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(De Ente et Uno)
By Giovanni Pico della Mirandola
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NOTES:

1. In this translation | have used the text of16&7 (Venice) edition of PicoBpera Omniaas reprinted by
Festugiére irArchives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Mey AgeVol. VII (1932), pp. 208-224, which text |
have compared with that of the 1519 edition, abédldo me at the Newberry Library, Chicago. | hbeen aided
by Father Festugiére's French version of the Ladiginal, as well as by his notes. | have accepestugiére's
emendations of the text.

To Angelo Poliziano

PREFACE

You were telling me lately of the dispute which yemd Lorenzo de' Medici had concernbgjngandunity, and
how, taking his stand with the Platonists, that mba genius so powerful and versatile that he semade for all
things, who finds (wonderful to relate!) even ie thcessant occupations of the State leisure foedderary study
or conversation, argued against Aristotle, whgdecsyou expounded publicly this year. And since thake
estrange Aristotle from Plato estrange themsellsssfeom my point of view -- for | hold to the com of both
systems --, you ask me how we might defend theil@tagn this point and bring him into agreementhaiis
master, Plato. | have told you what came into mychat that time, and it was rather a confirmatibgour own
objections against Lorenzo than a contributionryfthing new. But you are not content with that. Mgitt waiting
for the developments which will come to the subjeany futureConcord of Plato and Aristotfeyou beg me to
run over for you now, in the shape of a brief comtagy, those things which | told you in the preseatour friend
Domenico Benevieni, so dear to us for his knowlealge his integrity. How can | refuse you? Espegiiala
literary matter like this, and in the case of arid who is almost my self? Pardon me, neverthelfdsssk at times
to employ words which perhaps have not yet recefliedstamp of true Latinity. The novelty of the jgab, and |
might almost say necessity, have demanded thisdeceDo not then expect a style too elegant anstehAs our
Malius® says, the subject itself needs no ornament; siexpesition is enough. The following, thereford, if
remember well, were the things about which we hdeussion.

2. This was the projected work left unwritten bessaaf Pico's early death.

3. "Malius" cannot be identified.

Chapter |. For the Neo-Platonists Unity precedes Being.

In more than one place Aristotle says that unity being are convertible and reciprocal (the santeiesof truth
and goodness, but we shall speak of these lathid.tfie followers of the Acaderhgenied, saying that the one is
anterior to being; by which they meant that thegarded the former as a concept more simple ancersal
Wherefore they would define even God, the Sover8igmplicity, as the One rather than as Being. Ziryi| say
they, prime matter, that crude and formless mattéch is found in all things, ought to be includatter the
category of the one, and therefore they would eleitifrom the category of being. Then, they sajtyuand being
have not the same opposites: to being is opposedeing, to the one, the many. By the same lawetbee, by
which their opposites are reckoned as two, beiruenity are to be considered non-convertible antneziprocal.

4. Pico means especially the Neo-Platonists Plstamd Proclus. Cf. L. Robira théorie platonicienne des ldées et
der Nombres d'apres Aristot@Raris 1908)passim:E. BrehierLes idées philosophiques et religieuses de Philon
d'Alexandrie (Paris, 1908), 71 ff.



Chapter |1. Plato nowhere saysthat the oneis superior to being, but rather
that the two areequal.

Such are the reasons they rest upon. Before wierdfem, it would not be impertinent to find outatilato
himself thought on this point. | discover that heats twice of being and unity: namely, in freramenidesnd in
the Sophist.in these two places, therefore, according to tbedemy, Plato gives the one priority over being.

| shall say at once, as regards Bramenidesthat in this entire dialogue one does not finéhgle strict
affirmation? and that, in any case, even if there were sudffamation, nothing would allow one to draw such a
inference with certitude. Actually there is nothiegs dogmatic than this hook, which, taken indtality, is

nothing else than a sort of exercise in dialettiwdeed, so far are the words of this dialogue flming opposed to
my opinion, that all the attempts of critics todesbmething else into them achieve only arbitraugy willful
interpretations. But

let us dismiss all the critics. Let us instead ingiinto the argument of the dialogue itself, ardraine its beginning
and its development, its promises and its perfooman

5. Cf. Dié, edParmenidespp. 46: 'L'argumentation de Parmenide est donogere un jeu laborieux. Les Neo-
platoniciennes, qui prennent 'laborieux’ au serisétéeux’ . . . ont tiré de ce jeu toute une argutiation.' Cornford,
Plato and Parmenidegl.ondon, 1939), p. vii, writes: "The convictiorattPlato's purpose was serious and not
merely destructive grows, the more clearly the Higpees are studied. If it is justified, the theofyhe humorous
polemic falls to the ground.

6. Cf. Cornfordpp. cit.,131: 'What Parmenides offered Socrates was a gstirexercise, not the disclosure of a
supreme divinity.'

Here, then, is the content of tRarmenidesThe discussion having started with the questioatindr all things that
exist are one or marfySocrates turned it in the direction of the problefiideas and overwhelmed Parmenides with
questions on that subjetiyhereupon the latter exclaimed how he admiredtthasport, that energy of mind,

which drove Socrates on to the definition of thghleist truths.'Exercise yourself,' -- these are Parmenides' sverd
'train yourself thoroughly in this gymnastic whyleu are still young. Many will call it vanity, aratcuse you of
trifling and prating; yet if ever you cease fromtitith will escape yod® Everyone recognizes, -- and what follows
makes it plain -- that Parmenides is here referindjalectic.

7.Parmenides127d-130a.
8. 1bid., 130b-135c. Actually it is Parmenides, not Socraté®) directs the interrogation.
9. Ibid., 135d 2-3.

10.1bid., 135d 3-5. Pico's translation of Plato's words feidhat of Marsilio Ficino pretty closely. Cf. Fia,
Divini Platonis Opera OmniglLugd., 1588), 46: 'Caeterum collige teipsum, difijusque te in ea facultate exerce,
guae inutilis esse videtur multis, et quaedam djgasununcupatur, dum iuvenis es, alioquin te aarfugiet.'

