in every way singular, i.e., undivided in itself. For many
individuals are undivided according to species; and
similarly concerning other things. But all which is in
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something is in it through the mode of that in which it is,
and all effects are in a principle. But all participated
things are compared to that which they participate as to a
principle. Whence it remains that the One, in so far as it
is singularly participated in all things, singularly, i.e.,
indivisibly, coreceives in itself, as in one principle, all
existents and all wholes, as universal genera, and
opposites, as these are differences in vhich the whole genus
is divided. (38-46)

Then when he says <And without one etc.>, he states the
second reason, which is as follows: that from which
something attaining being is not converted is naturally
prior and in some way a principle. But there is a One of
this kind since without the One there would be no multitude;
but there is some One apart from every nultitude. Therefore
the One is prior to every rultitude and its principle, the
sign of which appears in numbers, since unity is before
every number, howsoever it may be multiplied. (46-50)

Then when he says <And if to all things all etc.>, he states
the third reason, which proceeds from a certain supposition,
namely that all are united to all. For this is denied only
by those who do not posit one principle of all, as those who
say that good and evil are first principles and that evils
are not coordinated to the goods. But since from the things
said above it is clear that there is one principle of all
that is the Good, it is necessary for all things to be
coordinated and united to all things, at least according to
an order to a single principle. But whatever are united to
each other are disposed as parts of one whole which is
constituted through their union. Thus therefore, if all
things are united to all, it is necessary that all things
come together in one whole; and thus all will participate in
one thing as parts participate the form of the whole.
Therefore there will be one principle of all. (51-58)

Then when he says <And otherwise etc.>, he posits the fourth
reason proceeding from the same supposition: for those which
are united to each other not only come together in one form
of the whole, but also are said to be united according to
some one preconceived species, as parts of a house which are
united in one form of a house are also united through one
form of a house preconceived by an artificer. Thus
therefore, if all things are united to all, they not only
come together in one form of the whole, but also they come
together in so far as they all are united according to one
form conceived by the One who is the author of the universe.
For the unity itself of the universe proceeds from the unity
of the divine mind as the form of a house which is in matter
comes from the form of the house in the nind of the
artificer. (58-65)
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Then when he says <And there is one element of all etc.>, he
states the fifth reason. And he says that there is one
element of all. But an element is that from which something
is composed first and is in it and is not divided according
to form. But it is clear that in every composite there is
some multitude of components; but every element of a
multitude is one, while one is indivisible and one is in a
multitude as that from which the multitude is first
composed. Therefore it remains that the One is as the
elementary principle of all elements. (65-70)

Therefore it is clear from the foregoing that the One has
the notion of a principle in five ways: in one way, as the
participated of participants; in another way, as the
universal from which the ones attaining being are not
converted. And these two modes proceed according to the
opinion of Plato. In a third way, as the form of the whole
and the formal principle of those from which the whole is
composed. In a fourth way, as the form preconceived by the
artificer is the principle of those which produce an effect.
In a fifth way, as an element is a principle. And thus
having proved in many ways that the One is the principle of
all, as if by concluding he adds that if the One be removed
there will remain neither whole nor part nor any existents,
since the One in itself pre-receives all things as the
principle of all. (70-77)

X111 - 3

<Thus therefore theology etc.> After Dionysius shows that
the One according to its proper notion is the principle of
all, here he shows how the One is attributed to God. And it
is divided into two parts: in the first he shows how the One
is attributed to God; in the second he shows the difference
of this One, which is God, to every other one, <And it is
necessary also that we etc.> Concerning the first he does
two things: first he designates the reason why One is
attributed to God; second he explains the designated reason,
<Because of which also all etc.> (1-6)

But it must be observed that he had said three things above
concerning the One, namely that it is the cause of all, that
1t is singular, or simple and undivided, and that it pre-
receives all things in itself. Whence attributing unity to
God according to these three, from the foregoing he
concludes that holy scripture praises the entire thearchy,
i.e., the principal deity of the whole Trinity, as the cause
of all, in so far as it names it One; for the Apostle says
in I Cor. 8 "One God the Father . . . and one Lord Jesus
Christ", and at I Cor. 12 he says "One and the same Spirit
works all these things". And thus he attributes unity to the
singular persons because of the excelling divine simplicity.
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In which simple unity all things, as in a cause, are
congregated and supereminently united singularly, i.e.,
indivisibly, and all things preexist in it, not in their
proper mode, but through the mode of Godself, namely
supersubstantially. (6-14) |

Then when he says <Because of which also all things etc.>,
he explains the reason stated concerning the causality of
the divine unity: and first through the authority of
scripture; second through the experience of human reason,
<And you do not find something etc.> (15-17)

