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PREFACE

This book is a study of the philosophy of John Scottus Eriugena,
the ninth-century Irish philosopher who lived from roughly aA.n.
%00 to about 877. The whole area of early mediaeval philosophy,
in the period stretching from Boethius to Anselm, is still underre-
searched and poorly understood, except among a few specialists.
Nevertheless, it is impossible to understand the great philosophical
svstems of the High Middle Ages without a detailed knowledge of
the tremendous struggle that went on in northern Europe to pre-
serve philosophical and scientific wisdom after the collapse of the
Roman administration untl the revival of Aristotle in the middle
of the twelfth century,

Morcover, the imaginative, speculative system of John Scottus
Eriugena 1s worthy of serious scrutiny in its own right, as a daring
and innovative synthesis of Latin logical procedure with the mysti-
cal outlook of the Greek Christian Platonists.

Eriugena 1s a significant figure in many respects. He was a close
associate of Charles the Bald, grandson of Charlemagne, a young
and shrewd monarch who was an enthusiastic promoter of learning
m his kingdom, under whose direction the Carolinglan renaissance
reached its zenith. Eriugena frequented Charles’s court, where he
«mingled with some of the most important people of his time -~ the
powerful prelate Hincmar, the lover of classics Lupus of Ferriéres,
“ the poet and fellow Irishman Sedulius Scottus — and where he be-
- came renowned as a magister of the liberal arts. Ermugena’s contri-
- butlon to the commentary on the liberal arts classic of Martianus
Capella the De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii (Marriage of Philology
and Mercury) began a new style of line-by-line literal commentary
© on non-scriptural texts, which would become one of the standard
- methods of the schools of the High Middle Ages. Eriugena was an
innovator, being among the first (along with his rival Gottschalk
of Orbais) to use the Opuscula sacra of Boethius to develop theo-
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logical argument based on grammatical niceties, which again would
become standard in the Scholastic period. Eriugena made some sig-
nificant contributions to the understanding of liberal arts them-
selves, by showing a deeper understanding of musical theory than
his contemporaries, and by articulating a view of the movement of
the planets which may have anticipated the system of Tycho Brahe.

Eriugena was, of course, an expert on the writings of Isidore and
of Augustine, as was to be expected of a philosopher of his time.
But most important, it was he who introduced late Greek Platonism
mto the West with his translation of the works of the mysterious
Dionysius the Areopagite (the Pseudo-Dionysius), a translation which
was unrivalled for three centuries, and which deeply influenced the
course of mediaeval theology as well as mediaeval mysticism.
Eriugena went on to read and translate authors who even today, it
1s to be regretted, are scarcely known among philosophers — men
such as Gregory of Nyssa (¢c. 332—c¢. 395) and Maximus Confessor
(c. §80—-662). Maximus’s philosophical anthropology was used by
Eriugena as a basis for a new articulation of the place of human
nature in the cosmos, in a manner which celebrated the centrality
of human being in the revelation of all being, and expressed a view
of the absoluteness of human freedom and intellectual insight, so as
to make man the equal of God Himself. Indeed, in his glorification
of human nature Eriugena is close to Pico della Mirandola (r483—
94) and Marsilio Ficino (1433—99), two leading figures of Renais-
sance humanism. _

Eriugena initiates the Scholastic tradition in the West, but he is
also — through his translations of, and commentary on, Dionysius
~ the first great European mystic. His true successors are men like
Meister Eckhart of Hochheim (c. r260~1327) and Cardinal Nicholas
of Cusa (Cusanus) (x401—64), both of whom combined a radical
mystical outlook with a careful Scholastic philosophical training. His
paradoxical understanding of God as both immanent and transcen-
dent anticipated and influenced the concepts of coincidentia opposi-
torum and docta ignorantia of Nicholas of Cusa.

In this book I seck not only to expound Eriugena’s philosophy
in its historical and cultural context in ninth-century France but also
to evaluate the enduring significance of his philosophical system as
a whole. This will, 1 believe, show Eriugena at his most original
and most brilliant.

Preface X1l

The Western philosophical tradition has been characterised, i a
somewhat misleading and overgeneralised manner, as centring on
the concept of being from the time of the earliest Greck thmkcrs
Eriugena, inspired by Dionysius, departs from this tradition and
regards non-being as equally as important as being in the study of
the nature of reality as a whole. For Eriugena ontology is not the
‘most fundamental or universal discipline; in fact, he develops a neg-
ative dialectic which counterbalances ontoiogical affirmations and
constructions with a radical meontology, giving the most detailed
analysis of non-being since Plato’s Sophist and Parmienides.

But Eriugena goes farther and anticipates many of the features of
‘the modernist turn in philosophy begun by Descartes (1596—1650).
‘Erugena begins with a typical Carolingian psychology but is stim-
wlated by Saint Augustine to develop an understanding of the cogito
and a deep appreciation of inwardness, which was enriched by his
‘encounter with the anthropology of the Greeks, especially Gregory
of Nyssa. He does not stop there, however, but goes on to artic-
-ulate, in his own terms, what might be called a philosophy of sub-~
jectivity. Eriugena sees the human subject as essenuially mind.
Everything is a product of mind — material reality, spatiotemporal
‘existence, the body itself. In this sense, Eriugena is a thoroughgoing
‘idealist. Matter is a commingling of incorporeal qualities which the
‘mind mistakenly takes to be corporeal; spatiotemporal reality is a
‘consequence of the seduction of the mind by the senses, which is
‘the true Fall of Adam; the body itself is an externalisation of the
‘secret desires of the mind. But more than that, the true being of all
things is their being in the mind. Eriugena takes this to be a con-
equence of the scnptura} revelation that the human mind is an 1m-
ge of the divine mind, and that the divine mind contains in itself
he ideal exemplars of all things.

Eriugena inserts this radical view of the human mind and of hu-
_man nature into his account of the cosmos, his fourfold division of
ature. The whole of nature, which includes God, proceeds or ex-
ernalises itself in its multifarious forms through the operation of
the human mind, which is pursuing its own course of intellectual
evelopment or enlightenment. In the four divisions of nature, we
ave not only a typical mediaeval cosmology of a hierarchy of being
but also a dynamic process of subjectivity becoming objective, of
“the infinite becoming finite, the drama of God’s and of human seif-
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externalisation in the world, which anticipates the idealist systems
of Schelling and Hegel.

In this book, therefore, I'shall discuss Eriugena’s philosophy both
in terms of its mediacval origins and in terms of the manner in which
it appears to anticipate the turn towards the subject and towards
idealism which is found in the modern philosophies of Descartes
and Hegel.

In mterpreting Ertugena’s philosophy, I have concentrated almost
exclusively on the Periphyseon, with the result that Eriugena’s later
theological works, including his homily and his commentary on
Dionysius, receive scant mention. [ hope this book will contribute
to the revival of interest in Eriugena which has taken place in this
century, by offering a philesophical interpretation of his most im-
portant dialogue, the Periphyseon.
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EUROPEAN INTELLECTUAL CULTURE
IN THE NINTH CENTURY

‘Eniugena, an early mediaeval author, wrote during a period of cul-
tural instability when much of the wealth of Greek philosophy had
been lost or forgotten. Furthermore, he came from an island off the
‘European mainland, isolated from many of the educational and in-
rellectual developments of the Roman Empire. To have risen from
that isolated context to become one of the greatest minds of the
ninth century was an extraordinary feat. To have achieved a fairly
sophisticated mastery of Greck was itself unusual — in that century
Eriugena, Hilduin, and Anastasius Bibliothecarius were among the
few who produced translations from the Greek. Eriugena’s achieve-
ment went deeper in that he was able to enter into the subtletics
and complexities of the Greck mind itself, and to produce a re-
markable synthesis of two different cultures and two essentiaily dif-
ferent world-views. What was the intellcctual chimate of the age into
swhich Eriugena was bomn?

© The rise of mediaeval philosophy in the West took place aganst
the turbulent background of the breakup of the Roman Empire, the
‘expansion of the German peoples in the North and of Islam in the
South. Various dates have been suggested for the beginning of the
mediaeval period, but for our purposes the most suitable date 1s A.D.
‘524, the year of the death of Boethius (born ¢. 480), the last great
scholar of antiquity, who knew both Greek and Latin. Already by
Boethius’s time the empire was ruled from Ravenna by the Ostro-
goth Theodoric, who had the position of governor of Italy; the em-
‘peror lived in the East.

The empire was split between a Greek East extendmg from Con-
rantinople to Lombard Italy (which for a time included Sialy), and
‘a2 Latin West, which at the beginning of the ninth century came
‘under the control of the Frankish king Charlemagne, who was
crowned head of the Holy Roman Empire in 8oo. The Mediterra-
ean south and most of Spain were in Arab hands, and there seems
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to have been little contact between these regions and the Carolin-
gian Empire.

In broader cultural terms, the ninth century in fact marks the be-
ginning of several centuries of Islamic dominance in the fields of
philosophy and science. The centres of intellectual learning and the
heritage of Greek thought moved from Alexandria to Baghdad, where
Al-Kindi (c. 80oo~70) developed the first major Neoplatonic meta-
physics, adapted to Islam.” The Byzantine Empire was struggling
to maintain itself against the Islamic onslaught in Egypt and Syria.
Antioch, Alexandria, and Jerusalem fell to Islam, throwing Rome
and Constantinople into relief as the centres of Christendom. The
Eastern Church was undergoing a period of renewal and reform
under the powerful patriarch Photius (c. 820—g1).” Photius (patri-
arch from 858} was an important classical scholar in the East whose
Bibliotheca was 2 summary of the Christian and classical works he
had read. In the late eighth and early ninth centuries the Franks were
struggling with the Byzantines for political control over Great Mo-
ravia. But in contrast with the East, little intellectual development
had taken place in northern Europe during the seventh and eighth
centuries. Their educational development was nourished in the main
by the steady flow of scholars and monks from Ireland to the mon-
astic schools, from Laon to Reichenau and Fulda.

The monastic age in Ireland

Ireland, outside the domain of the collapsing Roman administra-
tion, had developed its own tradition of Christianity, which, be-

1 On Al-Kindi see A. L. Ivry (ed.}, Al-Kindi’s Metaphysics (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press,
19%4). It would be interesting to compare the two Neoplatonic systems of Eriugena and
Al-Kindi, as they were almost exact contemporaries. [n Islamic countries philosophy was
not seen as identical with religion, as it was for Augustine and Eriugena, and was free to
pursue its own course. Thus it is noteworthy that Al-Kindi produced texts on music,
mathematics, astronomy, and alchemy as well as philosophy. Al-Kindi was anxious,
however, to argue for ex nihife creation and for the resurrection of the body, while oth-
crwise accepting Greek ideas,

On Photius sec Richard Haugh, Photius and the Carelingians: The Trinitarian Controversy
(Belmont, Mass.: Nordland, 1975), and F. Dvornik, The Photian Schismi: History and Leg-
end (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1g70). On Photius as a2 humanist, see P.
Lemerle, Le premier humantsme byzantin: Notes et remarques sur enscignement ef cultyre d Byz-
ance des origines au Xe siédle {Paris: PUF, 1971}, and W. Treadgold, The Nature of the
Bibliotheca of Photius (Dumbarton Qaks: Centre for Byzantine Studics, 1980). On Byzan-
tium in general see R. Jenkis, Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries A.D. 6xo—1071 {London:
Widenfeld & Nicholson, 1966), and the bibliography in D. J. Geanakoplos, Byzantine East
and Latin West (Hamden, Conn.: Archon, 1976). Sec also J. M. Husscy, The Orthodox
Church in the Byzantine Empire {Oxford: Clarcndon Press, 1986), pp. 69—-101.
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tween the sixth and the ninth century, was to maintain a high cui-
tural level, permeated by austere spirituality and culture.® Ircland
produced the earliest vernacular literature in Europe, as well as sending
a steady stream of missionaries to the Continent. The country had
a sufficiently developed social and economic structure that it could
support large monastic communities, highly developed metal-work,
manascript llumination, as well as stone building and stone sculpture.

John Scottus Eriugena (c. 8oo—c. 877), an Irish scholar hiving in
France and an enthusiastic student of Byzantine Christianity, was
the most extraordinary thinker of the century. His work provides
a link between Ireland and France, Rome and Byzantium; between
Latin and Greek learning; and between the Church fathers and the
thinkers of the High Middle Ages.

After the death of Boethius, Latin philosophy and learning were
preserved in the West mainly in encyclopacdic compendia of knowl-
edge such as the Institutiones of Cassiodorus, the Etymologiae of Is-
idore of Seville, and the writings of the Anglo-Saxon monk Bede.*
Cassiodorus (c. 490—c. §80), an adviser to Theodoric, was at the
court during Boethius's time there, but later retired to a private es-
tate in Calabria, where he developed a monastery. Between 543 and
355 he wrote the Institutiones divinarum et saecularium lifterarum as a
programme of study for his monks. This work contained a few
brief sections on philosophy. Isidore (c. 560-636) wrote the most
important work of the period, the Etymologiae, which was a fa-
vourite of the monks in Ireland; from it they drew the etymological
explanations of technical terms, as well as an understanding of the

3 On Irish Christianity see the classic studics of J. Ryan, Irish Monasticism: Origins and Early
Development (Dublin, 1931; reprinted with new intro. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1972); L. Gougaud, Christianity in Celtic Lands (London: Sheed & Ward, 1932), and
L. Bicler, Ireland: Harbinger of the Middle Ages {London: Oxford University Press, 1966).
For morc recent studies sec K. Hughes, Early Christian Iveland: Introduction to the Sources
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979) and “The Easly Irish Church t:rom t%’nc
Coming of Christianity to the End of the Viking Era,” in B. de Breffny (ed.), The Irish
World (London: Thames & Hudson, 1¢77), pp. 47—76. See also the excellent essays in H.
Lawe (ed.), Die Iren und Europa im fritheren Mittelalter, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta,
1682), and P. N Cathdin and M. Richter (eds.), Ireland and Europe: The Early Church
(Stuttgart: Klewt-Cotta, 1984).

4 See M. L. W. Laistner, Thought and Letiers in Western Eurgpe A.D. 500-goo {London:
Metheun, 1957}, and the classic study of M. Roger, L'Enseignement des letires classigies
&' Ausone a Alenin: Introduction d Phistoire des éeoles carolingionnes (Paris: Picard, 1gos). See
alse J. Leclereq, L'Amour des lettres et le désiv de Diew: Initiation aux auteurs monastigues du
Moyen Age (Paris: CERF, 1957). The best recent study is P. Rich¢, Les Ecoles ef Uenscigne-
ment dans 'Occident chrétien de la fin du Ve siéde au miliew du XI siéce (Paris: Aubier Mon-
taione  Tornd
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" basic subdivisions of philosophy. Isidore himself, however, knew
ittle of classical philosophy, and makes scant reference even to Boe-
- thius (the De institutione arithmeticae is referred to in Etymologiae v, 4~

In the Latin West from the sixth to the ninth century, there was,
for various reasons, little scope for genuine philosophical develop-

~ment, and a lack of scholars sufticiently educated to undertake the
“task. Even in Ircland, which had a high tradition of writing and

Hlumination, the evidence for a flourishing philosophical tradition is
slight, with few signs of developed abstract speculation.’ Despite
the wonderful manuscript illumination as evidenced by the carly
ninth-century Book of Kells and the Book of Armagh, or the earlier
Book of Durrow (described as “one of the high points of insular book
illumination”), the beautiful poetry which indicated an understand-

- ing of classical prosedy, the mythological annals, the metallurgy of
. the Tara Brooch or Ardagh Chalice, and the rich tradition of bibli-

cal commentary and eschatology, there is little evidence of the de-

-velopment of abstract speculation or systematic reasoning of a phil-

osophical kind, though some of this kind of activity may have been
practised under the guise of grammatical, poctic, and especially legal
studies, which were of a most advanced nature.®

It 1s hard to assess how much of the intellectual inheritance of
ancient Greece and Rome was preserved in these Irish monastic
centres. A high level of scholarship, very early on, is witnessed by
the activities of Columbanus, who founded the monastery of Bob-
bio in Lombard Italy in 612. During the seventh and eighth cen-
turies, however, there seems to have been a lessening of interest in
classical texts, partly to be explained by the rising interest in the
vernacular. What exactly was available to the Irish? At one stage it

5 For a review of Irish educational practice, see F. McGrath, Education in Ancient and Me-
dicval Ireland {Dublin: Stadies Special Publication, 1979}, pp. 72-119. The impact of phil-
osophical thought, expressed in Latin, on a conservative tribal socicty dominated by na-
tive traditions of poctic learning and a warrior ethos has been the subject of recent studics
by anthropologists. See, e.g., P. MacCana, “Early Irish Ideology and the Concept of
Unity,” in: R. Kcarney {ed.), The Irish Mind (Dublin: Wolthound, 1984}, pp. 56~78. Even
though prosc forms developed very carly in Irish history, they were not used for abstract
or speculative reasoning.

6 On Irish grammar, sce L. Holtz, “Grammairicns irffandais au temps de jean Scot: quelques
aspects de leur pédagogic,” in R. Roques (ed.}, Jean Scof Erigéne ef Uhisteire de la philosephic
(Paris: CNRS, 1977}, pp. 60-78. On Irish learning in general sce K. Hughes, “The Dis-
tribution of Irish Scriptoria and Centres of Learning from 530-1111,7 in N. Chadwick
{ed.), Srudies in the Early British Church {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1958,
PP 243-72.
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was claimed that the Irish monks had access to many classical texts
in Greek and Latin, and were well versed in classical languages. Sur-
veys of the extant literature, however, show a much more modest
picture. The Irish certainly had a strong interest in learning and wrung
as much knowledge as they could from the texts available. No full
study of classical references in Irish literature bas yet been made,
but there exist summaries of classical tales in Old Irish, for example,
the stories of Aeneas, Jason, and Hercules, as well as a strong in-
terest in grammar and natural science. In grammar, the Irish knew
Donatus, Priscian’s Institutiones grammaticae, Eutyches’s Ars de verbo,
Macrobius’s De differentiis et socictatibus graeci latinigue verbi (a work
of which Eriugena may have made a florilegium, according to E.
Jeauneau), and Isidore’s De differentiis verborum.” Isidore’s Etymolo-
giae was especially popular,®-as was Pliny’s Natural History, Virgil’s
Georgics, and Macrobius’s Saturnalia, which Eriugena may have used
in an Irish recension. On the other hand, Cassiodorus’s Institutiones
does not appear to have been read by the Irish and was not widely
available in ninth-century Francia either. The Irish were the first
mediaevals to use-Macrobius, and the three earliest commentators
on Martianus Capella — including Martin Hiberniensis and Eriugena
— were Irish. They read Origen with great enthusiasm and also Eu-
sebius and John Chrysostom. There is no doubt that the Irish in
France and Germany commanded great respect for their learning,
as evidenced by many Continental testimonia, although they seem
also to have evoked a certain amount of humorous puzzlement at
their extraordinary manners and fantastical style of argument.® Re-
cent rescarch has shown that there was a considerable amount of
scientific activity in the early Irish monastic centres, with extant works
on meteorology, eclipses, and other natural phenomena. The Irish

5 See M. Herren, “Classical and Secular Learning among the Irish before the Carolingian
Renaissance,” Florilegium 3 {1981), pp. 11831, and for Irish knowledge of physics sce
W. M. Stevens, “Scientific Instruction in Early Insular Schools,” in M. Herren (cd.),
Tnsular Latin Studies: Latin Texts and Manuscripts of the British Isles s50~10066 (Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1981}, pp. $3—11z. On Irish law see D. O Corrdin,
Ireland before the Nonmans (Dublin: Gill & Macmillan, 1g972). On Irish contributons in
manuscript illumination, metal, and stone work, sce M. Ryan (ed.), Irelend and Insular
At A.I. s00-1200 {Dublin: Royal Irish Academy, 1987).

8 Sce M. Herren, “On the Earlicst Irish Acquaintance with [sidore of Seville,” in E. James
{ed.), Visigothic Spain: New Approaches (Oxford: Clarendon, 1980), pp. 243-30.

¢ For 2 recent review of [rish achievements in France sce P. Riché, “Les [rlandais et les
princes carelingiens aux VIlle et 1Xe sigcles,” in Lowe (ed.}, Die Iren und Europa, pp.
733—45. Sec also E. Coccia, “La cultura irlandese precarolingia: Miracole o mito?” Studi
Medievali ser. 3a, 8 {1967), pp. 264—9.
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“were deeply Involved in the calculation of the date of Easter, and
these Computistica reveal some sophistication in mathematics as well
‘as In astronomy (especially the cycles of the sun and moon). Much
of this work depended heavily on classical sources, as does Dicuil’s
geography, for example.

It is almost impossible to say how much of this intellectual ac-
fivity was carried out in Ireland and how much on the Continent.
The Irish travelled widely in Europe, and the Irish manuscripts pre-
served in European libraries could have been produced in Ireland or
“'while travelling, rather than in the Continental centres with which
- they are now associated (for example, Bobbio or Saint Gall}.
Given this brief summary of the learning of the Irish monastic
“age, it may in general be concluded that despite Ireland’s rich Chris-
tian heritage, the actual revival of philosophical learning (especially
~the commenting on logical texts or on the pseudo-augustinian Ca-
egoriae decem) took place in Europe. Furthermore, the great figures
of Irish intellectual development such as Dungal, John Scottus, Se-
dulius, and Michael Scottus lived and worked on the European
mainland.

The Carolingian renovatio

It was Charlemagne (742—814) who mitiated the revival of learning
in the part of the empire under his control in the late cighth century.
:He issued letters decreeing that every cathedral and monastery was
~to open a school which taught the basic liberal arts (arithmetic,
.grammar, and music). In his Admonitio generalis (789) and in the
_De litteris colendis (written between 780 and 800), composed with
~the help of Alcuin (c. 735—804), he asked for the teaching of
-reading and writing, and for the careful correction of the Psalms,
- the calendar, and grammar books (psalwmos, notas, cantus, compotum,
: grammaticum).

From the mid-770s Charlemagne began to attract scholars to his
- palace from all over Europe — Lombards, Visigoths, Anglo-Saxons,
- Franks, and Irish.”®

. 10 H. Fichtenau, The Carofingian Empire, trans. P. Munz (Oxford: Blackwell, 1957); R. Folz,
The Coronation of Charlemagne 25 December 8oo, trans. . E. Anderson (London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1974); J. Hubert, The Carolingian Renaissance (New York: Braziller, 1970);
R._ Mc.Kitterick, The Frankish Church and the Carolingian Reforms, 78¢—8g95 (London: Royal
Historical Society, 1977) and The Frankish Kingdoms under the Carolingians (London: Long-
man, 1983), pp. 140-68. Sce also Laistner, Thought and Letters in Western Europe, pp. 189—

224. On Carolingian kingship, sec W. Ullmann, The Carolingian Renaissance and the Idea
of Kingship (London: Methuen, 196g).
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While returning from his first Italian campaign in 774 he recruited
the grammarian Peter of Pisa; then another Lombard, Paul the Dea-
con, in 782. In 776 Paulinus of Aquileia arrived at the court as a
grammar teacher. Besides these Italians, Charlemagne attracted
[rishmen such as Dungal (d. 827) and Dicuil {c. 770—c. 827}, a geog-
rapher. Pungal was an important figure who wrote to Charlemagne
regarding his queries concerning an cclipse of the sun which took
place in 810. Dungal’s information was based on Macrobius’s com-
mentary on the Somnium Scipionis.”” Dicull was the author of the
De mensura orbis terrae (825), a work of geography relying heavily
on classical sources, especially Pliny.” From Christian Spain came
the Goth Theodulf (later bishop of Orléans and possibly author of
the Libri Carolini} and Agobard (later bishop of Lyon); and from
York came Alcuin, who became Charlemagne’s closest adviser,
joining the court in 782.%

Alcuin was at the head of this new revival of letters, which has
been called a renaissance, though more properly it was a smailer
renovatio, not so much a complete rebirth as a renewal, the first
renewal of learning in continental Europe since the efforts of Theo-
doric.™ Alcuin and the court school referred to themselves using
classical and biblical titles (Charlemagne was known as King David)
and saw their court as a new Jerusalem, Athens, or Rome. Although
there has been much talk of a “palace school,” this assembly of
scholars at the court had rather loose links. Alcuin was in many

1 At that time Dungal was living in the Abbey of Saint-Denis, but in 825 (although some
scholars have suggested this is a different Dungal) he became master of the school at Pavia.
At that time he wrotc an important tract defending the use of images i worship against
the conoclastic views of the Apslegeticum of Bishop Claudius of Turin, When he died in
827 he left his library to the monastery of Bobbio.

12 For Dicuil sce ]. J. Tierney (ed.), Dicuili liber de mensura orbis terrac {DDublin: Institute for
Advanced Studies, 1967). In his introduction Tierney talks of the Dungal of Saint-Denis
and of Pavia as two different persons. Esposito, however, in 1932 argued for their iden-
tity; see Tierney, p. 6.

13 Sce P. Delbaye, Christian Philosaphy in the Middle Ages, trans. S. J. Tester (London: Bumns
& Qates, 1960), pp. 41—52. On Alcuin, sce A. Kleinclausz, Alguin (Paris, 1948); i, Wal-
lach, Aleuin and Charlemagne: Studies in Carolingian History and Literaturc (ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 1956}, S. Allott, Alewin of York, A.D. 732-804: His Life and
Letters (York: Ebor Press, 1974), and the classic study by A. P. West, Alwin and the Rise
of the Christien Schools (1892; reprint New York: Greenwood, 1969).

14 On the Carolingian rerovatio, sce P, Lehmann, “Das Problem der karolingischen Renais-
sance,” I Problemi defla civiltd carelingia 26 Mar—Aprile 1953, Settimane di studio del centro
italiano di studi sull’alte medioevo, vol. 1 {Spoleto: Presso la sede del Centro, 1954), and
G. W. Trompf, “The Concept of the Carolingian Renaissance,” Journal of the History of

Tdeas 34 (1973}, pp- 3-26.
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‘respects the architect of the Carolingian renovatio and was deeply

involved in planning the new educational programme. In his writ-
mgs on the development of Christian education, he laid great stress
on the importance of the hiberal arts as the seven pillars of wisdom,
seeing wisdom as necessary for the development of spiritual knowl-
edge and expanding the concept of Christian wisdom found in Au-
gustine.” Like Saint Augustine, Alcuin was not in favour of secular
learming for its own sake. He wrote several theological tracts in-
cluding a De Trinitate, a work on the place of the soul in Christian
hife, De animae ratione, and a philosophical dialogue, Disputatio de
vera philesophia, as well as a collection of arguments, De rhetorica et
virtutibus. He appears to have had few classical sources available to
him, and knew little even of Boethius. He did know the Conselatio,
which he referred to in his De vera philosophia, but he doces not ap-
pear to have used the Opuscula sacra. He did receive a copy of the
Categoriae decern, which he presented to Charlemagne. He contrib-
uted in his De dialectica to Carolingian knowledge of dialectic, and
divided philosophy (as Eriugena later does) into three parts ~ phys-
ics, cthics, and logic (see De dialectica, PL Cl.g52c). He based his
logic largely on the Categoriae decern and his wider philosophy on
Boethius’s Conselatio. Towards the end of his life, while in volun-
tary retreat at Tours, he wrote the De fide Sanctae Trinitatis.
Alcuin is not considered a great innovater in philosophy, being
mainly concerned to develop a firm foundation of knowledge as a
step on the road to spiritual wisdom. Indeed, the remark of Philippe
Delhaye is apt, namely that the philosophers of the Carolingian re-
novatio were not like the men of the twelfth century, who saw
themselves as dwarfs on the shoulders of giants; rather they were
content to remain dwarfs looking up at the height of their ancestors.™
Nevertheless, some recent claims have been made for a more
original philosophical tradition stemming from Alcuin and the pal-
ace school. John Marenbon, in a recent study, has argued that the

15 Sec M.-Th. d’Alverny, “La Sagessc et ses sept filles: Recherches sur les allégories de la
philosophic et des arts libéraux du [Xe au Xlle sidele,” Mélanges dédiés & la mémoire de
Félix Grat 1 (Paris: Pecqueur-Grat, 1949}, pp. 245—78. See alse G. Schrimpfl, Das Werk
des Johannes Scottus Eriugena im Rahuncn des Wissenschafiversténdnisses sciner Zeit. Eine Hinftihrung
zu Periphyseon (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1982), pp. 23~35; and J. Marenbon, From the Circle
of Alcuin to the School of Auxerre: Logic, Theology and Philosophy i the Early Middie Ages.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981}, pp. 30-066.

16 Delhaye, Christian Philosaphy in the Middle Ages, p. 43.
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Munich Passages, which include the Dicta Albini and the Dicta Can-
didi, represent a genuine attempt at philosophical reasoning con-
cerning the nature of essence, the existence of God, and the cate-
gories, as well as furthering theological speculation on the relation
of man to God in the image Dei."” Whether or not Albinus is to be
identified with Alcuin, as has frequently been argued, it is clear that
these texts illustrate the kind of philosophical argumentation being
undertaken among Alcuin’s associates. The Dicta Albini consists of
a commentary on Genesis 1.26, on Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et
similitudinem nostram, which makes use of Augustine and Ambrose.
Albinus distinguishes between image and similitudo: Bach of us is an
image of the Trinity (intellect, will, and memoria), but we achieve
similitudo through goodness. The subject-matter of these passages is
unexceptional, but the passages provide a good summary of early
Carolingian anthropology (as it will later be expressed also in the
Libri Carolini) and are to be contrasted with Eriugena’s developed
theory of human nature, which was inspired by his reading of Greg-
ory of Nyssa’s De hominis opificio, a work not available to the first
generation of Carolingian intellectuals.

Candidus is thought by Marenbon to have been a student of Al-
cuin’s from England, although Delhaye considers him to have been
a student of Hrabanus Maurus’s. The Dicta Candidi offers a dialec-
tical proof for God’s existence, based on the hierarchy of perfection,
which differs significantly from Augustine’s formulation in the De
libero avbitrio 11. Indeed, Marenbon considers Candidus to have been
the outstanding philosopher of his generation, on the basis of the
understanding of the categories and the logical argumentation found
in these passages.”® Indeed, it is true that these passages do possess
a crisp logical form, as is clearly demonstrated in the treatment of
the question Si possit verum esse sine veritate? This argues that truths
depend on Truth. Truth is a body, corpus, and God is Truth; there-
fore God is a body: Deus veritas est, ergo Deus corpus est.” This di-
alectical argument is countered by an argument which shows that
the body does not possess truth and that truth is not a body. The

17 Marenbon, From the Circle of Alcuin, pp. 33—62 and 144—69. These passages are contained
in Munich Codex Latinus Monachensis 6407, and partially in Bibl. Nat. 13933. They have
been edited by Marenbon in his book, pp. 151-50.

18 Marenbon, From the Cirde of Alawin, p. 56.

19 See Marenbon, pp. 164-5.
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“argument 1s to be found in a2 more abbreviated form in Augustine’s

Soliloguia 11.15.28 (PL XXXI1.898). The definitions of substance,
time, place, and body in Candidus’s work rely on the definitions in

- the Categoriac decem, but they are used in a manner which indicates

original philosophical thought. Van de Vyver points out that there
was a growth of interest in logic in the ninth century. The library
of Reichenau, for example, had a copy of three treatises of the logica
vetus among its 4zo0 manuscripts. These were listed among the works
of Bede, but had possibly been extracted from Boethian commen-
taries. Boethius himself, however, was known at that time mainly
for his work on arithmetic.”

Another important figure from the first generation of revivers of
philosophy was Fredegisus (d. 834), an Anglo~Saxon student of Al-
cuin’s at York who succeeded him as abbot of Saint Martin of Tours
in 804. Later he served as chancellor to Louis the Pious. His letter
on nothing and darkness, Epistola de nihilo et tenebris, argued that the
term “nothing” actually refers to something, since every name sig-
nifies something.” Obviously this thesis 1s a development of the
views of Augustine in the De magistro 1.2 (PL. XXXIl.1196) and in-
stituted a discussion of the meaning of non-being which culminated
in Carolingian times with the elaborate treatise on the meaning of
nothing in John Scottus Eriugena. We know almost nothing clse
about Fredegisus.

Agobard of Lyon accused Fredegisus of believing in the pre-ex-
istence of the soul because of a certain phrase Fredegisus used, and

“indeed there is some evidence that Fredegisus went on to defend

himself in a2 manner which substantiated that accusation.”

The controversy over the pre-existence of the soul was of par-
ticular interest to ninth-century philosophers and theologians. The
whole debate was, of course, couched in the language of the prob-
lematic left by Augustine, who was unsure as to the exact relation
of soul to body and often seemed to espouse the position that the

26 See A. Van de Vyver, “Les Etapes du développement philosophique du haut moyen ige,”
Revue belge de philologie et d’histoire 8 {1929), p. 432.

21 Marenbon, From the Circle of Aleuin, pp. 62ff. Fredegisus’s letter is edited by E. Diimmler
in MCGH Epistolac 4 (Episiolae Karolini Acvi I} {Berlin, 1895), pp. 552~3, and translated
in J. F. Wippel and A. B. Wolter (eds.), Medicval Philosophy from Augustine to Nicholas of
Cusa (London: Collier-Macmillan, 1969}, pp. 103-8.

22 Delhaye, Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, p. 47. Agobard’s letter is found in MGH
Epistolac 3, pp. 210—-1. Of course, the whole problem of the pre-existence of the soul was
raised and left unsatisfactorily resoived by Augustine.
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soul had a pre-existence in heaven before it was created in this world
(see, for example, De libero arbitrio Y1 XXI.59.200 [CCSL XXIX,
p. 309]). Augustine later offered a solution to his problem by using
the idea of the seminal reasons. Gottschalk and others focussed on
this problem in Augustine, and various positions on it were taken
during the Carolingian period. Both Ratramnus of Corbie and Er-
iugena developed fairly sophisticated responses to the problem.

As the Carolingian renovatio spread, more and more monastic
centres were able to produce men of learning; places such as Corbie,
Tours, and Rheims produced scholars in large numbers. Many
manuscripts were produced at Corbie, where Ratramnus, one of the
greatest intellects of the ninth century, lived and worked; Saint Gall
also grew in importance, while Lyon developed under Agobard,
Remigius, and Florus (who has left copious annotations of Saint
Augustine in his own handwriting). Hrabanus Maurus (c. 7808 56)
of Mainz studied with Alcuin at Aachen in the 79os and then went
to Fulda, where he was made a-deacon in 8c1. In 819 he became
master of the abbey school at Mainz. In 822 he was made abbot of
Fulda. He produced some fascinating works, for example, the De
laudibus Sanctae Crucis in 810, the De institutione clericornm, modelled
on Saint Augustine’s De doctrina Christiana, and a Computus {c. 819,
edited in CCCM XLIV, pp. 205-321).

Hrabanus composed an elaborate encyclopaedia of the knowledge
considered necessary for the understanding of Scripture, entitled De
universo or De rerum naturis, around 840. He gave a high place to
the liberal arts and to dialectic in particular, which he defines as “the
rational discipline concerned with definitions and explanations, and
able even to scparate truth from falsehood.” It is not only an art
of reasoning; it is capable of yielding true knowledge both about
things and about the self. Hrabanus was a well-read scholar who
invented some interesting poetic forms, but his knowledge of phi-
losophy tended towards the encyclopaedic mentality of Cassiodorus

23 Hrabanus Maurus, De institutiorie clericorum [[Lxx (PL CVII.397¢): “dialectica est disciplina
rationalis quacrendi, diffiniendi et disscrendi, ctiam vera a falsis discernendo potens.” See
West, Alauin, p. 140; Delhaye, p. 45. Hrabanus (776-856) badly needs to be studied from
the point of view of the development of mediaeval philosophy. [ have not had a chance
to read the dissertation of Luke Wenger, “Hrabanus Maurus, Fuida, and Carolingtan Spir-
ttuality,” Harvard, 1973. From my own cursory examination, he does not appear to have
been more than an encyclopaedise, except in his devotional speculations on the nature of
the cross in De laudibus Sancac Crucis (PL CVII).
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and Isidore and did not blossom forth into systematic speculation.
It is to be noted that Cassiodorus himself did not have a great cir-
culation at this time; the librarian of Reichenau, Reginbert, was able
to lay his hands on a copy only after a long search {c. 835-842).

The Carolingian period is best known intellectually for theological
controversy, which took many forms and involved kings as well as
ecclesiastical authorities. It was a lively period, with reasonable tol-
erance towards religious speculation, and was not at all the narrow-
minded “‘dark age” some have called it. The major theological
struggles of the first generation of Carolingians were concerned with
adoptionism and iconoclasm, with lesser disputes on the filiogue
question (Ratramnus’s Contra Graecorum opposita) and the proces-
sions of the Trinity.

In the early ninth century there was a revival of adoptionism (the
heresy that Christ is not the true Son of God, but is, as it were, an
“adopted” son) among the Spanish bishops led by Ehpandus of To-
ledo and Felix of Urgel. It was attacked by Alcuin, who wrote tracts
agamnst Felix and Elipandus, and by Hrabanus Maurus and Agobard
among others. This dispute is typical of the carliest stages of the
Carolingian revival in that the polemicists are content for the most
part to quote Scripture in support of their claims and do not indulge
in much independent dialectical reasoning, unlike the later disputes
mvolving Gottschalk and Eriugena, who were inspired by the
methodological procedure of Boethius in his Opuscula sacra.

One such theological debate, which involved kings and emperors
as well as theologians, was the Iconoclastic controversy, which had
its origins in the late eighth century, and was as much a political as

~ a theological dispute.* The debate on the use of images in worship
- was precipitated by the attempt of the Byzantine emperor Leo Il

to convert his subjects to his view on images i 724—6. Possibly
Leo was responding to Islamic pressure, which scorned Christian
“idolatry.” Possibly he was also trying to replace the worship of all
other images with his own.

Leo issued a formal edict in 730 forbidding 1mages, without con-
sulting Pope Gregory II, and the oppression of iconophiles began

- at that time. It was continued under the reign of his son, Constan-

24 Sce G. B. Ladner, "Origin and Significance of the Byzantine [conoclastic Controversy,”
in Images and Ideas of the Middle Ages: Selected Studies in History and Art (Rome: Edizione
de Storia ¢ Letteratura, 1983), vol. 1, pp. 35—72.
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tine V (741—75). The empress Irene reversed the situation during
her reign from 780—802, and the Ecumenical Council of Nicaea in
787 formally restored images. Under subsequent emperors Leo V
(813—20), Michael Il (820-9), and Theophilus (829—42), however,
the iconoclasts again had the upper hand. The problem was finally
solved at the Coundil of 843 under the empress Theodora. The his-
tory of the dispute 1s complex, but it continued in the Frankish church
in the latter part of the eighth century and into the ninth. The By-
zantines argued about images in terms suggested by Saint Basil and
Gregory of Nyssa. Is the image identical with the prototype, or is
it merely a likeness? Iconophiles used Saint Basil’s remark that “the
honour of the image is transferred to the prototype™ to justify their
position, as well as a text from Dionysius, Ecclesiastical Hierarchy
IV.3 (PG IIL.473¢), which argues that an artist who looks at the
archetypal form, without distraction, will produce an image which
can be taken for the original (“‘the one in the other™), while differing
from the original in essence or nature. For the iconoclasts, the Son
was the only true Image of God, and they argued for the identity
in substance of image and archetype.

Pope Leo III sent a translation of the Nicene decision to Char-
lemmagne. Charlemagne was outraged at not having been consulted
during the Nicene sessions, and on hearing of their decision, which
seemed to support the wholesale “adoration” of images (owing to
a poor Latin translation of the Nicene judgment), he commissioned
the theologians of his court to reply. The Byzantines distinguished
between latreia (hatpelo} and proskunesis (mwpookdvmows; literally,
bending the knee), but the Latin translation rendered proskinesis as
adoratio.”® Charlemagne commissioned his own theologians to ex-
amine the matter in detail. This produced the Libri Carolini written
possibly by Theodulf of Orleans or perhaps even by Alcuin him-
self.”® The Libri Carolini argue against the power of the Byzantine
Empire and in favour of the proper headship of the Church in Rome.

25 Folz, Coronation of Charlemagne, pp. go-~6. See also S. Gero, “The Libri Carolini and the
Image Controversy,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 18 {1973), pp. 7-34. L-P. Sl_u:l-
don-Williams, “The Philosophy of Icons,” in A. H. Armstrong (ed.), The Cambridge
History of Late Greck and Early Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1970), pp. 500—17. Charlernagne was against Irene and wanted to become emperer
himself.