Thereupona proposof a new query of Socrates -- 'But in what, Paiides) does this gymnastic consist?' -- the
sage answered by first referring him to Zeno's imngyut as his model. Then, passing on to a morecpéati
instruction, he with ingenious subtlety invites atbversary to consider not only what would followrh the
existence of an object, but also what would folko@m its non-existence; for example, in the casthisfthing (the
one) of which we posit or deny the existence, onstrimquire what would follow both as regards thieg in itself,
and in regard to other things, and, as regards thegs, both in themselves and in respect tatre! While he is
preparing to develop these points, Socrates cties'What a difficult task you set me there! | dot completely
understand. But why do you not demonstrate thidhatethich you vaunt so highly, by giving me a moaielsome
point? | should then understand it better." Parghesireplies that this would be a great labor foraa of his
advanced years. Thereupon Zeno insists that Pagle®pught to speak because the assembly is notrouspéf it
were, the case would be different, for it is notdraing that an old man treat of such matters beddaege public,
since few people understand that it is necessargnsider questions so discursively in order taimtthe truth



11. Pico is here translating the Greek text, 136a 8 somewhat too condensed form.
12.Parmenides136¢ 6-e 1.

These words of Zeno fully confirm what we have saidcerning the nature of the subject which Pardemis
going to treat. They do so at any rate if one agwieh Zeno that 'it is not becoming that an olchrtraat of such
matters before a large public.' If, as some pretdiidvere a question here of the divine hierarchiéshe first
principle of all things, what discourse could weagine more appropriate to an old man, or less tzkai to make
him blush? But it is beyond all dispute (unlesswemntto deceive ourselves) that Parmenides' subjéhkeigialectic
method; besides, Socrates had demanded nothing\Neleg it is precisely such a subject which isZeno,
appropriate to a young man rather than to an oéd Bat for those who want other proofs, let usthuough this
dialogue. We shall nowhere find any dogmatic agserbut everywhere only this question: 'If thisuhat follows,
and what if this is not?'

13. i.e. Proclus and the symbolists.

The Academy, however, has taken occasion to defenidctrine regarding being and unity becaus#hérfirst
hypothesis? where he attacks the problem: if all things are,avhat follows? Parmenides answers that that bne o
which existence is posited would be without pdimsitless, and therefore would be nothifggmong many
conclusions of this kind, he brings up this: 'thait of one would not be beir§.But is this not a mere exercise in
dialectic? Is it really a dogmatic discourse ortyiaind being? There is a great difference betweeset two
assertions: 'the one is above being,"' and 'ihaligs are one, that one is not being.' But enodighedParmenides.

14. 'if the One is one,' 137¢c-142b.
15. 137¢c-138b 6.

16. 141d 8-142a 8.

As regards th&ophistPlato there rather indicates the equivalence if amd being’ than the priority of the one
over being. Nowhere, indeed, do | find him speakihgriority, whereas there is an abundance oftendicating
equivalence. Take for example this passage: 'cernsglthe question thus, you will confess thatay something

is to say "some one thing;" and soon after: "He wdigs "not something" necessarily says "not soreething,"
that is, he says nothing*®"

17. "Esse unum et ens aequalia" (Mirandula).
18. Sophist237d-e.

Thus Plato. Not-one and nothing are therefore iimrthe same, rather, identical. Then the one antefung are
equal. After this he proves in the same way thiatiinpossible to say that not-being is one, antthales thus:
'Being cannot be coupled with non-beffigherefore unity cannot be coupled with non-beffglow, he is
speaking here of the unity which he had alreadgdaqual to that which is something. It seems thahhe holds
the identity of being and unity to be beyond doubt.

19. 238a 7.

20. 238c 4-7.

Very well. We may agree that Plato arrived at #ffitmation, though we do not find it explicitlyaged in any of

his writings. Let us see, then, in what sense gihthave been so stated. And first of all let s dés in these terms
the foundations of the doctrine of Aristoffe.

21. Cf. Cornfordpp. cit.,110-111: "It was from thBarmenidesand from countless discussions to which it must

have given rise that Aristotle learnt the maxinsheoften repeats: 'One’ and 'being’ are used ity semses. But
whereas Aristotle as a rule sets out with a systiereaumeration of the meanings of ambiguous teRfetp makes



his point by indirect procedure. . . . As we pratege shall find that Plato, in scattered passagsshtrusively
indicates the many ambiguities lurking in the pbralf a One (or the One) is." . . . Owing to cierfgeculiarities of
Greek grammar, 'the onab(ev) can mean (1) Unity or Oneness in general; (2uthity of anything that has unity

or is one thing; (3) that which has unity, anyththgt is one; (4) the one thing we are speakirgsafpposed to

‘'other ones,' and so on. The words for 'beirmb, eivat, ovola) are even more ambiguous, ‘Being' can mean (1)
the sort of being that belongs to any entity, whethexists or not; (2) an entity which has beimghis sense, any
term that can be the subject of a true statem@rhé3essence or nature of a thing; (4) existefiehat which has
existence, or (collectively) all that exists."

Chapter 111. From the testimony of Par menides, of Dionysius, and of
Simplicius, we conclude the convertibility of unity and being.

This wordbeing,concerning which there is doubt whether it is eqadhe concepanity, can be taken in two
senses. The first is this: When we say 'being' &g mean anything that is outside of nothing. Thithe sense of
the word with Aristotle, wherever he makes beingiegjent to unity. And this meaning is not unreasdus, for, as
it is truly said, we ought to think with the fewytitalk like the many. We think and judge for olves; we speak
for the multitude, and we speak so that we mayrkerstood. The vulgar, then, the unsophisticatedpnslerstand
being that they call anything 'beirighs)which does not lack existence (esse), and whinhatgproperly be called
nothing. But do we not find that those who are @ered the wisest among the oppositfdmave not understood
being in any other way?

22. l.e. the Neo-Platonists who make unity supeddreing.

When Parmenides the Pythagorean said that thesdhatiwhich is, he meant God, if we credit Sinips€ and all

the many others who want to defend Parmenides stghinse who falsely accuse him of saying thathatigs are
one?* For they all agree in answering that, in employtimgyword ‘one’, Parmenides never believed thasidiv,
multiplicity, and plurality do not attach to thingsnce in other passages of his poems he himgelflg affirms the
contrary. But, they say, when he said 'one' whahiant is that to which the name of being trulyligspand which

is truly the one bein¢esse)which one is God. Thus, for Parmenides and hsmtdiers, even the 'Platonists,' the one
cannot be above being unless it be above God. Hawéar from denying that God is being, it is todzone that
Parmenides accords, as is in truth fitting, the @aifrbeing. And so we solve the first difficulty thie 'Platonists.’

23. Simplicius)n Phys. (ed. H. Diels, Berlin, 1882) t. |, p.147, 12.

24. The universe -- a pantheistic interpretatibe,dnly legitimate one, Cf. Cornfordp. cit, 29: "This One Being
is not a mere abstraction; it proves to be a singiginuous and homogeneous substance filling ti@enof space.”

As regards Dionysius the Areopagitayhom our opponents invoke in favor of their opmitie will not deny that
God verily said to Moses: 'l am who am,’ which seadGreekeyw el o wv, that is, 'l am beindgens) Of a truth,
they themselves, when they say that nothing, orb®ng is opposed to being as the many to theaoregede that
of necessity that which is not being is nothingion-being, in just the same way that what is netisrmultiple or
plurality. However, if they observe the same marofepeaking, they must say either that God isingthwhich
appalls the ears, or that He is being. But to wtdad being in this fashion is to return to thatolitwe have
established as the first axiom and universal pritipos namely, that concerning anything it is neszgy to say that
it is or is not, and that concerning anything iingossible to say or think both together at theeséime. Since,
therefore, outside of everything there is nothingrmothingness itself, theingunderstood in this sense excludes
nothing but only nothingess, it is evidently neeggghat being encompass all that is. Thereforetension of
unity cannot be greater unless it included nothésgritself, a possibility which Plato denies in 8ophistwhen he
says that non-being or nothing cannot be called Basides, if unity cannot have less extension t&ng, it
follows that being and unity must be convertiblaaepts.