He says therefore first that, since God is praised as One as
the cause of all and as prepossessing all things in Godself,
because of this in holy scripture justly, i.e., rationally,
all things are remitted to deity itself, i.e., are reduced,
as effects to the cause from which they proceed. But he adds
*and are preserved’, in so far as effects preexist in a
cause; for it is said in Rom 11: *"from whom are all things,
through whom are all things, in whom are all things", to
which three Dionysius adds two, namely by whom and to whon,
which also are not far from the tradition of scripture. To
which five relations he posits five correspondences, so that
it should be understood that by God are all things as by a
principle which pours esse into all things. But from God all
things are ordained in so far as in Godself the order of
things is taken from the notion itself of the divine
goodness; through God all things remain as through a
conserving cause; in God all things are contained as effects
in a cause; and to God all things are converted as to an end
and filled, i.e., perfected; for the ultimate perfection of
a thing is that it attains its proper end. (17-27)

Then when he says <And you will not find etc.>, he shows the
same through the experience of human reason. And he says
that, if someone should diligently consider, he will not be
able to find anything which does not have both esse and
perfection and health, i.e., preservation, through the One,
according to which the deity of the Trinity is
supersubstantially named the One. (27-30)

Then when he says <And it is necessary also for us etc.,>,
he shows the difference of the One that is said of God from
others to which one is attributed. And concerning this he
does three things: first he states the order of this One to
the others; second he designates the notion of the order,
<Since existing as one etc.>; third he concludes the
difference, <Because of which also praised as unity etc.>
(30-33)

He says therefore first that it is necessary for us to
praise the entire and single deity of the Trinity unitively,
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i.e., according to the notion of the One, so that we might
be converted from many created things which participate the
One to that which truly is One, namely God. And this
conversion is in us by the virtue of the divine unity; for
while we consider that the divine unity is more virtuous
than every unity, relinquishing all things we are converted
into it. And since he had said that it is necessary to
praise the single deity unitively, what this implies he
expounds, adding ‘namely the cause of all‘. For causality is
from the notion of the One, as was said above, similarly
also priority; whence he adds ‘the One, which is before
every’ created ‘one and’ before every ‘nultitude and’ before
every ‘part and whole’, concerning which it was said above
that they participate the One. And again it is before every
definition and its opposite, infinity, and terminus and its
opposite, interminability; for end and terminus seem to
pertain to the notion of the One, since everything, in so
far as it is finite and terminated, has unity in act. But
the One which is God is before every end and terminus and
their opposites and is the cause of the termination of all
and not only of existents, but also of esse itself. For
created esse itself is not finite if compared to creatures,
since it extends itself to all things; nevertheless if
compared to uncreated esse, it is found deficient and from
the precognition of the divine mind, having the
determination of its proper notion. (34-47)

And the divine One itself is the cause of all, not only of
particular beings, but also of all wholes, i.e., of
universal beings; and is simultaneously with all things and
before all things, namely since by its eternity it contains
and exceeds the durations of all things; and it is also
above all things by the sublimity of its nature and
singularly by its own loftiness existing separated from all
things. And since it is supersubstantially One, it is
existing above one itself, i.e., above created one, which is
found in created existents; and it terminates existing one
itself, i.e., it gives the termination of its proper notion
to a created one, which is not superexisting but existing,
as 1f contained within the genus of existents. (47-53)

Then when he says <Since existing as one etc.>, he
designates the reason of the foregoing order, namely why the
One, which is God, is before created one itself and before
all others. And he says that this is because existing one,
which is in the genus of creatures, is numerable, i.e., a
certain part of number; for every thing which is one in
creatures is connumerated with another with which it occurs,
either in species or genus or in some order. But number
participates essence, since it is a certain species of
being; whence consequently the one which is in created
things participates essence. But supersubstantial One, which
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is God, is not connumerated with another nor does ;t
participate essence, but gives the term1n§t10n of its proper
notion both to created one and to number in so far as it 1s
the principle and cause and number and orqer of created.one
and of number and universally of every being. But esse is
called the principle of every being as it is before all; it
is called the cause in that from it all things succeed; but
number in that it is the measure of all, establishing‘for
each one its proper mode; but it is the order of all in so
far as from it is taken the notion of the order of all in so
far as it ordains all things by its wisdom. (54-64)