26 On the disputed authorship of the Libri Carolini, see A. Freeman, “Thcod_ulf _()f Or]cgns.
and the Libri Carolini,” Speculum 32 {1957), pp. 663—705, and “Further Studies in the Libri
Carolini 1 and 2, Speculum 40 {1965), pp. 203—89, which argue for Theodulf as author.
Thic ic challeneed hv 1. Wallach. who argues for Alcuin as the author. See L. Wallach,
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The Nicene decision is criticised, and a moderate position is put
forward, arguing that images should be neither worshipped nor de-
stroyed. Worship is due to God alone. Religious murals are to be
allowed in churches for didactic purposes, but classical figures, in-
cluding nudes or representations of pagan gods, are to be forbidden.
The Libri attempt to define the nature of an image, which has re-
percussions on the Carolingian debate on the nature of man as fmago
Dei, a theme central to Eriugena’s anthropology. The debate on im-
ages continues in the ninth century, with Agobard favouring the
tconoclasts and Dungal opposing them.

The Libri Carolini also addressed the filiogue question, which sep-
arated the Byzantine from the Western Church, siding with the
Western version. Eriugena himself carefully develops his own con-
cept of procession and tries to steer a neutral path between the Greek
and Latin formulations of the filiogue doctrine in his Periphyseon
{(IL.612a-b). After examining various formulations, the Magister of
the dialogue allows that per filium (through the Son) is as acceptable
as filio (by the Son) in describing the procession of the Holy Spirit
from the Father. Eriugena interprets the Nicene Judgment that the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone (the Greek view) in a
tolerant fashion. He says it may have been expressed to prevent the
doctrine being discussed openly (ventilaretur, 611d28), suggesting that
they may have held a different doctrine in private! Eriugena ex-
amines various texts and remarks that the issue needs further dis-
cussion. The main thing, however, is to believe that the Holy Spirit
is consubstantial with the Father (I1.613a).

After the death of Charlemagne, the revival of learning waned
somewhat under Louis I (Louis the Pious) as Lupus of Ferridres {805—
62}, a close adviser of Charles the Bald’s, later lamented,*” but stil]

“The Unknown Author of the Libri Carelini,” in Didascaliae: Studies in Honour of Anselm

A. Albareda {(New York: Rosenthal, 1961), pp. 469-515. For a more recent appraisal, se¢

P. Meyvaert, “The Authorship of the Libri Carolini: Observations Prompted by a Recent

Book,” Revue Bénédictine 89 (1979), pp. 29-5%. Sce also Marenbon, From the Circe of
Aleuin, pp. 35~6.

27 It has recently been argucd that Lupus's view is exaggerated and that, in fact, there was
a steady growth in lcarning and scholarship right through the ninth century. See Riché,
“Ees Irlandais et les princes carolingiens aux VIle et IXe sidcles,” in Lowe (ed.}, Dic Iren
und Enropa, p. 739. Also see F. L. Ganshof, “Louis the Pious Reconsidered. ™ History 42
(x957), pp. 171-80. Lupus studied under Hrabanus Maurus at Fuida, compiled a summary
of Germanic law for Count Eberhard of Frivli, wrote many letters which have survived,
became abbot of Ferriéres in 840, and served as a diplomat for Charles the Bald, He was
a learned classicist and a quintessential Carolingian figure. He was also a friend of Gotts-
chalk’s and corresponded with him on theological matters. Lupus’s letters offer 2 very
good picture of the time.
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managed to attract educated men such as Dicuil (who dedicated his
work to Louis)*® and Hilduin, who translated the Dionysiaca around
831, and thus was extremely influential on Eriugena.”™ In 813 Hl?—
duin became abbot of Saint-Denis, where Hincmar was one of his
pupils. He became a chaplain to Louis the Pious:. in 822 but sup-
ported Louis’s sons in a plot against their father i 830, for_ which
he was deposed and banished. He returned to Saint-Denis in 831,
however. Louis was in continual power struggles with his own sons.
He was ousted by Lothair in 833 but regained power %n 834 with
the help of his son Louis the German. In 838 he gave his youngest
son, Charles the Bald, a kingdom in the north-west of Francia and
included in it Aquitaine, which was under the actual control of an-
other of his sons, Pepin I (and later his grandson Pepin II). Louis
died in 840, and Lothair (who had been in Italy since the failure of
his attempt to overthrow Louis) returned to fight Charles the Ba_ld
and Louis the German. In 842 he was defeated at Fontenoy, and in
843 the Treaty of Verdun divided the Frankish lands among the
three brothers, with Charles the Bald retaining the western terri-
tory; Lothair controlling the middle part, including Aachcn_; and Louis
the German controlling the easternmost portion, including Man‘u.
There followed a period in which Lothair attempted to undermine
the power of his brothers, using his position as emperor, and also
using the Church. Charles the Bald, being the youngest, and also
having no blood ties with the area he controlled, was in 4 most
vulnerable position. Nevertheless, he displayefi constderable mili-
tary and diplomatic skill, managing to protect himself, fight off new
incursions from another enemy — the Vikings — and promote the
highest levels of achievement in scholarship and learning which the
Carolingian period had seen.

The patronage of Charles the Bald

A new impetus was given to the Carolingian programme of reform
when Charles the Bald (823~77) assumed the throne in a smaller

2 icuil, sec Tierncy (ed.), Dicusll liber de mensura orbis terrac. _

;2 82 g:ic(?ul,n? see G. Tl?ié.(ry, }Eludfs dionysiennes, Vol. 1, Hild}u'n traductenr df: Denys. (1;’;1’:‘15:
Etudes de philosophic médiévale, 1g32). Hilduin's tr:ms_]:ltion is not va]u‘cd highly by Théry,
who believes it fundamentally misunderstands Dionysius’s thought. I?nugcna, on the oth{:f
hand, goes to great pains to find new words to render Dionysius's non—cias-sxcal Gycﬁk
into a Latin cquivalent; however, he has great difficulty with the Greek syntax, especially
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Frankish realm, at the age of seventeen. He immediately ook an
active interest in the renaissance of letters going on around him.*°
His first tutor was Walafrid Strabo, and Charles took as his advisers
the powerful churchman Hincmar {806—82), bishop of Rheims,> and
the letter-writer Lupus of Ferriéres.

Through the 840s and 850s Charles the Bald manoeuvred with
his brothers, forming alliances now with Louis the German, now
with Lothair, in order to stabilise his position. In 858, while Charles
was besleging Vikings on the Scine, Louis invaded his territory,
invited in by the Bretons and some nobles from Neustria. Hinecmar
was able to get Louis’s intervention declared illegal. Charles could
only operate with the support of the nobles and the church. He
therefore gave grants of lands to the monasteries, and granted them
the right to mint coins, to charge tolls, to gain financial support
from the operation of hospices for travellers {for example at Saint
Josse, a hospice administered by Lupus’s abbey at Ferriéres), or to
hold markets.* Charles had to make various settlements also with
Pepin in Aquitaine, and with the Vikings, whose raids were in-
creasing since the 840s. In all of these affairs Charles proved a pow-
erful and able monarch.

Under his patronage, many new works were begun — he had an
mterest in mathematics and theology — and poems were dedicated
to him. Eriugena, for example, has a poem, Auribus Aebraicis, im-
ploring Christ to help Charles force the barbarians to submit to him.
In this poem, Charles is praised as a patron of churches and gold

with the cascs of nouns governed by, for example, 2 Greek verb which takes a genitive
case, while the Latin equivalent would require an accusative case. Here he carries the
genitive into the Latin, thereby making his meaning quite obscure.

30 See the excellent studies in M. Gibson and J. Nelson (eds.}, Charles the Bald: Court and
Kingdom, British Archeological Reprints scr. 101 (Oxford: BAR 1081), cspecially ]. Nel-
son, pp. 51-70, and R, McKitterick, pp. 385—400. Sec also R. McKitterick, “Charles the
Bald (823-877) and His Library: The Patronage of Learning,™ English Historieal Review
95 (fanuary 1980), pp. 28—47.

37 On Hinemar see J. Devisse, Hinomar: Archevéque de Reims 845~882, 2 vols. {Geneva: Drog,
1975), and P. R, McKeon, Hincmar of Laon and Carolingian Politics {Champaign: University
of illineis Press, 1g58). Hincmar had been brought up in thé abbey of Saint-Denis and
had been educated by Hilduin. He had spent time at Louis the Pious’s court in Aachen
during the 830s and was consecrated bishop of Rheims in 845. He wrote a number of
important treatises on the nature of kingship (De ordine palatii and De regia persona). He
did not always support Charles — as, for cxample, in the question of the appointment to
the sce of Bourges, where Charles supported Wulfad against Hincmar,

32 See R. McKitterick, The Frankish Kingdoms under the Carolingians (London: Longman, 1983).
p. 181,
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ornaments. Many illuminated manuscripts, richly decorated, were
produced and often dedicated to him. There may in fact have been
a court school of manuscript illumination, which was responsible
for the richly decorated Codex aureus, for example, or the Com-
piegne Antiphonary (Bibl. Nat. lat. 17436} or the Gospel of Charles
the Bald (BibL Nat. Jat. 323).

Charles is frequently depicted in these manuscripts: For example,
in the Psalter (Bibl. Nat. lat. 1152) he is compared to Theodosius;
in the Codex aureus he is depicted enthroned;** and a work of the
Tours school shows him being presented with a Bible.** The Codex
aureus contains portraits of the four evangelists, Charles, and a painting
of the adoration of the Lamb. Some of the portraits contain timuli
which were excerpted from verses originally attributed to Alcuin.
There is a partial copy of these verses in a Paris manuscript (BiblL.
Nat. lat. 5577} which Jeauneau has examined. He has concluded that
these verses were squeezed onto a manuscript containing Alcuinian
texts but that the verses themselves are not by Alcuin. Jeauncau
believes some of the verses show a similarity with John Eriugena’s
Carmina and might even have been written by him, showing a con-
nection between Eriugena as court scholar and the most important
illuminated manuscript of the Carolingian period.

One of the most beautiful illuminations of the period is of a sec-
ular work — the De institutione arithmeticae of Boethius — which was
decorated with silver and gold. Eriugena’s poems actually celebrate
this new golden age. One poem, Aulae sidereae, refers to a church
Charles built in honour of Mary. This church has been identified
as Saint Mary’s at Compiégne, and the occasion is thought to have
been the dedication of the church on § May 877. This church may
have been modelled on one Charlemagne built earlier at Aachen,
and it perhaps marked Charles the Bald’s accession as emperor of
the Holy Roman Empire.

The uncertain political climate hardly offered the best conditions
for the pursuit of scholarship. To complicate matters, Charles ruled
from a peripatetic court, which travelled across mainly the Isle-de-

33 On the Codex Aureus see the beautiful cdition by G. Leidinger, Der Codex Aurens (Munich:
Hugo Schmidt Verag, 1921-5), and the study by P. Dutton and E. Jeauncau, “The Verses
of the Codex Aurens of St. Emmeram,” Studi Medievali, ser. 32, 24 (1983), pp. 75-120.
Charles’s portrait appears on § verso, the Adoration on 6 recto. | am grateful to the
Beinecke Rare Book Library at Yale for allowing me to see their copy of Leidinger.

34 See H. Kessler, The Illustrated Bibles from Touwrs (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1937).
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France region, stopping at various monasteries and settlements, de-
pending on the time of year. Centres visited by the court include
Compiegne, Quierzy, and Rheims.** In later years he is thought to
have settled chiefly at Compiégne.®

Given the conditions of this travelling court, it is difficult to speak
of a palace school, meaning an institution such as Charlemagne had
at Aachen. Nevertheless there are several references to such an in-
stitution, chiefly, Heiric of Auxerre’s remark (in the preface to his
Vita Sancti Germani) that Charles’s palatium deserved the name scola
because of its scholarly as well as military discipline.” There is no
evidence of the site of this school, however.

Many scholars have suggested that the site of the palace school
was at Laon, a fortified settlement on a hill near Quierzy, which
maintained a high renown in scholarship and learning throughout
the ninth and tenth centuries. John Contreni has pointed out that
the importance of Laon was a function of its proximity to the Car-
olingian court, as well as of the involvement in politics of Laon’s
bishops, men such as Pardulus (consecrated bishop in 848) and
Hincmar of Laon. Hincmar (c. 835-877), a nephew of Hincmar of
Rheims, became bishop of Laon in 858 and supported Charles the
Bald against Louis the German’s invasion that year. He amassed a
large fortune for himself, however, and was deposed in 871. He
sided with Charles’s son Carloman in a revolt against Charles and
was imprisoned in 873.%° Laon had both a cathedral and a chapel,

35 R McKitterick, “The Palace School of Charles the Bald,” in Gibson and Nelson, Charles
the Bald, pp. 385—400. See the important study of C. Bruhl, Fodrum, gistum, servitum regis:
Studien v den wirtschafilichen Grundlagen des Kénigstums im Frankenyeich und in den Jrdnkischen
Nachfolgestaaten Deutschiand, Frankreich und ltalien, von 6 bis zur Mitte des 14 Jakrhunderts
‘(C_:ologx_u:: Bachlau Verlag, 1968), pp. 39-48, which gives detailed maps of Charles’s
itineraries.

36 On the importance of Compiégne see P. Riché, “Les Représentations du palais dans les
textes littéraires du haut moyen ige,” Francia 4 {1976), pp. 161—71. On the poem of
Eriugena see M. Foussard, “Aulae sidereae. Vers de Jean Scot an roi Chardes,” Cahiers
Archéologiques 21 (197%), pp. 78-88; and Y. Christe, “Saint-Maric de Compiégne et le
temple d*Hézéchiel,” in Roques, jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 477-81.

37 Hrabanus Maurus had written extolling the virtues of military training o Lothair IT in
his De anima; see Delhaye, Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, p. 45; on Helric's ref-
erence to the palace see McKitterick, “The Palace School of Charles the Bald,” p. 385.
Heiric refers to Charles as a wise Solomon.

38 See the brilliant study by J. J. Contreni, The Cathedral School of Laon from 850 1o g30: lts
Manuscripts and Masters (Munich: Arbeo-Gesellschaft, 1978), and S. Martinet, “Aspect de
la ville de Laon sous Charles le Chauve,” in Roques, Jean Scof Erigéne, pp. 23-36. On
the town's library, see . Contreni, “The Formation of Laon’s Cathedral Library in the
Ninth Century,” Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 13 (1972). pp. ¢19-3¢. On Hincmar of Laon,
sec McKitterick, The Frankish Kingdoms, p. 18¢.
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an important library and scriptorium, and connections with other
monasteries — notably Auxerre. It was also noted for its large “Irish
colony.” Charles the Bald had presided over the installation of
Pardulus as bishop there in 848. According to Edouard Jeauneau,
Laon had something of a reputation for Greek studies, which was
also fashionable at the royal court.*® Some of Eriugena’s pocms use
Greek words to refer to the king — basileus (Baow\els), archos (Gpx6s),
kurios (kaprog). Laon, then, was one of the intellectual centres of
Charles’s kingdom, and it was certainly one of the places where
Eriugena wrote and taught, although it is not in face possible to
make the identification between the so-called palace school and the
cathedral school at Laon because concrete evidence is lacking. But
it is helpful to us to have some idea of the physical setting, hlstorzcal
background, and social context from which the major phllosophzcal
work of Eriugena emerged.

It 1s clear that Eriugena spent time at the court, but he 15 also
listed as one of the masters of the cathedral school of Laon. After
him there stretched a line of masters of the school, who may be
seen as students and perhaps followers of Scottus’s — beginning with
his contemporary and fellow-Irishman Martin Hiberniensis (19—
75), a liberal arts teacher who commented on the Annotationes of
Martianus and left behind a compilation of Greek and Latin terms
which drew on Erugena’s work,* and including Manno (bom 843).
The last master was Adelelm in the tenth century. These masters
were scriptural experts, but they were also all liberal arts teachers
who relied heavily on the liberal arts handbook written by Marti-
anus Capella.

Evidence of the reading resources of these Carolingians comes to
us in the form of a number of book lists. The evidence of Charles

39 See ). Contreni, “The frish ‘Coleny’ at Laon during the time of John Scottus,” in Roqucs,
Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 59-68, and B. Bischoff, “Irische Schreiber im Karolingsreich,” ibid.,
pp. 47-58.

40 E. Jeauncau, “Jean Scot Erigéne et le grec,” Archivium Latinitatis Medii Aevi, Bulletin dy
Cange 41 {1979}, pp. 5—5¢. On the school at Laon see Jeauncau, “Les Ecoles de Laon et
d’Auxerre au IXe siécle,” in La Scuola nell’Occident Latino dell’alte Mediocvo, Scttimanc di
studio del Centro italiano di studi sull'alto medioevo, vol. 19 (Spoleto: Presso la sede del
Centro, 1972), pPp. 495-522.

41 On Martin, se¢ ). Contreni, “John Scottus, Martin Hiberniensis, the Liberal Arts and
Teaching,” in M, Herren (ed.), Insslar Latin Studics. Papers on Latin Texts and Manuscripts
of the British Isles: gs0-1066 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 19081), pp.
23-44. Also Contreni, The Cathedral School at Laon, pp. 95-134.
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the Bald’s own library would suggest that he did not use it as a
school library, as it lacks manuals and handbooks. Charles’s li-
brary contains Einhard’s Life of Charlemagne, Lupus of Ferridres’s
De tribus quaestionibus, Hincmar on the soul, and Ratramnus and
Paschasius Radbertus on the Eucharist, as well as some works of
Augustine. Presumably it also contained the manuscript of Dion-
ysius (now at Paris) from which Eriugena made his translation.

Wulfad, a companion of Eriugena’s to whom the Periphyseon is
dedicated, was an abbot of Saint-Medard at Soissons and later be-
came archbishop of Bourges in 866. His library, the list of which
1s extant, gives a good picture of the reading resources of Charles’s
scholars.® This short list contains works by Bede, Isidore, Am-
brose, Jerome, and others and is a fairly typical guide to the intel-
lectual resources of the age. It also contains, however, several ref-
erences to Eriugenian works, namely, his translations of Maximus
and “Libri Periphyseon L.1,” which may mean Wulfad possessed two
coples of the book or two of the five books which make up the
dialogue.

As we have seen, Charles was an energetic monarch. He was also
an intellectual and displayed considerable interest in the theological
disputes of his time. He commissioned a martyrology from Usuard
of Saint-German-des-Prés in 865, and was presented with Heiric’s
life of Saint Germanus. As has already been mentioned with ref-
erence to Fredegisus, there was a long-standing debate on the nature
of the soul, its relation to other souls and the world soul, and the
time of its initial connection with the body. Augustine had raised
all of these questions in De quantitate animae, Chapter xxxii, in De
libero arbitrio, Book 111, and elsewhere in his voluminous writings.
In De guantitate animae xxx1.69, Augustine had put forward three
hypotheses: that all souls are one, that all souls are individuals, or
that all souls are both one and many. Augustine could not satisfac~
torily resolve the issue. Alcuin had touched on the problem in his
De animae ratione but left it undecided. Hinemar, one of the most
powerful prelates of Charles the Bald’s time, also wrote a De ratione

42 McKitterick, “Charles the Bald (823-877) and His Library,” pp. 28-47.

43 On Wulfad, sec J. Marenbon, “Waulfad, john Scottus Eriugena and Charles the Bald,™
Gibson and Neison, Charles the Bald, pp. 375- 83. On Wulfad's book-list see M. pr-
puyns, “Les Bibli vulfadi et Jean Scot Erigéne,” Recherches de théologic ancienne et médidvale
33 (1966), pp. 137-9.
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animae, and the Saxon monk Gottschalk made important remarks
on the problem in his De diversis quaestionibus. All of these contri-
butions interested Charles. But the most famous of all is the dis-
cussion by Ratramnus of Corbie in his Liber de anima, which was
roughly contemporaneous with the Periphyseon.**

Ratramnus had already written several theological works either
commissioned by or dedicated to Charles, among them the De cor-
pore et sanguine Domini (PL CXXI.126—170) 1n 843, and a De prae-
destinatione (PL CXXI.12-80} in 849~50,% which displayed his con-
siderable powers as a polemicist. But it was on the question of the
nature of the soul that he made a significant philosophical contri-
bution. Ratramnus wrote two treatises on the soul, the first a short
tract entitled De anima, written in 853. Ratramnus was interested in
exploring the relationship of the soul, which is incorporeal, to space,
which encloses corporeal bodies, using citations from the authori-
ties, chiefly Augustine. The first tract did little more than assemble
a number of traditional texts and demonstrate that the opinion that
the soul is corporeal holds no weight with the great authorities.

Ratramnus's second De anima, written in 863, is 2 much more
substantial work on the relation between individual souls and the
world soul, written at the request of Odo, bishop of Beauvais. Odo
wanted Ratramnus to reply to a work of a monk at Fleury, a dis-
ciple of the Irish monk Macarius, who had argued for the existence
of a world soul, using Augustine’s De quantitate animae. Ratramnus
opposes this view and argues that the universal soul is only an ab-
straction, since umiversals are themselves merely concepts in the mind.
The debate therefore was not just about the soul but initiated the
debate on universals which was to reach a climax in the twelfth
century. Ratramnus held that universals, species, and genera did not
exist in things themselves (in rebus), unlike Macarius or indeed Er-
iugena, for whom species and genera were more real than atoma

44 On Ratramnus, see J.-P. Bouhot, Raframne de Corbie: Histoire littéraire et controverses doc-
trinales (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1976); P. Delhave, Une Ceontroverse sur Pdme uni-
verselle an I Xe sidcle (Namur: Centre d"Etudes Médiévales, 1950); D. C. Lambot, Ratramse
de Corbie: Liber de anima ad Odonem Bellovacensern (Namur: Godenne 1952), and A. Wil-
mart, “L’Opuscule de Ratramne sur la natore de 'dme,” Revue Bénédictine 43 {1931), pp.
207-33.

45 On predestination sce Bouhot, Ratramne de Corbie, pp. 35-4:1, and M. Cappuyns, Jean
Seot Erigéne: Sa vie, son oeuvre, sa penséc {Louvain: Abbaye de Mont César, 1933), pp.
11o—-11. The debate on predestination was one of the most important theological contro-
versies of the ninth century and involved not only theologians: Charles the Bald himself
tock an active interest in the dispute.
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[&rope) or individuals. For Ratramnus the only true substances are
mdividuals. It is false to say all men are one man and to say that
ll souls are one soul. To explain his point, Ratramnus makes use
f Boethius’s Contra Eutychen et Nestorium, noting that the monk of
Fleury 1s misinterpreting this text. Ratramnus notes that the monk
uses an argument from Boethius which states that whatever is the
ubject of predication is a substance, including “nothing” (nihil),
ince even “nothing” must signify something (aliguid). Ratramnus
grees but makes a distinction between substantia and natura, and
lIso, following Boethius, between substantia and subsistentia (Eri-
1gena appears to use these terms indiscriminately). Every predica-
lon involves a nature, Ratramnus argues, but not every nature is a
ubstance. Furthermore, the individual things are substances but
enera and species are more truly called subsistentia.*®
- This work seems to have brought to an end a controversy over
the soul which had raged since Alcuin’s time, and it marks a new
and higher stage of intellectual debate. The influence of Boethius’s
careful grammatical approach to theology is evident as is a new
rationalism.
- Carolingians (from Alcuin and Hrabanus to Hincmar and Ra-
tramnus) were fascinated by the psychology and anthropology of
uman nature, developing scriptural comments on man’s image and
keness to God, with the aid of Saint Augustine’s writings. Indeed,
¢ shall see that Eriugena brings this interest in psychology to a
ew philosophical peak with his complex theory of the levels of the
uman mind, its self-knowledge, and its fundamental indivisibility
and incorporeality. _
- Eriugena has rarely been mentioned in connection with this con-
oversy on the soul, although in the tenth century another of Ra-
ramnus’s works on the Eucharist, the De corpore et sanguine Domini,
irculated under the name of John Scottus and played a significant
ole in the controversy surrounding Berengar of Tours: It was con-
emned at the Council of Vercelli in 1050.%

The Eucharist controversy in the time of Charles the Bald had

6 Sce Lambot (ed.), Ratramne de Corbie, pp. 52—67. Eriugena develops another word to
render the Greek idea of underlying subsistence - Substitutio — which has the sense of
bringing into being, and hence, of creation; see De pracd. 386b, Periphyseon 11.550b, 1V, 7722.
7 Sce Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 86-¢1; R. Heurtevent, Durand de Troarn cf les origines
de Uhérécie bérengarienne (Paris: Beauchesne, 1912), pp. 253~67. Sec also Bouhot, Ratramnic
de Corbie, pp. 135~7, and jean de Montclos, Lanfranc et Bérenger: La Controverse eucharis-
tigue du Xle siécle {Louvain: Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 1g71).
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been initiated by Paschasius Radbertus, abbot of Corbie (d. 860),
with his De corpore et sanguine Christi. Ratramnus then wrote his
treatise on the subject. Scholars originally assurned that Ratramnus
was replying to Radbertus, but more recently Bouhot has argued
that the works were written independently.* In answer to Charles’s
inquiry as to whether the body of Christ was present in the Eu-
charist in truth or in mystery (veritas or mysterium),*? that is, sym-
bolically, Ratramnus argues for a spiritualist position. The body of
Christ is present spiritually not physically, but although it is thus
present in figura, this does not mean it is not present in truth (ver-
itas}. Ratramnus thus prefers the word figura to Charles’s mysterium,
because figura suggests that while the truth is revealed to humans,
it is also veiled in a certain way. Ratramnus further distinguishes
between Christ’s historical body and his Eucharistic presence. Eri-
ugena will later follow a similar “spiritualist” position in his Hom-
ily, as does Gottschalk. Like Ratramnus, Eriugena argued that the
Eucharist was a symbol, and as he says i his Commentarius in Evan-
gelium _Johannis 1.xxx1.311b, we consume Christ in the Eucharist mente
non dente. As a matter of fact, the Carolingians were here relying
on texts in Saint Augustine, for example, his In lohannis Evangelium
tract xxvi.12 (PL XXXV. 1612 CCSL XXXV, p. 266) or his En-
arrationes in Psalmos (PL XXXV 1265 and CCSL XXXIX, p. 1386),
and this position was not considered unorthodox unul much later.

Other theological controversies of the time, which have 2 bearing
on the philosophy of John Scottus Eriugena and in which Charles
took an interest, include the argument on the nature of hell, which
Eriugena discussed in the De praedestinatione and in Book V of the
DPeriphyseon, arguing against the idea of hell as a particular place (rather
it is the experience of the absence of God), and the problem of the

48 Bouhot, Ratramnic de Corbie, pp. 77-88.

49 Bouhot, ibid., pp. 147-53. The term mysterium as used by Charles seemed to imply that
Christ’s presence was secret, hidden, and could net be grasped by the human mind. Ra-
tramnus sets out to give exact definitions to the meanings of the words figura and mys-
teritmr. He sees the divine presence as revealed in the Eucharist but in a veiled manner
{ figura est obumbratio quacdarm, quibusdam uelaminibus quod intendit ostendens; PL CXXI.130).
The idea of truth appearing in a figure, which reveals and obscurcs at the same time, is
at the centre of Eriugenz’s concept of theophania. Ratramnus contrasts truths revealed in
a figura with truths which are revealed purely, openly, and bare, c.g. the virgin birth,
crucifixion, and death of Christ {PL CXXIL.130}. On Eriugena’s usc of the terms sacra-
mentum and symbolum sce E. Jeauneau, appendix I1E of Jean Scot: Commentaive sur 'Evangile
de Jean, 180 (Paris: CERF, 1972), pp. 367—402. Sce also P. Dronke, Fabula: Explerations
into the Uses of Myth in Medicval Platonism (Leiden: Brill, 1974).
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rision of God.5® This latter problem arose from the attempt to in-
“terpret Augustine’s De civitate Dei xxil.29 and his Epistola ad Itali-
‘cam, in which the question of the possibility of seeing God with the
“corporeal eyes is discussed. Many Latin writers held that the elect
- will see God with their actual physical eyes, after the general res-
~urrection of the dead, whereas the Greek authors denied that hu-
" mans will ever be able to see God as He is. The problem was argued
in Germany, where De videndo Dewm, thought to be by Hrabanus
- Maurus, was produced. Gottschalk became involved in the debate
* while imprisoned in Hautvillers and wrote letters to Lupus and to
“Ratramnus on the subject, arguing that our physical eyes will be
transmuted into spiritual eyes. This attracted the attention of Hinc-
~mar. Whether or not John Scottus wrote his own De visione Dei
“{there are references to such a work in library entries), he certainly
- contributed to the debate by introducing the Greek view of the bea-
- tific vision in the Periphyseon (I.447b) where he argued that no-one
“-can see God as He is. Augustine, on the other hand, did not believe
" that humans would be satisfied with less than a full vision of God,
- although he was unable to explain how that vision of God took
place. He specifically denied that we will see only an aspect or ap-
- parition of God. For Eriugena, God is seen only in His theophanies,
- which is the true meaning of ““face to face” in the Pauline words (x
" Corinthians 13.12). In other words, neither with corporeal nor spir-
itual eyes will man be able to see God as He is; man will only be
able to see manifestations of God. This argument continued on in
* the thirteenth century and was referred to in the Condemnation of

1277.

- In summary, then, the Carolingian era was a period of intellectual
- revival which produced a number of significant scholars interested
~in the classics and in Augustine, and capable of independent intel-
lectnal comment. It is also noteworthy that the Carclingian intel-
lectuals all seem to have known and interacted with one another,
as is evident by their letters and tracts. In terms of the raging
theological disputes, Eriugena had opinions relating to the subject-
~ matter in all of these debates, but he offered his views mainly in

56 On the vision of Ged, sce M. Cappuyns, “Note sur ic probléme de la vision Léatifique
an IXe sidcle,” Recherches de théolegie ancienne et médiévale 1 {1919}, pp. 98~107. See also
Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 94—6.
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the context of his own summa theologica, the dialogue Periphyseon.
He seems to have intervened directly in only one dispute — the dis-
pute on predestination — and it is this which marks his first ap-
pearance in the extant historical record. Before discussing Eriuge-
na’s life and writings, we must first examine the dispute which
catapulted him onto the world stage. Eriugena, however, was not
a polemicist, and after he wrote his De praedestinatione he appears to
have taken no further interest in the matter.

THE PREDESTINATION DEBATE

L At the time of the beginning of the predestination controversy, in
- the 840s, Erlugena was a teacher of the liberal arts at Charles’s court.
“We can infer this from a letter written around 851~2 by Bishop
‘Pardulus of Laon to the church at Lyon. Pardulus mentions Eri-

ugena in the letter as scotum illum qui est in palatio regis, Joannem nom-

“ine,” and says that John was requested to write a work clarifying
‘the problem after the views of a number of people (including Lupus
~of Ferriéres, Hrabanus Maurus, Prudentius, Amalarius, and Ra-
“tramnus) regarding Gottschalk’s tract had been solicited. In fact, Ra-
tramnus was a friend of Gottschalk’s, as was Lupus. So it is not
surprising that their answers were unsatisfactory and that Pardulus
-and Hincmar searched elsewhere for a champion to oppose Gott-
‘schalk. This letter represents the first recorded mention of Eriugena.

Gottschalk (8o5—68) was a Saxon monk of noble birth and re-

- bellious spirit who had studied with the brilliant but eclectic Hra-
- banus Maurus at the monastery of Fulda into which he had been

given as an oblate by his father, before managing to be transferred

“to Orbais and later to Corbie.” Gottschalk left the monastery with-
out permission, and his extensive travels included a visit to Rome,

1 This letter, now lost, is cited in Prudentius’s De fribus epistelis liber (PL CXXI. zo52a).
The text and translation are given in M. Brennan, “Materials for the Biography of Jo-
hannes Scottus Eringena,” Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 27 (x986), pp. 41360, cspecially p.
427,
On Gottschalk, see Jean Jolivet, Godescale d'Orbais of la Trinité, (Paris: Vrin, 1958}, and
“L’Enjeu de la grammaire pour Godescale,” in R. Roques (ed.), Jeen Scot Erigéne of "his-
toire de la philosophie (Paris: CNRS, 1977), pp. 79-88; D. C. Lambot (ed.), Ocuvres théologiques
et grammaticales de Godescale d’Orbais (Louvain: Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 1g45). E.
_ Acgerter, “Gotrschalk et le probléme de la prédestination au [Xe sidcle,” Revue de Phistoire
des religions 116 (1937}, pp. 186—233. Gourschalk had been placed in the monastery of Fulda
as an oblate by his father. At that time the abbot was Eigil. In 829 his petition to leave
was refused and he was allowed to change monasterics instead by the new abbot, Hra-
barus Maurus, who followed his subsequent career with concern. Gotischalk went to
Orbais, where he began the intensive study of the Church fathers, especially Augustine.
His patron was Bishop Ebbo, a Jongtime rival of Hinemar’s.

[N
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where he taught his view of predestination at the court of Count
Eberhard of Friuli {(who was connected by marriage with Charles
the Bald) in 845-6. He returned to a fierce controversy in France.®
As early as 840, Hrabanus had attacked Gottschalk for his views on
predestination (PL CXIE 1530—53), and had written to Eberhard de-
nouncing him. Hrabanus challenged Gottschalk at a council in Mainz
in 848, and Gottschalk was condemned. Hrabanus wrote to Hinc-
mar the same year, asking that he imprison Gottschalk, since Gott-
schalk was a priest of the diocese of Soissons and therefore under
Hincmar’s jurisdiction.® Hincmar delayed until 849, when Gott-
schalk was again condemned at Quierzy, by a a synod presided over
by the young King Charles, and his writings burned.® Gottschalk
was whipped, imprisoned, and ordered to keep perpetual silence on
religious matters.

Gottschalk, however, had powerful friends including Bishop Ebbo
and, while confined at Hautvillers, he continued his theological en-
deavours and seemed to have had a fair measure of liberty. At this
time Gottschatk became involved in 2 controversy on the vision of
God, commenting possibly on Saint Augustine’s De civitate Dei
XXH.29 or else on the Epistola ad Italicam on whether God will be
seen with the corporeal eyes. Gottschalk wrote to Ratramnus setting
out his view that the physical eyes will be spiritually transformed,
a position with which Eriugena would later agree. (Eriugena com-
ments on Augustine’s De civitate Dei XXI1.29 at Periphyseon 1.447b.)

Hincmar was disturbed by his writings and consulted other bish-
ops, notably Prudentius of Troyes, whose reply in late 849 sup-
porting Gottschalk gave Hincmar further cause for concern. In his
Epistola ad Hincmarum et Pavdulum (PL CXV.g71—1010), Prudentius
argued that Augustine did actually teach a double predestination.
Furthermore, Lupus of Ferriéres, a former student with Gottschalk

3 Sec D. Ganz, “The Debate on Predestination,” in M. Gibson and J. Nelson (eds.), Charles
the Beld: Court and Kingdom {Oxford: BAR, 1¢81), pp. 353-73. Acgerter gives slightly
later dates for his pilgrimage to Rome and sojourn at Eberhard’s court. J. Devisse i his
monumental study, Hisemar: Archevéque de Reims 845882 (Geneva: Droz, 1975}, gives a
detailed account of the controversy. See also H. Licbeschiitz, “A Philosopher’s Reinter~
pretation of Augustine,” in A. H. Armserong {cd.), The Cambridge History of Late Greek
and Early Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp. 570~
86; and G. Schrimpf, Das Werk des Johannes Scottus Eriugena in Ralunen des Wissenschafi-
verstindnisse sciner Zeit (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1982), pp. 72-108.

4 Acgerter, “Gotischalk ct l¢ probléme de Ja prédestination au IXe sitcle,” p. 197.

s Ibid., p. 199 .
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“at Fulda, also sided with Gottschalk’s interpretation of Augustine.
In 830 Lupus wrote his Liber de tribus quaestionibus, and the influ-
~ential Ratramnus of Corbie assembled a selection of quotations from
~ Augustine which he sent to Gottschalk for his use and wrote his
“own work on predestination. Florus, a humanist and the powerful
bishop of Lyon, also supported Gottschalk and made use of Cicero’s
~arguments concerning free-will (which are also cited in Augustine’s
" De civitate Dei); Hincmar attacked Gottschalk in his pastoral Ad sim-
-plices, making use of Alcuin and Hrabanus as authorities. He sought
to warn his flock of the heresy of the monk of Orbais, and argued
there was only a single predestination — that of the just, which de-
~pends on God’s grace. Feeling threatened, he decided to bring m
expert advice. Pardulus of Laon, Hincmar’s loyal friend, or possibly
. Charles himself recommended John Scottus, the dialectician, and
the result was Scottus’s work, De divina pr'aedestinatione,{’ written
around 850—~1. This work, however, was not altogether pleasing to
Hincmar because, although it attacked Gottschalk in the most vi-
dous terms, its extreme interpretation of Augustine was itself he-
retical and contrary to traditional Christan teaching as far as Hinc-
mar was concerned.

The roots of the predestination controversy go back to Augus-
tine’s De libero arbitrio (A.D. 395), his quarrel with the Donatists, and
his attack on Pelagius (who was himself called Irish — Scottus).” There
is no doubt that Augustine’s views were coloured by his fierce op-
position to the Pelagians and that he tended to overemphasise the
total human dependence on God’s grace, thus supporting the view
that we arc predestined by God and are not frec to act otherwise.
In De libero arbitrio 1l.xx.34 (CCSL XXIX, pp. 272—3) Augustine

6 The text edited by H. J. Floss, Joamnis Scoti opera quae supersunt omnia, is in ].-P. Migne,
Patrologia Lating CXXII (Paris, 1853), 355~439. The critical edition is G. Madec {ed.),
Iohannis Séotti De divina praedesiinatione, CCCM, Series Latina L (Turnbolti: Brepols, 1978).
See also 1.-P. Bouhot, “Le¢ De divina praedestinatione de Jean Scot,” Rewse des Etr{des Au-
gustinieanes 25 (1979), pp. 256-63. A trausiation by Mary Brennan _is in preparation.
Aegerter, “Gottschalk et le probléme de la prédestination au [Xe siecle,” pp. 192ff. Pe-
lagius was possibly British, but bis theological commentaries wese always popular atnong
Trish scriptural excgetes, who even cited him by name along with Augustine, abviously
unconcerned about his reputation as a heretic. See ]. F. Kelly, “Pelagius, Pelagianism and
the Early Christian Irish,” Mediaevalia 4 (1978), pp. §9-124. Eriugena was accused of
having produced rubbish, pultes scottorum, by the Coundil at ‘Va]encc in 855, recalling
Jerome’s jeer against Pelagiuns. See alsa Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erxgéne‘, pp. 1oz-27. For the
discussion in Augusting, sce Sancti Aurclii Augustini Gpera 112, CCSL 29 (Turnholu: Bre-
pols, 1970), for the text of De libero arbitrio.
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had argued that human will can choose either higher or lower things.
Owing, however, to the weakness of fallen nature, it generally tends
towards lower things, that is, towards the pleasures of the body
rather than the goods of the soul. Augustine in De libero arbitrio
HLir (CCSL XXIX, p. 274) is unsure whether this tendency to-
wards lower things is natural, like a stone falling, and hence inev-
itable, or whether it is voluntary. He argues that it is both - our
characters form in such a way that following pleasure becomes nat-
ural, even though it is voluntary. In later writings, Augustine in-
troduces divine grace as an aid to the free-will to choose the good.
However, gradually he moved to the more extreme positon that
human beings were totally dependent on divine grace for every ac-
tion and decision. In this sense, some are predestined by God’s will
to be saved, others are predestined to be damned. The individual
cannot save himself, since his nature is essentially flawed (due, ul-
timately, to its ex nihilo origin). Augustine’s remarks are complex
and varied, and the ninth-century interpretations reflect this. Gott-
schalk presents his views simply as an explication of the African
father. He argues that predestination is in fact twofold: It is a gemina
praedestinatio, borrowing a phrase found in the authoritative Senten-
tiae of Isidore allowing for predestination ad vitam and ad mortem.®
This means that God’s mind or will, which is unchanging, has been
decided since before Creation: Human beings are predestined to either
hell or heaven, and there is nothing they can do to change this.’
Humanity, then, is divided into two groups, civitates: the elect, led
by Chrise, and the damned, led by the Devil. Gottschalk’s case,
based on his careful grammatical method in theology, was bravely
and powerfully stated, and does indeed offer a viable interpretation
of Augustine’s position.