25. Cf.The Divine Named, paragraph §Patrologia Graecayol. lll, 596 A-B). A convenient English translati
of this work as well as of thdystical Theologynmay be found in C. E. RolRionysius the AreopagitélMacmillan,
1920).



Chapter I'V. In what sense one can say that something issuperior to being.

We have explained one of the senses which we saild be given to being. Understanding it so, -edgrtly
legitimate usage of the word -- one affirms moglytthat there is nothing more common than beihgerains to
explain the second sense, according to which ltheilmanifest that one can no less justly sayttiere is
something that surpasses in eminence being itself.

Words are either concrete or abstract. Concretd@rexample, hot, bright, white, man; abstraetath light,
whiteness, humanity. This is their power and digrshat what is called abstract connotes thatchhis such by
itself (a se),not by anothe(ab alio), while concrete signifies that which is what inist by itself, but by virtue of
another. Thus the luminous is such in virtue ditjghe white is such through whiteness, and mamais by virtue
of his humanity. Moreover, since there is nothirtgol participates in itself, and since the samegfiannot
possess the same quality at the same time by (gseHf)and by participation in another thing, it follotet the
abstract cannot take its denomination from the @acWherefore it is incongruous to say that wiats is white,
blackness black. Indeed, it is ridiculous to spibais, not because whiteness is black or heat batdyecause such
is the distance of the one from blackness andebther from coldness, that all that is white idggarticipation in
the first, and all that is hot is so by participatin the second. When, then, we refuse to at&ibuth or such
gualities to such or such an object, it is eitherduse that object does not possess them, for éxamthe
expression "black is not white," or because we wasignify that it possesses them in a more esnelind more
perfect way than we do: as when we deny that wlgeiis white, not because it is black, but bectusevhiteness
itself.

But let us return to the subject. The word 'be{ags)has the aspect of a concrete word. For to saydheins)and
to say 'that which igid quod est)s to say the same thing. The abstract of thisldveeem to be the workssejn
that one callensthat which participates iessejn the same way that one calls luminous that wpatticipates in
light.?® If we look at this meaning dfeingwhich we have thus defined, we shall have to dm=igg not only to that
which is not, and to that which is nothing, bubais that which is so that it is that beitegse)tself which is of
itself (ex se)and by itsel{a se),and by participation in which all things are: jastwe not only deny that that is hot
which lacks heat, but also that which is heatfitdédw, such is God, the plenitude of all being Hole being se,
and from Whom alone, without the intervention of amermediary, all things have come to be.

26. The language here is Platonic

We have, therefore, the right to say that God tsoeing but is above being, and that there is sbimgto being,
namely God Himself. If we give to God the naméha&f Onejt follows that we avow the one to be above being.
However, in calling Gothe Onewe do so less to indicate what He is than to simowhat manner He is all that is,
and how other beings are through Him, 'God is dale One,' says Denys, 'because He is in a umigyell
things,?” and again: 'God is called the one because He iprihciple of all things, just as unity is thermiple of all
numbers® Wherefore if (as the Academy pretends) Platohénfirst hypothesis of thearmenidesaffirms that the
one is superior to being, that one will be nothéfge than God. They (the Academy), indeed, therasekcognize
this, since they admit by universal consensusRh&b here treats of the first principle of allriys?®

27.The Divine Names, paragraph 7P. G.,11l, 596 D).
28.1bid., Il, paragraphs 4 and 11; V, paragraph 6.

29. PlotinusEnneadv, I, 8. TheParmenide®f Plato distinguishes the First One, or the onénproper sense of
the word; the second, which he calls the One-Mang; the third, or 'One-and-Many.' The First Onf@ighe Neo-
Platonists God Himself.

But, some will say, on this point at least Aristadiffers from Plato, for Aristotle never understarbeing as
subordinate to the one and as not including Gats$ iextension. Those who speak in this way haveewd

Aristotle, for he does this very thing, and muchrenplainly than Plato. In the sixth book of Metaphysic¥ he
divides being into being-by-itseglper se)and being-by-accideljper accidens)When being-by-itselfper se)is
divided into ten categories, there is no doubth@npart of good interpreters of the philosophet &ad is not
included under this being, since He is neither ¢pdip-accident nor is He contained under any orteefen classes
into which beingper seis divided. Nothing is more of a commonplace amthrggPeripatetics than that division of
being into substance and accident. Since this, imeanderstantieingso that God is above being and not below it,



as St. Thomas himself teaches in the first bodki@fCommentaries on the Theological Sentefteshall add that
certain Platonists do wrong in vaunting themseb&# they possessed a secret unknown to Aristetien they say
that God has two proper appellations, namely, the &nhd the Good, as if the good and the one weerisu to
being. Just as we have demonstrated that it di@seape the Peripatetics in what sense God candszatood as
superior to being, so we are able to show thatg particularly these two names, the Good and ties MDat
Aristotle gave to God.

30. MetaphysicsE, 2, 1026 ff.

31.Commentum in libros IV. Sententiarum Magistri Petimbardil, dist. xix, q. 4, ad 2 and esp. dist. xxiv, gal
1.

In the second book of thdetaphysics? after having treated of being in its totality asfdseparate mind$,he asks
finally (as if, after all the rest, he wanted tortwo the investigation of the attributes of Godr), if, besides the
good which is in the universality of things as mamy, there were some separate good like th@perfsthe chief
of this army, and he answers that this good exastd,that it is God. Of this God, in the same cbigfite
demonstrates the unity, citing in testimony of thier strong arguments, the phrase of Homer;

€1{ KOIPAVOC E0TW, €I Bacl)\suc.34 Where then is his error? Where is Aristotle atodith Plato? Wherein is he
profane? Wherein does he fail to give God the hemdrich are due to Him?

32.MetaphysicsA.

33. This book of the Metaphysics first studies g#asubstance in its elements and its structureXdo 5), then
incorporeal immobile substance (ch. 6 to 10). Tévamlex problem of the different first movers is¢bed on in ch.
8. The comparison with the army occurs in ch. TF5la 11 ff.

34. 10, 1076 a 4. Chiad Il, 204. Pico misquotes Aristotle, who quotes Howetrectly:
OUK ayaBov TDAULKOLPAVIN: €1 KOLPOVOC EGTW.