Then when he says <Because of which also praised as unity
etc.>, he concludes from the foregoing the difference of the
one which is attributed to God from the one which is in_
creatures. And he says that since the One which is God is
above every created one and above every number, and since 1n
the deity, which is above all, is praised unity and trinity,
it must not be understood that this unity or trinity is such
as that which is cognized by us or by any existents
according to natural cognition, since neither the angels
themselves are able to attain to krowing the divine unity
and trinity as it is in itself through their natural
abilities. But nevertheless through grace, not only the
angels but we also can attain to seeing the essence of the
one eternal God, but not to comprehending it. And althgugh
the unity and trinity itself of God is not such as it is
known by us, nevertheless God, who exists superessentially
to all existents and who is above all that is named, we nane
by the name of divine unity and Trinity, so that through
these two names we might praise God’s superunity, i.e., the
excellence of God‘s unity, which is above every one, and so
that truly we might praise God’s god-generatiop, i.e., sc
that by the name of Trinity the divine procession might be
hinted to us, as the Son is generated by the Father and the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son; for the
Trinity of persons is not distinguished except through the
relations of origin, by which is designated the procession
of one person from another. (65-77)

And although we might intend to praise in God God's
superunity and god-generation by the name of unity and
trinity, nevertheless this must be maintained, that no
monad, i.e., unity, nor trinity nor universally any number
whatsoever nor any unity nor any fecundity nor any other
thing that is, which is naturally known fronm all created
beings, manifests and perfectly expresses that hiddenness of
superexcelling deity, which superexists supersubstantially
to all things. Which hiddenness 1 say not because of its
defect, but since it exists above all human reason and
angelic mind. And since by a sound those things which are
grasped by reason or mind are expressed, for this reason he
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adds that of that hiddenness, which is above mind and
reason, there can be neither a simple name nor composite
speech expressing it as it is in itself, but it is
segregated in an impenetrable place. And he speaks in the
similitude of sensible things, in which those things are
hidden to human beings which are placed outside the ways
through which human beings travel. Thus also the essence of
deity is hidden, since it is beyond all ways which reason or
created mind is able to think. (78-88)

But it must be considered that the Platonists posited the
highest God to be above being and above life and above
intellect, but not above the Good itself which they posited
as the first principle. But in order to exclude this
Dionysius adds that we do not even assert the name of
goodness itself in divine predication as concordant to God,
as if this name through a certain equiparity responds to
God. But since it is desirable for us that we night
understand and speak something of that nature of the
ineffable God, however small, we consecrate to God first and
principally the most worthy name, which is the Good. And in
this we agree with the theologians, i.e., the apostles and
the prophets, who edited the holy scriptures, who also
attributed this name to God, but we fall short in many ways
from the truth of things; for it is clear that this name
‘good’, when it is imposed by us, does not signify anything
except what we grasp in our mind. Whence, since God is above
our mind, he superexceeds this name. And since the
theologians considered that every name imposed by us falls
short of God, for this reason they, among all the ways in
which we can ascend to God through the intellect, gave
preeminence to the one which is through negations, through
which by a certain order we ascend into God. For first our
soul is, as it were, lifted up and rises fr-m material
things which are connatural to our soul: for example when we
understand God not to be something sensible or material or
corporeal; and thus our soul by denying proceeds through all
divine intellects, i.e., through all orders of the angels,
by which God is segregated from all things, who is above
every name and reason and cognition. But finally our soul is
conjoined to God by ascending through negations in the
ultimates of the wholes, i.e., in the supreme ends of the
more universal and more excellent creatures. And this
conjunction is of the soul to God in so far as it is
possible for us to be conjoined to God. For our intellect is
not conjoined to God in the present so that it sees God's
essence, but so that it might know concerning God what God
is not. Whence this conjunction of ourselves to God, which
is possible to us in this life, is perfected when we come to
the point that we know God to be above the most excellent
creatures. (88-108)
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XIII - 4

<These intelligibles we etc.> After Dionysius expounded the
divine names in this book, here he summarizes those things
which were said in this book. And first he'recapltulates
those things which were said; second he joins h1m§e1f to the
following book, <But these etc.> Concerning the first he
does three things: first he shows in what way he has
expounded the divine names; second he induces his readers to
return thanks to God for the things well said, <wn¥ if
rightly etc.>; third he asks to be corrected §nd directed,
if there are those things which he had not said well, <But
if those either not rightly etc.> (1-6)