Eriugena’s response is flamboyant. He sees Gottschalk’s position
as stultissima crudelissimaque insania; Gottschalk should be burned in

8 Isidore, Senmtentiae 11.6.x. Erlugena quotes Isidore in De praedestinatione PL CXXIL366d.
For Isidore’s text sce F. Arevalo (ed.), Sancti Isidori Opera Omnia, in PL 83.606a: “Gemina
cst pracdestinatio, sive electorum ad requiem, sive reproborum ad mortem.”

9 Strictly speaking, according to Gottschalk the damned are not predestined to sin, but only
to punishment because God foresecs their sin. See Aegerter, pp. 1945, Many passages
in Augustine support this view, and Eriugena acknowledged this, though he cited other
texts to the effect that God only foreknows the evil of the wicked and does not predestine
it. See J. M. Rist, “Augustine on Frce Will and Predestination,” fournal of Thevlogical
Studies, n.s. 20, part 2 (166g), pp. 420—47. God does not “will"’ the punishment of the
damned; He lets 1t happen.
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oil and pitch, in oleo atque pice (PL CXXIL.369d), and his misun-
derstanding of the authorities is due to his lack of education in the
liberal arts. Eriugena proceeds to demonstrate, using his own ci-
tations from Augustine, that there is no predestination towards evil,
because in the strictest sense God could not be said to know evil at
all. Eriugena is aware of the novelty of his method' and apologises
i advance to those who think he is being heretical by denying God’s
knowledge in this area. His argument 1s based on the metaphysical
premiss that God is una substantia. Although Eriugena relies heavily
on patristic interpretation and frequently cites Augustine, his method
1s more self-consciously dialectical and rationalistic. Eriugena argues
from a set of propositions, for example, that God is summa essentia
(366b, g14c¢, 416b, etc.), and is the opposite of non-being (363¢);
but evil is non-being, and therefore God does not know evil and
could not predestine people to evil. This self-conscious use of dia~
lectical argumentation (356a, 358a—b) calling on readers to attend to
his argument and not to his style, and inveking the divisions of
dialectic, provoked Prudentius to declare it sophistry (PL CXV.104a—
c}. It is clear that Erlugena’s own intention was to solve the ap-
parent contradictions in Augustine’s own account, thus demonstrat-
ing that his theological skills were more considerable than those of
Gottschalk. Any trace of dualism such as a dual predestination the-
ory is basically in error about God’s nature. God is a substance who
is all good; therefore, He can in no sense be said to be able cven to
entertain the knowledge of evil. God is one, His being 1s His know-
ing, and His knowing is His acting. It is in this sense that God can
be said to predestine — scive hoc est destinare; His knowing causes
things and thus destines them. Since God is good, God’s foreknowl-
edge (praescientia) can only be good in itself, and it does not pre-
destine the human will at all. Furthermore, God’s knowing is eter-
nal and the concept of a “predetermining”™ or “forcknowledge™ in
a temporal sense cannot be attributed to Him. In fact, the only sense
in which we can speak of predestination 1s in the sense that God
must be God. There is no double destination or two destinations
or one divided into two parts, Eriugena says in the Epilogue.
Furthermore, we must realise that we cannot use language liter-

10 Eriugena’s method is fully discussed by Schrimpf in Das Werk des Johannes Scottus Erivgena,
pp. 84-100. Sce also Madec, “L’Augustinisme de Jean Scot dans le De praedestinatione,”
in Roques, Jean Scor Erigine, pp. 183~qo.
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ally when we speak of God because He 1s incorporeal and corporeal
signs cannot adequately express His nature, which is best referred
to by the single word esse (3g0c). God is existence; evil, by contrast,
does not exist (394¢). There is no death of the soul, as Eriugena
alleges that Gottschalk was teaching; God does not predestine any-
one to death, since God is life, and the source of life in 2ll living
things. ,

Eriugena makes a further careful distinction between human na-
ture before the Fall, which possesses true voluntas, and the imperfect
fallen arbitrium, which sometimes chooses evil {378—82), using quo-
tations from Augustine’s De libero arbitrio. Augustine frequently dis-
tinguishes between the spiritual hiberty (libertas) of the blessed, and
the free choice {liberum arbitrium) of the present human condition.
When the imperfect judgment chooses sin, it consigns itself to dark-
ness, and the punishment for sin is nothing other than the sin itself.
No nature, for Eriugena, has the power to punish another nature.
Punmishment is simply the absence of beatitude, and the sinful soul
remains trapped after death in the region of fire, the fourth clement
of the material world. The good soul also dwells in this realm, but
it does not feel the fire as painful, because to the healthy eve the
sun is cheerful whereas to the unhealthy eye it is dazzling and painful.

In this whole treatise Eriugena deals very much with the themes
which preoccupied the Carolingian philosophers, and sees himself
as merely interpreting the words of Augustine, whom he acknowl-
edges as a master of the arts. ‘But there are quite a number of re-
markable and unusual features in Eriugena’s tract, worth noting at
this point. First of all, his argument is based on careful metaphysical
and dialectical reasoning about the nature of God, good and evil.
Second, he argues that the superiority of his own position is based
on his more thorough understanding of the liberal arts, which gives
him a better basis for the correct interpretation of the authorities.
Third, Eriugena’s position offers an assessment of the human place
in the universe, seeing this world as an opportunity given to human
nature to perfect itself. Eriugena’s vision is extremely optimistic: Sal-
vation is available to all. Even if our flawed moral judgment fails
us grace is available. Furthermore, Eriugena’s God does not merely
not know evil, He did not create hell. Human sinfulness is respon-
sible for creating its own hell. In all this Eriugena shows himself to
be not only a skilful dialectician but also a learned and subtle ex-
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positor of Augustine. The view of the relation between religion and
philosophy is Augustinian. There are also traces of Origen 1n his
work, and a reference to Gregory of Nyssa shows that Eriugena
had already, by this stage, some famuliarity with Greek theology.
Hincmar was unhappy with this intervention on his behalf and
was quick to disown it. Others — Prudentius and Florus — attacked
Eriugena severely. Florus, in his Adversus Joannis Scotti ervoncas def-
initiones [iber {PL CXIX), based his attack solely on excerpts from
Eriugena’s work, which Prudentius had sent him, and he makes
obvious errors, accusing Eriugena of not citing texts from Augus-
tine, for example. Prudentius also calls him a vaniloguus et garrulus
homo (PL CXIX.101), though he was once a friend, and sneers at
him for being held in admiration as an mtellectual (scolasticus et eru-
ditus). Prudentius also attacks Scottus for devising a novel way of
reading the Scriptures, based on the guadrivium of the liberal arts
(PL CXV.1020d). He remarks on his Celtic eloquence (celtica elo-
quentia) in De praedestinatione contra Joannem Scotum (PL CXV.11943),
but says that Eriugena is distinguished by no rank of dignity within
the Church. Prudentius uses scriptural quotations against Eriugena
and argues that human reason is insufficient to understand the world.
Furthermore, history is full of cases of men being punished by God,
which Eriugena had declared impossible, and Prudentius also asserts
the reality of hell. Eriugena was also accused of Pelagianism, al-
though he himself had disowned this position in his tract, and his
works were condemned by Florus, using the old sneer of Jerome
against Pelagius, as pultes Scottorum. (This phrase reappeared in the
two councils which condemned Eriugena in the 850s — first at Va-
lence in 855 and then at Langres in 859.) The dispute raged on through
the 850s with various councils being held. In part, the predestination
issue was a pretext for a political power struggle between Hincmar
and the northern bishops, against Florus and the southern bishops
of Gaul. Quierzy was in the north and Valence in the south, near
Lyon. Savonniéres was neutral ground. Charles the Bald called a
synod at Quierzy in 853; only a few bishops attended, however,
and its declarations were overturned by the Synod of Valence in
January 855. Hincmar wrote a second treatise on predestination at-
tacking Gottschalk as well as Prudentius and Ratramnus. In 839
meetings were held at Langres and at Savonniéres which issued de-
crees explicitly attacking Eriugena, and Hincmar wrote his third
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treatise. Gottschalk continued to be persecuted until his death in
868.

Devisse in his careful study of this controversy claims that Eri-
ugena had no impact at all on his contemporaries because his ar-
guments were so removed from them as to be incomprehensible.™
Florus also complained that, unlike Gottschalk, Eriugena had not
been ordered into silence but instead was being accorded great
honours. :

It 1s from the surviving texts of the predestination debate that we
gain the most testimonia concerning Eriugena, and the overall picture
emerges of a rationalist scholar, well equipped in the liberal arts and
also in Scripture, willing to follow his own mind on the great the-
ological problems of the day.

11 Devisse, Hinomar, vol. 1, pp. 1350-1.

3
ERIUGENA’S LIFE AND EARLY WRITINGS

The predestination controversy marks the first written evidence we
have of Eriugena’s life and activities. We do not know when or
“where he was born, but modern scholarship, beginning with Cap-
“puyns’s monumental study of 1933, has agreed that he was born in

Ireland near the beginning of the ninth century, probably around

- 8oo~810." Eriugena is not mentioned in the Annals of St. Bertin, which
“list events from 830 and were a continuation of the Royal Frankish

Annals, the official record of events in the Carolingian realm. Par-

~dulus’s letter indicates that by the time of the De praedestinatione (c.
- 830—1), Eriugena was already attached to the Carolingian palace and

was well known as a teacher of the arts. He undoubtedly enjoyed
royal favour, because, unlike Gottschalk, he was not persecuted for

" his beliefs, as Florus lamented, and continued to work for Charles
-in the early 860s, as his translations of Dionysius testify.

Aside from what I have said about Irish and Carolingian culture
in general, we have very little evidence of Eriugena’s educational

background and training. We have no evidence of his Irish school-
~ing or of the reasons which brought him to the court of Charles.”

1 The best biography is still M. Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne: Sa vie, son ocuvre, sa prisée
(Louvain: Abbaye de Mont César, 1933). Mary Brennan has asscmbled and translated the
sources for the biography in her “Materials for the Biography of Johannes Scottus Eri-
ugena,” Studi Medievali, ser. 33, 27 {1986), pp. 413-4bo0. Earlier biographies include T.
Christlich, Leben und Lehre des Johannes Scotus Erigena in ifrem Zusammenhang mil des ver-
hergehenden und unter Angabe ihrer Berihrungspunkte mit der neueren Philosephie und Theologic
(Gotha, 1860); J. Huber, Johannes Scotus Erigen: Fin Beitrag zur Geschichte der Philosophic
und Theologie im Mittelalter {Munich, 1861), and O. Hermens, Das Leben des Johannes Sko-
tus Erigena {Jena, 1868), Earlier biographies relied on William of Malmesbury. Stauden-
maier sces Eriugena as a youthful genius like Schelling and thus sets his birth as 828 in
his Johannes Scotus Erigena und die Wissenschafi seiner Zeit, parc 1 {1834; reprint Frankfure,
1966}, p. 127 n. 2.

2 The usual reason given (by William of Malmesbury, for example} for his travel was the
disturbance caused by war in Ireland. The Norse invasions of Ireland began in 795 and
continued 21l through the ninth century. Eriugena, however, never makes any reference
to local cvents.
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Although some have disputed it, we do know that John was Irish,
from the remark of Prudentius that John was sent to France from
Hibernia, that is, Ireland: “You alone, most sagacious of all men,
Ireland sent across to Gaul in order that she might through your
instruction possess knowledge such as none but you could master.”
Contreni has suggested that he was the “Johannes medicus” men-
tioned in a charter of 845, and has further suggested that Eriugena
may have lived for a while in the Rhine valley.* He is associated
with Strasbourg, through a letter he wrote to a Winibertus, thought
to be the abbot of Schiittern Abbey in the diocese of Strasbourg.
There is also a suggestion that he was at Saint-Medard, with his
friend Wulfad, and possibly at Rheims. There is definite evidence
in the form of notes and florilegia that he had Irish scribes and stu-
dents in his circle, or “colony,” as Contreni calls it, and several Irish
word-lists are extant.” Some biblical glosses existing from that circle
which may in fact have been written by John Scottus {they are signed
IOH) contain Irish words and suggest that Eriugena may have had
to explain some of his Latin terms in Irish to his students. These
glosses are names for plants, fish, insects, and so forth, and do not
reveal any philosophical intent. '

We do not know if Ertugena was a priest or monk. Although he
wrote scriptural commentaries and the Vox spiritualis, which is un-

3 PL CXXV.1194a. Sce Mary Brennan, “Materials,” p. 426,

4 J. Contreni, “Masters and Medicine in Northern France during the Reign of Charles the
Bald,” in M. Gibson and J. Nelson {eds.), Charles the Bald: Court and Kingdom (Oxford:
BAR, 1681), pp. 333-50. Contreni suggests Eriugena’s connection with the Rhine valley
in his study, The Cathedral School of Laon from 850 te gjo: Its Manuscripts and Masters
{Munich: Arbeco-Gesellschaft, 1978}, p. 86.

J. J. Conzreni, “The Irish Colony at Laon during the Time of Charles the Bald,” in R.
Roques (ed.), Jean Scot Erigéne et Uhistoive de la philosophie (Paris: CNRS, 1977), pp. 59—
67. There 35 no direct cvidence that Eriugena wrote in Irish, and his prose style shows
few hinks with Hiberno-Latin. See L. Bieler, “Remarks on Eriugena’s Original Latin Prose,”
in]. ]. O'Meara and L. Bicler (eds.), The Mind of Eriugena {Dublin: Irish University Press,
1973), pp. 140-6. Some manuscripts of biblical glosses containing Cild Irish words survive
which are connected with the I[rish colony at Lzon. Some of these glosses are marked
TOH, signifying to some scholars that they were the work of Johannes (= HOH) Scottus.
However, the word-list itself is mainly of everyday items and contains no philosophical
or technical terms. See }. J. Contreni, “The Biblical Glosses of Haimo of Auxerre and
Johannes Scottus Eriugena,” Speculum 51 {1976), pp. 411-34. See also P. O Néll, “The
Old-Irish Words in Erfugena’s Biblical Glosses,” in G.-H. Allard (ed.), fean Scot écrivain
{Meontreal: Institut d’Etudes Médiévales, 1986), pp. 287—¢7. O Néill seems to assume too
readily that TOH is to be identified with Eriugena.

w
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doubtedly a Christmas homily, he is referred to disparagingly by
Prudentius as having no distinguished rank within the Church (PL
CXV.10432). This of course could mean that he did not hold a high
rank in the Church. It is also possible that he became a cleric in later
life. There is some evidence that he had a brother called Aldelmus.

It was not until the twelfth century that accounts of Eriugena’s
life began to be written — chiefly the three separate versions given
by William of Malmesbury in his chronicles, De gestis vegum anglo-
rum and De gestis pontificum anglorum. Here Eriugena is confused with
another John who lived in England at the time of King Alfred. His
time at the Carolingian court is recorded, and he is said to have

-then tired of controversies and returned to England, where he set-

tled at Malmesbury. According to William’s version, Ertugena was
something of a humourist, and two jokes are recorded which -
dicate Eriugena’s cordial relationships with the king. William also
relates how Eriugena met his end. He was stabbed to death by his
pupils in a manner which carned him a martyr status. Most later

~accounts of Eriugena’s life are based on William’s version. Sheldon-

Williams sees no reason for disbelieving William’s account, and it

-1s possible that Eriugena may have spent time in England, but given

the lack of confirming evidence, the account must be treated with

-Caution.

Aulae sidereae, the poem Eriugena wrote to commemorate the

-consecration of Saint Mary’s Church at Compiégne, indicates that
he was still alive m 877, if the identification of the church mentioned

in the poem with Saint Mary’s is accepted.® We therefore know the
rough dates of Eriugena’s life. But he is most properly remembered
by his writings, the carliest of which are the De praedestinatione and
the Annotationes in Marcianum, to the second of which we will now
turn.

Eringena had a reputation at the court as a grammaticus or liberal
arts teacher. There exist references to his learned commentaries on
the De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii of the late Latin writer Marti-
anus Capella, and Cora Lutz and others have thought that they have

6 Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 234—0, has argued against the identification; he believes
the poem may be referring to the church at Rheirs built in 862. Cappuyns believes -
ingena died around 8jye.
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identified these manuscripts.” One manuscript now at Oxford, but
originating from Metz, is believed by Liebeschiitz to illustrate a phase
of Eriugena’s career, which predates the De praedestinatione contro-
versy; whereas he believes the other manuscript, at Paris (Bibl. Nat.
lat. 12960), the basis of Lutz’s edition, to be later. According to
Liebeschiitz the Oxford glosses are more characteristically Eriugen-
ian than those printed by Lutz in her edition, and correspond to
Eriugena’s views as reported by Prudentius.®

Neither Leonardi nor Schrimpf accepts Liebeschiitz’s hypothesis
of two versions, an carlier and a later. They suggest that Eriugena
never composed a formal “commentary” as such, but that he wrote
glosses in the margins and between the lines of a copy of Marti-
anus’s work. These glosses, it is theorised, were then copied out
again, by different copyists who emphasised different aspects of the
works, the result being the two manuscripts we now know. To

7 Cora Lutz has edited one manuscript — the Paris MS 12960 {which also contains the com-
mentaries of Remigius and the Pseudo-Dunchad) - in her lokannis Scotti Annotationes in
Marcianum (Cambridge, Mass.: Medieval Academy of America, 1939). This edition has
been criticised on various counts including that of containing non-Eriugenian glosses. In
fact, Rand thinks only Books 1 and I are Eriugena’s own work. Sce E. K. Rand, “How
Much of the Annotationes in Marcianum Is the Work of John the Scot?” Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 71 (1940), pp. 501—23. Sec also L. La-
bowsky, “A New Version of Scotus Eriugena’s Commentary on Martianus Capella,”
Medieval and Renaissance Studies 1 (1943), pp. 187—93; FL. Licbeschiitz, “Zur Geschichte
der Erklirung des Martianus Capella bei Eriugena,”™ Philologus 104 {1960), pp. 127-37;
C. Leonardi, “Glosse eriugeniane a Marziano Capellz in un codice leidense,” in Roques,
Jean Scof Erigéne, pp. 171-82, See also W. H. Stahl, “To a Better Understanding of Mar-
tiznus Capella,” Specnlum a0 (1965), pp. 102—15, and W. H. Stahl, R. Johnson, and E.
L. Burge (eds.), Martianus Capella and the Seven Liberal Arts, vol. 1 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1971), p. 63 n. 41.

H. Licbeschiitz, “The Place of the Martianus Glossae in the Development of Eriugena’s
Thoughe,” in J. J. O’Meara and L. Bicler, The Mind of Eriugena, pp. 49-58, places the
Oxford MS3 in the first half of the 840s, during Eriugena’s grammatical phase. He bascs
this on remarks made by Prudentius; see esp. pp. 51~52. For a fuller discussion of the
place of Martianus in Eriugena’s development, see G. Schrimpf, Das Werk des Johannes
Scottus Eriugena (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1982), pp. 35—71, and “Johannes Scottus Eriugena
und die Rezeption des Martianus Capella im karolingischen Bildungswesen,” in ' W. Beier-
waltes {ed.), Eriugena: Studien zu seinen Quellen (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Univer-
sititsverlag, 1980), pp. 135-48. Sece also J. Préaux, “Jean Scot et Martin de Laon en face
du De Nuptiis de Martianus Capells,” in R. Roques, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 161-~70, and
his recent “Les Manuscrits principaux du De nuptiis Philologiae et Mereurii de Martianus
Capeila,” in G. Cambier, C. Deroux, and J. Preaux (eds.), Lettres latines du moyen dge et
de la renaissance, Collection Latomus 158 (Brussels: Latomus 1978), pp. 88—90; M. L. W.
Laistner, “Martianus Capella and his Ninth Century Commentators,” Bulletin of the John
Rylands Library g {1925), pp. 130-8, is still useful. See the recent article by C. Leonardi,
“Martianus Capella ¢t Jean Scot: nouvelle présentation d'un vieux probléme,” in Allard,
Jean Scot écrivain, pp. 187-207.

oo
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complicate the matter further, Silvestre does not believe that the
Metz glosses are by Eriugena at all.® Herren disagrees with Leonardi
and Schrimpf. He believes that some of the glosses are too devel-
oped and too long to have been marginal or interlinear comments,
and furthermore they are too strikingly different to have been culled

" from the one exemplar. He therefore suggests that they represent

two stages of a commentary on Martianus which may in fact have
been written on two separate copies of Martianus’s text.” This whole
discussion has greatly clouded the attribution of the existing Mar-
tianus Glossae to Eriugena, and greater certainty will not be achieved
until Leonardi completes his announced task of editing all the extant
manuscripts separately. For our purposes, however, we can be con-
tent to say that Eriugena certainly did write a commentary or com-
mentaries on Martianus, and was closely associated with Martianus
studies by his contemporaries in the ninth century. Thus Prudentius
says in his book attacking Scottus (PL. CXV.1294a): “Your Capella
has led you into a labyrinth, because you have tied yourself more
to the meditation of his work than to the truth of the Gospel.”™
Furthermore, echoes of the Martianus commentary are found in Er-
iugena’s other writings — the account of the planets in the Oxford
manuscript being close to the version in the Periphyseon, and the
accounts of the liberal arts in the Paris manuscript also having echoes
in the Periphyseon. Other manuscripts contain portions of the com-
mentary — notably Leiden BPL 88, which contains Book g, Berne
331 and Paris Bibl. Nat. 8675, which contains Books 6—9, as well
as some manuscripts at Cambridge. What influence did Martianus
exert on Erlugena?

Although the De nuptiis is an obscure work, Eriugena adopted
many aspects of his philosophy from Martianus. Martianus’s work
is by no means a systematic philosophical treatise, but Eriugena took
from it his conception of the movement of the planets, the har-
monisation of the whole cosmos through the force of love, the re-

o Sec H. Silvestre, Notice of C. Leonardi, “Remegio d’Auxerre e Peredith della scuola car-
olingia,” I Classici nel Medioevo ¢ nell’” Flumaniswm: Miscellanca filologia 42, PP 27_1—88. in
Bulletin de théologic ancienne ef médiévale 12 (1976—80), p. 395. For Leonardi’s views scc
Jean Scot écrivain, pp. 187-207. _

10 See M. Herren, “The Commentary on Martianus Attributed to John Scotius: Its Hiberno-
Latin Background,” in Allard, fean Scot écrivain, pp. 265-86. . _ _

11 See PL CXV.1294a: ille tuus Capella. . . tein hunc labyrinlth}lm induxisse creditur, cuius

meditationi magis quam veritati cvangelize animum appulisti.
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lationships of the four eclements to each other, the nature of space,
the concept of dialectic and the understanding of the liberal arts as
actually conferring immortality on the human soul, the concept of
the world soul, and the idea of salvation through philosophy.

Martianus’s allegorical work was undoubtedly the most popular
compendium of the liberal arts in the Middle Ages, although it sel-
dom rises above an elementary school-book level in its exposition
of the trivium and quadrivium.” Nevertheless, in the absence of first-
hand works on Greek science and philosophy, it was an indispens-
able aid until the recovery of Aristotle in the twelfth century. For
the Carolinglans it represented their most complete source of secular
knowledge.

Lattle is known of Martianus except that he was probably an Af-
rican from Carthage who flourished in the period after Alaric’s sack
of Rome in 410, though some editors have given earlier dates.™ In
his ornate and singularly bombastic allegory, Mercury is advised by
his brother Apollo to marry Philology, a learned woman. Philology
is carefully prepared for the wedding. Since she i1s human, she is
worried that she will be consumed by fire on her journey to heaven,
so her mother, Phronesis, gives her a cloak to protect her, and Lady
Anastasia gives her a potion to make her immortal; she is then raised
up to the heavens, during which journey she passes through the
planets until she reaches Jupiter’s palace in the Milky Way. The
wedding takes place before a council of gods and philosophers. The
seven arts are Philology’s bridesmaids (or dowries), who come for-
ward to give speeches on their respective arts.™

The work testifies to the importance of the union between elo-
quentia and sapientia, between the verba of the trivium and the res of
the quadrivium, as indeed the Carolinglan commentators clearly
understood.™ It belongs to a late antique attempt to celebrate the

-

12 Sce Stahl ct al., Martianus Capella and the Scven Liberal Asts, vol. 1 (1971), vol. 2 (1978},
esp. vol. T, pp. 230—43. Stahl compares Martianus’s section on each art to a high school
essay which gives a neat survey of the area with the appearance of comprehension, or a
science text-book written by a humanitics scholar with no scientific training. Sce also
W. H. Stahl, “The Quadrivium of Martianus Capeila: Its Place in the Intellectual History
of Western Europe,” Arts libéraux et philosophic au moyen dge. Actes du Ve Congrés in-
ternaticnal de philosophic médidvale (Montreal Paris, 1969), pp. 956-67.

13 Stahl et al., Martianus Capella, vol. 1, p. 12.

14 Ihid., p. z4. The bridesmaids { feminae dotales) arc in fact “ladies constituting a dowry.”
The philosophers present include Heraclitus, Plato, Aristotle, and Democritus.

15 Ibid., pp. 55-71.
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values of traditional pagan culture — the culture of rhetoric and ¢l-
oquence ~ over against the newer Christian values of humility, su‘f—
fering, and the renunciation of worldly knowledge. The work is
influenced by Apuleius’s Golden Ass, especially the episode of Cupid
and Psyche, and by Varro’s Disciplinarum libri IX, and includes many
Pythagorean, Stoic, and Hermetic elements within a broac_i Neo~
platonic framework. Curiously, the author appears to have little re-
spect for philosophers and represents them in obsrj'ure ways; fcﬁ)r ex-
ample, Heraclitus appears at the wedding m a rng of fire.’ "Ijhe
marriage symbolises the union of humanity and divinity, learning
and eloguence, and the return of the soul to its proper celestial home.
The many neologisms in the work undoubtedly helped to create
a style for unusual words in the Carolingian period, and the many
glosses it generated attest to the difficulty of the text. Although Er-
iugena was not the first to write a commentary, h1§ glosses are 2
clear indication of the extent of his learning in the liberal arts and
his method of line-by-line commentary was new. Schrimpf, for ex-
ample, claims that Eriugena began a new movement of lxt_eral com-
" mentary on secular texts, which was to have a profound impact on
the learning of the High Middle Ages, since it became the preferred
method of the universities. Several other Carolingians also wrote
commentaries — notably Martin of Laon and Remigius of Auxcrre.f’
" Indecd, as we have seen, the exact contribution of Eriugena to this
corpus of glosses is still a matter of dispute, but all th; 'evidence
- supports the view that Ermugena was indced capable of writing them
— in that his learning and knowledge of classical mythology and of

6 Ibid., pp. 85—go. Martianus appcars not o have known much philosophy at first hand,
and in his z2ccount philosophy is really sccondary to rhetoric. chchhcless there are Neo-
platonie clements, inclading the concept of an unknown Oxﬁc 'bchlmé all things, an_d (?f
an ascending hicrarchy of being. In all of this the De nuptiis 1s similar to Macrobius's
Commentary on the Dream of Scipio. The scctions on Dialectic conmain an account of Ar-
istotle’s categories, logic of terms, the syllogism, and the square of opposition. Dialectic
is portrayed in rather ambiguous terms — as grave and stately but also carrying a snake
in her hand and having a dangerous sharpness of wit. S o _

17 Ibid., pp. 61—4; scc also J. . Contreni, “john ScotFus, Mgrtm H_xbcrmcnsxs, the Lﬂ)?ral
Arts and Teaching,” in M. Herren (ed.), Insular Latin Studies: Latin Texts and Manwscripis
of the British Isles 550—1066 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of MCdlCV{li Studies, _1981), pp.
23—44. Contreni argues that John reworked his commentary several times at various stages
in his career. He further says that Eriugena was concerned 1o get a good text of Martianus
and worked with an Abbot Winibertus to achieve this. Schrimpf in Das Werk des_johannes
Scottus Eriugena, p. 39, says thas Ertugena and Martin were the ﬁrs.t to comment on Mar-
tianus in 2 word-for-word manner, thus attempting a genuinely critical interpretation and
asscssMcnt.
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Greek, as demonstrated in his other writings, do measure up to that
displayed in the commentaries attributed to him. For our purposes
we shall simply cite those glosses which do not conflict with Eri-
ugena’s philosophy as found in the Periphyseon.

These glosses demonstrate both Eriugena’s wide breadth of learn-
ing and his precise analytic mind. Eriugena articulates his clear view
which correctly identifies Martianus’s “religion of culture,” namely,
that the arts are a part of wisdom itself and are necessary for the
saving knowledge of humankind: nemo intrat in celum nisi per
philosophiam.™®

Many of these glosses are simply attempts to clarify and ration-
alise the meaning of this rich allegory, but Eriugena’s original mind
breaks through at various points — notably in the section on dialec-
tic,” in his view of the arts as making the soul eternal, and most
controversially in his attempt to offer an account of the universe.*
This last item has led some interpreters, especially Duhem and Lutz,
to think that Eriugena was propounding a cosmology quite at vari-
ance with the accepted Ptolemaic one and leaning more towards that
of T'ycho Brahe. The theory of planetary movement occurs in Book
VIII of Martianus in the section on astronomy. This was one of the
most popular sections of the work for mediaeval readers. Coper-
nicus later singled out Martianus for praise in connection with his
theory that Mercury and Venus orbit the sun instead of the earth.
This was in fact a traditional Greek theory argued by Heraclides of
Pontus, who may have held that 2ll the planets travel around the
sun. Eriugena displays considerable interest in this thesis and in one
gloss sees it as reflecting the Platonic view that the sun was at the

18 Lutz, Iohannis Scoiti Annotationes in Marcianum, p. 64 (57.13). Eriugena is commenting on
a word in Martianus, and adds that "“all philosophers are hairy.” See Stahl et al., Martianus
Capella, p. 88. On the religion of culture in antiquity, see H.-f. Marrou, & History of
Education in Antiquity, trans. G. Lamb (New York: Mentor Books, 1956), pp. 1oo~1. in
ancient Greek and Roman belief, immortality was something which could be earned through
paideia rather than somcthing pertaining to human nature as such. Eriugena, while Chris-
tianising the arts and giving them a proper role in Christian development, still expresses
himself in terms of the traditional understanding of the arts as leading the mind to im-
meortality. Contreni calls Eriugena’s the most complete defense of the role of the arts in
Christian cducation.

19 Stabl et al., Martianus Capella, vol. 2, pp. 106-54. Sce also Schrimpf, Das Werk, pp. 21—
75

26 Sce H. Licbeschiitz, “The Place of the Martianus Glossae in the Development of Eri-
ugena’s Thought,” in O’Meara and Bicler, The Mind of Eriugena, pp. 55-6.

Life and early writings 43

centre of all things.” In commenting on Martianus’s description of
the flight of Mercury to the celestial sphere, Eriugena speculates on
the nature of the planets the god will meet with, and he seems to
speak as if the sun and not the earth were at the centre of the uni-
verse. Duhem suggests that Eriugena could bave discovered the
Heraclidean theory in Calcidius’s Commentary on the Timacus. Ac-
cording to Duhem, Eriugena went further than the ancient theorists
by placing Mars and Jupiter in orbit around the sun (p. 62). This
Eriugena does in the Periphyseon 111.698a. Lutz supports Duhem in
the introduction to her edition of the Annotationes, where (on p. 22)
there is a gloss which says that all the planets go around the san.
But Erika von Erhardt-Siebold and Rudoif von Erhardt in two short
works, The Astronomy of Johannes Scotus Erigena and Cosmology in
the ““Annotationes in Marcianum,” have argued powerfully that Eri-
ugena’s notes by no means add up to 2 cosmological theory with
heliocentric leanings. They point out that ancient writers frequently
spoke of Mercury and Venus as merely “companions” of the sun
rather than circling it. Furthermore it is argued that commitment
to a Neoplatonic theory does not necessarily displace the carth as
the physical centre of the universe. Von Erhardt-Siebold and von
Erhardt have shown that Eriugena’s text can be understood within
the context of classical astronomy and the authority of Pliny’s Nat-
ural History, and that his discussion of the role of the sun is based
not on astronomical theories but on his Neoplatonic elevation of
the sun to a quasi-divine principle of being.” Eriugena’s astronom-
ical interests continue in Book HI of the Periphyseon, where he dis-
cusses the size of the heavens in his Genesis commentary on the
Fourth Day of Creation. In discussing the size of the sun, he says
that both Pliny and Saint Basil refuse to give a fixed size, since it
casts no shadow, unlike the moon. He goes on, however, to say
that it is of infinite size (IIl.721c) and that the sun’s orbit is at the
centre of the space (in medio totius spatii, 722D) which extends_from
the earth to the highest sphere. He then talks of the sun as bemng in

21 See P. Duhem, Le Systéme du monde: Histoire des doctrines cosmologiqres de Platon ¢ Copernir,
vol. 3 {xg15; reprint Paris: Hermann, 1958). pp. 44-62. . . ‘

22 E. von Erhardt-Siekold and R. von Erhardt, Cosmology in the Annotationes in Marcianm.
More Light on Erigena’s Astronomy (Baltimore, Md.: Williams & Wilkins, 1940}, pp. 15—

7.
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the middle place, and gives a size for its orbit. The whole account
is unclear and could be interpreted in different ways.

Ernugena, aware of this problem, says he is giving an account of
the philosophical arguments which should not be taken as conflict-
g with Sacred Scripture. Indeed Scripture offers no definite guid-
ance as to the astronomical distances at ail. It is unreasonable, there-
fore, to make claims of a radical nature for Eriugena’s expertise in
astronomy and cosmology, as some commentators have done. Of
greater interest is Eriugena’s attitude towards secular learning in
general. He justifies it in terms of Romans 1.20, which teaches that
we can learn of invisible things through the visible things God has
made.

The real originality of the Annotationes is not that it gives a new
astronomical theory of the heavens, but that it follows a rationalist
demythologisation of the allegory of Martianus in order to distil
general scientific knowledge. Eriugena regards some of Martianus’s
mythologies as poetica deliramenta, but his explanations of the Muses
as the armonia omnium rerum and of Mercury as deriving from medius
currens (since Mercury 1s a messenger and words flow between men)
are of particular interest. The glosses show that Eriugena is still heavily
indebted to Isidore’s etymological explanations; but they already
display a knowledge of Greek, and a reference to Gregory of Nyssa
mn the Oxford Manuscript indicates that Eriugena may have already
embarked on his reading of Greek authors at this time (assuming
that the glosses were written in the 840s—850s).”* Of particular in-
terest in terms of Eriugena’s later translation of the Greek word
atechnds (Grexvds) is his recognition that the Greek prefix “&” is
not always privative but can signify an excess, augmenting the sense.
Thus he explains ania (anoia, Gvowx) as a higher form of knowing
rather than as mindlessness.”* Eriugena is able to comment on the
concept of the anima mundi in 2 manner which indicates ncither ap-
proval nor disapproval. ™

The Lutz edition displays considerable knowledge of the Cate-
goriae decem in the section of the commentary on dialectic. Ousia

23 See Jeauneau's edition of Book I of the Oxford Glossac in his Quatre thémes érigéniens
{(Montreal: Institut d’Etudes Mddiévales de I'Université de Mantréal, 1978), p. 122, {linc
24), for the reference to Gregory of Nyssa.

24 Ibid., p. 112, lines 18-20.

235 See his reference to Varro in Jeauncau, Quatre thémes érigéniens, p. 149, Hnes 15-16, and
his other reference to the anima mundi on p. 121, line 24.
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(Odoie) is said to be the highest genus and the unity of many for_ms
(at Lutz, p. 84 [157, 17]), and it contains all things below it reach_lng
down to the lowest species and individuals (atoma &rope). This view
is repeated by Eriugena in the Periphyseon. Eriugena offers defini-
tions of form and species (p. 84) and explains the difference between
an accident and a proprium. .

Eriugena’s commentary was reworked by Martin of Laon and
extracts from it appear in Laon manuscript 444, which served as a
kind of Greek-Latin lexicon. It was also referred to by Remigius of
Auxerre in his commentary. Eriugena’s work shows the extent of
the Carolingian rethinking of classical sources. It is also important
evidence of one of the primary sources of Eriugena’s Neoplatonism.

To conclude our discussion of Eriugena’s early writings, it has
been suggested by Silvestre that Eriugena wrote a parti-al commen-
tary on Boethius’s De consolatione philosophiae around this time. SC'\/:—
eral sets of glosses survive from the ninth century, but Eriugena’s
authorship of any of these has been disputed by Courcclle‘ apd oth-
ers.”® Silk published another commentary on the Consolatao.m_ 1935
which he attributed to Eriugena, but Courcelle rejected this in his
review of Sitk in Le Moyen Age in 1937, although he admitted that
it has an Eriugenian flavour. There are references to such a com-
mentary by John Scottus, for example, in a Florentine manuscript
which mentions Eriugena in a prologue to the Consolatio, verba I?'
hannis Scoti incipiunt, and it is entirely probable that Eriugena did
write such a commentary, although he does not refer to the Con-
solatio in the Periphyseon.™ ‘

Glosses on the Opuscula sacra of Boethius, original’xy attrlbuted t’o
Eriugena by Rand, do “display a certain familiarity with Eriugena’s

26 H. Silvestre, “Le Commentaire inédit de Jean Scot Eriglne au Métre X du Livee 11T du
De conselatione philesophiac de Botce,” Reviie A’histoire ccd_ésmslzq_uc 47 (1952}. PP- 44-122.
Sce also N, Haring, “Four Commentaries on De consolatione philosophiae in MS Heiligen-
kreuz 130,” Medieval Studies 31 {1969), pp- 287-336. Ca_lppu_yns, Notice of H. SiiVCS(rf?,
“Jean Scot Erigine, Commentateur de Prudence,” Scriptorium 1o {1656), pp. 9o—2, I
Bulletin de théologie ancienne et médidvale 7 {1954~7), p- 657, andt P Cour\cc]]c in La Ca_n-
solation de Philesophie dans la iradition littcraire: Anrécéde.nls et postérité de Bodee (Pasis, 1907),
pp. 2523, both deny that Eriugena is the author of this commentary. See also Marenl)aon,
Farly Medicval Philosophy (48c-1150): An Introduction {London: _Rout}cdgc & Kegan 1 aui..
1983), p. 74. Sce also J. C. Frakes, “The Knowledge ofgrcgk in the Early Middle Ages:
The Commentaries on Boethius' Consolatio,” Studi Mcdrcx_rah, ser. 3a, 27_(1986). pp. 23—
43. About 16 MSS of the Consolation survive from the ninth century with two or threc
commentarics.

23 Courcelle, La Consolation, p. 253.
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thought but nothing to justify the opinion . . . that John himself
wrote them,” as Marenbon has recently noted.” Rand discovered
a Carolingian commentary on Boethius’s Opuscula sacra in two re-
dactions, one of which he suggested was written by Eriugena, the
other by Remigius. Cappuyns, however, has argued that Remigius
was the author of one and a disciple of his was the author of the
other. Courcelle agrees with Cappuyns against Rand. Eriugena does
refer to the Contra Eutychen at Periphyseon V.877b, although he calls
it the De Trinitate.

It is possible that he wrote the commentary on the Boethian
translation of the Isagoge of Porphyry, which is contained in the
famous Paris manuscript 12949. He may have known the De insti-
tutione musicae of Boethius, since he uses in the Periphyseon 2 number
of music examples which have their origin in Boethius.®

Up to the late 840s or perhaps 8s0s, then, Eriugena was a gram-
maticus, well read in Augustine, Boethius, Martianus Capella, Pliny,
Isidore, Macrobius, and other Latin writers (including possibly Marius
Victorinus, an extremely important source of Neoplatonic thought),
but it was his reading of Greek theology which provoked him to a
new reading of the Latin tradition and ultimately to the first attempt
at a mediaeval synthesis of Christian wisdom.

It is worth remembering, however, that we should not try to
make too strong a contrast between Eriugena the liberal arts master
and Eriugena the follower of Greek Platonism. From his earliest
writings, Eriugena displays a considerable knowledge of Greek
technical terms, even if these were drawn from glossaries such as
that preserved in manuscript 7651 of the Bibliothéque Nationale, or

28 Marenbon, Early Medieval Philosophy, p. 75. Marenbon, however, points out that the
author of these glosses does explain a Bne of Boethius in an Eriugenian manner. Thus
Boethius’s remark, that being is not yer, is explained in terms of 2 thirg being hidden in
the primordial causes before it is manifested in genera and species. On Rand’s attribution
of the glosses, see E. K. Rand, “The Supposed Commentary of John the Scot on the
Opuscula sacra of Boethius,” Revue néoscolastigue de philosophie 36 (1934), pp. 67—77, P,
Courcelle, La Consolation de Philosophie dans la tradition littéraire, pp. 248—54; and M. Cap-
puyns, “Le plus ancien commentaire des QOpuscula sacra ot son onigine,” Recherches de théologie
ancienne et médiévale 3 (1931), pp. 237-72. See also G. d’Onofrio, “Dialectic and Theclogy:
Boethius’ Opuscula sacra and Their Early Medieval Readers,” Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 27
(x986}, pp. ¢5—67, and M. Gibson, *“The Opuseula sacra in the Middle Ages,” in her Boe-
thius: Hig Life, Thought and Influence (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981), pp. 214—34.