Chapter V. In which isshown why the Peripatetics attribute to God many
qualitieswhich the Platonists deny Him, and how one may ascend through
four degreeseven to the cloud which God inhabits.®

35. This entire chapter is inspired by Mgstical Theologyf the Pseudo-Denys.

Let us respond now to the arguments which the Rist®invoke to sustain against Aristotle -- nothia sense with
which we agree, but absolutely speaking -- the sopy of the one over being. We have, | thinkealdy answered
adequately the first of these arguments by whictl Sa@onsidered one and nevertheless is not bkingt is worth
the labor to pursue the discussion in order to sti@tvnot only with the Platonists and Peripatetidso disagree
with one another, but often in the same singleanrithere can be, with respect to the divine atteb, many
affirmations and many negations equally just. Goevierything, and he is everything in the most emiand
perfect way. Now, He would not be this unless Heuded in Himself all perfections in such a marthet He
rejected all that has to do with imperfection imgs. However, one must distinguish two kinds opérfection. On
the one hand, that is imperfect which in its cldses not attain the perfection of that class oetypn the other, that
is imperfect which, although perfect of its kingl niot absolutely perfect, because it has only #réeptions of its
kind, and there exist outside of it a number ofikif things enriched with perfections that argpprdo them and
which, on its part, it does not include. As an eghamof the first case consider sense-knowledgeintperfection of
which comes not only from the fact that it is mgrehowledge, and not appetition, but also fromfte that it is an
imperfect kind of knowledge, both because of thgaas which it must use, and which are brute angarerl, and
because it attains only to the superficial aspeictsings and does not penetrate to the innerneadity, namely, the
substance. So likewise is that human knowledgewbine calls rational an imperfect knowledge, beiague,
uncertain, mobile, and laborious. Even the intéllacknowledg? of those divine intelligences called angels by the
theologians, is nothing but an imperfect knowledfyenly because of the obligation it is under ézk without that
which it does not possess within, at least in pletd, namely, the light of truth which it needs itsractuation.



36. 'Intellectualem cognitionem,' (Mirandola) Théghe classical distinction between discursiveutiid,
Aoyog dlavola, and intuitive thoughtyopo1¢ According to theMystical Theologych. 3, It is necessary to pass
beyond both before attaining God.

Take another example: life. The life which resideplants, indeed that which moves every bodymigédrfect not
only because it is life and not appetition, butéaese it is not pure life, but rather an influx it derived from the
soul in the body, constantly flowing, constantlyked with death, fitter indeed to be called dea#intlife. Are you
unaware of it? We begin to die as soon as we ltedine, and death extends along with life, so thatstop dying
only at that instant when corporeal death delivsrérom the body of this deathBut even the life of the angels is
not perfect: unless the unifying ray of the Diviight incessantly vitalized it, it would slip congiély into
nothingness. So for all the rest. When therefore make God knowing and living, attend first to thigat the life
and knowledge which you ascribe to Him be undedsexfree from all these detriments.

37. Cf. ICorinthiansXV, 31; Romans VI, 24.

But this is not enough. There remains the second &f imperfection, of which the following is anample®
Imagine the most perfect kind of life possibleifa tompletely or perfectly alive, having in it g mortal,
nothing mixed with death, a life which needs noghirutside or itself by means of which to remairbktand
permanent. Imagine likewise a kind of knowledgechtperceives everything at once and perfectly. thill that
he who thus knows all things, knows them in himaell need not search outside himself the trutketknown, but
be himself the very truth. Nay, to whatever highrée of perfection this life and this knowledge dattained in
their proper natures, and though one could findhthewhere except in God, if, even in this degrepasfection
one divides the one from the other, they are urwoof God.

38. On this point cf. thystical Theologychapters 4 and 5.

For God, in short, is perfection in all its modesl én an infinite manner, but He is not such peaiecmerely
because He comprehends in Himself all particulaieptons and those in infinite number. For in tbase, neither
would He Himself be perfectly simple, nor would gherfections which are in Him be infinite; but Hewld be
nothing more than a unique infinite, composed ofiyrghings infinite in number but finite in perfemti®® Now, to
think or speak so of God is blasphemous. Howeténeimost perfect life possible is nonethelesy tifd, and not
knowledge, and the same for all other similar peid@s which are assembled in God, there will nesiif ensue a
divine life of finite perfection, since it will hawthe perfection which pertains to life and not thhich pertains to
knowledge or to appetition. Let us then take frdfsnriot only that which makes life imperfect, blgathat which
makes it life merely, and do the same as regarde/letge and the other qualities which we have bedrto God.
Then what remains of all this will necessarily espond to the idea which we want to have of Goohety a
Being one, absolutely perfect, infinite, altogethignple. And since life is a certain particularrdggiand wisdom
likewise, and justice, if we remove from them tbisdition of particularity and limitation, that wdti remains will
not be this or that being, but being itself, simipééng, being universal, not with the universatifyattribution but
with the universality of perfectiof?. Similarly wisdom is a particular good, becauss that good which is wisdom,
and not that other which is justice. Take awayssaiy Augustiné’ this, and take away that, that is to say, this
limitation of particularity by which wisdom is thgbod called wisdom, and not that good called gestand by
which, similarly, justice has the particular goosimef justice and not that of wisdom; then onlyl ydlu see in an
obscure wa$f the face of God, i.e. all good in itself, simpteog, the good of all good. So also as life is aigalar
thing, it isoneparticular thing. For it is a certain perfectiamd similarly wisdom is a certain perfection. Gafét
the particularity, and there remains, not thishat unity, but the one itself, the absolute Onac&itherefore God is
that being which, as we said in the beginning, wienimperfections of all things are removisdll things,
certainly that which remains when you have rejeétech all things both that imperfection which eawste
possesses in its kind, and that particularity whattuces each to one kind, will assuredly be Gadl iG, then,
Being itself, the one Himself, the Good, and thaeTr

39. On this distinction between the quantitativitnite and the infinite of perfection, cf. St. Thas)Summa
Theological, . 7, a. 1 to 4.

40. That is to say, not abstract analogous beiuigthis concrete infinite being which is God.



41. Cf.Enarrationes in PsalmogMigue Patrologia Latinavols. XXXVI-XXXVII, 1490, 1741) in Ps. cxxxiv:
"Dixit (Deus) Ego sum qui sum . . . non dixit DomgDeus ille omnipotens, misericors, justus .ubl&tis de
medio omnibus quibus appellari posset et dici Dgassim esse se vocari respondit et tamgquam nohessemen,
hoc dices eignquit, qui est misit mé.

42.'In enigmate' (Mirandola). Cf. tiMystical Theologyn this matter of the Divine darkness.