He says therefore first that he had opened up in this book,
i.e., had expounded, according to hi§ gbllxty the
intelligible significations of the divine names, by
gathering together and writing them in one work. But he says
intelligible to distinguish them from those which are said
symbolically or metaphorically of God, of which the
significations are sensible. And lest someone should
understand that he presumes himself to have sufficiently
expounded the significations of the divine names, he adds
that in expounding the aforementioneq gxgnlflcgtlons not
only does he fall short from their diligence, i.e., frqm
their perfect exposition, in so far as the matter requires,
since this neither the angels are able to do since they do
not comprehend the divine goodness and the divine esse and
the divine life and others of this kind, concerning which
things he had spoken, nor also does he.only say that he had
fallen short by praising the aforementioned significations
as they are praised by the angels, since even the most
excellent theologians who are among us fall short of the
least of the angels, as it is said in Mt. 11, that the one
who is least in the kingdom of heaven is greater than John
the Baptist, nor also does he simply say'thgt_he pad fallen
short from praising the aforementioned.S}gnlflcatlons as the
theologians philosophizing of things divine, namely the
prophets and apostles, or also their associates who edited
the canonical scriptures, as Luke and Mark, but hg asserts
that he had spoken deficiently and in a low away in
comparison to others who were of his grade and order. (6-20)

Then when he says <Why if rightly etc.>, he conclude; Fhat,
from the fact that he thus recognizes himself as deficient
in divine things, if those things which were said were
correct, and if according to a deliberation proportionate to
himself he truly touched upon the exposition of the divine
names, this must be referred with thanksgiving to G9d who 1is
the cause of all goods, who first gives to us the virtue of
speaking and afterwards gives to us that by this virtue we
use it well, by saying something well. And nevertheless if
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something was neglected that is equally rich with these
things which were said, it is necessary to understand this
according to the same reasons and rules according to which
the foregoing things were expounded. And he says this
because perhaps some name spoken of God in scripture was not
expounded, which nevertheless has equal value to some of the
toregoing; or if some mode of expounding was omitted in some
of the names spoken, it can be understood from the
exposition of the other names. (20-28)

Then when he says <But if these etc.>, he asks to be
corrected in the things not said well. And first he states
the petition; second he designates the reason of the
petition, <But lest you are lazy etc.> (29-30)

He says therefore first that, if those things which were
said by him in the exposition of the divine names are
themselves either not right or imperfect and if he erred
from the truth either in whole or in part, he asks from
Timothy that from his benignity he direct him since, if he
erred in some matter, this was not from voluntary ignorance,
and for this reason he wants to be directed, but those who
are ignorant voluntarily do not wish to be directed.
Therefore this is the first condition on his part why he
asks to be directed, since he is not voluntarily ignorant.
The second condition is that, according to his view of
himself, he needs to learn, and for this reason there must
be handed down to him the reasons by which he might be able
to learn; but it seems unnecessary to hand down discipline
to the one who does not repute himself to need discipline.
The third condition is that the one who does not repute
himself to have sufficient ability must be assisted. The
fourth condition is that the cure of health must be imparted
to the one who is unwillingly sick. (30-38)

But how he can direct him he shows, adding that he can hand
down to him certain things for his direction which Timothy
himself knows, but certain things he can find out by
receiving from others; which, whether he knows them hinmself
or received them from others, it is certain that they are
received from the Good which is God and accepted from God in
"hatever way, he asks to be transferred to himself. (39-42)

Then when he says <But lest you be lazy etc.>, he designates
the reason for the stated petition. And first on the part of
friendship, since a person ought not to be slothful in
helping a friend; but the maximum benefit is imparted to
someone, if he be reduced from error to the truth. Second he
designates the reason from his own example, namely since he
has not kept to himself, i.e., retained to himself greedily,
anything of the holy discourses handed down to him, but by
running upward toward the imitation of God, those things
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which were handed down to him he has already handed down and
in the future he intends to hand them down both to Timothy
and to other holy people, in so far as he is sufficient to
speak and others are sufficient to hear. And in this he does
no harm to the tradition of divine things, to which there
would be injury while either the traditions were greedily
retained or inconsiderately scattered. But thus those things
which were handed down to himself he intends to hand down
unless perhaps some things he is not capable either of
understanding or of expounding to others. (42-51)

Then when he says <But these etc.>, he joins himself to the
following book. And since he had said certain things
pertaining to the future, namely that he might hand down to
others those things which were handed down to him, for this
reason he says that these things should thus be held and
spoken as is amicable to God, i.e., as it pleases God,
according to James 4 "for which you should say: if the Lord
should will". And this is the end of the exposition of the
intelligible divine names as far as he is concerned. But he
intends further to pass over, with God leading, to the
symbolic theclogy, in which he expounds names which are said
symbolically of God, for example that God is called lion,
stone, fire and others of this kind; which book we do not
possess. (51-57)

And we, after the exposition of the sayings of the blessed
Dionysius, falling far short from his understanding, request
to be corrected concerning those things which were not said
correctly. But if there were things said well, they must be
referred to the grace of the Giver of all goods, who is the
triune and one God, living and reigning through all ages of
ages. Amen. (57-60)
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