29 H. Chadwick, Boethius: The Consolations of Music, Logic, Theology and Philosephy (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1981), p. 297 n. xr. There are also important musical glosses in the
Annotationes.
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possibly from other, now lost, glossaries. Moreover, Eriugena has
considerable sensitivity to Greek philosophical terms, and he intro-
duces technical Latin terms as eguivalents. Most important for our
purposes is Eriugena’s use of the term substitutio in De pracdestina-
tione (386b), before his attempt at translating Dionysius and Max-
imus, where it features prominently. Eriugena wants to use a term
which conveys the sense of coming-into-being by an effort akin to
making or constructing. It is different from substantia in that it seems
to include in its concept the idea of an act of making or creating.
Thus, already as a grammaticus, Eriugena was developing a con-
sciousness of metaphysical structures which would finally result in
the complex four divisions of nature.



4
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The works of an elusive, possibly Syrian mystic of the sixth century
who wrote under the pseudonym Dionysius Areopagiticus,’ thus
portraying himself as the first of Paul’s Greck converts mentioned
in Acts 17.34, were venerated in the early Greek Church as if they
were in fact as sacred as the Acts of the Apostles themselves. The
Byzantine emperor Michael the Stammerer presented a copy of these
writings to Louls the Pious in 827. At that time, they were further
confused with the writings of Saint Denis, patron of the Franks.
Louis’s court chaplain, Hilduin, set about translating them between
827 and 834. In his Passio Sanctissimi Dionysii, Hilduin recounts that
Dionysius became bishop of Athens and then travelled to France,
where he became bishop of Paris and was later martyred. Hilduin’s
hiteral rendering was a reasonable attempt to translate a difficult text,
but it seemns not to have had any impact on the Carolingian intel-
lectual tradition of the 830s and 840s.°

1 On Dionysius sce R. Roques, L'Univers dionysien: Structure hidrarchique du monde selon le
Pseudo-Denys (Paris: Aubier, Editions Montaigne, 1954); 1.-P. Sheldon-Williams, “The
Pseudo-Dienysivs,” in A. H. Armstrong (ed.), The Cambridge History of Late Greck and
Early Medieval Philosophy {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970}, pp. 457—72.
The complete works of Dionysius have been edited and translated into French by M. de
Gandillac, Qeuvres complétes du Pseudo-Denys L’ Aréopagite (Paris: Aubier, 1943). A recent
English translation is Psendo-Dionysius: The Complete Works, trans. C. Luibhéid, foreword
by P. Rorem, preface by R. Roques, The Classics of Western Spirituality (Mahwah, N.J.:
Paulist Press, 1987}, The carlicst reference to Dionysius was in 532. See also G. Théry,
“L'Entrée du Pseudo-Dionysius en Occident,” Mélanges Mandonnet 2 (Bibliothéque Tho-
miste 14) (Paris, 1930), pp. 23—30; ]. M. Hornus, “Les Recherches dionysicnnes de 19553
3 1960, Revue d'histoire et de philosaphic religicuse 43 (1961}, pp. 27-3%; and the excellent
article of J. Pépin, “Univers dionysien ¢t univers augustinien,” Recherches de philosophic 2
(1956}, pp. 179-~224. It is thought that Dionysius was a Christian follower (or reader) of
Proclus. See H.-D. Saffrey, “New Objective Links between the Pseudo-Dionysius and
Proclus,” in D. O'Meara {cd.), Neoplatonism and Christian Thought (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY
Press, 1982), pp. 64-74.

G. Théry, Etudes dionysiennes, Vol. 1, Hilduin traductenr de Denys (Paris, xg3z);, Vol 2
(Paris, 1g37). Théry says of Hilduin's translation that it was “certes trés méritoire, mals
exéeutée A la hite par des hommes uncxpérimentds, étalt d'une lecture extrémement dif-
ficile; 1a pensée de Denys y érait souvent méconnaissable, et ce travail n'aurait pu servir
de base aux spéculations théologiques™ (p. 18¢9). Onc curious aspect of Eriugena’s use of
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Charles the Bald asked Eriugena to undertake a new translation,
which Eriugena did in the years 860—2, making use of Hilduin's first
attemapt as well as the one manuscript (Graecus 437) of Dionysius
which Louis had acquired and which today survives in Paris.? In the
epistolary dedication to this translation, the author signs himself
“Eriugena,” while singing the praises of Charles.? Presumably Charles
had protected him during his theological controversics and condem-
nations. It is also possible that the political situation was sufficiently
confused to prevent any agreement among the Frankish bishops in
relation to the condemnation of Eriugena, and that Charles was able
to take advantage of this to promote his court magister. He had cer-
tainly regarded Eriugena sufficiently highly to entrust him with the
translation of the supposed writings of the patron saint of the Franks,

Eriugena remarks in his Praefatio on the difficulty of Dionysius’s
text, due not only to its antiquity but also to the obscurity of the
sacred mysteries Dionysius is expounding. Eriugena never ques-
tions the authenticity of thesc writings as stemming from a disciple
of Saint Paul’s, but he does remark in the Pracfatio that the tradition
of Dionysius coming to Rome and to Paris is not testified by the
ancient writers. In fact, the authenticity of Dionysius was ques-
tioned for the first time by Nicholas of Cusa. Grosseteste, for ex-
ample, took the works to be genuine.® Eriugena also remarks in the

Hilduin's translation is that he does not use Hilduin’s words, even when they are more
accurate than his own. Sce J. Pépin, “Jean Scot traducteur de Denys: L'Exemple de la
lettze IX,” in Jean Scof écrivain, pp. 129—41.

3 G. Théry, “Scot Erigéne: Traducteur de Denys,” Archivium Latinitatis Medii Aevi, Bulletin
du Cange 6 (1931), pp. 185-278; M. Cappuyns, Jean Scot Evigéne: Sa vie, son ocuvre, sa
pensée (Louvain: Abbaye de Mont César, 1933), 150-61. The manuscript given to Louis

in 827 was deposited in the abbey of Saine-Denis, and s now preserved i the Bib-
liothéque Nationale, Greck MS no. 437.

4 This is the only place where Eriugena signs himsclf thus; the name comes from the Old

Irish Erui,” and means “of the Irish race.” In onc of his poems Eriugena uses the term

“Grajugena” (PL CXXIi. 12363}, which may have been the inspiration for his own name.

Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, p. 145, calls Eriugena’s tone in his preface ro the Dionysius

translation, “péremptoire, un peu hautain,” noting Eriugena’s challenge to readers who

doubt the accuracy of the transhition to consult the Greek original (PL CXXIL.1032¢).

Roques says that Eriugena came to Dionysius not simply as a translator but as an estab-

lished philosopher and theologian who even “corrected™ Dionysius's thought at several

points. See R. Rogues, “Traduction ou interpretation? Bréves remarques sur Jean Scot
traducrenr de Denys,” in his Libres sentiers vers Périgénisme (Rome: Atenco, 1975), pp. 9o~

130.

Sce ]. ]. McEvoy, The Philosophy of Robert Grosseteste {Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1g82),

p- 91. Of course, Aquinas also regarded the works as genuine. Lorenzo Valla in 1455, in

his Encomiusn Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, noted that none of the early Church fathers knew

Dionysius, and thus raised doubts about the historical dating of the works.
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preface that he was little suited for the task of translator when Charles
appointed him, since he was only a novice in Greek studies.

Eriugena reworked these translations between 865 and 875. He
also wrote a commentary on the Celestial Hierarchy, which develops
some of the central themes of the Periphyseon and is thought to be
fater than it. Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope of this study to
explore m detail Eriugena’s commentary on Dionysius and its in-
fluence on the later mediaeval commentaries of Hugh of Saint Vic~
tor and Grosseteste.®

It was this translation of Dionysius which brought Eriugena
to the attention of Pope Nicholas I, who complained in 861 that
Eriugena had not submitted this book to his office for inspection —
if his letter is genuine.” Nicholas was aware that Eriugena was not
always prudent in his views, although he is said by many to be a
man of multa scientia. Anastasius, the papal librarian (c. 810-80), also
became aware of the work at that time. He wrote to Charles that
he wondered at (admiror) the learning of this vir barbarus and that he
appreciated that the verbatim style of translation was done in order
to remain true to the difficult thought of Dionysius.® Anastasius
sent his own translation and emendations of Eriugena’s text to Charles
the Bald.

Eriugena translated the whole Dionysian corpus, including the De
divinis nominibus, the De mystica theologia, De coelesti hierarchia, and
the De ecclesiastica hierarchia, as well as Dionysius’s letters. We shall
return to the influence of Dionysius on Eriugena in later chapters;

6 Eriugena’s Commentary on the Celestial Hierarchy of Dionysius is thought to be a late
work which shows that Eriugena had deeply rethought the nature of the Dionysian phi-
losophy. It has been edited by J. Barbet as Iohannis Scoti Eriugenag Expositiones in Ierarchiam
Coclestemn, CCCM 31 (Turnholti: Brepols, 1975). An earlier edition by H. Dondaine was
published in the Archives d’histoive doctrinale et Iittéraive du moyen dge 18 (1950~1), pp. 245—
302, Sec also M. de Gandillac, “Anges et hommes dans le Commentaire de Jean Scot sur
la Hierarchie céleste,” in R. Roques (ed.}, Jean Scot Evigéne et Phistoire de la philosophie (Paris.
CNRS, 1977}, pp- 393~404, which shows that Eriugena tried carefully to distinguish the
angelic and human natures in terms of their place in the cclestial hierarchy and their ability
to reflect and contain all things. A full study of the relationship between the Periphyscon
and the Expositiones is called for.
See Cappuyns, Jean Scof Erigéne, p. 60. The letter is reproduced by William of Malmes-
bury in his account of Eriugena’s life. See M. Brennan, “Materials for the Biography of
Johannes Scottus Eriugena,” Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 27 (1986), p. 430. The letter’s au-
thenticity has been questioned; Brennan gives a version from an cleventh-century MS.
8 Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 154—7. Anastasius marvels at the learning and sanctity
of this vir barbarus who comes from the edge of the world. Sce Brennan, “Materials,” p.
431, for the text and translation of Anastasius’s letter.
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here we shall simply state that Dionysius represents a form of late
Platonism of the school of Proclus which has been adapted to ex-
press a Christian theological world-view. Dionysius stresses the
transcendence of the divine above the grasp of human understand-
ing, and develops a hierarchical cosmology which orders all reality
in a series of outflowing from this unknowable Godhead down into
sensible and material reality. This outflowing from the One pro-
ceeds In a triadic manner, showing the immanence of the Trinity
in all created things.

This Greek theological outlook to which Eriugena was exposed
seemed to fit well with his own Neoplatonic outlook inherited from
Augustine, Martianus, and Bocthius. He threw himsclf into the task
of translating as much of this Greek tradition as he could lay his
hands on — especially the Cappadocian fathers, notably the impor-
tant short treatise of Gregory of Nyssa, Peri cataskenes anthropou (Tlepl
Kartaokevis avlpomov) or De hominis opificio (on the making of
Man), which Eriugena entitled De imagine (On the image; translated
c. 863).° Gregory’s text, which secks to reconcile the conflicting
accounts of the making of man in Genesis, is one of the most con-
cise and powerful statements in patristic literature, of the place and
function of human nature 1n the cosmos. For Gregory, man 1s part
of the great chain of being which stretches threough the universe,
but man has a central place and contains all things in himself in a
special way. Gregory produces an anthropology which foreshadows
the great Renaissance treatises on man of Ficino, Pico della Miran-
dola, and Paracelsus. Unfortunately, many writers discussing the
theme of microcosm rely on Renaissance formulations, which in
fact are rather different from Gregory’s who, for example, does not
want to call humanity a “microcosm’ as this would downplay its
true importance as imago Dei.

Gregory of Nyssa was an earlier contemporary of Saint Augus-
tine’s, strongly influenced by Plotinian and Stoic ideas. His view
that corporeal matter (earth, air, fire, and water) really consists of

9 M. Cappuyns, “Le De imagine de Grégoire de Nysse traduit par Jean Scot Erigéne,” Re-
cherchies de théologie anciennce et miédicvale 32 (1965}, pp. 205—62. The translation has no
preface or dedication and may have been made by Eriugena as a working translation for
his own use. It is quoted frequently in the Periphyseon. See Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne,
pp. 172-8. On Briugena’s use of Gregory see E. Jeauncau, “La Division des sexes chez
Grégoire de Nysse et chez Jean Scot Erigéne,” in W, Beierwalees (ed.), Eringena: Studien
zu seinen Quellen (Heldelberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 1980}, pp. 33-54.
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a commingling of incorporeal qualities (hot, moist, dry, cold) known
only to the mind had a strong impact on Eriugena. Actually, this
view was already expressed by Aristotle in Parts of Animals 11.1.646a15,
in his discussion of varying levels of composition. Eriugena also
took from Gregory the account of the Fall of Man, and the nature
of human intellection or thesria (Bewpia).

Eriugena also discovered a work that is still relatively unstudied
n the West, the Ambigua of the Byzantine Christian martyr, Max-
imus Confessor (translated ¢. 862—4)," and his Ad Thalassium (re-
cently edited by Catlos Steel).” The Ambigua of Maximus in fact
consist of two works written several years apart. Eriugena refers to
the Ad Thalassium (which he calls Scolia) much more rarely than to
the Ambigua, although he makes use of it in his Commentary on the
Gospel of John.

The Ambigua are extremely long and complex notes on problems
in Gregory of Nazianzus’s theology, and Eriugena’s achicvement is

1o Maximus was originally thought ro have been born in Constantinople ¢. 580, but since
the publication of an ancient Syriac hagiography, it is now thought that he was bom in
Tiberias. He was a strong oppenent of monothelism, the docerine thar Christ had only
one will, and he engaged in a number of important Christological controversics before
being persecuted as a herctic, exiled, and martyred in 66z. His position was declared
orthodox in 680. He is important for his attemnpt to express Cappadocian and Dionysian
Neoplatonic Christianity in terms of Asistotclian categories, such as dynamis and energeia.
See P. Sherwood, “Notes on the Life and Doctrine of Maximus the Confessor, ™ American
Benedictine Review 1 (1950), pp. 347-56; “Survey of Recent Work on St. Maximus the
Confessor,” Traditio 20 (1964), pp. 428—37; and “Saint Maxime le Confesseur,” Diction-
naire de spiritualité, vol. 3 (Paris: Beauchesne, rozz-), pp. 295-300. On Maximus's doc-
wrine, the classic studics are H. Von Balthasar, Liturgie cosmique (Paris: Aubier, ro47), and
the excelient study of L. Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediasor: The Theological Anthropology
of Mazxcimus the Confessor (Lund: Gleerup, 1965). See also A. Riou, Le Monde ef Péglise selon
Maxime le Confessenr (Paris: Beauchesne, 1973), and Armstrong (cd.), Cambridge History
of Late Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, pp. 492-505. Sec P. Sherwood, The Eardier
Ambigna of St. Maximus Confessor and His Refutation of Origeniem, Colicction Studia An-
selmiana 36 (Rome, 1955), who argucs against Balthasar’s view of Maximus as strongly
influenced by Origen. Sec also E. jeauncau, “La Traduction érigénienne des Apthigua de
Maxime le Confesscur: Thomas Gale (r936—1702) et le Codex Ramensis,” in Roques {ed.),
Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 135-44. Scc also L. Thunberg, Man and the Cosmos: The Vivion of
Maximus Confessor (Crestwood, N.Y.: St. Viedimir's Seminary, 1983).

For P. Meyvacrt’s discovery of the Ad Thalassinm translation see his “The Exegetical
Treatises of Peter the Deacon and Eriugena’s Latin Rendering of the Ad Thalassium of
Maximus the Confessor,” Sacris Erudiri 14 (1963), pp. 130—48, and his “Eriugena’s Trang-
lation of the Ad Thalassium of Maximus: Preliminarics to an Edition of This Work,” in
J. J. O’Meara and L. Bicler (cds.), The Mind of Eriugena (Dublin: Irish University Press,
1973), pp. 77-88. A critical cdition has been edited by C. Steel and C. Laga (eds.), in
Maximus Confessor, Quaestiones ad Thalassium I (QU.I-TV, una cum latina interpretatione
Iohannis Scotti Eriugenac), CCCM, Ser. Gracea 7 (1980). Laga is now preparing an cdition
of the Ambigua.
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all the more remarkable in that he did not have an carlier translation
to aid him, as had been the case for the Dionysian translations. The
importance of Eriugena’s transiation of Maximus is shown by the
fact that manuscripts of his work actually predate the carliest known
manuscripts of the Greek text. Eriugena adopted not only Maxi-
mus’s technical vocabulary but also his vision of human nature as
originally sexless (as also in Gregory of Nyssa); Christ as the Logos
which runs through all things and is the being of all things; and the
five stages of the return of all things to the One, which include the
reuniting of earth and heaven, and the transmutation of everything
corpoteal into incorporeal realitics. Maximus is a devoted follower
of Dionysius, but expands Dionysius’s cosmology to give a greater
place to Christ as Logos, and thus inserts a powerful anthropology
into the heart of the hierarchial cosmelogy. Furthermore, his ter-
minology is philosophically more precise than that of Dionysius,
displaying some nco-Aristotelian and possibly Stoic influences.

Charles the Bald had asked Eriugena to undertake the translation
of Maximus in order “to clarify the Catholic faith for ail,” as Eri-
ugena says in his preface (PL CXXIl.1196b~c). Such favouritism
angered Bishop Florus, who complained that this “enemy of truth”
was receiving great honours.

As well as translating Dionysius, Gregory, and Maximus, Eri-
ugena may also have translated the De fide of Epiphanius,” and the
Hexaémeron of Saint Basil, long quotations from which appear in
Eriugena’s Periphyseon.

Eriugena read the works of the Cappadocian fathers — Basil,
Gregory of Nyssa, and Gregory of Nazianzus {whom he seems to
have known through Maximus’s commentary on him) during the
860s, and he assimilated this new theology into his own system in
the Periphyseon written between 860 and 867. Since Eriugena fre-
quently calls Gregory of Nyssa the “theologian,” it has been argued
that he thought Gregory of Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzus were
the same person. Cappuyns has contended that a passage in the
Periphyseon 1.586a shows that Eriugena could distinguish them;"

12 P. Meyvacrt, in O'Mcara and Bicler, The Mind of Eriugena, pp. 7788, suggests that long
quotations from Greek writers in the Periphyseon, ¢.g. from Basil's Hexadmeron and Epi-
phanius’s De fide (which is referred to mainly in Books IV and V), are indications that
Eriugena may have translated these works in full.

13 fean Scot Erigéne, pp. 177-8.
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Sheldon-Williams, on the other hand, has offered a different reading
of the passage in his edition, and the question has not been satis-
factorily resolved.

In the Praefatio to this translation of Dionysius, Eriugena says he
was a novice in Greek studies when he began that work (1031c);
however, he speaks admiringly of the “sacred nectar of the Greeks”
{ro29a) and sees himself as a faithful interpreter. Cappuyns sees Er-
tugena as offering this last remark as a challenge to critics to com-
pare his translation with the original text, knowing that few in his
day would be equipped for the task.

As we have seen from Anastasius’s letter, Eriugena translated with
the verbatim method of his contemporaries. The manuscript of
Dionysius, furthermore, lacked word breaks and almost all accents.
All this produced an awkwardness of style and syntax, but, phil-
osophically speaking, Eriugena was forced to develop an original
Latin technical vocabulary, and his awkward sentences are often
philosophically more correct. Eriugena had to develop terms like
superbonitas and superessentialis to translate Dionysian superlatives,
and here he had no dictionaries or glossaries to help him. He had
to find terms for Dionysian words such as noeros (voépos) and noésis
(vofiols), and in this respect he was largely on his own. He fre-
quently varies his terminology, however, and thus will translate nous
sometimes as mens, sometimes as animus. He translates epistemé
(émwoTium) as sdentia or as discipling; Beveryio he sometimes trans-
lates as divina operatio but sometimes he merely transliterates as
theurgia. In the Carolingian period many of Eriugena’s Latin trans-
lations of Greek technical terms found their way into word-lists and
Sflorilegia. The Laon manuscript 444, for example, contains Greek
definitions culled from Eriugena, and obviously served as a glossary
in the later ninth century.

Little is known of the hermenecutical principles of the time, but
René Roques has shown that Eriugena does not separate the task of
interpres, or literal translator, from that of expositor, or philosophical
commentator.” Eriugena’s grasp of Greek was imperfect, but in
ability to seek out the motivating spirit of the text, he was far su-

14 See R. Roques, “Traduction ou interpretation? Bréves remarques sur jean Scot traducteur
- . . . . q
de Denys,” in Libres sentiers vers Périgénisme (Rome, 1975}, pp. 99—130. Eriugena himself
distinguishes between interpres and exposifor at Pracfatio 1032b—c.
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perior to Hilduin.” Thus, unlike Hilduin, Eriugena mistranslates
the Greek adverb oukoun (oUkovv, therefore) as non erge or nonne
ergo (for example, at Celestial Hierarchy, Chapter III [PG 1IL.168a],
translated by Eriugena at PL CXXIl.1046a), vet he does so in a
manner which allows him to inferpret Dionysius correctly, when, in
the Expositiones in coelestem hierarchiam, Eriugena corrects his carlier
misreading. ** Eriugena realizes that his translation makes sense only
if nonne ergo is taken in the interrogative sense with an affirmative
answer implied. In a recent article John J. O’Meara has defended
Eriugena’s translation on this point. (O’Meara says that Eriugena is
translating oukoun as non ergo or nen igitur since he is using non in
the sense of nonne, “which preserves the sense ‘therefore” and is a
legitimate usage.”"” In any event, Roques shows that Eriugena often
deliberately misread Dionysius in order to make the latter more com-
patible with Eriugena’s own understanding of philosophy. Thus,
for example, he translates the Greek atechnos (artlessly) as its op-
posite, “artfully,” zlthough Hilduin before him had correctly ren-
dered it as inartificose. As we have seen, in the Aunotationes Eriugena
says that the Greek prefix & can signify an excess of the quality as
well as a privation. Eriugena uses his phrase valde artificialiter in or-
der to express more clearly the Dionysian philosophy of the expres-
sion of theological statements in terms of imagery.* In general, Er-
iugena’s translation shows a more careful concern for the metaphysical
nuances of technical terms than Hilduin’s version, which is often
more accurate on the literal or commonsense level. In the Exposi-
tiones, for example, Eriugena translates the Greek demiourgos
(Bnuiovpyés) of Dionysius as creator, not as opifex, which was Hil-
duin’s term. Although Hilduin is literally more correct, Eriugena’s

1§ Théry is less enthusiastic than Roques about Ertugena’s ability as a transhaor. Eriugena,
accordiing to Théry, “lacks Hfe." Sce Théry, Cwmdes dionysiennes, vol. 1, Hilduin, pp.
1667, :

16 See Théry, “Scot Erigéne: Traducteur de Denys,” Bulletin du Cange 6 (1931}, p- 238, and

Roques, Libres sentiers vers Iérigénisme {Rome: Atenco, 1975}, p. 105 n. 9. Hilduin correctly

translated {otikoby) as ergo or igitur (sec Théry, Etudes dionysiennes, vol. 2, p. 470). Since

Eriugena’s text of Dionysius lacked diacritics it is easy to scc why he confused obxoby

with olikouv.

See J. . O’Meara, in G.-H. Allard {ed.}, jean Scot éorivain (Montreal: Institue d’Etudes

Médiévales, 1086), p. 121. ’Meara cites stmilar usages at Periphyseon [V 742¢, IV.788d,

IV.797a, IV.819d, and V.g23a.

18 Seec R. Roques, ** Valde artificialiter: Le Scns d'un contresens,” in Annuaire de IEeole pratique
des Hautes Etudes, 196970, 77 (1969), pp. 31—-72.
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translation shows his concern to preserve the Christian philosophy
at the heart of Dionysius.

It was the richness and complexity of Eriugena’s “Greek” spirit
which set him apart completely from his Carolingian contempor-
aries. Efforts to explain this uniqueness have led to legends that Er-
iugena travelled to Greece, Arabia, and even the Orient.” None of
this can be substantiated, but these tales indicate the intellectual dis-
tance which separated him from his peers.

It has often been argued that Eriugena must have learned Greek
in the monastic schools of Ireland, but, as I said in Chapter 1, recent
scholars have maintained that the Irish did not in fact possess a deep
knowledge of Greek beyond a modest lexical and grammatical un-
derstanding as displayed in their reading of Priscian, for example,
and that it is more likely that Eriugena learned the language on the
Continent, either at a centre known for its Greek studies — like Lérins
— or else from Greek monks who we know had taken refuge in
France at this time.™ Jeauneau recently argued that knowledge of

19 John Bale in his account of famous British writers in 1548 mentions that John had un-
dertaken a pilgrimage as far-as Athens, and for many years had “sweated over Greek and
Chaldacan and Arabic Jetters™; he also visited every philosopher’s shrine, including the
Oracle of the Sun (oraculwm selis), which Aesculapius had built. For a critical comment
on Eriugena’s supposed voyages sce R. L. Poole. “Note on the Origin of the Legend
Respecting John Scotus’ Travels in Greeee,” appendix 1 in [lustrations of the History of
Medicval Thought and Learning (1884; reprint New York: Barnes & Noble, 1660}, pp. 271~
73. Sec also Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, 1213, 146-7.

20 The problem of the source of Eriugena’s knowledge of Greek is one of the most contro-
versial in Eriugena scholarship. Cappuyns {Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 28—9g) believed that he
learned Greck on the Continent, possibly from Greeks attached to Charles’s court. Bicler,
however, believes he learned it in the monastic schools of Ircland. On the general state
of Greek in early mediaeval Europe, see G. Stephens, The Knowledge of Greek in England
in the Middle Ages (1931; reprinted Norwood, N.J.: Norweod Editions, 1978); Laistner,
Thought and Letters in Western Enrope A.D. so0-goo (London: Mcthuen, 1957), pp. 238~
50; P. Courcelle, Les Lettres grecques en Occident de Macrobe & Cassiodore (Paris: Boceard,
1948). On Greek studices in Ireland see M. Esposite, “Greek in frcland during the Middle
Ages,” Seudics 1 (1912), pp. 665-83; W. G. Hanson, The Early Monastic Schools of Ireland:
Their Missionarics, Saints and Schelars (Cambridge: Heffor, 1927); L. Bicler, Ireland: Har-
binger of the Middle Ages (London: Oxford University Press, 1966), and *“The Classics in
Ancient Ireland,” in R. R. Bolgar (ed.}, Classical Influences in European Culinre A.D. 500—
rsoo (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971), pp. 27—47; E. Coccla, “La culura
irlandese precarolingia. Miracule o mito?” Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 8 (1967), pp. 257429,
which seriously questions the alleged Irish knowledge of Greek; W. B. Stanford, Irefand
and the Classical Tradition (Dublin: Allen Figgis, 1976); Stanford takes the legend of Eriu-
gena’s travels in Greece more seriously. See also . J. O’Meara, Eriugena {Cork, 196g),
pp. 4~13, and M. Herren, “The Commentary on Martianus attributed to John Scottus:
Its Hiberno-Latin Background,” in Allard, Jean Scor éerivain, pp. 265—86. For an inter-
esting review of the level of Greek on the Continent in the ninth century, see J. C. Frakes,
“The Knowledge of Greek in the Early Middle Ages: The Commentaries on Boethius’
Consolatio,” Studi Medicvali, ser. 3a, 27 (1986), pp. 23—43.
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Greek was always associated with Irish colonies in Europe {¢.g., at
Saint Gall, Lidge, and Laon), that the Irish were especially enthu-
siastic about Greek studies, and that there are good grounds for as-
suming a tradition of Greek in Irish monasteries. One of the reasons
for the popularity of Greek was undoubtedly the fact that Latin never
became the official language in Ireland, since the country was never
part of the Roman Empire.”” Wherever he learned the language,
Greek not only opened up a new world for Eriugena but gave him
a more precise philosophical vocabulary — terms Iike nous, logos, ousia,
physis, and so on, which he freely imported into his Latin writings.
The Periphyseon with its Greek title and long quotations from the
Greek fathers is the culmination of this self-conscious attempt to
integrate the world of Latin learning with Greek spiritual and phil-
osophical wisdom.

21 Sce E. Jeauncau, “Jean Scot Eriguc et le grec,” in Archivium Latinitalis Medii Aevi {Bulletin

du Cange) 41 (1970), pp. 5-30- Théry belicves that Erugena began his training in Greck
in Freland, but perfected it on the Continent.



5
THE PERIPHYSEON

In the 860s John Scottus Eriugena wrote the Periphyseon {later en-
titled De divisione naturae, that is, “On the Division of Nature”).’

The Periphyscon is a long work, filling nearly six hundred col-
umns of the Patrologia Latina volume and containing approxi-
mately 217,450 words,” written in the form of an extended dialogue
between two anonymous philosophers who are known only as
Nutritor and Alumnus or, in the twelfth-century manuscript edited
by William of Malmesbury, as “M” (Magister) and “D” (Disci-
pulus). The ‘work is divided into five books, and in some later
manuscripts these books are divided into chapters, though this was
never completely achieved.

Little is known about the occasion and circumstances which gave
rise to the composition of the Periphyseon. Roughly, it has been dated
as written between 860 and 866. As the dialogue contains many
quotations and excerpts from Greek authors, including Dionysius
and Maximus, and it is known that Eriugena did not begin trans-
lating Dionysius until 860, it is postulated that he began the work
in the early 860s.% In his critical edition, Sheldon-Williams contends

1 The Rheims MS bears the title Peri Physcos Merismou, whercas the Paris MSS bear the
title Peri Physeon. Ninth-century catalogue entries refer to it as perifision and rwelfth-cen-
tury references such as Honorius Augustodunensis speak of Perifiseon or Periphyseon (in
the mysterious “lepa” ~ possibly Israel the Grammarian). In the Trinity College (Cam-
bridge) MS, thoughs to have been edited by William of Malmesbury, the Greek versions
Peri Physeos Merismou and Peri Physeon are given, with a Latin explanation “de divisione
naturae.” When Gale made use of this MS in his printed edition, he transferred the Latin
title De Divisione Naturae to the work. See 1. P. Sheldon-Williams, “The Title of Fri-
ugena's Periphysedn,” Studia Patristica 3 (Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
altchristlichen Literatur 78} (Leipzig, 1961), pp. 297—302, and lofiannis Scotti Eriugenae Per-
iphyseon, vol. 1 (Dublin: Institute for Advanced Studies, 1968), pp. s-Io.

2 For the word-count, see G. H. Allard (cd.), Johannis Scoti Eriugenae Periphyscon: Indices
générales (Montreal: Institut d’études médiévales, 1983), p. vi.

3 M. Cappuyns, Jean Scor Erigéne: Sa vic, son oenvre, sa pensée (Louvain: Abbaye dc Mont
César, 1933), p. 180.
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that the work developed from an earlier book on logic or dialectic,
a De dialectica. 1t is indeed true that Eriugena’s contemporaries saw
the work in this light, especially as the chief philosophical work of
the day was the Categoriae decem, but there is no other evidence to
support Sheldon-Williams’s claim, and in fact his analysis seems to
distort the structure of Book [ of the Periphyseon.* Sheldon-Williams
appears to have based his decision on the long discussion of the
applicability of the Aristotelian categories to God in Book I. This
is, however, less a treatise on dialectic than a typical Neoplatonic
(both Plotinian and Dionysian) proof that God is beyond being and
beyond the grasp of the human mind. Sheldon-Williams is correct
in seeing Eriugena’s concern with dialectic as fundamental, but it
would be a distortion of the Periphyseon to say that it grew from
an 1initial study of the Categories.

As the dialogue is dedicated to Wulfad and addresses him as frater
in Christo, the work is thought to have been completed by 866 —
the year Wulfad was appointed archbishop of Bourges by Charles
the Bald — on the grounds that Eriugena would have been unlikely
to address an archbishop as frater.’ The dialogue was revised con-
tinually over a number of years, as is shown by the various glosses
which were gradually incorporated in the text.

The dialogue begins abruptly, with no setting or introductory
remarks. It makes no reference to local events or to any living writ-
ers or contemporary disputes. Neither King Charles nor Gottschalk
nor Ratramnus is mentioned. Eriugena had deliberately set out to
write a timeless philosophical and theological treatise, associating
himself only with the great Christian authorities — Augustine, Boe-
thius, Dionysius, Maximus. The only living person mentioned is
Wulfad, whom FEriugena credits as the instigator of the work and

4 Sce Sheldon-Williams, Periphyseon, vol. 1, p. 5. Guy A_llzrd sces the discussion of the
categories not as digression but as an introductory question which must be trc_atcd first.
See his essay in R. Roques (ed.}, Jean Scot Evigéne et U'histoire de la philosephic {Paris: CNRS,
1977), p- 224 | o |

s Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, p. 18g. This argument is particularly weak, given that we
know so little about the relations betrween Eriugena and Walfad. The only real date for
the completion of the Periphyscon is indicated by the Expesitiones, written possibly in the
8705, which refers ta the Periphyscon by name (PL CXIL.230b, Barbet [ed.], p. 160) and
says that the doctrine of essence, power, and operation, as understood in the soul is ex-
plained there in a satisfactory manner. The Expasitiones is referring to Periphyseon 11.368d-

§79a.
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his cooperator in studiis (V.1022a), and whom he asks to correct and
edit the work.®

Only one complete manuscript of the dialogue survives, and it is
from the twelfth century. A number of earlier manuscripts are in-
complete copies. The work was edited and corrected several times.
Cappuyns distinguished three stages of the development of the text,
basing his division on the earlier, more complex scheme of five stages
proposed by E. K. Rand.” The five stages for Rand were: (1) an
carlier version of Rheims 8735; {2) a version of Rheims with the mar-
ginal additions integrated in the text; (3) Bamberg; (4) Bamberg with
its marginal notes included in the text; and (5) Paris 12964 and 12963,
which were printed by Floss. Cappuyns simplified this, roughly to:
(1) Rheims, (2) Bamberg, and (3) Paris. Most scholars agree that
the oldest surviving manuscript is Rheims 875, which is incomplete
and contains many marginal additions in different hands.® Rand
postulates that a second copy was made which incorporated the
marginal additions of Rheims and which has not survived. This
missing copy became the basis for the Bamberg manuscript, which
contains the Rheims marginahia and more, and this in turn was in-
corporated into the Paris manuscript (Bibl. Nat. lat. 12965), along
with the marginalia of the Bamberg version. The Rand—Cappuyns
account of the manuscript transmission was accepted with modifi-
cations by Sheldon-Williams in his edition.? These earlier manu-

6 On Wulfad sce J. Marenbon, From the Circle of Aleuin to the School of Auxerre (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 117{f. Marenbon theorises that Wulfad may have

been the author of some glosses of an Eriugenian nature that appear on Mazarine 561

which was made at Saint Medard and owned by Wulfad {p. 113}

See Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 194~6. For Rand’s five stages sec his appendix to

L. Traube, “Palacographische Forschungen, V. Autographa des lohannes Scottus,” Abhan-

dlungen dey philosophisch-philologiselien. Klasse der kéniplich bayernischen Akademic der Wissen-

schafien 26 {(1912), p. 11

& For a description of Rheims 875 {discovered in 1904), see Sheldon-Wiliams, Periphyseon,
vol. 1, pp. 5—6. Rhcims is an imperfect copy in Carolingian miniscule of an early state
of the text. Bamberg was discovered in 1899. Bischoff belicves both were made at 2
scriptorium i Soissons.

¢ This edition was criticised by P. Lucentini in “‘La nuova cdizione del De divisione naturae
{Periphyseon) di Giovanni Scoto Erugena,” Studi Medievali, ser. 32, 17 (1976), pp. 303—
414. Sheldon-Williams distinguished three stages of the text, which he designated as A,
B, and C (A = Rheims; B = Bamberg Pha/1; C = Paris 12964 and 12963). Actually the
two Paris MSS, while integrating the additions found in Rheims and Bamberg, also con-
tain additions thought to be of dubious authenticity. So C can be divided into C and D.
Rheims 875 is itsclf not a first version, but seems to include glosscs. Sec E. Jeauncau,
“Guillaume de Malmesbury, premier editeur anglais du Periphyseon,” Sapientiae Doctrina:
Mélanges de théologic of de littérature médidvales offerts au Dom H. Bascour O.8.8., Recherches

~r
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scripts generally lack Books IV and V, and thus these latter books
contain fewer revisions and marginal additions. These manuscript
revisions are evidence of the care with which Erugena’s work was
read and studied in the ninth century.

For many years scholars have argued over the authorship of these
marginal additions and interlinear notes and comments. In partic-
ular, Traube suggested that some of the additions to Rheims and
all of the additions to Bamberg were in the hand of an Irish writer
~ possibly Eriugena himself.” In fact, he claimed to have found this
Irish hand in four different manuscripts. Rand disputed the identi-
fication of this Irish hand with Eriugena’s, and said that there were
in fact two different hands at work — 1* and #°, whose work was
purely scribal and not authoritative, and hence neither was the hand
of Eriugena.”* Bischoff and more recently Marenbon, Jeauneau, and
Bishop have discussed the problem in detail, and all are willing to
acknowledge Eriugena’s guiding presence in many of these enlarge-
ments and corrections, if not his actual hand.™ For our purposes,

de Théologic ancienne et médidvale, Numéro Spécial 1 (Louvain: Abbaye de Mont César,
1980), p. 158 n. 39. The problem of the recensions islcompoundcd by the fact that Boaoks
IV and V of the Periphyseen generally survive in a different set of MSS.
to Traube announced his discovery of Eriugena’s hand in 1906, and the evidence he used
was later published by Rand in the appendix to Traube's “Palacographische Forschungen
V.7 Autographa des lohannes Scottus. Traube examined Rheims 875, Bamberg th_/r, and
the Laon MSS. He thought the same hand wrote the marginal comments in _Rhchms; he
also thought he found the hand in the glosses added to a work of Marius Victorinus in
a Bamberg M$ {Patr 46.[Q.V1.32]), and also in the authorial corrections in MS Laon &1,
which contains Eriugena’s commentary on John's gospel. Rand, however, lgter dlS-Si:i‘l.tC(l
in his “The Supposed Autographa of John the Scot,” University of California Publications
in Classical Philalogy, 5 (1920}, pp. 135—41, platcs 1-:1. Rand found two insular hands,
which he designared as i* and {%; he ascribed neither to Scottus. o
11 Hand ¥ is characterised by Rand as “loose, pointed, flowing, with few abbreviations or
ligatures characteristic of Irish script” (“*Supposed Autcfgraph;'l,” p. 140} Hand i", how-
ever, is ““at once more compact and regular, more cursive, with more of the speaﬁc‘ally
trish traits.” Rand concluded that neither i' nor ¥ was John's, but that both were “‘s_cnb_cs
employed by him” (p. 140). J. J. O'Meara, “Eriugena’s Immediate i‘npucncc,' in W,
Beierwaltes (cd.), Eringena Redivivus (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Upwc;snatsycrlag, {3987),
p. 15, says that “it is preciscly i¥ whe manifests the ability to thmk‘ hkg Ern_lgcna.
Jeauneau discusses Rand’s conclusions concerning the Laon 81 MS in his edition of Jean
Scot, Commentaire sur 'Evangile de Jean (Paris: CERF, 1972}, pp. jo-80. jeauneau agrees
with Traube that the cmendations to Lzon 81 are “unc &eriture d'auteur persenclie et
originale” (p. 75). However, Bischoff’s arguments, discussed by Jeauncau, pp. 76—77,,
impressed him sufficiently to make him dissent from Rand and accept ¥ as Eriugena’s
hand. Bischoff argued that i* was Eriugena’s hand, and that Rand was correct to distin-
guish 1* and i*. The notcs to Laon 81, according to Bischoff are in i'. On thf: \othcr hand,
T. A. M. Bishop, “Autographa of John the Scot,” in Rogues, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 89—
g4, characterises ©* and i* as having in their Greek script “a stylistic likeness to some of
the Greek script written in the middle and third quarter of the ninth century at Laon, 2

-
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the discussion has a bearing on understanding the process of com-
position of a ninth-century philosophical work. The work was un-
doubtedly read and commented on by a group of dedicated disci-
ples, and many of the glosses aim for clarity, precision, and
completeness, as Marenbon demonstrated.”™ Marenbon divided the
additions and corrections in Rheims into six classes: (1) brief cor-
rections and additions of words accidentally omitted; {2) short ad-
ditions which have the character of glosses; (3} reference forward
to subjects discussed later in the book; (4) clanfications of an ar-
gument “often of a legalistically precise nature™; (5) elaboration of
a train of thought which depends on discussions later in the book;
and (6) rarely, fresh development of an argument, for example,
I.493c17~494a30.