In thus purifying the Divine names of all the stathat come from the imperfection of the thingsgigd by them,
we have already moved two steps in the ascenetoltud which God inhabits. There remain two mores of
which indicates the deficiency of language, theebthe weakness of our intelligence. These tebmisig (ens),

true, one, goodsignify something concrete and as it were panrigd; wherefore we say again of God that He is
being ess¢ itself, truth itself, goodness itself, unity iserhus far indeed we are in the light, but God péaced

His dwelling in the shadow®.We have then not yet come to God himself. So lamghort, as that which we say of
God is fully understood and entirely comprehendaezlare in the light. But all that we say and peredhus is a
mere trifle, considering the infinite distance whigeparates Divinity from the capacity of our mindsclimbing to
the fourth step we enter into the light of ignomffcand, blinded by the cloud of the Divine splendee,cry out
with the Prophet: 'l have fainted in Thy halls, 6rdl,* finally declaring this one thing about God, that id
incomprehensibly and ineffably above all that wa speak or think of most perfect, placing Him preigently
above that unity and that goodness and that triibhwve had conceived, and above bdegge)itself. Thus Denys
the Areopagite, when he had written 8igmbolic Theologyis Theological Institute& the treatise on thBivine
Namesand theMystical Theologyand come to the end of the last-mentioned wokle, 4 man already, so to speak,
standing in the darkness and trying to find wordsthadequate to God, after some essays exclaikheds heither
truth nor kingdom, nor unity, nor divinilf,nor goodness, nor spirit, as we know it; one caapply to Him the
names of son or of father or of any other thingth@world known to us or to any other being. Hedthing of that
which is not, nothing of that which is. Things wihiare do not know Him as He is, nor does He kndmgthas they
are®® of Him there is no definition, neither is theraame nor a science of Him. He is neither darknessight,
neither error nor trutf? in short, every affirmation and every negationeigard to Him is equally impossible.' This
is how that divine man expresses it.

43. Psal. XVII, 12: 'Et posuit tenebras latibulunum, in circuitu ejus tabernaculum; tenebrosa amplmdbus aeris.'

44. Cf. the 'superessential light of the Divinekaass' in théviystical Theologych. |, paragraph 1, and tbe
Docta Ignorantiaof Nicholas Cusanus. The latter work is availabla new critical edition by E. Hoffmann and R.
Klibansky (Leipzig, 1932).

45. Psal. LXXXIII. 3: 'Deficit anima mea in atriaomini.'
46. l.e. theHypotyposes theologica€f. theMystical Theologych. 3, where all these works are named.

47. Cf. C. E. Rolt's not@Dionysius the Areopagitdy.Y., 1920, p. 200, No. 2): "Godhead (divinity)yegarded as
the property of deified men, and so belongs tctikétg."

48. Cf. Rolt(ibid., 200, No. 3): "It (God) knows only Itself, and themows all things in their Super-Essescd
specie aeternitatis

49. Rolt (200, No. 4): "Truth is an object of thbtigTherefore, being beyond objectivity, the ulttenReality is not
Truth. But still less is it Error." | should rathgay that truth is a relation or quality, and tsiate God transcends all
relationship and all quality, He is not truth biE TRUE.

Let us gather up our conclusions. We learn, thethe first degree, that God is not body, as thelEpans say, nor
the form of a body, as those say who affirm thatl @athe soul of the sky and of the universe --dpimion of the
Egyptians, according to the testimony of Plutateimd Varro the Roman theologi#invhence they draw great
nourishment for idolatry. Yet there are some eweprag the Peripatetitsso stupid as to hold this the true doctrine
and moreover as the teaching of Aristotle. Howtlfigy are from knowing God truly! They rest in tharng-place
as if they had already reached the goal, and letiemselves already come to the heights of thenDyjwvhile in

fact they are lying on the ground and have not éegun to move a foot towards Him. For from thignpof view



God could be neither perfect life nor perfect being even perfect intelligence. But we have elatatyaconfuted
these profane opinions in the fifth section of Gancordia>®

50.De Iside et Osiride49. Osiris is th@oug of the world-soul, Typhon itauBntikov, seat of the passions.
51.De lingua latina,V, 10.

52. Allusion to the Averroist school at Padua.

53. l.e. theSymphonia Platonis et Aristoteliescribed in my Introduction, p. 4, above.

We learn, in the second degree, a truth which fem omderstand correctly, and in regard to whictrigle

deceiving ourselves the more however little we aievfrom true intelligence, namely, that God ighmei life nor
intelligence nor intelligible, but something bettard more excellent than all these. For all theseas state one
particular perfection, and there is nothing of sbet in God. Mindful of this, Deny$and the Platonists have denied
God life, intellect, wisdom, and the like. But snGod unites and gathers up in Himself by His uaigerfection
which is His infinitude, in short, Himself, the &lity of perfection which is found is these dividaad multiplied,

and because He does this not as a unity compogbds# multiple perfections, but as a unity antéaghem,

certain philosophers, especially the Peripatéfftisnitated insofar as is permissible on almosttake points by the
theologians of Pari¥® concede that all these perfections are in Godagvee with them, and we believe that in so
doing we are not only thinking justly but that we at the same time in agreement with those why theese same
perfections, on condition that we never lose sifiwhat St. Augustine saysnamely, that God's wisdom is not
more wisdom than justice, His justice not moreigsthan wisdom, nor His knowledge more knowledgmtlife.

For all these things are in God one, not by coofusif mixture, or mutual penetration of distinctites, but by a
simple, sovereign, ineffable, and fundamental umitywhich actuality, all form, all perfection, hidd as if in the
supreme and pre-eminent jewel in the treasuryefiivine Infinity, are enclosed so excellently ab@and beyond
all things that it is not only intimate to all tlhjs, but rather united with all things more clogilgn they are with
themselves. Assuredly words fail us, altogetheblento express this concept.

54.Mystical Theologychapter 5.

54a. Pico is no doubt referring here to sluehenticAristotelian tradition of Alexander and Thimissitithe latter
lately edited by Ermolao Barbaro) which found itsgiposed, in the 15th century, to the Arabianiziaglition and
to the Averroism of Padua.

54b. Especially St. Albert and St. Thomas.
55. Cf. Sermo CCCXL, |, ch. &. L. 38, 1482); ch. Tibid., 39, 1498).

But see, my dear Angelo, what folly possesses usléMe are in the body we are able to love Gotebéhan we
can know or describe Him. In loving there is formare profit, and less labor , the more we obey téandency.
Nevertheless, we prefer constantly to seek thrdunglwledge, never finding what we seek, rather tognossess
through love that which without love would be foundvain. But let us return to our subject. Yowealdy see
plainly by what convention one can call God spiritelligence, life, wisdom, and on the other hatate Him
above all these determinations, both having goodfprto witness to their truth and their accordr Noes Plato
dissent from Aristotle, because when, in the sbdbk of theRepublic®® he calls God "the idea of the Good" which
surpasses intelligibles, he shows Him giving tellidence the power of intellection, and to ingiltles their
intelligibility, °” while the latter of them (Aristotle) defines Gaslthe being who is at once intelligence, intellect,
and intelligible®® Denys the Areopagite, also, though he talks liked?is nevertheless obliged to affirm with
Aristotle that God is ignorant neither of Himsetfrrof other beings; wherefore, if He knows Himsklfs because
He is both intelligence and intelligible; for he evknows himself is necessarily both knower and kmo#nd yet, if
we consider these perfections as particular peofestas | have said, or if, when we say intellgggrwe mean to
signify that nature which tends to the intelligilale to something exterior to itself, there is nalwtdhat Aristotle,
like the Platonists, would firmly deny that Godngelligence or intelligible.



56.RepublicVI, 509 b, where God is called, not an essencesdimething far above essence in dignity and in
power.

57. "Et intelligibilia statuat dantem illis quidemt intelligant, his autem ut intelligantur.” (Mirdola.)
58. Cf.Meta.,A, 7, 1072 b 20.

In the third degree, the more we approach the @askrthe more light we have to see that not orBoid not

(impious to say!) something imperfect or a mutithbeing, as He would be if we called Him a bodythersoul of a
body, or an animated being composed of soul ang,bwd some particulagenushowever perfect, which human
wisdom can fashior? like life, or spirit, or reason, but that we ougtconceive of Him as superior to all that these
universal terms which include in their extensidrlahgs, i.e., the one, the true, the good, anddesignify.

59. Cf. ICorinthiansll, 13: "Quae et loquimur non in doctis humanagiesatiae verbis sed in doctrina Spiritus,
spiritualibus spiritualia comparatites."

In the fourth degree, finally, we know Him as supenot only to these four transcendentals, bud tdsevery idea
which we could form, to every essence which we @¢@oinceive Him to be. Then only, with this totatégance,
does true knowledge commence. From all this weladecthat God is not only the being than whichcadimg to

St. Anselnt® nothing higher can be conceived, but the being infinitely transcends all that can be imagined, as
David the prophet put it in the Hebrew: "Silencera is Thy, praise®®

60. Proslogion,ch. xv(P. L., 158, 235): "Domine, non solum es quo majus cagitaquit; sed es quiddam majus
guam cogitari possit.”

61.Psal.LXIV, 2: "Tibi silentium laus" (St. Jerome's trdason).

So much for the solution of the first difficultyh@ window is now wide open for a true understandifidhe books
composed by Denys the AreopagiteMystical TheologywndThe Divine Nameddere we must avoid two
mistakes: either to make too little of works wheatue is great, or, seeing that we understand geeilh, to fashion
for ourselves idle fancies and inextricable comrages.

Chapter VI. In which issolved the second difficulty of the Platonists, namely
that with respect to prime matter.

As regards their objection on the subject of primadter, this is frivolous. For insofar as this reais being, it has
unity. Indeed, those who wish to follow Plato's deto the letter, must concede that it has ledy thmn it has
being. For Plato it is not nothing, but a sortexeptacle of forms, a kind of nurse, a special kihdature and
similar things, as he establishes in Timaeus? It is therefore not nothing; it is not altogetloeitside of being, if
we credit Plato, who even calls it, in filebus®® not merely multiplicity -- opposed to the one ashing is
opposed to being -- but infinity. Now multiplicitif,it is finite, is not entirely outside the conés of unity, since
insofar as it is finite it is one. On the other &aan infinite multiplicity escapes equally theuratof the one and
that of limit. Prime matter is then for Plato ratbeing than one.

62. On theqwpa t16nvn cf. Timaeus49a, 51a, 32d, and Robiwp. cit.,573-574.

63. Philebus16 c ff., and the long discussion on tipa¢ and theaTelpov 23c-27e. On that discussion, cf. Rodier,
"Remarques sur le Philebdstudes de Philosophie GrecqyParis, 1926), 79-93; E. Postéhe Philebus of Plato,
(Oxford, 1860), Appendices A and B.

However, those who have argued to prove the sujitgraf unity over being, have said that prime raait not
being, though it is a unity. Thus the Platonistéiohus, in his boolon the Pythagorean Se¥tdesignates prime
matter as duality because duality is the first ipldtand the root, as it were, of all other multjty. According,
then, to him who is so great among the Platonigtshe is called "divine,” prime matter is not onbt one, but a
multitude, and the root of all multiplicity in thgs. Their own arguments condemn them. Still, pninadter does not



entirely escape any more from the category of uhiayn from that of being. The same form that imgriveing on
it, also imposes unity. | pass over all the argusipro or conthe unity of prime matter since they are so well-
known to all those who have gone any distancel atitil Aristotle.

64. In the fifth book of hisuvaywyn twv Mubayopelwwv doyuatwv. This opposition of the dyad, multiplicity,
matter, and evil, and the monad, Unity, Form, anod is one of the classic themes of the Pythagaodeatrine.
Cf. Robin,op. cit.,564-566, 641 f.; Cornforap. cit.4 f.

Chapter VII. In which issolved thethird difficulty of the Platonists, on the
subject of multiplicity, and in which it isdemonstrated that it isnot possibleto
say that unity is more common than being, without coming to a conclusion
which Plato r g ects.

The third objection is their worst error. For thgposition between multiplicity and unity is nottbe same sort as
the opposition between non-being and being. Heseaitcase of contradiction; there, of privatiorcontrariety.
Aristotle discusses this distinction at lengthhe tenth book of hiMetaphysic$®

65.Meta.l, 3 (different kinds of oppositiom avtiBeoelq TeTpaywg, 1054 a 23), 4 (contrariety and its different
modes), 6 (opposition of the one and the many).Kités of opposition are: contradiction, privaticontrariety,
relation. On the distinction between negation amtrariety in Plato, cfSoph.257 b-c.

But see into what disaster those philosophersiadl call themselves Platonists and yet wish totlayunity is
superior to being. It is certain that, when tgeneraare reciprocally in a relation of dependence shehone is
more common than the other, an object can escapetfre extension of the inferior without being extsd from
the superior. That is because the latter is monenoon. An example off-hand --- animal is more comrtitan man:
it can happen, therefore, that a being may not &, mnd yet be animal. By the same token, if ungye more
common than being, it could happen that somethiiggpinbe non-being or nothing, which would notwitrsting
be one, and thus unity might be predicated of neindy a possibility which Plato expressly rejeatshieSophist®

66. Sophist238a-d.

Chapter VIII. In which isshown in what manner these four attributes: being,
unity, truth, and goodness, are present in all that exists beneath God.

Most true, indeed, is the statement that therdoaneattributes which embrace all that exists, nigigmeeing, unity,
truth, and goodness, provided that they are takeéina sense that their negations be: nothing, idividalsity, evil.
Two others, somethin@liquid) and thing(res), have been added to these by the late disciplésioénna, who
interpolated the philosophy of Averroes in morentbae place, wherefore Averroes attacked them wiggly®’
But, to tell the truth, on this point there islétteason for discord. For they merely divide wikagubsumed under
‘one’ into 'one’ and 'something,’ a procedureishaot contrary to Plato who, in ti8ophist® enumerates unity
among the most extengenera;and that which is contained under 'being' theyd@into being and thing. But of
this later. To return to our subject, -- these fattributes exist in one way in God, and in anotkay in beings
created by God, since God has them from Himsdigrobeings from Him.