The revisions to Bamberg are less extensive, and Marenbon pre-
ferred to see it more as an edition, since there are “very few ad-
ditions of any substance.”™ The Paris additions were described by
Marenbon as rather meagre and philosophically unsophisticated. They
are not thought to have been written by Eriugena, according to
Sheldon-Williams (vol. 1, p. 223 n. 14).

At least one of the glosses appears to confuse his thinking, for
example, [.443a, where materiague is added to God — as an example
of something which eludes the sense and the mind through its ex-

centre of Greek studics and of Irish scholars.” Bishop notes that i¥ appears in more M35,
and he sees i as-a “rapid, serious, dispersed, sometimes rather disorderly hand™ (p. 93).
Bishop inclines towards i as morc Eriugenian, calling it the hand of an “Trish-cosmo-
politan intellectual” (p. 93), and he explains the predominance of i as an accident of
survival, Marenbon has discussed the question in his Cirde of Alewsn, pp. 8g-109; Mar-
enbon agrees with Rand and is critical of Sheldon-Williams's conclusions in his cdition.
He criticises Bishop for concluding that i* is Eriugena on the “old assumption that if one
of the i’s s not John, then the other must be™ (p. 91). Marenbon finds it inconceivable
that i* could be Eriugena, but he aiso accepts Bishop’s arguments against 1. Marenbon
argues against rapidity and nervousness as signs of an intellectual hand, pointing out that
the authenticated hands of Martin of Laon and Heiric of Auxerre are “'slow, deliberate,
somewhat clumsy™ (p. gz). Marenbon points out that 1 and i arc found together only
on the one MS (Rheims). They were, he concludes, obviously scribes working under the
author’s direction. Marcnbon gocs on to discuss ather MSS in which i and 37 appear. In
two MSS i* adds notes on the lives of Church fathers possibly under his own choice.
Hand # appearances are mainly editorial — adding lemmata to Rheims. “Altogether the
notes of i* and i© reflect the interest which might be expected of two of Erfugena’s closest
associates” (Marenbon, p. 96).

13 Marenbon, Circle of Alcuin, p. 97-8.

14 Ibid., p. 98. Sce the appendix to Sheldon-Williams, Periphyscon, vol. 1, pp. 247-69, for
examples of the additions to Rheims, Bamberg, and Paris.
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cellence. According to Sheldon-Williams, this is not Eriugena’s in-
tention in that he distinguishes materia informis as a privation from
nihil per excellentiam of God in Book III. However, at' Book 111.681c
Eriugena does talk about the primordial causes being identical with
the materia informis of Scripture. Since the causes cannot be grasped
in themselves but only in their theophanies, according to Eriugena,
then it is possible to say that materia can be counted among the things
which escape the grasp of the mind due to the excellence of their
nature., Sheldon-Williams’s analysis then is unconvincing, and a fur-
ther study of the additions on the Paris manuscript is necessary.

A gloss to the Rheims manuscript at L443c—d discusses whether
privations and absences might not have some form of being. This
1s one of the most interesting glosses as 1t raises doubts about the
first mode of the division of things which have being and non-being,
and modifies the overall scheme of the five divisions of being and
non-being, thus representing a philosophically important revision
of Eriugena’s first draft.

Sheldon-Williams included the glosses and additions contained in
the Bamberg, Rheims, and Paris manuscripts in his edition of the
work, and saw the final product as the version “with which Eri-
ugena finally came to be satisfied.”* This seems to be going a little
too far; there is no reason for assuming that the Periphyseon ever
reached a completely satisfactory final form {given that it was al-
most certainly worked over by a lively intellectual circle presided
over by Eriugena). Indeed, some of the additions to the Paris manu-
script, originating from Corbie and which Sheldon-Williams in-
cluded in his edition, may possibly date from a period in the late
870s or 88os, after Eriugena’s death.’® To seek such a final form
would in fact be a distortion of the early mediaeval process of phil-
osophical production, since the work does not seem to have been
a livre d’occasion written to meet some particular request or deadline.

What the additions indicate is the gradual evolution of a philo-
sophical position associated with and championed by Eriugena. It
is an open-ended speculation. This is shown, for example, by the
addition to the Rheims manuscript at I.443¢—d, where the first mode
of being and non-being is discussed. This mode distinguishes beings

15 Sheldon-Williams, Periphyscon, vol. 1, p- 27,
16 Marenbon, Cirde of Alenin, pp. gg—100.
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as those things which can be grasped by the senses or the mind,
and excludes as non-being “things” which escape their grasp — in-
cluding God and unformed matter. Privations and absences there-
fore belong to non-being. But the addition to the Rheims manu-
script at this point raises a doubt: Possibly absences and privations
can be said to have some limited form of being in virtue of their
association with those things of which they are the privations and
absences. I shall discuss this question in detail in Chapter 11.77 This
doubt would, in fact, undercut the whole scheme that Eriugena is
proposing, and indeed he may have grown dissatistied with it. But
it is certainly not the kind of comment one would leave in a “fin-
ished” book.

As we have said, although the revisions of the Paris manuscript
are not sophisticated, they exhibit a desire to develop Eriugena’s
thinking. For example, the addition in the Paris manuscript to Book
I.444b glosses the term homo to mean “wman in his mortal state,”
whereas “angel” is defined in the addition to the manuscript as an
“essential intellectual motion about God.”™® Another addition gives
the nine orders of angels, most likely drawing on Eriugena’s com-
mentary on the Celestial Hierarchy of Dionysius.™

Some of the additions do seem to speak with clear authorial in-
tention. For example, at Book I.313d, the addition qualifics the
meaning of the “motion” (motus) Nutritor is talking about. This
gloss, added to the Rheims manuscript, states that the “motion” 1s
not the general one from non-being to being, which every creature
experiences, but the more particular motion from matter to (acci-
dental) form. The gloss reads: “I am not now speaking of that gen-
cral motion (motus generalis) that is common to all creatures, by which
all things are moved from nothing into being, but of the usual mo-

t7 The addition reads: “unless perhaps someonc should say that the absenees and privations
of things that exist are themselves not altogether nothing, but are implied by some strange
natural virtue of those things of which they are the privations and absences and oppo-
sitions, $o as to have some kind of existence™ (Sheldon-Williams, Periphyscon, vol. 1, p.
41).

18 Ihid., pp. 41-43. ‘ _

19 Sce Sheldon-Williams, ibid., p. 42 n. 26, and Marenbon, Cirde of Aleuin, p. 99. Dionysius
lists the nine orders of angels at Celestial Hicrarchy, Chapter Viz (PG EH.zood-zo:-',b),
claiming to have got this knowledge from Hieratheus. The triadic ordering of these bibli-
cal names has no basis in Scripture.
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tion in time by which every day mutable matter, moved either by
nature or by art, receives qualitative forms.”*® Sheldon-Williams as-
sumed this gloss to be Eriugena’s — written in his own hand. What-

ever view we tzke on the question of Eriugena’s handwriting, it is
o =3

certainly not a mere scribal addition, and its technical complexity
and the enrichment of meaning it brings to the discussion surely
mark it as a product of Eriugena’s own mind or at least of a highly
sophisticated close colleague’s. The many different kinds of mar-
ginalia and additions need to be studied in greater detail, but all give
the impression of careful attention to and development of Eriuge-
na’s thought, often with considerable technical detail.*

Several florilegia of the Periphyseon have recently. been discovered,
showing the popularity of Eriugena’s work,” but the real interest
in the Periphyseon flowered in the twelfth century with William of
Malmesbury’s “edition” and Honorius Augustodunensis’s liber ex-
cerptus, the Clavis physicae.”® Willlam of Malmesbury’s edition sur-
vives as the manuscript of Cambridge, Trinity College 0.5.20 {(1301),
a complete text which originally contained a prefatory letter written
by William of Malmesbury himselt and now in the British Mu-

2¢ Sheldon-Wilitams, Periphyseon, vol. 1, p. 199.

21 Sce, for example, 1.493¢, where a discussion of the kind of existence of geometrical bodics
has been inserted into an analysis of the catcgory of quantity. See also L503b, which
discusses what Boethius means by the “variable things” (variabilis res). Both these addi-
tions are found in the Rheims MS.

22 See¢, e.g., J. Marenbon, “A Florilegium from the Peripliyseon,” Recherches de théelogic an-
cienne ef médidvale 47 {1980), pp. 271—7, and his Cirele of Alcuin, appendix 2, pp. 1712

- and 103-5. See also G. Mathon, “Un Florilége érigénicn i I'abbaye de Saint-Amand au

" temps ¢ Hucbald,” Recherches de théologic anciennc et médiévale 20 (x953), pp. 302—11. These
date from the end of the ninth and beginning of the tenth century, from northern Franec,
possibly Auxcrre, These florilegia excorpt a great many definitions or explanations of Greck
theological terms, but do not show a sophisticated understanding of Eriugena’s negative
theology. .

23 On the Clavis physicae sce P, Lucentini, “La Clavis physicae di Honortus Augustoduncnsis
¢ la tradizione eriugeniana nel secolo XII,” in R. Roques, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 40314,
and M.-Th. d’Alverny, “Le Cosmos symbolique du Xile sigcle,” Archives d'histoire doc-
trinale er litéraire du moyen dge 28 (1953}, pp. 31-81. According to d’Alverny, Honorlus
did not properly understand Eriugena’s negative theology or his concept of theophany
{p. 33 n. 2) — again bearing out the view that Eriugena’s deepest thought was far in
advance of his time. Honorius docs, however, use the definition of nature as including
all things which arc and are not, as well as the fourfold division of nature. Honorius
reduces and paraphrases the citations from the Greek autherities; however, he keeps Max-
imus's scheme of the five categories of being and of the exitus and reditus. See P Lucentini
{ed.), Honorii Augustodunensis Clavis physicac, Temi ¢ Testi 21 (Rome. Storiz ¢ Litteratura,
1974). Sce my discussion of Eriugena’s influence in Chapter 13 below.
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tions of the nature of space and time, and the meaning of essence.
In so doing Eriugena offers 2 new metaphysical framework for un-
derstanding the relation between God and the world, far beyond
anything available to the Carolingian scholars of the time.
Furthermore, the Periphyseon provides a bold interpretion of Gen-
esis which attempts to reconcile the Augustinian account of the Six
Days, as given chiefly in the De Genesi ad litterarm, with the Genesis
commentaries of Basil and Gregory of Nyssa. Books III-V are in
effect a Hexaémeron. Indeed, in Book V, Eriugena inserts a prayer
(V.rorob—r1cr1a) in which he asserts that his sole desire is to have
a proper insight into the words of Scripture, which are, as he says
elsewhere, “the secret dwelling-place of truth,” even if Scripture
does not always use nouns and verbs in the right order {I.509a). At
Book IIl.6gob he says that the Holy Spirit has put an infinity of
meanings {infiniti intellectus) in the Bible, since He is an infinitus con-
ditor, and all through the dialogue, Eriugena emphasises the need to
recognise the multiplicity of interpretations that can be put on
Scripture, and hence the multitude of philosophical interpretations
of the nature of the world which are possible. Yet notwithstanding
Eriugena’s seriousness in attempting to understand the secret of
Scripture, the impression the dialogue leaves is that Eriugena is reading
Scripture from the viewpoint of his own metaphysics. The placing
of the discussion of the meaning of nature, being and non-being,
the categories and essence, at the start of the book forces us to con-
clude that Eriugena’s Hexaémeron is really a vindication of his own
independently arrived at metaphysical insights, albeit stimulated by
the suggestiveness of the Greck mystics he transiated.
Furthermore, it is clear that the dialogue is written not merely to
instruct and impart knowledge, but also to provide a vehicle for
travelling on the road towards spiritual enlightenment, and ulti-
mately gaining unity with the Truth itself, which is God. It is an
inquisitio veritatis (IV.784a, IV.858b, V.864b); it aims to culminate
in a radical infellectus, to arrive at the banquet of knowledge (V.10100).
This orientation places the Periphyseon on a different scale in re-
lation to other dialogues of the period. The dialogue form was es-
pecially popular in the early Middle Ages® until it was finally re-

30 Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, p. 197, says that the dialogue form was much in vogue
during the Carolingian period and that, in using it, Eriugena conformed to the best lit-
erary tradition available. : :
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placed by the summas, tracts, and quodlibetal questions of the
Scholastic tradition. Augustine, Boethius, Martianus, and Alcuin all
wrote dialogues. Eriugena’s form has been compared to the early
dialogues of Augustine, though the opening is Ciceronian.®” Indeed,
it has similarities with the kind of philosophical discussion found in
Augustine’s De quantitate animae, De libero arbitrio, and De magistro.
The dialogue is not merely a device for conveying dogmatic prop-
ositions, as it would later become; it proceeds in a spirit of genuine
inquiry, where theses are proposed and then discussed at length.
Difficulties are not glossed over but are clearly articulated, and in-
deed this penchant for facing up to the paradoxes, difficulties, and
even contradictions of the Catholic faith sets Eriugena’s work apart
from most other Christian catechetical literature; for example, he is
genuinely speculative with regard to the filioque question, and even
allows Alumnus to speculate that the Son may proceed from the
Holy Spirit and the Father, just as the Spirit proceeds from the Fa-
ther and the Son {Il.611b-6132).

Eriugena was conscious of the intellectual challenge posed by his
translations of the Greek fathers to the rather inflexible minds of
students schooled in the simplicities and practicalities of the Latin
Church. He 1s anxious therefore to introduce the Greeks within the
framework of the Latin authorities, notably Augustine, and to show
how the two interpretations enrich and complement each other. He
clearly prefers the Greek to the Latin,® spiritual idealism to practical
realism. The dialogue allows for choice in the matter of theories
concerning the physical world, as Augustine also allows in his De
Czenesi ad litteram; each reader may choose the interpretation which
suits him best, as long as it does not conflict with Scripture. The
dialogue combines sense of speculative adventure with a firm
grounding in tradition, and promotes a genuine tolerance of op-
posing views that was quite unusual in that polemical age, especially

31 On the Ciceronian opening line Saepe mihi cogitanti, sce P. d'Hérouville, “Unc Formulc
cicéronienne qui 2 fait fortune,” Revue de philologic 3 (192%), pp. 81-3, and Sheldon-Wil-
Hams, Periphyscon, vol. 1, p. 222 n. 4. ‘

3z He says as much at V.gs3a. No-one has expressed Erlugena’s “Greek mind”’ better than
Sheldon-Williams. Sec especially his articles in A. H. Armstrong (cd.), The Cambridge
History of Late Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy {Cambridge: Cambridge Umiversity
Press, rgy70), pp. 538-37, esp. p. 520, where he says Eringena was brought “wholly within
the Greek tradition as if he had been a Byzantine writing in Greek.” Occasionally Eri-
ugena favors a Laun — as when he sides with Ambrosc against Epiphanius (1V.8324d);
however, Ambrose, given his interest in Plotinus, is surcly an “honorary Greek.”
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given Eriugena’s experience some years carlier in the controversy
with Gottschalk.* Eriugena consciously and carefully avoids theo-
logical disputes, emphasising the provisional character of all theo-
logical utterances in this life.** Truth for humans is only a hope —
an intimation of things to come. It can never have the finality of
eternal truth, which will be gained only after mortals have rid them-
selves of the fleshly constraints of the body.**

But although Eriugena is anxious to promote harmony and avoid
dispute, under no circumstances is he willing to merely repeat time-
worn platitudes or stock answers culled from the best-known au-
thorities. The freshness of the Periphyseon stems in part from the
manner in which even the most traditional Christian concepts — the
Fall or Creation or Redemption — are given a completely new and
thorough rercading. Eriugena’s readers could not have been nov-
ices, but were obviously skilled theologians and philosophers. The
overall message of the Periphyseon is at once both the simplicity and
the complexity of the Christian understanding of the world. The
goal of all human activity is unity with the One, with the absolute
simplicity of God, but there are multitudinous paths in this essen-
tially pathless land. It is therefore up to the students to choose the
interpretations which satisfy their own reasons and their own stage

“in life; in the end each will be illuminated according to his own
measure. Speaking of the return of all humans to the One, Eriugena
says in Book V:

33 This tolerance of opposing viewpoints is frequently expressed in the dialogue, cspecially
in matters connected with the interpretation of Scripture. This tolerance is in sharp con-
trast to the often violent polemical tone of the De pracdestinatione {c.g. 369d, where he
recommends that Gottschalk be burned). At Periphyscon L475¢ he advocates that those
who persist in their errors be left alone. He also makes allowances for those who mis-
understand through stupidity and lack of intellectual power. But he has plenty of harsh
things to say about the false wisdom espoused by the “perifidious Jews and venomous
heretics” (IV.850b) who follow the letter of Seripture and net the spirit, One humorous
interpretation of Scripture, which should be mentioned here, occurs at [V.839c, where
Eriugena interprets the fig-leaves used by fallen man to cover his shame as ““perhaps cer-
tain empty and obscure treatises” which veil his intellectual nudity.

34 Erlugena even has Nutritor say at 1I1.649d-650b that he himsclf had once been deceived
by “false reasonings of human opinions that are far from the truth,” and now he sets
down his retraction {obviously influenced by Augustine’s example).

35 This is clearly cxpressed at V.1021b, where Eriugena says that human intcligence, while
still in the body, can never hope to have unresericted access to the whole truth. Carnal
thoughts are a frequent causc of error for Eriugena — in that they deceive the mind into
belicving that this sensible world is the most real. Compare the very similar remarks of
Augusting in De doctrina Christiana Book III, Chapter V, where he lamcents the bad habit
of mistaking signs for things.
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Hence it may be seen that while zll men participate in one and the same
nature, which 1s redeemed in Christ and free from that servitude under
which in this life is still groaned and suffered, so that mn it all are made
Ong; the gualities and quantities of their deserts, . . . are infinitely large
and manifold. But all these things are in duc order comprchended in that
one spacious house In which the state of the universe created in and by
God is displayed in many mansions, that is, many degrees of merit and
gmce.6 And that house s Christ. (V.984a—b; Sheldon-Williams’s transia-
tion)®

The 1mage of one house and many mansions (from John 14.2), one
truth but many revelations and understanding, is recurrent in the
dialogue (e.g. 1.448¢c—d). This appreciation of multiplicity is a sin-
gular aspect of Eriugena’s outlook and style, exceedingly rare in the
tradition of mediaeval philosophy. At Book IV.816d, in a discussion
of the nature of paradise — whether it is a corporeal place or a spir-
itual state — Eriugena opposes the Greek to the Latin interpretation
but then says:

Whether there be two paradises, the one corporeal and other spiritual, we
neither deny nor affirm. We are merely comparing the opinions of the
Holy Fathers: it is not ours to say which should be followed rather than
another. Let each abound in his sense and let him choose which he will
follow, avoiding all controversy.®’

Part of the function of the dialogue is to unfold these multifarious
interpretations of the world and also of Scripture. Indeed, we are
told several times that the number of interpretations of Scripture is
infinite, and as varied as the colours in a peacock’s tail.?® Elsewhere
{e.g. V.rorob) we are told that Scripture is a labyrinth “worthy of
Daedalus.”

36 This translation is Sheldon-Williams’s version, currently in press with the Institut d'Etudes
Médiévales of Montreal. T am grateful to Professor | O’Meara for allowing me to sce
this version. See also 1.448¢—d, where the image of many mansions {John 14.2) s again
used.

Sheldon-Williams's translation. Sce also Eriugena’s similar remarks at 1V.804¢, 1V.8142,
V.860a, V.889a, and V.1co1a.

L
-1

38 “The understanding of God’s words is manifold and infinite. Why, in one and the same

feather of a peacock, a remarkable, beautiful varicty of countless colours is seen in one
and the same spot of a small part of the same feather. And indeed the very nature of
things attracts us to such an understanding” (John the Scot, Periphyseon. On the Division
of Nature. trans. M. L. Uhifelder, with summarics by ]. A. Potter [Indianapolis: Bobbs-
Merrill, 1976], p. 216). The image of the peacock’s tail is traditional - it occurs in Boethius
De consolatione philosophiae. See 1. de Lubac, Exéaése médicvale: Les Quatre Sens de Pécriture,
vol. 1 {Paris, 1959}, p. 119, for a general discussion of the commonplace that Scripture
and the world have infinitely varicd meanings.
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But the dialogue has another function than that of revealing dif-
ferent and contrary ways of viewing reality. It is cast metaphorically
in the form of a journey, a difficult sea voyage, a navigatio.*® The
journey proceeds through many dangerous places in order to lay
hold of the truth, and to arrive at that crucial Neoplatonic and
Augustinian point of self-understanding. The aim of dialogue must
be to produce a unity of minds and self-integration which Eriugena
sees as fundamental to both philosophy and to Christian salvation.
Thus Nutritor says at 11.587d, “Do not be troubled but rather be of
good heart. For this discussion (consideratio) is drawing us towards
an understanding of ourselves, and teaching us the things which it
is right to think and to understand and declare about our God, He
being our Guide” (Sheldon-Williams's translation, vol. 2, p. 141).
On this road towards unity, however, many diverse difficulties are
encountered. The pupil, Alumnus, sees himself as cast about on scas
of doubt; he is often bewildered and at a loss where to turn.” In
the face of this turmoil and confusion, a guide is needed, and an
orderly discipline must be followed. For Ertugena, the guide in the
dialogue is God Himself, the light of minds {(lux mentium}.*" The
participants in the dialogue can only proceed as far as “the ray of
divine power shall permit the keenness of our minds to ascend into
the Divine Mysteries” (IIL.678a);* indeed, it i1s always crucial to re-
cognise the human limitations to grasping the truth of the divine

39 See D. Moran, “Wandering from the Path: Navigatic in the Philosophy of John Scottus
Eriugena,” The Crane Bag, vol 2, no. 2 (1978}, pp. g6—102, reprinted in The Crane Bag
Bosk of Irish Studies (Dublin: Blackwater Press, 1982), pp. 244—50. Scc also Jeauncau, “Le
Symbolisme de la mer chez Jean Scot Erigéne,” in Le Néoplatonismie, Collogque interna-
tional du CINRS, Royvaumont, 1969 {Paris: CNRS, 1971}, pp. 385-94, and E. Jeaunecau,
Quatre thémes érigéniennes (Montreal: Institut d’Etudes Mdédiévales, 1978).

40 See, ¢.g., V.g23d, which uses images of a ship buffeted in 2 storm and threatened with
crashing on dangerous rocks, and V.g24c, where the image is of 2 battle to force 2 way
through a heavily guarded pass. See also I[1.636a, where the image of a boat in a2 storm
is used as a symbol of confusion and bewilderment; and IV.743d~7443. The image is also
found in Augustine.

41 On God as lux mentium sce 1.442b, 1.527a, [L.572b, I.6o1c. Also De pracdestinatione 438c,
and Epistola ad Carelum 1o3:1c, where he says thar the light of minds guided his translation
of Dionysius. It is a favourite phrase of Eriugena’s. At IV.7442 God is called the captain
and helmsman of the dialogue. See Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 209.

42 Sheldon-Williams, Periphyseon, vol. 3, p. 161. The image is strongly Dionysian. Eriugena
is adept at blending the balanced dialoguc style of the Latins {and Augustine in particular)
with the more gnomic utterances associated with the Pseudo-Dionysius. Eriugena’s light
metaphor continues the light metaphysics of both Dionysius and Augustine.
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mystery, and to remember the warning “*Seck not after high things
but be afraid.”*

Given this recognition of the impenctrable darkness of the Di-
vinity, and the utter reliance of human intellects on the divine power
and illuminating grace,* the participants firmly place their trust in
true reason (recta ratio} to stecr their course. It is astonishing how
often both participants acknowledge the need to submit everything
to the rigorous measure of recta ratio.* Both seem skilled in rhetoric
and dialectics and know how to lay out an argument and follow
the twists of the discussion in an orderly and comprehensive man-
ner. Alumnus, in particular, 1s anxious to see that the inguiry fol-
lows the natural order of matters {ordo rerum, 11.525¢) and keeps to
the ordained pattern (disputationis series, 1l.523a, III.710¢) of the ar-
gument.*® Both participants set a high value on patience and caution
(IV.814b) and warn against hurried judgments (IIl.6goc). They rec-
ognise that this manner of proceeding must be open to following
the many subdivisions of the questions: “For there is no main prob-
Jem, I think, which does not involve incidental problems when it

43 IL627¢c. This is a quotation from Paul, Romans I1.21. Sheldon-Williams, vol. 3, p. 46:
Noli altum sapere sed tinre. [ have tried to give a literal rendering of this phrasc; it is more
usually translated: “do not be proud but be afraid.” Here the master says that since the
highest illuminations are denied him, it is necessary to use the inner light (intima hix,
627b) to gain “whatever scems to us most like the truth.” Sce also the balance struck at
111.638¢~d between rational inquiry and respeczful silence.

44 See, e.g., the prayer in Book IIi.650b, which prays God to shatter the clouds of fantasies
(subes vanarum fantasiarunt) which bind the mind, and open it up to receive the grace of
theophany.

43 Reda ratio or vera ratio favourite phrases of Augustine’s, appear extremely frequently in
the dialogue: G.-H. Allard even gocs so far as to claim that Reason is the third participant
in the dialogue; sce his “Quelques remarques sur |3 disputationis series,” in R. Roques, Jean
Scot Erigéne, pp. 21124, Recta ratic or vera ratio appears at L4gzb, 456a—-b. 456d, 459¢,
522b, ctc., and frequently there arc expressions such as “reason forces me to admit” (1.504a,
s01b, sorc, [1.673b). At IV.744a there is 2 stirring encomium of the power of rcason to
struggle bravely or in different terrain. It [reason] dees not fear any threats of waves or
bends or Syrtes or rocks. It takes greater delight in exercising its power in the hidden
waters of the divine occan than in resting at ease in smooth and open waters, where it
cannot reveal its force” (Uhfelder’s translation, p. 20¢). For a discussion of the balance
between reason and illumination, see R. Roques, “Remarques sur la signification de Jean
Scot Erigéne,” Miscellanca André Combes, vol. 1, esp. pp. 265-70.

46 Several scholars have attempted to give an account of the djalectical method utilised by
Eriugena 1n setting out the argument of the Periphyseon. Some have referred to the chaprer
headings or the scheme of topics sclected by Honorius Augustodunensis in his paraphrasc.
Not enough is known about Eriugena’s dialectical tralning or about the methodelogy of
philosophical argumentation of the time to give a convincing account. Suffice to say that
both participants in the dialogue arc quite sure that they are following a sct order of topics.
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15 being investigated by a diligent mind” (Ill.61¢9).*" Although
Alumnus is good at bringing the discussion back from a digression
{(690a—b), Nutritor argues the need for copious repetition and re-
capitulation,® even to the point of worrying whether perhaps the
readers of the dialogue are being bored by the constant reiterations
of the same point. He decides, however, that

. when a subject 1s complicated and has many different aspects, it is
necessary that the explanation be complicated and repetitive. And perhaps
there are not a few who would prefer to hear the cxplanation repeated
many times than a brief and cursory summary of so difficult a mateer,
which would be more likely to pass over the difficulties than resolve them,
and increase ambiguity instead of removing it. (V.g978¢; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)*

Of course recapitulation is itsclf a form of recollectio or return of ali
things to the One. In gathering everything together, the participants
are themselves participating in the cosmic cycle of nature.

The structure of the Periphyseon is announced by the participants
themselves, who state that they are going to give an account of the
four divisions of nature which are proposed in the opening para-
graphs, and that each division will be dealt with separately. The first
three books attempt to deal with one division each.’® After a long
digression on the nature of “nothing” in Book III, however, a dis-
cussion of the Six Days of Creation overflows into Book 1V, and

47 Digressions are a standard feature of mediaeval philosophical discussions. I fact, Jeauneau
compares this discursive style to Plato in his Jean Scot: L’Homélie sur le Prologue de Jean
(Paris: CERF 1969}, p. 45, and says that the Periphyseon follows une frajectoire hélicoidale.

48 Recapitulation (recapitulatio, anacephalaiosis) is an important feature of Eringena’s style which
he remarks on several times (IL.55a4c, 11.684d, 1[1.688a, IV.829b, V.1016a). The term has

- a long history in Greek and Latin theology. Paul used it to signify the collection of all
things in Christ. Irenacus, Tertullian, and Ambrose all made use of the concept. See ].
Daniélou, From Shadows fo Reality: Studies in the Biblical Typology of the Fathers (London:
Burns & Qats, 1960). Rewapitulatio means taking a topic up from one level to another.
Theologically it means, for example, the manner in which Christ tzkes up {recapitulates)
Adam (II.541b). Eriugena found the term in Maximus. Recapitulatio is closely connected
with recollectio. See J. Trouillard, “La Notion d’analyse chez Jean Scot,” in Roques, Jean
Scot Erigine, pp. 34356

29 Each time a subject is repeated, it is drawn up to a new level of the synthesis Eriugena
is completing.

50 Sheldon-Williams, in the Cambridge Fistory, p. 521, assumes that the Periphyseon follows
the four-fold diviston of nature, and O'Meara, in Eriugena (Cork, 1969), sces the first
threc books as dealing with one level of nature each and the last two as dealing with the
return of all things to God. Sheldon-Williams qualified his remark in Mind of Eriugena,
p. 157, where he says there are four, three, or two divisions in Periphyscon, depending
on one’s starting-point.
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Nutritor is forced to announce that these complex matters will re-
quire a fifth book (IV.7442). The disputants recognise that their books
are too long (IH.715d), but feel that this is necessary to do justice
to the complexity of the task. The dialogue, however, also follows
the familiar Neoplatonic cycle of unity-diversity-reunification or the
Christian pattern of Creation-Fall-Redemption. This pattern 1s clearly
followed from the beginning, and it is unnecessary to postulate a
primitive form of text, dealing with dialectic, as Sheldon-Williams
argued for in his edition.**

Previous commentators have not noticed any distinguishing fea-
tures of the master and pupil such that the two might be seen as
genuine individuals. Generally speaking the pupil is thought to be
merely a foil for the master, who is Eriugena.”® Some points of
difference between the two participants can be noted, however, and
these do have a bearing on the movement of the dialogue itself.

Nutritor is an austere figure, learned, wise, and patient (V.g23c,
1I.542b). He is marked by his knowledge of, and reverence for, the
Greek patristic writers. At Book V.g55a, for example, Nutritor says
that the Greeks, as usual (solito more), display a greater sharpness of

. intellect and a more subtle accuracy in their choice of technical terms.

He introduces and explains these new terms to Alumnus. He sets
himself up as an authority not only on philosophical theology but
also on biblical exegesis and interpretation, making use of several

levels of exegesis. ™ He also gives the impression that he speaks as

51 Sheldon-Williams’s argument for 2 primitive De dialectica scems to have been influenced
by his appreciation of Eriugena’s considerable skills as a dialectician, and he believes that
fourfold scheme of nature is a metaphysical counterpart of the “dialectician’s table of
contrarics and contradictions” {Cambridge History, p. 521). Allard, on the other hand, in
his “La Structure littéraire de Ja composition du De divisione naturae,” in O'Meara and
Bieler, The Mind of Criugena, pp. 147-57, has suggested that the scheme of the Periphyseon
is not that of the fourfold division as given by Sheldon-Williams, O’Meara, and others;
rather the Peripiyseon has the stracture of a Hexaémeron (Allard, p. 147) and is articulating
the meaning of the first three chapters of Genesis. .

52 See, ¢.g., O'Meara, Erfugena, p. 33. D. Desrosiers-Bonin, “Etudes des radicaux et de leur
repartition dans le dialogue du Periphyseon,” in Allard (ed.), Jean Scot &tivain, p. 312,
argucs that some words are mainly used by the master and some by the pupil; the master
uses terms like “apophatic” and “katophatic.” This is in general agreement with my ob-
servations.

53 Eriugena's use of the four levels of interpretation of Scriptuse is most complex (sce, ¢.g.,
V.1008b-c) and quite individual. Sce H. de Lubac, Exégése médiévale, vol. 2, p. 38 n. 4,
and E. Jeauncau, appendix 3 of Jean Scotr L'Homélic sur le Prologue de fean, pp. 327-8.
Most original in Eriugena’s formulation is his use of the “historical” level of interpreta~
tion. Augustine in De atilitate credendi distinguishes four series — fiistoria, actiolagia, analogia,
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one who has been illuminated by a theophany, a divine revelation,
and that this is the inspiration behind his pronouncements. He says
to Alumnus in Book III:

You have 2 high opinion of me, as [ see, since you assign to me the things
that arc harder to seck and find and demonstrate. However it is my part
to seek, but to find is His alone Who illumines the hidden places of dark-
ness. His also is the demonstration because He {alone] can open the sense
of those who secek and the intellect. For of what use s a demonstration
from without {exterior suasio) if there 1s not illumination within (interior
illuminario)? (111656463 7a)™

Since he goes on to expound the doctrine, he must have had a rev-
elation of its truth. Elsewhere in the texts he prays God to grant
him continued theophanies of the truth {¢.g. 1l1.650b). But he is also
more than happy to defend his conclusions with powerful argu-
ment, and he makes full (and often ostentatious, e.g. 1.498¢, 491¢)
use of the dialectician’s tools, enthymemes, syllogistic reasoning,
dilemmas, and so on. He is also well versed in the figures of rhetoric
{e.g., metonymy, .480b). Yet he rather modestly describes himself
as scarcely holding “a place among the least of the followers of the
great philosophers” (II1.627a) and refuses to make any rash promises
about how far he will be able to ascend along the steps of contem-
plation.” In Neoplatonic and Gnostic terms he describes the steps
which bring the philosopher’s contemplation to the “most sacred

and allegoria. The first three series belong to the literal level and the fourth is spiritual.
Sec de Lubac vol. 1, pp. 178—9. Sheldon-Williams says that Eriugena’s system owes more
to Dionysius (vol. 3, p. 317 nn. 43 and 44}. However, Alumnus appears more unfamiliar
with the literal type of interpretation; sce for exampic [1.6g3c, where Alumnus says he
knows enough about the allegorical (or moral) level of interpretations of the Six Days.
At V.g96a--b, Nutritor argues against those who accept the allegorical interpretation only
and neglect the hiteral At IH. rogc, Eriugena adds the “historical account of the cstablish-
ment of things” to the fourfold division of wisdem. For the concept of historical inter-
pretation see 1l.y03bh, 723b, IV.818a, 856¢, 859b, V.9335b~c, V.gg0c. For Eriugena, there
is nothing wrong with the historical interpretation as long as it is placed in proper context
and is not debased by carnal minds, whe take place and time literally. Eringena’s use of
the four levels of thedria needs to be examined in greater detail.

54 Sheldon-Williams, vol. 3, p. 113,

55 His modesty is less significant here than the fact that be is ranking himself in 2 long Hae
of great philosophers — from Plato to the Church fathers. He is not placing himscif below
the level of contemporary thinkers. This is similar to A. }. Ayer, who in a recent intervicw
on Irish radio {1985) said that he would place himself in the second rank of modern phi-
losophers, However, when asked who he thought was of first-rank status. he could not
think of any!
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shrines of the celestial mysteries.”® Yet he regards the entrance into
this state as belonging only to the most enlightened and does not
seem to expect this illumination while he 1s still in the mortal frame.

Alumnus for his part 1s not the characterless pupil or novice that
many commentators have seen in him. He is a practising philoso-
pher (IlI.735¢)*" and skilled in the arts (peritus artium, 1.508b), having
studied them from infancy (Il.6c4c). In particular he has a special
knowledge of natural cosmology and the working of the four cle-
ments, as well as considerable understanding of mathematics (I1.604¢,
IH1.654a, Il 713¢, 715d).%° He displays a broad familiarity with Latin
theological authorities and with some of the more subtle points of
the doctrine of the Trinity. Alumuus is, however, ignorant of the
Greek authorities, whose ideas deeply shock and disturb him.*? For
example, at Book H1.646¢, he says that he is “bewildered and struck
dumb as a dead man with stupefaction”; at 647b, he says he hears
things which “disturb me greatly and turn me reluctantly from what
I hitherto firmly held”; at 661a, he says he is like a “sleeper awak-
ened” (expergefactus). He has difficulty accepting that there will be
a general return of all beings to God and not just the return of the
elect (V.g921b—¢), and in general he finds the teacher’s immaterialism
and denial of physical reality hard to understand.® But he does rec-
ognise the superiority of the intellect to sense-knowledge and can

56 UL.627b, “sacratissima caclestiunt mysteriorum adyta”; Sheldon-Williams vol. 3, p. 435. Eri-
ugena sces philosophy as aiming to attain unity with the One, not just reason abour it.
Here he is in agreement with Plotinus and Proclus.

At IL.735¢ he incdudes himsclf among those who practisc philosophy or read the phi-

losophers.™

58 Alumnus takes special interest in discussions of cosmology in Book I1I and shows con-
siderabie knowledge in this field. At [IE.654a Nutritor remarks to him: I see you are not
ignorant of the art of arithmetic (erithmeticac discipling).” Alwmnus gives 2 long account
of the relation of numbers to the monad at [11.652¢~656d. At [1.604b—c he shows knowl-
edge of what the sapientes mundi have to say about firc and the other clements, and he
develops this account at L y13c as 2 toue fysians {714b). At 715d he asks Nutritor for an
account of the orbits of the cclestial bodies, and makes knowledgeable comments of his
own.

59 For example he knows that “all or almost all of the masters of the Latin tonguc” (11.543b)
are opposed to the Greek idea that the resurrected body will be without sexual differ-
entiation. Alumnus’s knowledge of the Latin account of the Trinity is scen at [L610b ff,
where he gives an Augustinian version of the reflection of the Trinity in human nature.
Sec also T1.613b.

60 At [.489b Alumnus is cast in the role of spokesperson for those who believe in corporcal
substances, which Nutritor sces as stupidity (48gc). In general Alamnus has difficulty with
all the specifically Greck theses, e.g., on differentiation of the serics, on the inaccessibility
of God, the meaning of theophany, and the nature of paradisc.

]
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be persuaded by rational demonstration. Part of his function scems
to be to voice the difficulties the ordinary Latin theologian will have
with these new Greek ideas. At .490a he explicitly says that he is
raising the objections others will have, He sees his own role as that
of criticising and at HI.6goc he sets forth his aim as that of following
and learning the interpretations of others and of the master himself,
and to choose from them what reason recommends.®” Clearly, no blind
subservience to the master 1s involved here, and most of the time
the discussion proceeds as if between two equals in philosophical
rank.

The interplay between the personalities of the Magister and the
Discipulus provides a dramatic tension which gives dynamism to
the work, so that it is certainly a genuine essay in dialectic, an au-
thentic dialogue. Given the stress Eriugena places on the role of the
arts in the development of the understanding, and the necessity of
philosophy for salvation (or at least for entry into the higher realms),
it is important not to ignore the dialectical development produced
by the drama of the dialogue itself. There is a recurrent emphasis
on the need for 2 move from darkness to light, from ignorance to
knowledge, away from sense-knowledge towards intellectual illu-
mination, from the lower to the higher.* Eriugena is particularly
scathing of those who cannot scale the lofty heights of his contern-
plation, but who remain caught up in carnal thoughts (carnales cog-
itationes, V.1015b).% What is called for in the dialogue and what
gradually takes place in Alumnus and in the reader are a genuine
shift in viewpoint, away from the limitations of the senses towards
an appreciation of the true nature of things, and their ultimate unity
in the Inaccessible One. Those who refuse to grasp this must be
refuted or ignored. In the end the philosopher’s way will be justified
by the coming of the genuine illumination of God: “Let every man

61 The master therefore does not just assemble the interpretations of the great philosophers
and authorities but offers some new interpretations himself. Eriugena is conscious of his
own originality and seeks to call attention to it. This is extremely unusuzl in a mediacval
work.,

62 The images of light and darkness, knowledge and ignorance are deeply Dionysian; Eri-
ugena, however, also uses many typically Augustinian images — for example the general
movement from lower to higher things {ex inferioribus ad superiora rationis ita, 1.5042). For
light/darkness images, sce V.g24d.

63 Like Augustine, Eriugena frequently contrasts those who have fleshly and material un-
derstanding with thosc who have truc spiritual insight. The imagery and terms are Paul-
ine. See, c.g., [V.841b-c, 843c.

The Periphyseon 79

be lavishly endowed with his own interpretation, until the coming
of that Light which converts to darkness the light of false philos-
ophers and changes into light the darkness of those who rightly
know” (Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 360).

After the Periphyseon, Eriugena wrote a Homilia on the Prologue to
the Gospel of John. This work ranks as one of the greatest homilies
of mediaeval spiritual literature and was widely disseminated in the
Middle Ages, circulating, however, under the name of Origen or
John Chrysostomn.*

Modern commentators since Cappuyns have seen it as closely
complementing the Periphyseon, especially on the theme of the as-
cent from darkness to light, from lower to higher, from carnal un-
derstanding to spiritual contemplation. The Homilia of Eriugena was
of course influenced by Augustine’s tract on the Gospel of John,
but it contains a number of particularly Eriugenian themes — in-
cluding the concept of transcending all that is and all that is not,
the idea of theophany and thedsis (8éwots), and the idea that the
procession of the Word from the Father is identical with the creation
of all things by God. Eriugena explains that outside God there is
nothing. John is seen as a mystic and is symbolised by the eagle,
which can soar above the whole world. John is able to surpass the
created intellect and gain an insight into the nature of the divine
plan itself. John thus symbolises theology, which is the highest form
of contemplation, or thedria, and can penetrate into the highest dark-
ness of the spiritual mysteries (284b).

In the Homilia, Eriugena continues the Periphyseon theme that faith
is. necessary but is merely preparatory to the work of intellection
and of contemplation, which must be carried out by the purc de-
tached mens or animus. John symbolises this intellect, whereas Peter
signifies faith and action (284b).

The Homilia develops its rich spirituality until it reaches the high-
est point in the recognition that the Word runs through all things,
and that all things radiate out from the Word, like the innumerable
radii of a circle (289a}. God is the Light which illuminates Itseif,
Lux itaque est et seipsum illuminat (289c), as well as the whole world.

64 The Homilia has been edited by Jeauneaw, Jean Scor: Homdlie sur le Prologue de Jean. A
beautiful translation into English in contained in "Meara, Eriugena (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1988).
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Through the Word, however, we, who are no longer the Light, can
once more participate in the Light. The Light comes to us in Scrip-
ture but also through the lights of created natures (289c). Our na-
ture is at present a tenebrosa substantia, but it is capable of the Light
{capax lucis, zg9oc). The Light itself is so bright that to us it 1s an
impenetrable darkness. The whole theology of light and darkness
is Dionysian, but as we shall see Eriugena incorporates the dialectic
of light and dark into his metaphysics of creation. In the Homilia
Eriugena succeeded in conveying his key ideas, without invoking
philosophical theories, and the Homilia represents the best short in-
troduction to Eriugena’s distinctive cast of mind. We shall not be
able to investigate it more fully in this book, as we must now turn
to a more detailed investigation of Eriugena’s philosophy.

6

ERIUGENA AS PHILOSOPHER

How are we to interpret Eriugena’s philosophy?

He made use of the logical and dialectical material available to the
ninth century in his metaphysical discussions of the nature of es-
sence, substance, accident, and the categories, but he stands above
his contemporaries in offering a unique metaphysical system — the
four divisions of nature -~ which introduced to the West not only a
new cosmology but also the first important meontology, or study of
non-being ~ mé on (u7 Ov).

In the following chapters 1 shall argue that Eriugena’s system,
while seeming to provide an objective hierarchical metaphysics of
order, actually presents a subjectivist and idealist philosophy, in the
sense that all spatiotemporal reality is understood as immaterial, mind
dependent, and lacking in independent existence; and also in the He-
gelian sense, whereby all finite reality is understood to require in-
finite reality for its full intelligibility and completion.” For Eriugena
the hierarchical order of nature is in fact 2 product of mind, and is
absorbed and transcended by the mind of the spiritually liberated

1 For Hegel's discussion of idealism, see his Science of Logic, trans. by A. V. Milier (London:
Allen & Unwin, 196g), pp. 154-5. It is in the latter sense that W, Windelband, in his
History of Philosophy, vol. 2 (19o1; reprinted New Yark: Harper & Row, 1938}, p. 569,
defines idcalism as “the dissolution or resolution (Auflésung) of the world of experience
in the process of consciousness.” In a recent study, M. Burnyeat has argued against the
existence or even the possibility of idealism in ancient philosophy; sce his “Idealism in
Greek philosophy: What Descartes Saw and Berkeley Missed,” in G. Vesey (ed.). Hdealism:
Past and Present (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 198z}, pp. 19-§o: “Idealism,
whether we mean by that Berkeley’s own doctrine that esse est percipi or a more vagucly
conceived thesis to the effect that everything is in some substantial sense mental or spir-
itial, is one of the very few major philosophical positions which did not receive its first
formulation in antiquity.” R. Sorabji, in his Time, Creation and Continsmum (London:
Duckworth, 1983), p. 288, has convincingly argued against Bumyeat, citing as his ex-
ample the immaterialist teaching of Gregory of Nyssa. Idealism does not just arisc as an
answer to scepticism; in Gregory's case it was an attempt to deal with the difficult prob-
lem of how an immaterial being could create matter, especially as the effect must resemble
its cause. What is true for Gregory of Nyssa is even truer for Eriugena, who is an idealist
both in the immaterialist and i the Hegelian/Windelbandian meaning.
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person, the Pauline homo spivitualis {1 Corinthians 2.15). Of course,
it is difficult to use the term “idealist” without a thoroughgoing
examination of Erlugena’s doctrines. In some respects Eriugena is
a realist. Thus, for example, unlike Ratramnus of Corbie, Eriugena
is committed to a realistic theory of universals. For him, genera and
species are two ontological grades of reality and not just two logical
categories, Furthermore genus and species have a higher kind of
being than individuals (which Eriugena terms atoma). The greatest
reality is ousia which 1s infinite and One, but it proceeds outwards
through genera and species into the individuals such that everything
can be said to partake of ousia. Ousia itself, however, remains in
itself during this procession and “is not less in the most specified
species than in the most general genus” (I.492a). Eriugena’s realism
with regard to the universals cannot be simply translated in the terms
of debate which occupied twelfth-century thinkers such as Abelard.
Although he regards genera and species as real, the manner in which
they partake of the reality of ousia is of crucial importance. Qusia
both transcends everything and can alone be said to be real; 1t is also
present everywhere, though Eriugena says that “it is not greater in
all men than in one man” (I.492a). It is not always clear that Eri-
ugena sees genera and species i an ontologically realist manner,
because for him, they can be resolved back into ousia. What is truly
real for Ertugena is the ousia, which 1s incorporeal, invisible, and
transcends the whole material spatiotemporal universe. Ousia is ideal
reality, in its eternal, unchanging, immaterial nature, and in this
sense Eriugena is an idealist. He 1s an idealist in his belief that matter
1s 2 combination of immaterial qualities, and also in his identifica-
tion of objects of knowledge with the mind which grasps them, a
difficult doctrine that he found in Dionysius and Maximus. For Er-
iugena, the human mind, as evidenced by the perfect human nature
of Christ, has the capacity to contain all things in itself; it contains
them as ideas, which of course 1s their full reality.

This idealist system is consistently the most radical in ancient or
mediaeval philosophy, even more radical than that of Gregory of
Nyssa, and can be compared to the immaterialism of George Berke-
ley (1685—1753), or more recently to the systems of the German
absolute idealists of the nincteenth century, especially G. W. F. He-
gel. Erlugena’s idealism is, as we shall see, not simply a version of
German idealism, as many of the German nineteenth-century com-
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mentators assumed, but is a more difficult and problematic for-
mulation of idealism, which struggles with the ultimate reduction
of everything to infinite subjectivity without wishing to let go of
difference. Eriugena frequently speaks of God as unum multiplex (e.g.,
Ii1.674¢), as a complex unity, like the Plotimian reference to nous as
hen polla, the One-many, at Ennead V.3.15. This doctrine will later
be systematised by Nicholas of Cusa as the doctrine of coincidentia
oppositorum and the non alind.

As we shall see, the doctrine that everything is 2 phantasia
(povraoica) and a theophania (Beodpdvia) is part of Eriugena’s answer
to this problem of how the One can remain in itself and also partake
m the created order, which it creates, and which is fundamentally
other than the One (see Chapter 12).

Before we can properly interpret Eriugena, it will be instructive
to examine briefly how he has been understood in the history of
philosophy.

Eriugena’s fate in the history of philosophy

Following the condemnations of the Periphyseon in 1210 and 1225,
Erlugena’s writings became almost unknown in mediaeval philos-
ophy, and references to him are rare from the thirteenth century
onward. He seems to have attracted little or no interest until the
seventeenth century, except among a few scholars such as Eckhart,
Nicholas of Cusa (who advised his readers to study the Periphyseon),
and Giordano Bruno. In the seventeenth century, the religious con-
flicts arising from the Protestant Reformation and Catholic reaction
once again focussed attention on some of the topics discussed by
Eriugena — the issues of the relations of reason and authority, nature
and grace, and, above all, freec-will and predestinanion.” His works
first appeared in book form in the seventeenth century, beginning
with the De praedestinatione, published in Paris in 1650 and occa-
sioned by the Jansenist controversy raging at the tirne. The De di-
visione naturae was printed by Thomas Gale in Oxford in 1681.7 One

2 Sec the introduction to G. Madec (ed.), fokannis Scotti de divina praedestinatione. CCCM,
Scries Latina L (Turnholii: Brepols, 1978), p. xiv.

3 Thomas Gale was an English Hellenist who believed Scottus to be English. Sce E. Jeau-
ncan, “La Traduction érigénienne des Ambigua de Maxime le Confesscur: Thomas Gale
{1636-1702) ct e Codex remensis,” in R. Roques (ed.), fean Seot Erigéne et I'histoire de la
philosophie (Paris: CNRS, 1977), pp- 136~40. The Periphyseon was one of the first books
to be printed at the press in Oxford.
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of the first scholars to exhibit an interest in Eriugena was the clas-
sicist and Church of Ireland bishop, James Ussher, who gave him
the name “Scotus Erigena” in his Veterum epistolarum Hibernicarum
sylloge (Dublin {1632], p. 57) and saw him as an early opponent of
the Roman Church.

He was almost totally ignored until the nineteenth century, when
the first histories of philosophy — and especially of Scholastic phi-
losophy — began to appear in France and Germany. A Danish scholar,
Hjort, first brought Eriugena’s philosophy to the attention of Hegel
with his 1823 study.! Schopenhauer and Hegel and his followers
reacted to him with considerable enthusiasm. In 1831, Kreuzhage
claimed him as the source of “modern” ideas, and in 1838 a Catholic
writer, Schliiter, published in Germany an edition of the De divisione
naturae which contributed significantly to the dissemination of Er-
iugena’s ideas.® By 1844, however, a reaction had set in, and Moller
published a work listing the errors and heresies of John Scottus.® In
France, meanwhile, the first serious consideration of Eriugena was
by Taillandier in 1843, who championed Eriugena as a corrective
to the stale and outmoded philosophy of Scholasticism.” Eriugena
was generally seen as an outsider to the main currents of his time,
a challenger of orthodoxy, and 2 champion of independent thought.
His ideas were also thought to be somewhat reckless and dangerous,
and in particular, he was accused of pantheism.

Eriugena and the charge of pantheism

Most of the main nineteenth- and twentieth-century commentators
— Hauréau, Windelband, Copleston, and others -~ agree with what

4 P. Hjort, fohan Scotus Erigena oder von dem Ursprung einer christlichen Philosophie und ihrem
heiligen Beruf (Copenhagen, 1823). Hegel refers to Hjort in his History of Philesoplty, vol.
3. trans. by E. S. Haldanc (London, 1896), p. 59.

C. B. SchiGter, ed., Johannis Scoti Erigenae De Divisione Naturae Libri Quingie {Minster,

1838). Schliiter saw Eriugcna as a rationalist, see PL CXXIil.1o:ff. For A. Kreuzhage sce

his Mitteilungen iiber den Einfluss der Philosophie auf die Entwicklung des inneren Lebens (Miinseer,

1831), p. 216.

See N. Méller, Jolannes Scotus Erigena und seine Irtiimer (Mainz, 1844).

7 Sec the important remark of Saint-René Teillandier in his doctoral dissertation, “Scot
Erigéne et la philosophic scolastique™ {Strasbourg, 1843). pp. 264~5: “Ce fat d’abord le
catholicisme mystique du midi de I'Allemagne qui tira de Poubli sa [Eringena’s] mémoire.
Fréderic Schlegel regrettait pour la scolastique quelle ne se fiit pas attachée & suivre de
plus prés les enseignements de Jean Scot. Sur les traces de ce penseur libre et fécond, clle
ciit pu, disait-il, éviter la sécheresse ot les subtilités of1 elle est aliée se perdre. M. Franz
Baader pensair de méme et maintes fois il appela I'attention de la philosophic sur les
spéculations de Scot Erigéne.” (Baader was an enthusiastic disciple of Eriugena, com-
paring him to Schelling and idealism.}

o
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has become the standard interpretation of Eriugena as a Christian
Neoplatonist with mystical and pantheistic tendencies. Hauréau called
him “another Proclus, scarcely Christian,”™® indicating his disap-
proval of Eriugena’s apparent emanationism; and Windelband, in
his Geschichte der Philosophie (1892), saw the main point of Eriugena’s
philosophy as the “identification of the different grades of abstrac-
tion with the stages of metaphysical reality,” which Ueberweg
characterised as the hypostasisation of the tabula logica.” In other words
they regard Eriugena as collapsing the ontological and logical orders
together in an indefensible manner. The general thrust of this widely
held interpretation is that Eriugena maintains a hierarchical meta-
physical system under the guise of “divisions” of nature, but that
he goes further than most Christian Neoplatonists in arguing for
the final conflation of these divisions (which include God and na-
ture, uncreated and created being) into one pantheistic concept of
nature as both God and creation. Eriugena is accused of identifyving
God and nature.

Many writers have mterpreted him as a pantheist (not all of whom
consider pantheism a defect; indeed, some — like Jische ~ considered
it a subtle and profound philosophical and theological msight).” They
were led to this interpretation by Eriugena’s many statements as-
serting that God and the creature must be considered as one, no-
tably in the Periphyseon: “It follows that we ought not to understand
God and the creature as two things distinct from one another, but
as one and the same. For both the creature, by subsisting, 1s in God;
and God, by manifesting Himself . . . creates Himself in the Crea-

§ See M. Cappuyns, Jean Scot Eripéne: Sa vie, son ocuvre, sa pensée {Louvain: Abbaye de
Mont César, 1933}, p. 264.

9 Sce F. Ueberweg, A History of Philosophy, vol. 1 (New York and London: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1872), pp. 358—60. Ucberweg is referring to the account of ousia, genus, and
species discussed carlicr.

10 Msller, Johannes Scotus Erigena; G. B. Jische, Der Pantheismus nach seinen verschiedenen
Hauptformen, z vols. (Berlin, 1828); Junde, Histoire de panthéisme (1875); C. . Plumtre,
History of Pantheism (1882}, A. Harnack, History of Dogma, vol. 6, trans. by W. Mc-
Gilchrist {London, 1899}, p. 179; J. E. Sandys, A History of Classical Scholarship from the
Sixth Century B.C. to the End of the Middle Ages, 31d ed. {Cammbridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1921), vol. 1, p. 148; M. De Wulf, History of Medieval Philossphy (London:
Longmans, Green, 1g0g), p. 215; B. Bosnjak, “Dialcktik der Theophanic iiber den Begriff
der Natur bei J. S. Exingena,” in La Filesofia della Natura nel Medioeve (Milan: Vi e
Pensicro, 1966), pp. 264—7:. A. Mclutyre lists Eriugena as a pantheist in the entry on
“Pantheism,” in P. Edwards (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Philosaphy, vol. 6 (New York:
Collier-Macmillan, 1967), p. 32. J. Gracia calls Eriugena a “metaphysical monist” in his
“Ontological Characterisation of the Relation between Man and Created Nature in Eri-
ugena,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 16 (1978), pp. 19566,
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ture” (1[1.678¢).”" Eriugena was condemned by the Church long af-
ter his death. The events surrounding his condemnation are unclear.
He was associated with two Aristotelian scholars who were teaching
at Paris — David of Dinant and Amaury of Béne. In 1210, according
to the Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis,”” the archbishop of Sens,
Peter Corbelius, and the council of bishops at Paris condemned the
quaternuli of David of Dinant and ordered it to be burned. At the
same time, they forbade both the public and the private reading of
Aristotle’s works on natural philosophy (libri Aristotelis de naturali
philosophia). The text of the condemnation does not mention the
Periphyseon; the 1225 condemnation, however, refers to the Peri-
physeon as having already been banned by the “Synod of Sens,”
presumably referring to the judgment of rzro. In 1215 the works
of Amaury were banned, and in 1225 Pope Honorius III, in a letter
to the bishops of France, condemned the liber periphysis titulatur and
ordered that all copies be sent to Rome for burning, since the work
was “teeming with the worms of heretical perversity.”™ Actually,
Amaury was already dead by the time of the condemnation in 1210,
so 1t was ordered that his remains be exhumed and ¢jected from the
cemetery; nothing 1s known of the time or circumstances of David’s
death, but he 1s not mentioned in the decree of 1215, Eriugena was
condemnned by association with these heretics, as were the writings
of Aristotle. Eriugena’s condemnation in 1225 linked him with the
followers of Amaury of Béne. Both David and Amaury were de-
nounced by Thomas Aquinas as pantheists.

Aquinas discusses David and Amaury’s doctrine in the Summa
contra Gentiles Book 1, Chapter 26; the Summa theologica 1.3.8; and
the De veritate XX1.q.4. Aquinas distinguished between the doctrine
that God is the form of all things (“formal pantheism,” as Théry
calls it), which he associated with Amaury, and the doctrine that
God 1s the matter of all things (“material pantheism’™), which he
associated with David of Dinant. Aquinas speaks of the Amauri-
cians as holding that God was the principium formale omnivm rerum,

11 L-P. Sheldon-Wilhams (trans.), Periphyseon (Dublin, 1980), II1.160-3.

12 Sec the Chariularium Universitatis Parisiensis, od. H. Denifle and A. Chatelain (Paris, 188g),
vol. 1, p. yo, and also G. Théry, Aufewr du décret de x2ro. 1. David de Dinant. Etude sur
son panthéisme matérialiste (Paris: Bibliothéque Thomiste, 1925), p. 7 and passim.

13 Chartlarivsn, pp. 106—7. Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigine, p. 248 n 2. For the doctrine of
Amaury of Béne, sce G. C. Capelle, Autour du décret de 1210, 3. Amaury de Béne. Fiude
sy son panthéisme formel (Paris: Vrin, 1932).
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whereas he accuses David of believing God the prime matter of all
things: Deum esse materiam primam (ST 1.q.3.2.8).
- Amaury’s pantheism asserts that God 1s the principium formale om-
nium rerum, according to Aquinas.™ Eriugena does not use the term
“formal principle,” but he does use the formula forma omninm to
describe God on several occasions (e.g. I.sooz). He also says that
God is the essentia and subsistentia omnium. From what is known about
the Amauricians, they held that God is the form in the sense of the
Ideal Exemplar or Primordial Cause of all things, as is reported by
Martin of Poland (i.e., of Troppau) in his Chronicon pontificum et
imperatorum and by Henry of Susa in his Lectura in quingue [ibros
decretalium (12750). Henry reported that Amaury had found his teach-
ings in the writings of Eriugena and listed three principal errors: (1)
that all things are God, (2) that the ideas both create and are created
(quod primordiales causae quae vocantur ideae, id est forma seu exemplar,
creant et creantur), and (3) that there will be an adunatio of the sexes
at the end of time.™ Martin (d. 1279} reported around 1271—2 that
the Amauricians held that God was both the creative cause of all
things and created in all things, an idea indeed found in Eriugena.”
Bernard Gui reports that these errors are to be found in a book
called Pision,"” and Franciscus Pipinus {d. 1320), in his Chronicon,
says these ideas are to be found in the “Peri Physeon” and were con-
demned at Paris.”™ Other sources of Amaury’s doctrines and their
condemnation are Garnier of Rochefort’s Contra Amauricanos (1223),
which associates the phrase Deus est omnia with Amaury, and Caesar
of Heisterbach’s Dialogus miraculorum (c. 1223).

Apart from references in these writers, there is little evidence {none
of his works survive) that Amaury’s doctrines were in fact influ-

14 Sec Capelle, Auiour du décret de 1210, 3. Amaury de Bine.

15 For the text of Henry of Susa, sec P. Lucentini, “L'Eresia de Amalrico,” in W. Beicrwaltes
(ed.), Eringena Redivivus (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universititsveriag, 1987), pp. 174-3
n. z. Sce also the appendix to Capelle, Antour du décret de 1210. 3. Amaury de Béne.

The text of Martin's Chronicon relating to Amaury is printed in the appendix to Capelle,
Autour du décret de 1210. 3. Amaury de Béne, p. 105: “Qui Amalcricus asservit vdeas, que
sunt in mente divina, et creare et creari.” Martin also accuses Amaury of believing that
God is the essentia omnium creaturarim and the esse omnium. He also says that Amaury
asserted that God cannor be seen as He is, cither by angels or men, and that there will
be a reuniting of the sexcs in the resurrection. All these ideas are clearly to be found n
Eriugena’s Periphyseon. The reference to Amaiericus is absent frem the first recension of
the Chronicon of 1268-71.

The text is reproduced in Capelle, ibid., p. 108.

ibid., p. 106.
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enced by Eriugena, and there is even less evidence of a connection
between Eriugena and David of Dinant, a portion of whose De fomis
is extant. None the less, since the thirteenth century it has become
a commonplace that Eriugena was a pantheist, although strictly
speaking the term “‘pantheist” was not used until the seventeenth
century.

How 1s this phrase forma omnium to be interpreted? Of course,
Eriugena links it to scriptural pronouncements, such as 1 Corin-
thians 15.28 that God will be all in all (Deus evit omnia in omnibus),
or John 1.3—4, that all things are in God as life (guod factum est in
eo ipso vita erat, a phrase that appears frequently in Eriugena; see
Chapter 12). Here he had the support of Dionysius who refers to
God as the formless cause of all forms at Divine Names (PG 1L
Chapter 11.648c), and similar ideas are expressed in Augustine. He
assoclates the phrase with Dionysius at V.g1oc, and with Gregory
of Nyssa at V.g87¢: God will be all in all. All things will be God,
the Amauricians and Eckhart will later assert. Amaury 15 alleged to
have said that Deus est omnia in omnibus and that, for example, God
is lapis in lapido, “‘stone in stone.” The phrase forma omnium returns
in Thierry of Chartres, Lectiones I1.38, and also in Robert Grosse-
teste, especially in his tract De unica forma omnium, written in the
form of a letter, probably shortly after Eriugena’s condemnation. ™
Eckhart and Nicholas of Cusa will frequently say that God 1s in all
things and that all things are God. The phrase can, of course, be
interpreted purcly devotionally to mean that God is omnipresent
and that all things depend totally for their being on God,; otherwise
they would be nothing at all. But Ertagena was accused of teaching
the identity of the created world with God, which does not give
any room for the divine transcendence. This, of course, 1s only one
side of Eriugena’s doctrine; his Dionysian negative theology also
asserted the absolute transcendence of God.

Eriugena frequently calls God the genus and the creatures species
(IIL.677¢), thus seeming to assert that God’s being is a genus in which
all creatures participate; thus each creature is itself God, just as each

1g See ]. J. McEvoy, “Johannes Scottus Eriugena and Robert Grosseteste: An Ambiguous
Influence,” in Beierwaltes, Eriugena Redivivus, p. 1g4. Grosseteste in his letter is respond-
ing to a question put to him by Adam Rufus. McEvoy dates the Jetter between 1226 and
1229, thus suggesting that Grosscteste was secking to defend himself in advance against
accusations that he was identifying God with the world.
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man is an animal. This can be construed as pantheistic. The con-

'~ sequences of such an interpretation horrify Eriugena, and he firmly

rejects such a view at the very opening of Book II (523d). This

~ rejection is amplified in the addition to the Rheims manuscript in-

serted at this point:

For God is not a genus of the creature nor the creature a species of God
any more than the creature is the genus of God nor God a species of the
creature. The same can be said of the whole and its parts, for God is not
the whole of the creature, nor the creature a part of God any more than
the creature is the whole of God or God a part of the creature, although

. in a metaphorical sense (metaforice) God is said to be both genus and
whole and species and part since everything which 1s in Him and (comes)
from Him can honestly and reasonably be predicated of Him. (I.523d-
4d; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

This addition shows that there were worries about some of Eri-
ugena’s balder statements, even in the ninth century, but that Ert-
ugena (if he wrote the addition) or one of his immediate followers
was anxious to rcbut any charge of heresy made against the work.
A further addition says that we can say that God is a genus using
the “loftier contemplation” (altior theoria) of Gregory the Theolo-
gian. Eriugena could have found a similar careful expression both
of God’s immanence in things and his transcendence of them in
Maximus’s Ambigua Liii (PG XClL1o81c).

Eriugena is not a pantheist, and his strong monistic statements
concerning the identity of divinity and creation arc always coun-
terbalanced by assertions of the absolute difference between God
and creation. We shall show that Eriugena expanded Dionysian and
Cappadocian negative theology into a general negative dialectic, which
continues to assert difference even at the heart of identity, tran-
scendence and immanence being thought together in the one intel-
lectual concept.

Eriugena and German idealism

Some nineteenth-century commentators — mainly in Germany, but
see also Alice Gardner’s study written in Cambridge, England, in
1600 — saw Eriugena in a radically different light. They were much
more impressed with his rationalism and radical subjectivism, so
they saw him as forerunnecr to the idealist philosophers Fichte,
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Schelling, and Hegel.” Franz von Baader, for example, says of Er-
lugena that he “stands way beyond our newer critical philoso-
phy.”*" These writers saw Eriugena as developing a speculative ra-
tionalist system, which identified substance with subject, merging
all things in the Absolute Spirit. According to them, Eriugena made
being secondary to thought and gathered all things into the essence
of infinite subjectivity.®* Christlieb in 1860 compared Eriugena’s
theory of knowledge with that of Kant, his theory of intellectual
intuition with Schelling’s, and his use of negation with that of He-
gel. Hegel himself, thinking of Eriugena’s identification of philos-
ophy and religion, said that with Eriugena, “true philosophy first
begins, and his philosophy in the main coincides with the idealism
of the Neoplatonists.”** Hegel belicved that Eriugena was teaching
the 1dealist doctrine that the real is the rational and the rational is
the real, and was defending the freedom of intellect over the nar-
rower realism of understanding. These writers were struck by Er-
ingena’s remarks that auctoritas is nothing other than vera ratio (1.511b),
that the force of authority hes solely in its agreement with what is
rationally correct, an idea that Hegel associated with the Lutheran
reformers. Eriugena frequently says that faith comes first, only in
that it prepares the way; true reason must be the first to penctrate
the Truth itself. This aspect of Eriugena’s rationalism has been over-
emphasised and distorted by commentators eager to make him into
an carly Christian reformer, but Ertugena can be understood as a
rationalist, in a different sense, in that he believes that the world
will be resolved back through reason to its source in the One. Al-
though the nineteenth-century commentators were Interesting and

20 See especially the study of J. Huber, Johannes Scotus Eriugena: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte
der Philosophie und Theologic im Mittelalter (1861; reprint, Hildesheim: Olms, 1960), and
alse W, Beierwaltes, “The Revaluation of John Scottus Eriugena in German Idealism,”
in}. J. O’Meara and L. Bieler (eds.), The Mind of Eriugena (Dublin: Irish University Press,
1973), pp. 190-8. For Gardner sce her Studies in John the Scot: A Philosopher of the Dark

Ages (New York: Oxford University Press, 1900), esp. pp. 115-32, which still makes for

interesting reading.

Quoted in T. O’Meara, Romantic ldealism and Romantic Catholicism: Schelling and the The-

olagians {Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1982), p. 82.

22 Sce Huber, Johannes Scottus Eriugena, pp. 179—8c. See also T. Christlich, Leben und Lehre
des Johannes Scofus Erigena . . . {Gotha, 1860), and F. A. Staudenmaicr, Johantes Scotus
Eriugena und die Wissenschaff sciner Zeit . . . (1834; reprint, Frankfurt, 1968).

23 Scc Hegel, History of Philosophy, trans. Haldane, p. g9. Secc also W. Beierwaltes, Plafon-
ismus und Idealismus (Frankfurt: Klostermann 1g72), esp. pp. 188—z201. More recently, L.
Kolakowski, in his Main Currents of Marxiswi, vol. 1 {Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1978), pp. 17-30¢, sces Eriugena as a forerunner to the Hegelian dialectic.
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adventurous in their attempts to revitalise the thought of Eriugena
for modern philosophy, their hermeneutical methods were some-
what simplistic, and we must therefore be very careful in our at-
tempt to analyse Eriugena’s idealism and rationalism to take duc
account of the philosophical conditions and cast of mind of the ninth
century. Beierwaltes has justly remarked, “It 1s, however, 1mpos-
sible from any hermeneutic standpoint simply to add Eriugena’s ideas
“to all kinds of idealism without critical inspection and mediating
reasoning.”* I shall attempt to provide the mediating reasoning be-
tween the close exegetical scrutiny of Eriugena’s texts and the more
far-reaching philosophical interpretation of their significance.

Eriugena in the context of early mediacval Latin philosophy

 As [ have said, the nineteenth-century commentators were strug-
~ gling with the fairly unreliable texts available to them. It was not
_ until the twentieth century that Eriugena’s works began to be more
scientifically studied and edited, with some new manuscripts of the
Periphyseon coming to light (Bamberg was discovered in 1899 and
the Rheims manuscript in 1904).

Since Cappuyns’s monumental study of 1933,* scholars have be-
gun to study Eriugena more critically from the point of view of
texts, sources, and traditions — and most particularly with respect
to the traditions of the Carolingian age itself. Marenbon,* Schrimpt,”
- and Contreni®® have argued, in important recent studies, that En-
ugena is to be understood primarily in terms of the Carolingian
renovatio. These writers have reacted against interpreting Eriugena
" as a rationalist or idealist in anything like the modern philosophical
sense. In fact, Marenbon makes a sharp distinction between what
is genuinely of philosophical interest in Eriugena and what he con-
siders to be theological apologetics. Marenbon believes that what 1s
genuinely philosophical for Eriugena is the sct of themes he pursued

24 Sce Boicrwaltes's articic in O’Meara and Bicler, The Mind of Eriugena, pp. 190—8.

25 Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne. _ _

26 . Marenbon, From the Cirde of Aleuin to the School of Apxerre (Cambnldgc: Cambridge
University Press, 1981), and also his Early Medieval Philosophy (480-1150): An Introduction
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983). ‘ o

27 G. Schrimpf, Das Werk des Johannes Scottus Eviugena im Ralimen des Wissenschaftverstdndnisses
seiner Zeit: Fine Hinfiihrang zu Periphyseon {Miaster: Aschendorff, 1¢82).

28 ]. Conueni, The Cathedral School of Laen from 850 to gzo: Iis Manuscripts and Masters {(Mun-
ich: Arbeo Gescllschaft, 1978).
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In common with earlier and later Latin philosophy — the problem
of universals and the nature of logical classification. Eriugena is seen
as a philosopher in the tradition of the commentators on the Ca-
tegoriac decem, the most important philosophical text that circulated
in the Latin West until Eriugena translated Dionysius. In particular,
Marenbon emphasises Eriugena’s treatment of the Categories as the
high point of his metaphysics and his originality, and as his lasting
contribution to the devclopment of philosophy, rather than his
mystical negative theology or his fourfold system of nature (whose
brilliance he acknowledges while arguing that this system has no
philesophical relevance or, worse, produces considerable conceptual
confusion). The tendency of critics like Marenbon and Schrimpf
(who places considerable emphasis on the Latin tradition of dialectic
and the liberal arts inherited from Alcuin) is to see Eriugena with
the Augustinian vision, which he undoubtedly inherited, and to re-
claim Ertugena as an early mediaeval Latin philosopher, interested
mainly in logical or dialectical problems in relation to the categories
or the status of universals.® I shall argue that although Eriugena
indeed begins within the intellectual framework of Carolingian and
Latin philosophical traditions, he totally transformed and tran-
scended the limits of that system such that he was no longer even
comprehensible to the philosophers of the age in which he lived.

Eriugena and the Greek tradition of negative theology

Not all scholarly critics have restricted themselves to interpreting
Eriugena from the standpoint of the Latin metaphysical or dialec~
tical tradition. Others, beginning with Brilliantoff (writing in Rus-

29 Marenbon acknowledges his debt to B. Hauréau, who in his Histeire de la philosophic
scolastique, 2nd ed., vol. 1 (Paris, 1872), recognised the problem of universals s the main
philosophical problem of the Middle Ages. Marenbon situates this problem of universals
within the problematic of the categories (Ciree of Alewin, p. 5). On Eriugena’s zlieged
conceptual confusion, sce J. Marenbon, “John Scottus and the Categoriae Decen,” in W.
Beicrwaltes (ed.), Eriugena: Studien zu seinen Quellen (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Univer-
sititsverlag, 1980), esp. pp. 133ff.

30 For a criticism of the narrowness of Marenbon’s definition of philosophy in the early
mediaeval period, sce ]. J. McEvoy’s review of J. Marenbon, Early Medicval Philosophy,
in Bulletin de théelogic ancienne ¢f médiévale 13 {Jan.—Dec. 1984), pp. 556~g. There is no
doubt that Eriugena’s framework is Augustinian, especially in terms of his cosmology,
but for this very reason it docs not scem correct to classify Latin philosophy in terms of
its interest in the categories. Augustine did not devote much attention to the problems
of substance or of the categorics. His main concern was to explain the refation of the
temporal to the timeless.
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sian in 1898}, and followed by Sheldon-Williams, Gersh, Roques,
and Jeauneau, see Eriugena in terms of Greek Neoplatonism and
Byzantine Christianity. Indeed, it is to be noted also that, whereas
Eriugena was seen by his contemporaries as a dialectician in the tra-
dition of the commentators on the Categoriae decem, he was seen by
later mediaevals, such as Grosseteste and Nicholas of Cusa, as the
man who first rendered Dionysius into Latin, and thus initiated Greek
Christian Platonism in the West.*® They argued that Eriugena’s
originality lay in his skilful adaptation of Greek philosophical and
religious concepts to the Augustinian Latin tradition of Christian
philosophy, and that in general he was trying to expand the hori-
zons of Latin language and thought to accommodate the subtler,
more complex, and richer thought of the Alexandrine and Byzan-
tine tradition.

Although it is clear that Eriugena is most strongly influenced by
the Greeks, 1 argue that, philosophically speaking, he transcends the
boundaries of even this complex thought-world of late Neoplaton-
ism and offers a radically different philosophy which can stand com-
parison with recent philosophical thought, especially the attempt to
break out of the tradition of ontology and develop a meontology and
hyperontology. Although Eringena is a Neoplatonist, his whole phil-
osophical élan is to discover the fundamental infinity at the ground
of the finite, and to think this in terms of both difference and iden-
tity. He will arrive at infinite “‘subjectivity,” but think of it in terms
of an intersubjective dialectics, which is not really to be found in
classical Neoplatonism seen as a hierarchical system of being.

Eriugena and the metaphysics of hierarchy

Both Greck and Latin Neoplatonism arc usually thought to have
been combined in mediaeval thought into a coherent system which
explains being in terms of an objective hierarchical chain of realities,

31 M. Brennan gives the English translation of Brilliantoff’s title as “The Inﬂupxmcc of Eastern
Theology on Western in the Works of Jehannes Scottus Eriugena” (Saint Petersburg,
1898); sec also L. Vietorisz, “Greek Sources in the Periphyscon of_]ohn Scotps, ca-llcd Er-
iugena” {disscrtation presented to the Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studics, Toronto,
1966). For 1.-P. Sheldon-Williams, sce A. H. Armstrong (cd.), Tie Cambridge History of
Late Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967;
reprinted with corrections, 1g70), pp. 425—537. For R. Roques, scc his Libres senticrs vers
Périgénisme {Rome: Atenco, 1975) and for S. Gersh, sec his From flamblichus te Evriugena
(Leiden: Brill, 1978).
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extending from highest to lowest, from God to formless matter, a
chain which replicates the logical and epistemological layers of
knowledge and the mind.** The mediaevals thought of these hier-
archies as running through all the orders ~ logical, epistemological,
social, metaphysical, cosmological, and theological — of created being.
Thus, for Augustine, a stray horse is better than a stone (De libero
arbitrio Ill.v.15.56, and a drunkard is better than wine (IIl.v.13.57)!
Superficially, Eriugena’s system resembles this kind of Neoplatonic
hierarchical system, with its four divisions of nature extending from
God, through the causes and effects, down to formless matter. It
was Dionysius who gave the term hierarchia, the sacred principles,
rules, or “sacred order™ (vafis tepd) (faxis hiera), CH, Chapter I1I;
PG IIL 164d), to the West, and who devoted two books, the Celestial
Hierarchy and the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, to an elaboration of cosmic
and human hierarchies.” Eriugena’s philosophy in fact contains many
hierarchies, derived both from Dionysius and from Augustine (see,
for example, De libero arbitrio 1ll.v.13). There is an epistemological
hierarchy extending from the highest mystical unity between mind
and God, through intellect, reason, and memory to the external sen-
ses and the life-force; there is also a logical hierarchy extending from
the highest ousia through all the widest genera down to the lowest
species and individuals. There is a cosmological hierarchy of God, the
Causes/Light/Word, the theophanies of those causes, angels, hu-
man beings, animals, and all living things, matter and the void. But
Eriugena’s philosophy of nature cannot in fact be understood simply
in hierarchical terms. His thought is not adequately summarised in
the standard interpretation of the four levels of nature as four hier-
archies or hypostases.®

3z The classic study of mediaeval hierarchy is A. O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1¢76); On Neoplatonic hierarchy in par-
ticular see R. Roques, L'Univers dionysien. Structure hiérarchigue du monde selon le Pserdo-
Desnys (Paris, 1954); J. Pépin, “Univers dionysien ¢t univers augustinien,” Recherches de
Philosophic (Aspecss de la dialectique), 2 (1956), pp. 179—224; and R. F. Hathaway, Hi-
erarchy and the Definition of Order in the Letters of Pseudo-Dionysius (The Haguc: Nijhoft,
1969). For the later development of hierarchical ideas, see A. Koyré, From the Closed World
to the Infinite Universe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1957), and E. A. Burtt,
The Metaphysical Foundations of Madern Science (New York: Doubleday, 1954), pp. 15-24.

33 See especially Roques, L'Univers dionysicn, pp. 68-91. It is not clear that taxis and seira
are cquivalent notions in Proclus and Dionysius.

34 On the idea of hypostasis as understood by Plotinus sce J. Anton, “Some Logical Aspects
of the Concept of Hypostasis in Plotinus,” Review of Metaphysics 3 (Dec. 1977), pp. 258~
71 See also J. M. Rist, Plotinus: The Road te Reality {Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1967); 1. O’Meara, Structures hiérarchigues dans la philosophie de Plotin (Leiden: Brill,

Eriugena as philosopher 95

"~ We argue that this seemingly objective hierarchical scheme of nature
s counterbalanced by an antihierarchical subjectivist tendency, which
may mdeed be termed “idealist™ in nature, in the sense that these’
ierarchies are understood as mind dependent, or coming about
‘through the activity of the mind. The hierarchies are actually theo-

‘phanies, that is, revelations of God understood in the perceiving mind.

For Dionysius and even at times for Augustine, as Pépin has

~shown,® the hierarchies appear to stand as objective intermediaries
between the human self and God; and God’s grace is seen to be
-channelled down these hierarchical rungs of the ladder of being. Au-

gustine normally places angels above humans (at, e.g., De libero ar-

bitrio 11.v.14.53-5, where angels, who have no desire to sin, are

ranked higher than humans). Eriugena, on the other hand, wants

to safeguard the human ability to have direct access to the divine,

and in fact to become divine. He argues that there is no interme-

diary between the human being and God (II1.668b), citing a scrip-

tural phrase which Augustine (e.g., De wvera religione 113, PL
XXXIV.z72) and Dionysius also use. Eriugena says angels are called
eggigi in Greek because they are “next after” (iuxta) God; however,

they do not stand between man and God. Man has a direct access
to the divine {(II1.668c—d). Even though humans are placed halfway
down the ladder of being, nevertheless they also transcend and con-
tain the entire ladder of being in themselves, and as a kind of tran-
scendent non-being are able to merge with God. God reveals Him-
self directly to man in theophanies, and mankind is able to have
direct vision of Him. The orders of created being cease to be bar-
riers to the intercommunication between human and divine subjec-
tivity, and in fact the human subject is seen to be infinite in its own
absolute nature.