67. Cf. AverroesPhys.|, c.

68. On the community of generaThe Sophist;f. 251a-253b, 254b-256d. On the inclusion ofyiainong the
supreme genera, cf. 253d.

Let us see first how they pertain to created thiddisthings that are beneath God have an efficiantexemplary,
and a final cause. For from Him, and through Hirmg for Him, are all things. If then we considemts as
constituted by the efficient causality of God, vedl thembeings (entia)since it is because of this efficiency that
they participate in beinfgsse)If we consider them as conforming to and accordiity the Divine exemplars
which we call Ideas, and according to which Goddrasted them, namely, being, unity, truth, goodnes



something, thing -- the two last due to the dissspdf Avicenna --, we call thetrue. The true picture of Hercules
is, for example, said to be that which conformthotrue Hercules himself. If, again, we consitiénds as tending
to God as their last end, we call thgood.And finally, if each thing is considered absolytedccording to itself,
we call itone.Now, the order is such that each thing must iesstonceived under the idea of being, since every
thing, whatever it be, must be produced by aniefficagent before being anything particular inlitdest that
which it is do not depend in its totality from te#ficient cause. Thus it happens that a thing whimimes after God
cannot be conceived without being immediately thmud as a dependent being: finite being is being b
participation. To being succeeds unity. Third comneth, since it is only when a thing exists ashsti@at one can
inquire if it corresponds to the exemplar accordmgvhich it has been formed. If it resembles ehatmplar, it has
only to turn towards it by its attribute of goodsgis virtue of a sort of affinity or relationship.

Who does not see, however that all these attrithags equal extension? Give me any being; it imgethat it will
beone.For to say 'not one' is to say 'nothing," accaydinPlato's expression in tS@phist® For whatever is, is
undivided in itself and divided from other thingkish are not it. When we say this we mean 'onetoanse Plato's
word% identical with itself, different from oth&rand this he declares, in the same dialoguébat#ible to each
thing.

69.Soph.237e.
70.Soph..252c, and, on the inclusion tife samendthe otheramong the five supreme genera, 254e-256d.

Necessarily, also, this beingtisie. For if it is a man, it is certainly a true manisithe same thing to say: ‘This is
not true gold' and 'This is not gold,' for, whemuygay: 'This is not true gold,' you mean: Thisegp to be gold, it
resembles gold, but it is not gold.' ThereforeAstgustine gives the following definition of truth his

Soliloquies’™ "Truth is that which is." One ought not to undarst this to indicate that being and truth are traes
for though they are identical in a thing, they dieerse in principle and definition; wherefore angght not to
define the one by the other. What Augustine watdeshy is that a thing is true when it is reallyaih is called and
said to be, as for example, that gold is true wihenreally gold and not something other than gdldis is the sense
of the words: "Truth is that which is.” Those who ribt perceive this, falsely attack Augustine'srdgén.

71.Soliloquia,ll, 5 (P. L. XXXI, 889): 'Nam verum mihi videtur esse id qucst.e

Similarly, this being igjood.For whatever is, insofar as it is, is good. Angr@piodorus seems to me to make a
great mistake in believing that being and gooddifferent because we desire the good absoluteliraself.?
However, it is not being pure and simple, but virdding that he means; thus, it can happen that dneesuffering
we desire not to be. Passing over the point whettlgen one is suffering from misery one can, bightrand
natural appetite, desire not to be, Olympiodordsmdit see that good is as multiple as being.

72. Olympiodorus ifPhaed., 188, 29 Norvin. Cf. Dionysiufivine Nameschs. 3 and 5. Manuscripts of
Olympiodorus were numerous in Italy in the sixtéecentury. Cf. Festugierep. cit.,p. 246, note |. For St.
Thomas' criticism of this sophism, §umma Theologic4, g. 5, a. 2: "Utrum bonum secundum rationenpsiis
guam ens."

There is first of all the natural being of things, for example, of a man his humanity, of a lienlioninity, of a
stone its stoniness. To this natural being cornedpofor each individual thing, a natural goodness.

But there are other modes of being, which may fledcadventitious, as, for man, to be wise, to aedsome, to be
sane. Now, just as wisdom and beauty are diffeeentegards being, from humanity, so it is withdjoess. The
quality of humanity by which man is man is a diéflet good from the quality of wisdom by which he dr@es, not a
man merely, but a wise man. All the same, theréhare two different modes of being, and one idfjadtin
speaking of them so.

Just as, therefore, all things desire being, sdedire the good, and first of all they desire tiwid which
corresponds to their natural being, since thaiesfoundation of all other goods, which come i guch a way that
they are unable to stand without it. For how wéllte happy who is altogether without being? Thatgbowever,
which they acquire with their being, does not figfihem; they desire to attain also all the otloedg which
complete and adorn this primary good. Just as, tlwerrightly say that besides the first good werdesther goods,
so we can rightly say that besides the first beglesire other modes of being, for it is one thmbe happy,



another thing to be man. And if any one grantsithaight happen that one preferred not to be & oauld not be
happy, it does not follow, as Olympiodorus thinkst goodness of man is one thing, and happinedbemn so that
one does not desire the one (being man), excepbidition that one possess also the other (hapgines

| omit the consideration whether there is an egaatespondence between th@odtaken absolutely angeing

taken absolutely, or whethbeingtaken absolutely is called a certain good, omgied taken absolutely is called a
certain being. For this is not the place to disalthings.

Truly, therefore, did we say that whatever is,d9djin the measure that it is. "God saw all thegeiHe had made,
and behold, they were very good.And why not? They are the work of a good artifi¢éno engraves His image
on all things that are from His hand. In the enbityhings therefore, we can admire the power efNtaker, in their
truth we can adore the wisdom of the Artist, intigpodness we can return love to the liberalityhaf Lover, in
their unity, finally, we can grasp the idea of thfying simplicity, so to speak, of the Creatohigh unites all
things among themselves and to Himself, callingrtladl to love themselves, their neighbors, andndtely God.

73.Gen.l, i, 12; XVIII, xxi, 25.

Let us examine now if the opposed terms have ligeulie same extension. That the false and the xisting are
identical, we have shown above. And if we say &wiltand non-being are different, philosophers tr@blogians
will again object: to make something evil is to realothing; therefore is one wont to say that tliecple of evil is
not an efficient but a deficient cause. Thus isited the folly of those who have posited two piptes, one for
good, the other for evil, as if there could existedficient cause of evil. But to divide a thingte same as
destroying it, nor can we take away from any thtagatural unity without at the same time robhitngf its
integrity of being. For a whole is not its partsf that unity which springs out of the sum of itatg, as Aristotle
demonstrates in the eighth book of Mstaphysicg? Wherefore if one divides a whole into its partese parts
remain something although the whole which is dididees not remain, but ceases to exist actualtyjsaanly
potentially, just as its parts, which earlier war@otency, now commence to exist in actuality.def when these
parts were in the whole, they had no real unitgdtuality; this they first acquire when they subbisthemselves,
apart from the whole.