1975), and A. H. Armstrong, The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosephy
of Plotinus (1940, reprint, Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1967). Plotinus refers to the three “prin-
cipal” hypostases in Eapead V. 1. Rist claims there are only three hypostases in Plotinus,
whereas Armstrong cleims there are five {the One, Nous, Psyche, Logos, and Physis). It is
not always clear that the One is a hypestasis at all. Later Neoplatonists such as Proclus
and Dionysius prefer to talk abour orders and hierarchies and operate with 2 large number
of different levels of reality. Dionysius uses the term hypostatés to refer to that which
supperts the principles of being, life, intellect, etc. Eriugena does not sce his four divisions
as four hypostases in these terms. Although he docs talk about the highest genus ousia as
being divided into hypostases, he actually understands them as theoriac,

35 J. Pépin, “Univers dionysien ct univers augustinien,” pp. 17¢~224. Ou the contrast be-
tween Augustinian and Dionysian Neoplatonism see also J. Koch, “Augustinischer und
dienysischer Neuplatonismus und das Mittelalter,” Kant-Studien 48 (1956—7), pp. 117—33.




96 John Scottus Eriugena

The transcendence of the hierarchies of the created world, and
the absorption of the human mind back to God, involves also the
transcendence of all idea of place. Traditionally, mediaeval Neopla-
tonism did not allow any creature to move from its allotted place
in the hierarchy of being. Eriugena is doing something very radical
by separating the concept of human subjectivity from the concept
of location in a fixed place. He is, as I shall argue, attempting to
think through the meaning of consciousness in terms which have
been purified of spatial bias, thus allowing for closer comparison of
the human with the divine mind. God is the locus omnium (1.453a)
and man is the officina omnium.

Eriugena’s system of nature not only liberates the human mind
from incarceration in a fixed place and time but also develops the
powerful thought that nature itself undergoes a reconstruction and
a reformation which is carried out by the human mind. This re-
construction of nature is effected by the human use of a transcend-
ing negative dialectics: Human nature can negate all finitude and
restore all limited beings to their true timeless and infinite natures,
until all natures find the infinite nature of God, which Eriugena (as
Eckhart also does) characterises as Nothingness. In other words, Er-
iugena allows the mind to reallocate beings in the order of nature
and therefore to subordinate ontological to mtellectual or mental
structures. :

Eriugena develops a philosophy in which the human mind has
powers to interfere with the ontological process itself and both pro-
duce new levels of being and play a role in reconciling all being
with the One. The mind is therefore higher than being itself, and
it 1s productive of being to such an extent that Eriugena’s philos-
ophy can be genuinely called an idealist system, as nineteenth-
century German commentators correctly interpreted. Eriugena’s
philosophy in consequence offers a radical new “ontology”™ of the
human subject. He breaks with the standard mediaeval assessment
of the limited role of human reason and the lowly place of human
nature in the hierarchical order of creation,? and instead invests the

36 The classic study of mediaeval hierarchy is A. O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being
{Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, reprinted 1976} but in relation to Eriugena
see the authoritatve work of Roques, L’Univers dionysien. Eriugena always objects to
human nature being understood primarily in a mortal and corruptible sense. He goes
further than Augustine in emphasising the timeless essence of the human subject in its
fullest sense, thereby holding out 2 vision of a human nature which wranscends the hi-
crarchy of increasing limitation ard definition.
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human subject with an extraordinary set of properties. As we shali
see, human naturc has an infinite, omnipotent, omniscient, and eter-
nal nature equal even to God himself, if not actually identical with
Him. This glorified picture of the human subject certainly prefig-
ures the Renaissance {indeed, Eriugena is consistently more radical
than Pico della Mirandola) and Cartesian return to the human sub-
ject as the centre of all being and meaning. It is often said that Des-
cartes based his anthropology at least in one part on Scholastic an-
gelology in making of the human mind a separate immaterial being
whose nature is its ability to think. Eriugena, however, is more
radical in that he goes farther in basing his anthropology on his
conception of God Himself, and in fact makes human beings higher
than angels in several important respects. The human being s ex-
plicitly imago Dei, whereas the Bible does not say that the angel is
imago Dei. Furthermore, God appears to people and angels in hu-
man form and not in the form of an angel.

Developing Augustinian and Greek Christian anthropology — as
expressed by the Cappadocian fathers (especially Gregory of Nyssa)
and by Maximus Confessor — Eriugena gives the human being a
crucial role in the mirroring and extenston of the divine creative
process. For Eriugena it is no exaggeration to say that the human
being contains all beings (an example of a dignity not accorded to
angelic natures) and that the divine creative process is one with the
process of dialectical reason of the human mind with its progres-
sions and reversions. The human subject 1s the chosen vehicle for
the divine creative process and for the articulation of the hierarchy
of being itself. Thus the human subject is central to the progression
of effects from causes in this world, and in the creation, manifes-
tation, and preservation of the material corporeal domain. This is
in radical opposition to the Latin realist tradition. Ontological or-
ders in Eriugena’s system can depend for their existence on move-
ments and decisions of the human subject 1tself — in fact, the ma-
terial order itself is dependent on a human error of judgment
(symbolised theologically as the Fall). Thus, for Eriugena, the hu-
man power of explicating, negating, and identifying (in judgments)
assumes ontological roles in the outgoing and return of the One.
Eriugena is ambiguous on the question of whether humans actually
created the material world or whether the world was created by God
because He “foreknew” that men would fall. In any event, there
would have been no material, temporal world if human beings had
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not sinned; the world would have been purely immaterial and eter-
nal.

Infinity and the relativisation of ontology

The effect of this intrusion of human subjectivity into objective
hierarchies is to relativise the scheme of nature. Eriugena is saying
that being never is an unchanging absolute but, rather, has form-
lessness and lack of fixity, which means that it can never be the
absolute first principle of philosophy. As with Nicholas of Cusa,
there is no comparison or relation {(nulla proportio) between finite and
infinite. What is real or has being at the level of finite reality may
be overcome at the level of the infinite. The first principle of phi-
losophy for Eriugena is God as transcendent non-being, an un-
grounded and infinite formlessness whose richness can only be sym-
bolised by the infinite variability of being. Positing such an absolute
relativises and temporalises all human attempts at a final and com-
plete knowing,.

Thus Eriugena’s aim is not so much to locate the first principle
of all being as to show the absolute groundlessness or lack of prin-
ciple of the truly infinite — both human and divine. Both human
being and divine being may be termed anarchos (Gvapyos); that is,
both are without beginning or end.* Anarchic also means without
origin, without principle, groundless, anaitios (avaitos), hoc est sine
principio et sine causa ([I1.688c). Of course, Eriugena asserts that the
divine nature is self-grounding, causa sui, and by implication it can
even be said of human nature in its perfection that it, too, is self-
grounding, a term which Eckhart will later explicitly apply to hu-
man nature, but which Eriugena implies less boldly.*® But to be
grounded in itself the self must be grounded in nothing. Thus, to
interpret this in modern philosophical terms, Eriugena, like Sartre,
sees the human self as having an essentially negative character and

37 Anarches is 2 traditional name for God in patristic writing, especially in the tradition of
negative theology. Eriugena found it in Dienysius and Maximus. For Eriugena’s use of
the term, see Periphyseon [.451d, 510a; 11.562a, 5852; 1I1.625d (where it is also implied that
the human mind can be termed anarchos, since it partakes of an infinite motion around
God, which is without beginning or end and is symbolized by circularity), 688¢; IV.741¢;
and V.goga.

38 Sce R. Schitrmann, Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopiter (Bloomingron: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 1978), p. 1716,
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as being a kind of non-being.*® If the human subject 1s self-ground-
ing and infinite, its actual present state is really subordinate to its
- perfect and “‘non-existent” possible state. Erugena talks about Ad-
“amic man in paradise not as representing some perfection which
~existed in the past but as a possibility. For Eriugena, as later for
‘Nicholas of Cusa (who terms God possest)*® and for Martin Hci-
degger in Being and Time, possibility stands higher than actuality.
- Eriugena’s philosophy therefore offers a major deconstruction of the
central principle of the Western metaphysical tradition.

Eriugena and the deconstruction of ontotheslogy

Eriugena’s philosophy therefore cannot be said to belong squarely
in the classical Western tradition understood cither in terms of on-
totheology (Heidegger) or in terms of being interpreted as esse, as
Gilson and the neo-Thomists have characterised it. The highest con-
cept in Eriugena’s philosophy is not being or substance (as it was
for Augustine), but non-being or what he terms “non-substance™
or “‘more-than-substance™ (hyperousia, superessentia).

Eriugena in fact can be said to be offering a deconstruction of the
Latin ontological tradition of Augustine and his followers. He re-
sists the Latin orthodoxy of the primacy of substantial being and
the equation of the “I Am Who I Am” of Exodus 3.14 with esse as
made by Augustine in the De Trinitate, and in the De¢ Genesi ad
litteram V.xv1.34, where Augustine speaks of God’s being as an inef-
fabilis substantia, or the Confessions VII.10.16, where the divine ego
sum qui sum is contrasted with the regio dissimilitudinis of fallen hu-
man nature. He equally resists a simplistic interpretation of being

30 On this philosophical tradition which describes the intellect as 2 “nothingness,” see Eck-
bart's Parisian Questions. 1. in A. A. Maurer {ed.), Master Eckhart; Parisian Questions and
Prologues, Medicval Sources in Translation 15 (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval
Studies, 1974; reprinted 1981), p. 47: “Whatever has to do with intellect belongs to a
different order than existence.” See also J. ID. Caputo, “The Nothingness of the Intellect
in Mcister Eckhart’s Parisian Questions,” Thomist 39 (x975). pp. 85119

40 See Nicholas of Cusa, Trialogus de Pessest, translated by J. Hopkins, in A Condise Intro-
duction to the Philasophy of Nicholas of Cusa (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1980}, pp. 62-153. Eriugena does not have a system for comparing possibility and ac-
tuality, as does Nicholas; however; he is attempting to reselve all differences into a unity
which does not annihilate the difference, in a manner very similar to Nicholas’s idea of
coincidentia oppositorim.
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as pure existence, the ipsum esse subsistens of Aquinas.* Nor is Er-
ugena offering a simple monism or Einheitsmetaphysik as it has been
characterised by Gregory,* which places all the emphasis on the
self-identity of the highest principle (another way in which the “I
Am Who Am” may be interpreted). Although Eriugena frequently
asserts that ousia alone is real, he always stresses the negative and
incomplete nature of even the highest sclf-identity; it always in-
cludes a negative and distancing element which safeguards the true
transcendence of the Godhead.

In fact, Eriugena’s placing of the Godhead or One beyond being
and non-being, outside of all discursive thought and beyond every
logical framework, in the realm of identity within which difference
1s preserved in a non-alienated way, opens up a new perspective in
Western thought which is later to be followed in a similarly dia-
lectical way by Eckhart,” Nicholas of Cusa,” Bruno,* and more
recently by the German absolute idealists and by some contempo-
rary Process theologians. Indeed, Eriugena’s philosophy is more
properly called meontology (from the Greek words mé on, meaning
“non-being”), metaontology, or hyperontology (the study “after” or
“beyond” the study of being}, and truly belongs to the tradition of

41 See J. Caputo, Heidegger and Aquisias (New York: Fordham University Press, 1982). Eck-
hart similarly interpreted 1 Am Who Am” to communicate purity of existence, an un-
known nature in his Firse Parisian Question. For Augustine’s use of Exodus 3.14, see the
Confessions.

42 Sce Gregory’s essay in Beicrwaltes (ed.), Platonismus in der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Wege
der Forschung 197 (Darmstadr: Wissenschaftlich Buchgescllschaft, 196¢), p. 343.

43 Sec, e.g., E. Zum Brunn and A. de Libera, Maftre Eckhare: Métaphysique du verbe et théologic
népative (Paris: Beauchesne, 1984), and R. Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart; Mystic and Philos-
opher. On Eckhart’s usc of dizlectic sec M. de Gandillac, “La Dialectique du Maitre Eck-
hart,” in La mystigue rhénane (Paris, 1903), pp. 50-94. [t is necessary to bear in mind that
Plotinus and Proclus did not directly affect the mediaeval metaphysical tradition in the
West until the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.

44 Sce, e.g., J. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on God as Not-Other (Minncapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1979). Nicholas calls God son alind in an attempt to provide a term
which indicates both identity and difference and their transcendence. As immanent, God
is “not-other” than any created thing; as transcendent, He is the unqualified not-other
(Hopkins p. 7). According to B. McGinn's interpretation of Eckhart, Eckhart argues that
God transcends creatures preciscly by being immanent in them; see B. McGinn, “Meister
Eckbart on God as Absolute Unity,” in D. O’Meara {ed.), Neeoplatonism and Christian
Thought (A¥bany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1982), p. 133.

45 On Bruno see W. Beierwaltes, “Absolute Identity: Neoplatonie Implications in Schelling’s
Bruno,” in Contemporary German Philosophy, ed. D. E. Christensen, M. Riedel, et al,, vol.
2 (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1983), pp. 73-99. Beierwaltes
interprets Nicholas and Bruno as thinkers engaged in the problem of identty and differ-
ence. See also S. Greenberg, The Infinite in Giordano Bruno: With a Translation of His Dia-
logue Concerning the Cause, Principle and One {New York: King's Cross Press, 1950).
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Plato’s Parmenides. Although it has recently been argued that Eck-
hart’s privileging of intellect over being in his Parisian Questions marks
him as the first major writer to break with Latin ontotheology,* I
argue that Eriugena’s discussion of the nature of human intellect (his
“nousolagy’’) 1s in fact the first serious attempt to provide an alter-
native to ontotheology in the Latin West. Indeed, without Eri-
ugena’s groundwork it is difficult to see how later mediaeval de-
velopments such as those of Eckhart could have taken place at all
(although, strictly speaking, we cannot say exactly whether Eckhart
knew Eriugena otherwise than through the Clavis physicae).

Furthermore, by making non-being a more important term than
being, both for the understanding of the concept of creation ex nihi-
lo and for the description of the natures of both God and humanity,
Eriugena is making a radical reassessment of the concept of non-
being itself, which shall be explored in the course of this study. For
him true non-being is the darkest, most inaccessible, and yet also
the richest concept. It contains being and non-being in all their rel-
ative forms, but it is also pure infinite possibility and absolute ground
of both unity and identity. It is also, as we shall argue, the nature
of the mind before self-conscious thought, and the true nature of
human existence for Eriugena.

To say that Eriugena is best understood in the context of the
modern subjectivist and idealist turn in philosophy is not at all to
say that he belicves in an isolated Fichtean Ego as the source of all
meaning and being. It would be completely anachronistic to speak
of a developed concept of subjectivity in the modern sense in Eri-
ugena. He 1s thinking of subject as a higher hypostasis upon which
objective reality depends; it is characterised by formlessness and
freedom and expresses itself by forming itself endlessly into differ-
ent states of mind. The return to the subject for Eriugena is not a
retreat or a reduction to an isolated selipsistic ego, no matter how
infinitely conceived; it is a return to an infinite spiritual and inter-
subjective domain, a world of communicating intelligences whose
inner intimacy is well signified by the dwelling together of the
members of the Trinity. As Henry Bett remarked very accurately,
Eriugena’s emphasis on a triadic formulation of ousia and on the

46 See Maitre Fckhart 4 Paris. Une critigue médiévale de Uontothéologie. Les Quicstions Parisicasnes
No. 1 et No. z d&’Eckhart, cd. and trans. Emilic Zum Brunn, Z. Kaluiza, A de Libera, P.
Vignaux, and E. Weber (Paris: PUF, 1984).
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Trimity saves his philosophy from the “chill sterility which besets
the Neoplatonist conception of God as superessential unity.”’ It is
hard even to find a language in which to describe this aspect of
Eriugena’s system, and indecd he himself had to resort to metaphors
and analogies in order to express it. The discovery of subjectivity
1s one of the fundamental characteristics of modern philosophy in-
augurated by Descartes. Eriugena does not have a modern under-
standing of the self~enclosed 1solated subject. Rather, he has the idea
of a nous which has a2 “circular” motion around God, and can come
into a unity with Him. In order to understand this philosophically
we have to try to give a name to this mind-God relation. “Inter-
subjectivity” is useful if we remember that subject is to be under-
stood as subiecfumn. Eriugena’s philosophy at its highest level is really
a play of subjectivities moving on a timeless and eternal horizon,
where the “real” world of material and sensible things occupying
space and time is no more than a set of signs, figures, and symbols
by which this multiple subjectivity (God, Man, and the Man-God)
comes to communicate with itself and becomes self-conscious.” All
sensible things are fantasies to the carthly mind, but they are mys-
terious theophanies to the divine mind, and to the wise ones who
have learned to see these theophanies by long study of philosophy.
The result of this interplay is the structure known to most students
as Eriugena’s fourfold division of nature.

This book then supports, in general terms, the validity of the
approach first taken by the German idealist critics in the last cen-
tury. Eriugena is best understood philosophically, in terms of the
sophisticated dialectic of being and non-being, which was recovered
by the German absolute idealists and by contemporary European
philosophy. To say this 1s not to deny that Eriugena must first be
understood as a ninth-century thinker with the serious limitation of
sources that entails.

47 H. Bett, Johannes Scotus Erigena: A Study in Medieval Philesophy (1925; reprinted, New
York: Russell and Russell, 1964), p. oz,

48 Sce the essay of W. Belerwaltes, ““Negati Affinnatio; Welt als Metapher,” Philosophisches
Jahrbuch 83 (1976), pp. 237-65. Reprinted in R. Roques {(ed.), Jean Scot Erigéne.

7
ERTUGENA’S SOURCES

It is impossible to understand Eriugena’s philosophy unless it is seen
in the context of the world~picture he absorbed from his extensive
reading of ancient authors. This world-picture was essentially Neo-
platonic in inspiration, as Aristotle’s works were in general almost
unknown to the early mediaeval Latin West, except through the
paraphrase of the Categories, known as the Cafegoriae decen, and also
through the commentaries of Boethius.” In this chapter I shall begin
by giving some details of Eriugena’s borrowings from Neoplatonic
authors, as a first step towards understanding his own philosophical
contribution and originality.

What form of Neoplatonism most strongly influenced John Scot-
tus? What are the principal Neoplatonic clements of his system?
Eriugena espouses both Neoplatonism and Christianity, and for him,
the two never come into contrast or opposition. Thus in the Hom-
ilia, Eriugena is able to say in a Platonic manner that man gets his
body from this world but his soul from another world. He does
not reflect Augustine’s worries about the possibility of conflict be-
tween Neoplatonic doctrine and Christian teaching on such matters
as the pre-existence of the soul, the nature of creation and salvation,
or the meaning of nature and grace. Eriugena’s main concern is in
fact to integrate into a single coherent system the diverse Neopla-
tonisms he received from Greek and Latin authorities (see, e.g.,
IV.804¢—805b) and to communicate this integrated system as the
truth of Christianity and the meaning of nature itself. He frequently
cites Augustine and Dionysius together, showing that they agree

1 Eriugena knew nothing of Aristotle’s own writing but was familiar with the theory of
the categorics, which was available to him through a number of sources, including the
pscudo-Augustinian Categoriae decem, and through Martianus Capella. See J. Marenben,
Early Medicval Philesophy (48c—1150): An Introduction (Eondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1983), pp. 48ff. He also came across Aristotchan principles such as dynamis and energeia
in the philosophy of Maximus Confessor, though they are interpreted in a2 Neoplatonic
nranner.
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{V.g76a). Of course, it is necessary to remember that “Neoplaton-
1sm” is a term developed by German historians of philosophy in the
nineteenth century to apply to the revival and systematisation of
certain Platonic doctrines of Plotinus, Porphyry, and Proclus. Eri-
ugena could not have thought of himself — or of Augustine — as a
“Neoplatonist’’; rather, they understood themselves as practitioners
of vera philosophia, true philosophy, the truth as given to reason.

The influence of Plato

Although earlier commentators frequently referred to Eriugena as
a proponent of Alexandrian philosophy and as a keen student of
Plato, in fact his Platonism is almost entirely derived from Christian
sources. He knew nothing of the actual writings of Plato; it is no
longer thought that he knew the Greck text of the Timaeus as Hauréau
suggested in 1872.7 It is now even doubted whether he had access
to the Latin translations of Plato made by Calcidius or Cicero.?
Eriugena rarely cites Plato (fifteen citations in the Peripliyseon),
and although he treats him with respect, his citations are frequenty
inaccurate. His only certain contact with Plato was through Calci-
dius’s Commentary on the Timaeus (cited by Eriugena in his Anno-
tationes in Marcianum at Lutz, p. 10 [7, 10] and p. 22 [13, 23] which,
however, he misunderstood on certain key points, as Sheldon-
Williams has shown.* He took from the Timaeus (or possibly from
a report of Platonic doctrine in Augustine, for example) the teaching
that the cosmos is a living animal with a body and soul (I.476¢}, as
well as Plato’s description of the nature of formless matter (I.500¢).
He attributes to Plato the idea that all sensible things are contained
within the principle of life, vital motion (IIl.735), which was rcal-
ly a scriptural concept to be found in John 1.3-~4. He falsely as-
cribes to Plato the view that all the planets revolve around the sun
(IL.6g8a).5
Although Eriugena credits Plato with being the only philosopher
in antiquity to infer the existence of a Creator from the creature
2 J. B. Hauréau, Histoire de la philosoplic scolastigue, Vol. ¢ (Paris, 1872), p. r3e.
3 Suggested by P. Duhem, Sysiéme du monde: Histoire des doctrines cosmiologigues de Platos &
Copesnic Vol. 3 (1915, reprinted, Paris: Hermann, 1958), p. 146.
4 Sce L-P. Sheldon-Williams, “Eriugena’s Greek Sources,” in J. J. &"Mcara and L. Bicler
(eds.), The Mind of Eriugena (Dublin: Irish University Press, 1973), pp. 1—15. Eriugena

cites Calcidius on the meaning of entelecheia (Evrehexeic).
3 See Sheidon-Williams (ed.), Periphyseon, vol. 3, p. 207 n. 32.
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(II1.724b), nevertheless, unlike Plotinus (Ennead V.1.8, for exam-
ple), he does not see himself as explicating Plato, and at I11.732d,
he even says he does not want to be mistaken for a member of the
Platonic sect {de Platone sileo, ne videar sectam illius sequi). Eriugena
is not beyond rejecting certain aspects of what he thought to be
Platonic doctrine, when, for example, he rejects the supposed Pla-
tonic definition of angels as “rational and immortal animals” (Per-
iphyseon 111.732d and IV.762¢), which, in fact, 15 to be found in Cal-
cidius. Eriugena also rejects a doctrine of Plato’s Timaeus — referring
only to “pagan philosophers” without explicitly citing Plato — when
he rejects the idea that the world was formed from pre-existent mat-
ter (II1.664c¢), though Eriugena obviously also read this in Augustine
and elsewhere.

The influence of Plotinus and Proclus

The extent of Eriugena’s contact with pagan Platonism in general
is less easy to describe with any certainty. In the Annotationes (Lutz,
p. 22 [13.1]) he rejects as absurd the pagan doctrine of a cycle of
existence. Recently, d’Alverny argued that Eriugena had access to
the Latin version of the Solutiones ad Chosroem of Priscianus Lydus
{which contains a passage commenting on Aristotle’s De anima de-
scribing the soul in Neoplatonic terms), which might provide 2
tenuous link between Eriugena and the later Platonic school.® One
Greek formulation of the four parts of dialectic, used by Eriugena
in the De pracdestinatione (358a), 1s in fact a formulation found in
writers such as the Pseudo-Elias, David, and other late followers of
Proclus (410-83).7 It is of course notoricusly difficult to pinpoint

6. M.-Th. d’Alverny, “Les Solutiones ad Chosroem de Priscianus Lydus et Jean Scot,” in R.
Roques {ed.), Jean Scot Erigéne et Uhistoive de la philosophie (Paris: CNRS, 1977}, pp. 143~
60, D'Alverny is arguing against the view of M. Esposito in his “Priscianus Lydus and
John Scottus,” Classical Review 32 (1918}, pp. 21—23, which rgjects Eriugena as the trans-
tator on the grounds that the Latin style is too barbarous. Sec also M. Cappuyns, feau
Scar Erigéne: Sa vie, son oeuvre, sa pensée {Louvain: Abbaye de Mont César, 1933), pp.
148—9. For a more detailed account of Priscianus’s text see C. Stecl. The Changing Seif.
A Study on the Soul in Later Neoplatonism: lamblichus, Damascius and Priscianus {Bruosscls:
Paleis der Academién, 1978), pp. T21—41.

Sce A. Busse {ed.), Pseudo-Elias and David, In Porphyrii Isagogen: Comprentarii in Aristolelis
Gracea, vol. 1% part 2 (Berlin, 1904). Sec also L. G. Westerink (ed.}, Pseuds-Elias (Pseudo-
David): Lectures on Porphyry’s Isagoge (Amsterdam: North-Holfand, 1g67). Ertugena’s source
for this fourfold division of dialectic is unknown, but sece P. G. Théry, “Scot Erigéne
traducteur de Denys,” Bulletin de Cange 6 (19371), especially pp. 221—4, where he suggests
an anonymeous work preserved in a manuseript of the Bibliothéque MNationale, Coislin
387, which contains this division and belongs to the school of commentators of Porphyry
— possibly David.

~r
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the sources of Eriugena’s many Neoplatonic beliefs, just as it is ex-
ceedingly difficult to say with precision whether it was Plotinus or
Porphyry or some handbook of philosophical ideas which first in-
fluenced the views of Augustine.®

Several writers have argued for the direct influence of Plotinus and/
or Proclus on Eriugena. In 1927 Techert thought she had found
evidence for the direct influence of Plotinus, based on central me-
taphysical doctrines and a series of verbal paraliels.® These parallels
include a belief in a transcendent yet ommnipresent One, the rela-
tionship between the Logos and the intelligible world, the descent
of the soul and its yearning to return, and so on. None of these
parallels or correspondences of doctrine is sufficiently narrow to
provide an adequate basis for Techert’s conclusion, and her argu-
ment has been rejected both by Cappuyns and by Paul Henry.™

Eriugena’s Plotinian echoes and tendencies are explained by his
knowledge of Greek patristic writers — especially Basil, Gregory of
Nyssa, and Gregory of Nazianzus, who had some contact with Plo-
tinus’s thought — as well as by his reading of Latin Neoplatonists
such as Ambrose and Augustine. In fact, Eriugena relics most heavily
on the forms of Neoplatonism found in Gregory of Nyssa, Dio-
nysius, and Maximus in particular. As Trouillard put it in a recent
article, it is as if Eriugena were reinventing the theses and themes
of a Neoplatonism which had been lost and forgotten, and were
able through fragments and commentaries to retrieve the “authentic
spirit’”’ of Neoplatonism.

Some of Eriugena’s concepts are not to be paralleled with Plo-
tinus’s but are nearer to Proclus’s, Porphyry’s and Iamblichus’s ver-
sions of Platonism. For example, Eriugena’s understanding of the
torment of the damned souls in hell, as the souls being haunted by
phantasiae, or delusory visions, is close to that of Porphyry. Stephen
Gersh, in his excellent study From lamblichus to Eviugena, has shown
much more clearly the close links between Eriugena and the later
Platonic writers (such as lamblichus, Syrianus, and Damascius) es-

8 Sece R. J. O’'Conncll, St. Augustine’s Early Theory of Man {Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1968), pp. 1-28, for an excellent discussion of the problems of source
identification. Sec also P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus (Panis: Etudes Augustinienncs, 1968).

9 See M. Techert, “Le Plotinisime dans le systéme de Jean Scot Erigéne,” Revue néoscolastique
de philosaphie 28 (1927), pp. 28-68.

10 See P. Henry, Plotin et I'"Occident (Louvain: Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 1934), pp-
246-8.
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pecially in the understanding of the nature of the hypostases and the
sequence of emanation or procession and return.”” Eriugena seems
close to Porphyry and Iamblichus in his talk of a Non-Being be~
yond both being and non-being, beyond the One.™

In terms of his understanding of causation, Eriugena is particu-
larly close to Proclus, especially regarding the idea of the sclf-
reversion of the cause,” and some critics (such as Théry) have sug-
gested that Eriugena read Proclus in the original, which 1s highly
unlikely. It is much more probable that echoes of Proclus in Eriu-
gena derive from the latter’s reading of Dionysius, who is now
firmly linked with the school of Proclus. Dionysius’s treatment of
angels as henads is also to be found in Eriugena and could give his
work the appearance of having been directly influenced by Pro-
clus.™ Eriugena’s understanding of the central Platonic doctrines of
the forms and of participation is not that of Plotinus but seems to
be inspired mostly by Dionysius. Thus, he does not seem to worry
about the number, self-identity, or distinctness of the forms; rather,
they are divine ideas or volitions, both one and many at the same
time. Similarly Eriugena’s concept of participation in the forms comes
directly from his translations of the works of Dionysius, where he
translates the term methexis (uéfefis) as participatio {II1.644a}.

The influence of Origen

Eriugena also had contact with writers of the so-called Middle Pla-
tonic period. The Alexandrian philosopher Origen was known to
Eriugena — possibly in the Latin translation of Rufinus™ and also
through such writers as Ambrose and Epiphanius (e.g., IV.818c,
832d). Origen is referred to chiefly in Books IV and V (IV.815c,

11 See S. Gersh, From lamblichus to Eriugena (Leiden: Brill, 1978).

12 Sec Hadot, Porphyre ef Victorinus, vol. 1, pp. 167—-78. His formulation is, however, di-
rectly from Dionysius.

13 See S. Gersh, “Per Se Ipsum: The Problem of Immediate and Mediate Causation in
Eriugena znd his Neoplatonic Predecessors,” in Roques, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 367-77.

14 Sece H.-D. Saffrey, “New Objective Links between The Pseudo-Dionysius and Proclus,”
in D. O'Meara (ed.), Neoplatonism and Christian Thought (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press,
1982), pp. 64—74, and Saffrey, “Un Lien objectif entre le Pscudo-Denys et Proclus,” Stu-
dia Patristica, vol. ¢ (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1966), pp. 98—103; sec alse [L.-P. Shelden-
Williams, “Henads and Angels: Proclus and the Pseudo-Dionysius,” in Studia Patristica,
vol. 11 (Berlin: Akademic Verlag, 1972), pp. 65-71.

15 Sce H. Bett, Johannes Scotus Erigena: A Swudy in Medieval Philosophy (1923; reprinted, New
York: Russell & Russell, 1964), p. 160 n. 2.
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818b~d, 832d; V.g22¢, 929a, 930d). Eriugena appears to have known
Origen’s commentary on Genesis; he also cites Origen’s De principiis
(Peri Archon) at Periphyseon V.g2gc. Qrigen’s ideas {e.g., the notion
that paradisc is to be identified with the human nous) also influenced
Eriugena through the writings of Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, and Greg-
ory of Nazianzus, and indeed Meyendorff has pointed out that Or-
igen remained a strong influence on Greek Christian writing until
the sixth and seventh centuries.” Eriugena has even been called the
“Origen of the West” (by Huber), and undeniably there are strong
similarities between some of the central doctrinal teachings and es-
pecially the cast of mind of these authors. In fact, owing to the
similarity of their names, Eriugena was often confused with Origen,
especially when the Vox spiritualis was circulated in the later Middle
Ages as a text of Origen’s.”” In his own day, critics of Eriugena —
the powerful Hincmar, for example — accused Eriugena of Origen-
ism. One of the major points of Origen’s De principiis is that
creation is an efernal, not temporal, act of God, and of course
Eriugena reproduces 2 version of this argumentation. Further-
more, Origen holds a theory of the original creation as involving
only the creation of a sphere of intelligible beings, not matter.™ Er-
iugena could also have found this teaching — an eternal act of cre-
ation, and a spiritual world as the product of that creation — in Book
I of the De Genesi ad litteram of Saint Augustine, and indeed Au-
gustine is most likely to be his actual source. For Origen, as for
Eriugena, it is the soul’s fall which produces the material world and
the body of the soul itself. Origen, like Eriugena, argues that all
spiritual beings or intellects are one with God in ousia, and of course
this is one of the main points Eriugena steadfastly argues in the
Periphyseon.

Eriugena’s Latin sources

Latin sources also provided Eriugena with a wide if eclectic sam-
pling of Neoplatonic concepts and beliefs, although, in general, Latin

16 Sce J. Meyendorff, Byzantine Theology: Historieal Trends and Docrinal Themes (New York:
Fordham University Press, 1674), pp. 26~27.

17 See E. Jeauneau, Jean Scot: Homélie sur le Prologue de fean (Paris: Sources Chrétiennes,
196¢9), pp. 151-60.

18 Scc the discussion in R. Sorabji, Time, Creation and Continuum (London: Duckworth, 1983),
PP- 194—7.
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thought represented a simplification and a reduction of the complex
and subtle theories of the Greek writers. Undoubtedly, Augustine,
to whom we shall return, is Erlugena’s greatest single source, cited
more often than any other in the Periphyseon; but Eriugena could
also draw on many popular Latin classics for Neoplatonic ideas. He
certainly read and cited Boethius’s Theological Tractates, or Opuscula
sacra, and was among the first in the ninth century to use them; but
curiously, he makes no reference to the Consolation of Philosophy,
which he could hardly have avoided reading, given its popularity
in early mediaeval times.”® He does, however, cite the De institutione
avithieticae of Boethius, at 1.498 and II1.655, and may also have known
the De musica.”®

Other Latin Neoplatonic sources available to Eriugena include
Macrobius’s commentary on the Somnium Scipionis, which gives a
vivid account of the Neoplatonic doctrine of the wandering of the
soul, and of the levels of being in the universe. Eriugena was among
the earliest mediaevals to make use of Macrobius.* Most important
for Eriugena was the Marriage of Philology and Mercury of Martianus
Capella, which contains many Neoplatonic concepts as well as giv-
ing a précis of Aristotle’s logical teaching and a brief account of his
theory of the categories. Bede’s De rerum natura has also been cited
as a source of Eriugena’s fourfold division of nature and his concept
of the primordial causes.™

More recently, especially since the excellent studies by Hadot,
attention has turned to Marius Victorinus, the fourth-century rhetor
and convert to Christianity, as an important Latin source of Eriu-

19 On Bocthius’s mediaeval influence see P, Courcelle, La Consolation de Philosopliic dans Ja
tradition littéraive: Antécédents e postérité de Bodce (Paris, 196%). Alcuin was instrumental in
introducing the Consolatio into the Latin West.

20 Sce H. Chadwick, Boethius: The Consolations of Music, Logic, Theology and Philosophy (Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1981), p. 297 n. 11: “In ideas the kinship is obvious, and ignorance
is uniikely.”

21 See W. H. Stahl (ed.), Macrobius: Comementary on the Dream of Scipio (New York: Columbia

University Press, 1g52). On Macrobius's transmission of Platonism see Henry, Plotin et

Poccident, pp. 146—92, and E. Jeauncau, “Macrobe, source du platonisme chartrain,” in

Lectio Philosophorum. Recherches sur Pécole de Chartres {Amsterdam:, Hakkert, 19%3), pp.

279~300. Sce also H. Silvestre, “Note sur la survie de Macrobe au moyen dge,” Classica

et Mediacvalia. Revue danoise de philologie of dhistoire 24 (1963), pp. 170-80; and P. Cour-
celle, “La postérité chréticnne du Songe de Seipion,” Revue des Etudes Latines 36 (1938), pp.
203~34. Macrobius is cited in the Annotationes and once in the Expositiones.

See the articles of G. Madec and B. Stock in W. Beierwalktes (cd.}), Eriugena: Studien zu

seinen. Quellen {Heidetberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 1980). Eriugena cites Bede

under the name of Augustine at [1i.640b.
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gena’s Neoplatonism.* Marius Victorinus (fl. 350) was known to
Carolingian writers, and some rccent studies have suggested a close
parallel between his idea of four levels of being (true being, not
truly being, not truly non-being, and truly non-being) and Eriuge-
na’s description of the four divisions of nature (see, e.g., Periphyseon
I1.546d).** Among Carolingian writers, Eriugena was probably in-
fluenced by Alcuin, Hrabanus Maurus, Fredegisus, and others, as
we have seen, but in fact he rarely if ever cites them and scems to
have had little interest in entering into dialogue with contemporary
writers. Ratramnus’s theories on the world soul, for example, though
similar to Eriugena’s views, are never mentioned by him.

The influence of Augustine

No writer of the ninth century could escape being deeply formed
and influenced by the system of Augustine, and Eriugena seems
thoroughly Augustinian in many of his ideas and attitudes. For Eriu-
gena, Augustine is the summae ac sanctae auctoritatis magister (1.446b7—
8). Bett”® and O’Meara,” among others, have shown how great
Eriugena’s debt to Augustine is, not only in the overall outline of
his thought but also in precise details. Bett, for example, has sug-
gested (p. 21) that the origin of the scheme of the fourfold division
of nature 1s to be found in De civitate Dei V.9 (though others find
closer parallels for this scheme in the writings of Bede). Eriugena
also took from Augustine the theory of rationes aeternae and causae
primordiales which is found expressed in Augustine’s commentary
on Genesis, the De Genesi ad litteram.”” Augustine is the major au-

23 Scc P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, 2 vols. {Paris, 1968). See also P. Henry, “The Ad-
versus Arianum of Marius Victorinus,” in Journal of Theological Studies n.s., 1 (xg50), pp.
42-55. For an cdition of Marius’s writings, se¢ P. Hadot and P. Henry {eds.), Marius
Vietorinus: Traitds théologiques sur la Trinité, 2 vols. SC nos. 68 and 69. (Paris: CERF, :1960).

24 On Eriugena’s relation to Marius Victorinus, see M. T, &’Alverny, “Le Cosmos sym-
bolique du Xlle si¢ele,” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen dge 28 (1953), pp-
35—42. Sce also Hadot, Porphyre ot Vietorinus, vol. 1, pp. 147-78, and G. Piemonte n G.
~H. Allard {ed.}, Jean Scot éerivain (Montreal: Institut d’Etudes médiévales, 1986).

25 Sec H. Bett, Johannes Scotus Erigena, pp. 157-8.

26 Sec J. J. O’Mears, “Eriugena’s Use of Augustine in his Teaching on the Return of the
Soul and the Vision of God,” in Roques, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 191-201, and “Magnonum
virorum quendam consensum wvelimus machinarii (8oab): Eriugena’s Usc of Augustine’s De
Genesi ad litteram in the Periphyscon,” in Belerwaltes, Eriugena, pp. 105~717. See the carce-
fully qualified remarks on Eriugena’s relation to the authoritics in G, Madec, “Jean Scot
et ses auteurs,” in Allard, Jean Scof écrivain, pp. 143-86.

27 Sce B. Stock, “In Search of Eriugena's Augustine,” in Beicrwaltes, Eriugena, pp. 85ff
Also sec P. Agaésse and A. Solignac, {¢ds.), La Genése au sens littéral en douze livees (Paris:
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thority in the De praedestinatione partly because Eriugena wished to
equal and surpass Gottschalk’s ability to cite Augustine in support
of his argument, but also presumably because Eriugena was not yet
well acquainted with the Greek writers who would later become his
most important authorities.”® Eriugena cites Augustine’s De vera re-
ligione, that early work on the identity of truc religion and truc phi-
losophy, in a passage which inspired Hegel and later readers, who
drew a quite different interpretation from Eriugena’s version than
from Augustine’s text.

I the Periphyseon, Eriugena takes from Augustine the contrast
between scientia and sapientia: the distinction between the many who
believe and the few who truly understand (I.511c—d contrasts the
rudes with the instructed and the wise, sapientes, an analysis also found
in Augustine’s De vera religione). Eriugena also invokes the distine-
tion between true reason and authority as two paths to wisdom {found
in Augustine’s De ordine), as well as the general assessment of the
role of the arts in the return of the mind from lower to higher things,
and the general aspects of the theory of llumination and the concept
of God as lux mentium, as well as the metaphysics of Iight.” Eri-
ugena makes use of Augustine’s account of definition in the De
quantitate animae, Chapter XXV, paragraph 4%, where definitions
are said to err when they include too much (e.g., man is a mortal
animal} or too little (e.g., man is a mortal, rational, grammarian
animal). Of course this general discussion of definition is also found
in Martianus.