74.Meta.,H 3, 1044 a 2 ff., and H 6, 1045 a 7 ff.

Chapter I X. Inwhich it isindicated how these four attributes pertain to God.

Let us examine once more how these four attribfitesthemselves in God. They do not pertain to Hirthe
relation of a cause, since there is no questiaao$e with God. He himself being the cause ohalgs, and caused
by nothing. They can be considered in God in twgsyél) either as He is taken absolutely in Hims®if(2) as He
is the cause of other beings, a distinction inajablie to created things, since God can exist witheing cause,
whereas other beings cannot exist unless causkiiny

We conceive God, then, first of all as the perfetidlity of act, the plenitude of being itselfféllows from this
concept that He is one, that a term opposite to ¢éirmot be imagined. See then how much they errfagtdon
many first principles, many gods! At once it isari¢hat God is truth itself. For, what can He hadrch appears to
be and is not, He who is being itself? It followishacertainty that he is truth itself. But He ikdivise goodness
itself. Three conditions are required for the gaasiPlato writes in hiBhilebus’® perfection, sufficiency, and
desirability. Now the good which we conceive will perfect, since nothing can be lacking to thatchlis
everything; it will be sufficient, since nothingrche lacking to those who possess that in which wik find all; it
will be desirable, since from Him and in Him arethings which can possibly be desired. God isdf@e the
fullest plenitude of being, undivided unity, the sheolid truth, the most perfect good. This, ift aot mistaken, is
thatteTpaktug or quaternity’® by which Pythagoras swore and which he callegtireiple of ever-flowing
nature. Indeed, in this quarternity, which is Ore@wve have demonstrated the principle of all thirBut we also
swear by that which is holy, true, divine; now, whweore true, more holy, more divine than these fharacters? If
we attribute them to God as the cause of thingsettiire order is inverted. First He will be onecéuse He is
conceived in Himself before He is conceived as ealisen He will be good, true, and finally beiegs).For since
the final cause has priority over the exemplaryseaand that over the efficient (we first desirbawe something to
protect us from the weather, then we conceivedba bdf a house, and finally we construct one byinggik
materially), if, as has been described in Chaptéralbove, the good pertains to the final cause,ttbe to the



exemplary, being to the efficient, God as causkhae first of all the attribute of good, thentafe, and finally of
being. We shall here terminate these brief remanka subject teeming with many important problems.

75.Phil., 20 c-d.

76. OnteTpaKTLC, cf. the formulaov pa Tov apeTepa yevea Tmpadovia TeTpakuy, by which the Pythagoreans
were wont to swear. Cornfo(dp. cit.,2): 'These four numbers are the tetractys of dead: 1234 10... The
tetractyswas a symbol of great significance and, like otheth symbols, capable of many interpretations.’

Chapter X. In which thewhole discussion isrelated to the conduct of life and
thereform of morals.

Let us, lest we speak more of other things thamuo$elves, take care that, while we scrutinizehikights, we do
not live too basely in a manner unworthy of beitgeshom has been given the divine power of inqgitiimto things
divine. We ought, then, to consider assiduously ¢lva mind, with its divine privileges, cannot havenortal origin
nor can find happiness otherwise than in the psgse®f things divine, and that the more it elesaad inflames
itself with the contemplation of the Divine by remaing earthly preoccupations while yet a travelethis
pilgrimage here below, the more it will approacliciey. The best precept, then, which this discosstan give us,
seems to be that, if we wish to be happy, we ot@mitate the most happy and blessed of all beiGgsl, by
establishing in ourselves unity, truth, and goodnes

What disturbs the peace of unity is ambition, tlee ¢hat steals away from itself the soul whichratmms itself to it,
tearing it, as it were, in pieces, and dispersingtie resplendent light of truth, who will not éo# in the mud, in the
darkness of lust? Avarice and cupidity steal frargaodness, for it is the peculiar property of guss to
communicate to others the goods which it posse$$es, when Plato asked himself why God had crethed
world, he answered: "because he was gdbditiese are the three vices: pride of life, conagise of the flesh,
concupiscence of the eyes, which, as St. John’8ays,of the world and not of the Father who isyrgbodness,
and truth indeed.

77.Timaeus29e, 44c, d, 45c-e, 68c 69a-c, 87a-d.

78. 1Johnll:16: '‘Quoniam omne quod est in mundo concupdszearnis est, et concupiscentia oculorum, et
superbia vitae, quia non est ex Patre, sed ex mesido

Let us therefore fly from the world, which is camfied in evil®; let us soar to the Father in whom are the peaate t
unifies, the true light, and the greatest happinBaswhat will give us wings to sodP7he love of the things that
are abové& What will take them from us? The lust for the tfgrbelow, to follow which is to lose unity, truémd
goodness. For we are not one and integrated ifongotl link together with a bond of virtue our sex)sghich

incline to earth, and our reason, which tends tovlely things; this is rather to have two princgptaling in us in
turn, so that, while today we follow God by the lafithe spirit, and tomorrow Baal by the law of fresh, our

inner realm is divided and as it were laid wasted & our unity is purchased by the enslavemera rdason
submitted to the rule of the law of the memberat till be a false unity, since thus we shall netilue. For we are
called and appear to be men, that is, animate bdivigg by reason; and yet we will be brutes, hagvior law only
sensual appetite. We will be performing a jugglingk to those who see us, and among whom we Tie.image
will not conform to its exemplar. For we are madéhe likeness of God, and God is sffritut we are not yet
spirits, to use St. Paul's wortfsyut animals. If, on the contrary, by grace oftirutre do not fall beneath our model,
we have only to move towards Him who is our motlelbugh goodness, in order to be united with Hirthim
afterworld.

79.1bid., V:19: 'Mundus totus in maligno positus est."'
80. Psal.LIV:7: 'Quis dabit mihi pennas sicut columbaeyefabo, et requiescam?

81.Colossiandll:162: 'lgitur, si consurrexistis cum Christajae sursum sunt quaeris . . . Quae sursum sumte sapi
non quae super terram.'



82.JohnlV:24: 'Spiritus est Deus: et eos, qui adorant giarspiritu et veritate oportet adorare.'

83. I Corinthiansll:14; XV:46: 'Animalis autem homo non percipit @aae sunt Spiritus Del; stultitia enim est illi,
et non potest intelligere: quia spiritualiter exaatur.'

'Sed non prius quod spiritalis est, sed quod amiptdinde quod spiritale.'
Since, finally, these three attributes: unity, liriand goodness, are united to being by a bondhwhieternal, it

follows that, if we do not possess them, we no éorexist, even though we may seem to do so; ahdwgh others
may believe we exist, we are in fact in a stateasitinuous death rather than of life.

Finis