Of particular interest to philosophers is Eriugena’s reinterpreta-
tion of Augustine’s so-called cogito, which he could have found in
the Confessions X1l 11, The City of God X1.26, the De libero arbitrio

Desclée de Brouwer, 1972}, on the nature of the eternal reasons and causes (cspecially
Book VI).

28 Sce G. Madee, “L’Augustinisme de Jean Scot dans le De pracdestinatione,” in Roqucs, Jean
Scot Erigéne, pp. 183—go; and G. Mathon, “L'Utilisation des textes de Saint Augustin par
Jean Scot Erigéne dans son De pracdestinatione,” in Augustinus Magisier 3 (Paris, 1934). pp.
419-28. See also the older study 6f M. Jacquin, “"Le Néoplatonisme de Jean Scot Erigéne,”
Revue des sciences philosophiques et théelogiques 1 (1907), pp. 674-85, which argues that Eriu-
gena drew his knowledge in De praed. from Latin writers and did not make use of Dion-
ysius at that time (contrary to Christlich). Eringena does appear to have known Gregory
of Nyssa from an early date, since he is cited in the Aanotationes.

29 Sec R. Russcll, “Some Augustinian Influences in Eriugena’s De divisione naturae,” in O"Meara
and Bieler, The Mind of Eriugena, pp. 31~40; and G. Madee, “Observations sur e dossier
augustinien du Periphyseon,” in Beierwaltes, Eriugena, pp. 75-84. Eriugena of course also
found the theory of illumination and the metaphysics of light in Dionysius, but he was
concerned te develep i in Augustine’s vocabulary, as he docs in Homilia.
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[I.3.7, the De Trinitate XV.12.21, or in the De vera religione
XXXIX.73, or the Soliloguies 11.1.1.*° Eriugena does not use Au-
gustine’s formula of si fallor, sum, but is interested in the idea ex-
pressed in the De diversis quaestionibus q.15 that the mind, which has
immediate self-knowledge, limits itself and thus is finite.

From Augustine’s De Trinitate Erlugena took many aspects of
Augustine’s teaching on the Trinity and especially on the structures
of the human soul, which mirror the triadic patterns of the Trinity
(c.g., esse — scive | or nosse| — velle, etc.). Eriugena in particular adopts
Augustine’s triads of being, well-being, and eternal being, or being,
life, and intellect (esse, vivere, intelligere; De libero arbitrio), n order
to differentiate some of the stages of the mind’s road to God. Of
course, Eriugena is never limited to one source and could also have
tound these triads in the writings of Maximus the Confessor — the
triad of einai (€Zvaw), eu einai (€U eivew), aei einai del elvan) appears
in the Ambigua (9.1116b), for example. Furthermore, Eriugena de-
veloped Augustine’s understanding of the operation of the Word in
the human soul in a manner which foreshadows its use by Eckhart
in the fourteenth century.”

Eriugena read Augustine through ninth-century eyes, and many
aspects of what is now regarded as peculiarly Augustinian {such as
Augustine’s psychological “existentialism™ and his detailed analysis
of human willing and memoria) would not have been as apparent to
Eriugena. Conversely, Eriugena emphasises aspects of Augustine
which are uncongenial to our times, strongly influenced and moulded
as we are by the Scholastic reading of Augustine, secing him through
the purifying eyes of Thomas Aquinas, who “corrected” many of
Augustine’s statements to conform with the new mataphysics of
Aristotle.® Thus modern scholars are inclined to see Eriugena’s ide-

30 See Chapter ro, this volume. See also B. Stock, “Intelligo me esse: Eriugena’s Cogits,” in
Rogues, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 327-37, and Serabii, Time, Creation and Continuum, pp.
28gif.

31 See J. Moreau, “Le Verbe et la création sclon s. Augustin et Jean Scot Erigéne,” in Ro-
ques, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 201—10. On Eckhart’s development of the concept sec K. G.
Kertz, “Meister Eckhart’s Teaching on the Birth of the Divine Word in the Soul,” Traditio
15 (1959), pp- 327-93.

32 On Augustine’s metaphysics sce the formative study of E. Gilson, The Christian Philosophy
of St. Augustine (London: Gollancz, 1961}, and ]. F. Anderson, Augusting and Being: A
Metapliysical Essay (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1965}, For a critique of the interpretation of Au-
gustine 25 an ontotheologist see J. S, O’Leary, “Dieu-Espirit et Dieu-Substance chez Saint
Augustin,” in Recherches de Science Religieuse 69 (July 1981), pp. 357—90.
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alism as due mainly to the influence of the Greek Christian writers,
although Augustine himself can be interpreted in a strongly idealist
and intellectualist light, especially in some of his remarks in the
De diversis quaestionibus and the De Genesi ad litteram. Thus at Peri-
physeon 1V.766a, Eriugena quotes a passage from Augustine’s De
Trinitate in support of his argument that sensible things are lower
than ideas, even lower than the phantasice which come into our mind
from without, whereas Augustine was committed not totally to this
idealist thesis that mental images have ontological primacy over sen-
sible reality but, generally speaking, only to the much less idealist
view that unchanging, immaterial, eternal truths are higher than
shifting, changing things, and that spiritual things are higher than
material things.

Furthermore, some recent scholars wish to distance Augustine’s
God from the Neoplatonic One and emphasise — with Gilson — Au-
gustine’s commitment to God as a Being, thus playing down
Augustine’s hierarchical metaphysics and emphasising the theme of
the absence of intermediaries between man and God.** Eriugena ac-
cepts that there is nothing between man and God (which was Au-
gustine’s quarrel with Porphyry and the pagan Neoplatonists);
nevertheless, he interprets the theophanies described in Dionysius
as a kind of intermediary between God and man. Eriugena accepts
both authorities: Theophanies are between man and God; they are
not entities, however, but divine willings, and hence they are a
glhimpse of God Himself. Thus Eriugena interprets the statement
that we shall see God face to face as meaning that we shall have
access to the highest theophanies. Eriugena reads Augustine and
Dionysius not as contrasting and opposing authorities, but as propo-
nents of the one vera philosophia; hence he is normally at pains to show
their inner agreement. Thus at Periphyseon 11.597d, he cites both
on the subject of the divine ignorance (divina ignorantia): “*Augus-
tine ‘that He is better known by not knowing,” Dionysius that His
ignorance is true wisdom” (Sheldon-Williams’s translation, p. 163).

Eriugena in general plays up Augustine’s occasional references to
negative theology and to deification; he extends Augustine by sug-

33 See Periphyseon I1.331b—c, where Eriugena cites Augustine’s De vera religione in support
of his view that there are no intermediaries between man and God. On the place of in-
termediaries in Augustine, see . Pépin, “Univers dionysicn et univers augustinien,” Re-
therches de Philosophic 2 (19356), pp. 179-224.
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gesting definite answers to certain questions regarding which Au-
gustine had not in fact made up his mind, such as the nature of
existence in paradise.

Eriugena elsewhere explicitly notes that Augustine opposes the
transformation of corporeal and material bodies into pure intellec-
tual entities and in general wants to remain fairly faithful to a realist
outlook. Nevertheless, Eriugena quickly absorbs Augustine’s ob-
jections by quoting Augustine’s mentor Ambrose, a proponent of
the idealist absorption of matter into mind.* Augustine frequently
argued that incorporeals are “better” than corporeal things, that any
soul was better than any body, and Eriugena agrees with this gen-
eral Neoplatonic principle.

Stock has convincingly argued that Eriugena certainly understood
Augustine better than his contemporaries on such matters as pre-
destination towards evil, and the original fall of the Devil, but he
suggests that in overall terms Eriugena had to resort to sophistries
to harmonise Augustine with his own intention.* Both Augustine
and Eriugena agree that the Devil did not have forcknowledge of
his own fall when he was in paradise, but that he was falling from
the beginning. Eriugena explicitly says that the Devil was never an
angel in paradise; he was created “falling,” as it were. Neoplatonism
in general has great difficulty explaining why there should be move-
ment from the One in the first place, and Augustine likewise had
difficulty locating the origin of the initial rupture, especially given
the non-temporal nature of this exitus. Errugena, more than Au-
gustine, is able to give a “process”’-type explanation by invoking
his cosmological scheme of the four divisions of nature. Of course,
Eriugena is more appreciative of the allegorical and metaphorical
nature of talk about the “Devil.”

Mathon and Russell furthermore have shown that Eriugena m
general subordinated Augustine’s teachings to his own hermenecutics

34 On another aspect of Augustine’s intellectualism, see J. Pépin, “Unc Curicase Déclaration
idéaliste du De Genesi ad fitteram (X1i.10.21) dc Saint Augustin ot ses origines plotinicnnes
(Ennéade V.3.1~9 ¢t V.5.1-2),” Revue d’histoive et de philosophic religienses 34 (1954), pp.
373-400.

35 See B. Stock, “The Philosophical Anthropology of Johannes Scottus Eriugena,” Studi
Medicvali, Ser. 3a, 8 {1967), pp. 1—57, ¢sp. p. 30, where the passage (IV.804c ff) of
Eriugena is discussed in which Eriugena says the authority of Augustine must be fol-
lowed, but that there is no harm in citing the opinions of other authors with different
ideas that Augustine himself had not thought about.
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and dialectical scheme, in keeping with his own general attitude to
the interpretation of the auctores.* Indeed, at several important points,
Eriugena denies that Augustine means what he explicitly says - in
the discussion of the existence of sexuality and gender in paradise
before the Fall, for example — and Eriugena follows Gregory of
Nyssa, who, he wants to argue, is not in disagreement with Au-
gustine.®’

To sum up the vexed question of Augustinian influence, it is nec-
essary to note that Eriugena’s understanding of time and place, of
the divine transcendence and omnipresence, and of the hierarchy of
the orders of being is actually quite distinct from that of Augustine,
and that whenever Eriugena does adopt something from Augustine
he vsually modifies it, especiaily emphasising the immaterialist and
intellectualist tendency which pervades his own work. Furthermore,
Eriugena is more confident than Augustine of the human being’s
inherent ability to attain gndsis and deification in the form of pro-
ducing absolute identity of features between man as image and God
as archetype. Augustine’s preoccupation with the body and with
heresy hardly finds an echo in Eriugena. Unlike Augustine, Eri-
ugena never discusses sexual desire. Similarly, Eriugena does not
use Augustine’s definition of the soul in the De quantitate animae.

Eriugena’s entire philosophical commitment is a grand attempt to
show the underlying deep unity and agreement between the Chris-
tian systems of Greek East and Latin West, systems which seemed
so disparate to the Latin mind of that age. In particular, he wants
to show the inner harmony between the writings of Augustine, on
the one hand, and the Pseudo-Dionysius, the Cappadocian fathers,
and Maximus, on the other. For him they are two revelations or
theophanies of the one infinite truth. Eriugena is aware that to achieve
this aim he will have to apply a hermeneutic method which will
seem to distort Augustine. Sheldon-Williams has stated the matter
boldiy: “The plain fact is that Eriugena constantly misinterprets St.
Augustine, for whereas St. Augustine’s thought is always moving

36 Russell, “"Some Augustinian Influences,” in O'Meara and Bicler, The Mind of Eriugena,
For G. Mathon sce, “L'Utilisation des textes de Szint Augustine par Jean Scot Erigéne
dans son D¢ praedestinatione,” pp. 419—428. Scc also J. J. O'Meara, “Eriugena’s Use of
Augustine,” Augustinian Studies 2 (1980), pp. 21-34. .

37 Sec E. Jeauncau, “La Division des sexes chez Grégoire de Nysse et chez Jean Scort
Erigéne,” in Beicrwalees, Eriugena, pp. 33-34.
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away from Neoplatonism, Eriugena’s thought is moving into it,
and St. Augustine is made to approximate to the Psendo-Dionysius
rather than the opposite.”*® We must turn therefore to the impact
of the Greek writers on Eriugena.

The influence of the Greek Christian Platonists

Scholars — notably, Brilliantoff, Cappuyns, Sheldon-Williams,*
Roques, and Gersh — have argued for the overriding importance of
the Greek Christian influence on Eriugena — in particular the impact
of Dionysius, the Cappadocians (especially Gregory of Nyssa and
Basil), and Maximus.” These writers gave Eriugena a new under-
standing of the meaning of creation, the nature of time, and the
relation between the divine ideas and their created effects. Eriugena
also took from the Greeks a new anthropology and a new, more
radical concept of infinite nature, as well as a complicated method
of theological and philosophical negative dialectics. Erjugena fur-
thermore read all these authors as confirming one another’s views
and hence runs together the diverse systems of Maximus, the Cap-
padocians, and Dionysius into one massive system of thought. Greg-
ory of Nyssa in particular helped to form Erugena’s views of the
nature of man and his relation to God. Indeed, Eriugena attributes
to Gregory the highest status among the Greek authorities, com-
parable to that of Augustine among the Latins (sec Periphyseon
IV.804c—d). Almost one~-quarter of the whole of Gregory’s De hom-
inis opificio is quoted in translation in the Periphyseon.*" Eriugena took

3% Sheldon-Williams, “Eriugena’s Greck Sources,” in O’Mearz and Bicler, The Mind of
Eriugena, p. 5.

39 Sce [.-P. Sheldon-Williams, “The Greek Platonist Tradition from the Cappadecians to
Maximus and Eriugena,” in A. H. Armstrong (ed.}, The Cambridge History of Late Greek
and Early Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge Universicy Press, 1970), pp. 425—
501. Also Sheldon-Williams, “Eriugena’s Greek Sources,” in (O’Meara and Bieler, The
Mind of Eriugena, pp. 1—15. Scc the dissertation of L. Vietorisz, “Greck Sources in the
Periphyseon of John Scotus, called Eriugena,” (presented to the Pontifical Institute of Me-
dieval Studies, Toronto, 1966).

40 Sec Sorabji, who discusses Gregory of Nyssa and Basil in his Time, Creation and
Contintim.

41 On the influence of Gregory of Nyssa sec J. Driseke, “Gregorins von Nyssa in den
Anfithrungen des Johannes Scotus Erigena,” Theologische Studien und Kritiken 82 (190g),
Pp- 530~%6; and E. Jeauncau, “La Division des sexes,” in Beierwaltes, Eriugena, pp. 34-
g4. It is not clear that Eriugena was consistently abie to distinguish Gregory of Nyssa
from Gregory Nazianzus (scc H.5862), buat sce also T1.735d and IV.860a, where the two
are confounded. '
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from Gregory of Nyssa the idea of matter as a commingling of
incorporeal qualities, the concept of the infinite progression of the
soul in the after-life, and of course the idea of the post-lapsarian
division of the soul into two sexes.

Eriugena, however, also translated and commented on Basil’s
Hexaémeron, from which he took an idealist account of time, which
also may have influenced Augustine.* In fact, if the views of Plo-
tinus are to be found in Eriugena, they are almost certainly a con-
sequence of the latter’s reading of Saint Basil, who was a close reader
of the Enneads. Eriugena sees Basil and Gregory as teaching the same
kind of theory concerning the divine ideas and the participation of
sensible things in them. It would be an impossible task to sift through
Eriugena’s work trying to detect the individual influences of cach
of the Cappadocians, especially when Gregory of Nyssa’s De hom-
inis opificio was written to supplement Basil's Hexaémeron and Eriu-
gena relied most heavily on these two related works. ™ Furthermore,
Enugena merged the two Gregories and saw Maximus as a com-
mentator on them. Hence he thought of these diverse sources as
one body of thought. Eriugena read and translated all of Dionysius’s
works including the letters. From Dionysius, he learned that God
1s One (DN Liv.z89d) but that He is also “bevond the One”
{IL.11.649¢), beyond being and essence (1.1.388b). He remains wholly
in Himself (XI.11.952a} while being the cause of all {(XIl.i.g77¢).
The Dionysian imagery of light was absorbed by Eriugena. God is

42 On Basil’s influence on Augustine sec ]. F. Callahan, “Basit of Caesarea: A New Source
for St. Augustine’s Theory of Time,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 63 {1938}, pp.
437—54. A full study of Basil’s influence on Eriugena has not vet been made. Sce also B.
Otis, “Gregory of Nyssa and the Cappadocian Conception of Time,” Studia Patristica,
vol. 14, part 3 (Berlin: Akademic-Verlag, 1976), pp. 327-37.

43 On Gregory of Nyssa's Platonism, see the classic study by H. F. Cherniss, The Plaronism
of Gregory of Nyssa (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1930}, and the opposing
views of A. Welswurm, The Nature of Human Knowledge According to Saint Gregory of Nyssa
(Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1932). Weiswurm argues against
Cherniss that Gregory was not a Platonist, that he rejected the theory of ideas, the doc-
trine of recollection, and the pre-existence of the soul. Weiswurm emphasises the influence
of Stoic teaching on Gregory, but in my view adopts an overnarrow cancept of Platon-
ism, which neglects the major developments of Neoplatonic thought. See also |. Danidlou,
Platonisme et théologic mystique: Essai sur la doctrine spirituelle de Saint Grigoive de Nysse (Paris;
Aubier, Editions Montaing, 1944), and his more recent L'Etre ef le lomps chez Grégeire de
Nysse (Leiden: Brill, xg7e). On Gregory's sources sce P Courcelle, “Grégoire de Nysse,
lecteur de Porphyre,” Revue des Ftudes Greegues 80 (1967}, pp. 402-6. On Basil's Jesser-
known Neoplatonism sec J. M. Rist, “Basil’s ‘Neoplatonism’: its Background and Na-
ture,” in P. Fedwick {ed.), Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic {Toronto: Pon-
tifical Institute of Medicval Studies, 1081), pp. 137-220,



118 John Scottus Eriugena

a source of light, from whom mnumerable rays spread out, forming
as they go the Dionysian paradeigmata (mapadevypara) of fo auto
einai (10 &uTd €lval, being itself), life itself, and so on. At De divinis
nominibus V.1v.817¢, Dionysius says that God is the source or main-
stay (UmooTdTns, hypostatés) of being itself. Dionysius’s text is un-
clear as to whether the divine rays or paradigms are creatures of
God or are of God’s essence, and he resorts to describing their na-
ture adverbially. Thus the rays or powers are God (apyupds, ar-
chimos), “causally,” or “principally,” or “sourcely,” if we may use
such a word}. Eriugena clarifies this by referring to them as “cre-
ated,” a word Dionysius does not use; nor as a matter of fact does
Maximus, who otherwise is quite clear in his interpretation of
Dionysius. For Maximus creation involves entrance into the world
of time, and since the causes are eternal they are not strictly created
in Maximus’s scheme. Eriugena in his translation makes it clear that
God is supra omnia quae sunt et quae primo sunt, above all things which
are and which primarily are, that is, above the primary causes. This
is a typical instance where Eriugena’s Latin translation of Dionysius
resolves an ambiguity of the Greek text.

Commentators on these writers usually see them all as teaching
that God is not known in Himself but is known in His activities or
energies. Their philosophy is seen then to be an account of the
processions (acolouthia, axohovBia, rule, order) of the divine
will, and of the restoration of all things to God in apocatastasis

(amocaragTaos). Eriugena follows this general pattern. He is much -

impressed by the Greek frame of mind and by the superiority of
the Greek technical philosophical vocabulary, but he also adopts new
ideas from his Greck readings. In particular, he borrows and trans-
literates the concepts of theophania (divine appearances, manifesta-
tions, or willings) and thedsis (deification), the description of God
as a superessential being or as non-being (mé on, nihil), and the con-
cepts of affirmative, negative, and mystical theology. Furthermore,
Eriugena takes from the Greeks the terms of the general dynamics
of spiritual reality, namely, the structure of moné (uovy), proodes
(1:péodos), and epistrophé (émaTpodny), which he employs to de-
scribe the outgoing from (exitus, processio, progressio, 1I1.681c), and
the return to {reditus}, the One. But his inferpretation of these con-
cepts is his own, and his overall scheme or system is also individ-
ualistic and unique. For example, he reduces the fairly complex
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scheme of theologies of Dionysius (kataphatic, apophatic, symbolic,
and mystical theologies) to just two — affirmative and negative —
and makes a more radical claim for the essentially negative character
of all terms for God, including “Trinity,” “Father,” and “Son.”**
Eriugena reduces the number of theologies to two in order to make
them parallel more precisely the positive and negative aspects of his
concept of dialectic, which he adopted from Maximus. Ultimately
for Eriugena, the dialectic of philosophy and the dialectic of theo-
logical understanding are one and the same. He interfaces nature
between human and divine being, however, in a manner not found
in Dionysius at all but present in Maximus. Indeed, these two as-
pects of dialectic and of theology ultimatcly reduce to one, all
affirmative statements have a negative dimension, and vice versa;
Eriugena never stratifies a living dialectic into a rigid system.
Eriugena remains close to the Dionysian terms for the distinction
between eternity and time. Dionysius uses the terms aion (alédv) and
chronos (xpévos), which Eriugena translates as aeternum and tempus,
Unlike later metaphysicians such as Aquinas, Eriugena does not make
use of the term aevum, which was available to Latin writers of that
time. Besides the Cappadocians and Dionysius, then, Eriugena came
to inherit another complex Greek system — that of Maximus the
Confessor (the monk from Constantinople who was to play a large
part in the monothelite controversy), especially Maximus’s so-called
Ambigua, commentaries on difficulties and complexities in Gregory
of Nazianzus’s writings. Maximus mingled the philosophical tra-
dition of the Cappadocians and Dionysius with the Aristotelian and
Stoic terminology and outlook of late Greek commentators on Ar-
istotle. In his preface to the translation of Maximus, Eriugena says
that he has learned from him how God 1s one and also multiple,
the nature of the outgoing and return of all things, and the manner
in which God can be said to be immovable and also to move all
things. Maximus, in his Ambigua, does say that God is to auto cinai
(1073c), being itself; but he also says God is above all ousia (1180c).
He does speak about the creature’s being part (moiva, potpa) of God

44 Sec the excellent study of R. Roques, “Tératologic et théologic chez Jean Scot Erigéne,”
m his Libres sentiers vers I'érigénisme (Rome, 1975}, pp. 13—43, and also L-P. Sheldon-
Williams’s chapter on Dionysius in The Cambridge History of Late Greck and Early Mediewal
Philosaphy, pp. 457-72. In his dedicatory epistle to King Charles on his completion of
the Versio Dionysii, Eriugena is able to say that he has translated the terms xaradborikd
{Kataphatiké) and &mobarikd (apephatiké) as theslogia (PL CXXIL 1166b).
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{ro8ob—c) and call Dionysius’s theia thelémata (Belo BeAfipora) by
the name logoi, possibly displaying a Stoic influence. Maximus also
uses the image of the radii of a circle to describe God’s infinite om-
nipresence at Ambigua 1081c. Maximus gave Eriugena a clear state-
ment of the manner in which the Logos runs through all things.
Maximus influenced Eriugena’s development of the concept of
dialectic, as well as specifically giving him the idea of a special ec-
stasis of the soul which is one with the contemplation of physis, re-
sulting in the physica theoria found frequently in the Periphyseon.®

Eriugena as a Neoplatonist

Given the enormous impact of the mystical and highly spiritual ideas
of the Greek Christian writers on Eriugena, there had to be 2 major
overhaul of his Latin intellectual outlook and a transformation of
his position as a Carolingian liberal arts magister into a major phi-
losopher with a radical and systematic negative dialectics. Eriugena
produced an unusual synthesis of the outlook of Greek East and
Latin West, but it cannot be denied that one of his greatest achieve-
ments was his ability to identify many of the common elements of
these two traditions and to distil from them a powerful philosoph-
ical idealism. But his philosophy is still a Neoplatonism if we may
use this term in a general sense. Thus, in particular, he maintained
the Platonic concept of a separation between an unchanging eternal
world of ideas and the dependent, changing, not fully real world of
space, time, and corporeality. Furthermore, Eriugena organised his
philosophical concepts into a structure of division or succession and
return or recollection, which renewed the tradition of Neoplatonic
hierarchy. Thus, as Stephen Gersh has shown in his excellent study
From Iamblichus to Eriugena, Eriugena’s philosophy 1s permeated by
the quite unusual outlook of late antiquity and subtly adapts Neo-
platonic ideas into a system which was his own but which would
have been quite recognisable to a late Greek author, although it would

45 The best account of Maximus’s philosophy i terms of his influence on Eriugena is still
L. Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the Con-
fessor (Lund: Gleerup, 1965), which, however, perhaps overstresses the influence of Or-
igen. See also H. U. von Balthasar, Lirgie cosmigue {Paris: Aubicr, 1947), and the chaprer
by Sheldon-Williams in The Cambridge History, pp. 492—505. See also L. Thunberg, Man
and the Cosmos: The Vision of Maximus Confessor (Crestwood, MN.j.: St. Viadimir’s Sem-
mnary, 193s).
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have been almost incomprehensible to a reader schooled in the Latin
tradition alone.

According to Gersh, the late Greck writers understand the struc-
ture of reality as a “‘continuous series of causes and effects in which
each term is related dynamically to the previous one: it ‘remains’ in
its prior {manifests an element of identity with it), it ‘proceeds’
(manifests an element of difference), and it ‘reverts’ {(strives to re-
establish the identity).”™® Furthermore, this system results in a plu-
rality of orders or a series of hypostases (UméoTaces), termed by Greeks
taxis (1&§1s), seira (oewpd), or hierarchia (lepapxia), which mediate
between the One and the multiplicity of individual entities (includ-
ing sensations and feelings) on the lowest rung of this order. Both
Augustine and Dionysius make much use of the concept of a chain
of being, a hierarchical order extending through the cosmos from
God to unformed matter, which they found in Plotinus and the Greek
Neoplatonists.?’ Following Dionysius, Eriugena does not see this
order or hierarchy as getting in the way of the immediate relation
between the One and the human soul, although it is not always clear
how there can be both a firm order of being and at the same time
nothing standing between man and God — not even the angels or
world soul or other intelligences. To achieve this he uses Diony-
sius’s method of redescribing these hierarchies as divine volitions
(theia thelémata, 11.520b; [[.616a} or divine thoughts (since for God
willing and thinking are one), so that in the final analysis they are
either identical with God or acts of God, which do not serve to
distance the human creature farther from God. In other words, the
hierarchical orders which stand between man and God are to be
understood not as beings or substances but as minds or theophanies,
which are really 2 kind of “non-being” in that they are, as it were,
“transparent” and allow the human mind to pass through them to
grasp God directly.

As with Augustine, of course, Eriugena does not simply copy
Dionysius. In fact, he reinterprets many Dionysian concepts, for

46 Gersh, From Tamblichus to Eriugena, p. 125.

47 }. Pépin, “Univers dionysicn et univers augustinien,” especially pp. 195—7, where texts
from the Dre Trinitate and the De Genesi ad litteram VI 2140 are cited in which Augustine
suggests that the soul is an intermediary between God and the world. Eriugena, in com-
mon with Ratramnus, had an interest in the idea of the world soul, especially in the
Annotationes. This soul would form a separate hicrarchy between God and the lower world
as in Plotinus.
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example, the Dionysian hierarchy of the lifeless {azoa), living things
(zonta), and the rational (Jogica), into a hierarchy of living things
and intellect on the scriptural grounds that all things are contained
by life. All things including the lifeless have form, and form is the
first sign of life. Thus all ideas and ontological orders are absorbed
into the being of consciousness and the intellectual life.*® We are
mnterested in Eriugena’s conception of a hierarchical metaphysical
order with stages of procession and return in order to show that he
does not remain trapped in a reified ontological scheme but in fact
constantly emphasises the manner in which all ontological cate-
gories are dependent on the mind (misinterpreting Dionysius and
Augustine in a highly intellectualist light as we have seen) and can
be resolved back into the mind when it performs correct acts of
contemplation or thedria. Eriugena’s philosophy is best understood
as a kind of idealism and as a deconstruction of the metaphysics of
substance. But first we must understand how he develops a dialectics
of outgoing and return.

48 See 1.-P. Sheldon-Williams, “Ertugena'’s [nterpretation of the Pscudo-Dionysius,” Studia
Patristica, vol. 12. Papers presented to the Sixth International Conference on Pauristic Studies,
Oxford, 1971 (Berlin: Akademic Verdag, 1975), pp. 151—4.

&

DIALECTIC, PHILOSOPHY, AND
THE LIFE OF THE MIND

Dialectic as the life of the mind

One of the main features of Eriugena’s philosophy which impressed
Hegel and the German idealists was his use of a sophisticated di~
alectic with moments of progression and recollection, which the
idealists took to be identical with their own dialectical method. We
must therefore examine Erlugena’s conception of dialectic to see
whether it does conform to the idealist pattern. Since Eriugena is
separated from German philosophy by a gap of a thousand years,
we must recover his method of dialectic through 2 careful herme-
neutic of the historical meanings of philosophy (and dialectica) in the
early mediaeval period.’

In this chapter we shall explore Eriugena’s understanding of the
nature of dialectic (which was contained within philosophy) to see
whether he remains within the boundaries of the Carolingian world-
view or whether his concept transcends the intellectual limits of that
time to achieve transhistorical status as a universal method of phi-
losophy. I shall argue that his exposure to Byzantine Christian cul-
ture led him to develop a new conception of the nature of philos-
ophy which is more radically intellectualist and idealist than any
conception of philosophy to be found in the Latin West in his time.
Through the Greeks he came to modify his understanding of di-
alectic to include a negative dimension, developed from the exten-
sion of the Eastern method of negative theology (where it is applied

1 On Hegel's dialectic and its relation to classical philosophy sce H.-G. Gadamer, “Hegel
and the Dialectic of Ancient Philosophers,” in Hegel's Dialectic: Five Hermeneutical Studies
{New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1976). On the meaning of dialectic in gen-
eral, sce the entry “Dialectic,” in The Encydlopedia of Philosophy, vol. 2 (New York: Col-
ber-Macmillan, 1967), pp. 385-9, which unfortunately neglects the crucial phase in di-
zlectic ef Plotinus, Proclus, and later Neoplatenism. For Neoplatonic dialectic sce A. C.
Lioyd, “Neoplatonic Logic and Aristotclian Logic,” Phronesis  {1955-6). pp. 58-72,
146-60.



124 John Scottus Eviugena

to God) to apply to human nature and to the world.” He therefore
combined the traditional Western Latin concept of dialectic {as the
discipline of logic) with Greek Neoplatonist negative dialectics, to
produce a new understanding of dialectic which indeed is compa-
rable to the method of dialectic of the later idealists.

Furthermore, he understood dialectic to represent the life, or nat-
ural activity, of the mind (infellectus or nous) itself, with its outgoing
and returning movements, its affirmative and negative capabilities.
The mind’s operations are dialectical operations, so that in describ-~
ing dialectic, Eriugena is talking not just about a logical art or method
but about the nature and workings of the mind itself. He would
have agreed with Plotinus’s account of dialectic in Ennead Liil.4:
We must not think of it as the mere tool of the metaphysican: Dialectic
does not consist of bare theories and rules: it dezls with verities; Existences
are, as it were, Matter to it, or at least it proceeds methodically towards

Existences, and possesses itself, at the one step, of the notions and of the
realities ’

Philosophy becomes for Ertugena the vehicle of the mind itself, ex-
pressing the life of the human mind in its dialectical movements of
outgoing and return, unfolding and enfolding in perfect correspon-
dence with the movements of the cosmos itself. Moreover, he sees
the work of philosophy as intimately related to the activity of the
soul’s return to God; the soul 1s restored to God through philosophy.

The Carolingian understanding of dialectic

The Latin understanding of dialectic stems largely from Cicero’s
Topica and Boethius’s De topicis differentiis, which are commentaries
on Aristotle. Aristotle saw dialectic as systematising arguments which
are in conflict. Dialectic deals with endoxa (évdoa), the probable or
belicvable, as opposed to the certain. Dialectic did not provide ar-
guments deriving from fixed principles, and hence was seen by Ar-

2 We shall argue that Eriugena expands negative dizlecticd to include a negative anthro-
pology and a negative cosmology. On the claim that Nicholas of Cusa is the first to take
terms {such as infinity) which applied primarily to God and apply them to describe the
world, see A. Kovyré, From the Closed World to the Infinite Universe {Baltimore: Johns Hop-
kins University Press, 1957), p. 18. ’

3 Seephen McKenna {trans.), Plotinus. The Enneads (London: Faber & Faber, 1969), p. 39.
This view of dialectic goes back ultimately to Plato’s Sophist 253d. For Plato’s use of
dialectic, see also Phaedrus 266h, where divisions and collections are considered to be the
essence of dialectic. Sce also Republic 5310-535a.
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istotle as capable of assessing reasoning in the different sciences, such
that dialectic 1s a method for investigating the first principles of any
science. Cicero and Boethius, however, did not use dialectic to in-
vestigate first principles but coupled it with logic as two parts of
the ars disserendi, the art of discourse. It thus became part of a gen-
eral method of proceeding in philosophical reasoning.

As we have seen, recent interpretations of Eriugena have sought
to place him squarely within the Latin dialectical tradition of carly
mediaeval Europe and have sought to deny his radical isolation, and
often to diminish his standing as an original thinker in philosophy.
Marenbon and Contreni have argued, for example, that Eriugena’s
work is best understood within the intellectual tradition of Alcuin
and his immediate followers, 2 group of Carolingian thinkers who
revived and continued the philosophical concerns of Cicero, Au-
gustine, and Boethius after several relatively barren centuries.® For
Marenbon, Eriugena is of interest as a commentator on the Cate-
goriae decem and is to be interpreted as continuing the dialectical tra-
dition represented by Alcuin and by the pseudo-Augustinian De di-
alectica.’ This tradition saw dialectic as an amalgam of logical interests,
which includes divisio, division into genera, species, and individuals;
partitio, partition into whole and parts; diffinitie, the nature of def-
inition; substance and the categories; the relation between what is
found in a subject and what is said of a subject (in subiecto et de
subiecto), as well as the nature of the syllogism and the square of
opposition; and also logical argument and the fallacies. Eriugena had
a good summary of this tradition available to him, in Book IV of

4 J. Marenbon, From the Circe of Alewin to the School of Auxerre: Logic, Theology and Phi-
losopky in the Early Middle Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981). See also
E. Jeauncau, “L’'Héritage de Ia philosophic antique durant le haut moyen ige,” La cultura
antica nell'Occidente latino dal VII all’ X1 secolo, Settimane di studio del centro italiano di
studi sull’alto medioevo, vol. 22 (Spolcto: Presso la sede del Centro, 1973}, p. 31, where
Jeauncau speaks of le grand vide concerning philosophy in the seventh and eighth centuries.
For mediacval dizlectic in general, sec the excellent introduction of E. Stump to her Bee-
thius: De topicis differentiis (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1978), pp. 18-26, and
also ©. Bird, “The Tradition of the Logical Topics: Aristotle to Ockham,” Journal of the
History of Ideas 23 (1962), pp. 307-23.

For Augustine’s understanding of dialecric, see B. Darrell Jackson, Augustine: De dialectica
(Dordrecht: Reidel, 1g73). This pseudo-Augustinian work was known in the ninth cen-
tury (with copics found in Reichenau, Auxerze, Corbie, and elsewhere). [t is cited in the
Libri Carolini, For the ninth century Dialectica of Saint Gall, sec Marenbon, Early Medieval
Philosophy (480~1150): An Intreduction {London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983), pp.
wh-g.

o
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Martianus Capella’s Marriage of Philology and Mercury.® 1t does ap-
pear that Eriugena was famihiar with Boethius’s De topicis differentiis,
and indeed, his definition of enthyméma (ev8épmpa), which Boe-
thius and Cassiodorus (PL 1L.XX.149d) define as an imperfect syl-
logism and conceptio mentis, is similar: For Eriugena, enthymema is a
“common concept of the mind,” as he says in the Annotationes, the
De Praedestinatione (391b), and the Periphyseon. The connection be-
tween dialectic and truth was already to be found in Isidore’s Etym-
ologiae 1l.1.1 and was a familiar way of characterising dialectic in
the ninth century. Thus, Hrabanus Maurus, almost a contemporary
of Eriugena’s, defines dialectic as “the rational discipline concerned
with definitions and explanations, and able even to separate truth
from falsehood.”” For the Carolingians, dialectic was the rational
art of defining, arguing, and distinguishing truth from falsity.

[ wish to argue that Eriugena develops the meaning of philosophy
and of dialectic (which ultimately are one and the same for him)
beyond this interpretation of these disciplines, as articulated by Au-
gustine, Boethius, Cassiodorus, Isidore, Alcuin, and others, and in
fact gives the term an idealist interpretation. For Eriugena, philos-
ophy is the study by which the mind comes to a self~knowledge
and self~understanding concerning its own awesome power and se-
cret nature — the mind 1s a quasi creator of the universe itself, and it
is due to movements of the mind that the ontological orders come
to be formed.

Philosophy as encyclopaedic knowledge

First let us briefly examine the traditional conception of philosophia
which Eriugena inherited from his Latin sources. The Latin tradi-
tion of philosophy as understood by Varro, Cicero, and their read-

6 See W. H. Stahl, R. Johnson, and E. Burge (cds.}, Martianus Capclla and the Scven Liberal
Arts vol. 2 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1¢78), pp. 106—54. In this allegory
Martianus portrays Dialectic as 2 rather dangerous and ambiguous character, full of
knowledge but with a cold demeanour and a deadliness which can casily ensnare others.
She is portrayed as holding a snake in her left hand. Eriugena, on the other hand, always
sees Dialectic in 2 positive light.

[sidore’s remarks were repeated by the ninth-century commentators on the Categoriae de-
cem, 3 work thought to be by Augustine, but which originated in the circle of Themistius
(c. 317-88). It was, according to Marenbon, Early Medieval Philesophy, p. 76, “the most
intently studied logical work in the ninth and tenth centuries.” Sce also the remarks made
by Remigius of Auxerre in his glosses on the Augustinian De dialectica, Paris M5 12949,
Remigius defines dialectic as: disciplina rationalis diffiniend:, disserendi, ac vera a falsis discer-
nendi potens, Compare Hrabanus Maurus, De clericorum institutione [Lxx (PL CVIl 397¢):
“Dialectica est disciphina rationalis quaerendi, diffiniendi et disserendi, etiam vera a falsis
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crs linked philosophy to the practice of education \paideia, wondein)
in a broad sense; philosophy signified a universal wisdom, a rounded
comprehension of things, enkyklios paideia (dvitriios Todeln).®
Cicero saw philosophy as the ars vitae (De finibus bonorum et malo-
rum ll.2.4) and as the omnium mater artium (Tusculanae I.26.64).
Boethius saw it as the wisdom of all those things which are true,
united nto a cohesive understanding (sapientia eorum verum quae verae
sunt et integra comprehensio), in his De institutione arithmeticae T, which
was widely read in Carolingian times. Philosophy was closely as-
sociated with the liberal arts,® and its express aim was the attainment
of an overall understanding of all things. Philosophy, therefore, simply
meant the summary of the knowledge of all things in the fullest
possible sense; it included all known branches of learning, and was
for the early mediaeval period generally contained in encyclopaedias
and compendia such as those of Isidore, Martianus Capella, Macro-
bius, and Cassiodorus. Isidore, for example, defined philosophy as
“the science of all things divine and human,” including in it not just
the arts and sciences but also religion and theology.™ The Carolin-

discernendi potens.” Apart from Eriugena, the Carclingians did not develep the science
of dialectics beyond these general inherited remarks.

8 On the meaning of philosophy see the excellent study by A.-M. Malingrey, Philosophia:

Etude d'un groupe de mots dans Ia littérature grecque, des Présocratiques au IV siécle aprés J.-C.

(Paris: Klincksieck, 1961), and the short summary of philosophical development in F. Van

Steenberghen, Introduction & Pétude de la philosophie médicvale (Louvain: Institut supéricur

de Philosophie, 1974). On education in the Latin world sec H.-I. Marrou, A History of

Education in Antiguity, trans. by G. Lamb {(New York: Mentor Books, 1956), and his Saint

Augustin el la fin de la culture aniique (Paris: Bibliothéque des Ecoles Francaises d’Athénes

et de Rome, fasc. 145, 1949). To a certain extent Augustine opposed himself to the clas-

sical tradition of paideia and was dirccted away from mere curiosity about the world by
his Pauline readings; see Marrou, Saint Augustin,

Cicero, for example, calls philosophy procreatrix and quasi-parens of the arts. Sce De oratore

L.g=11. Gregory of Nazianzus includes philosophy as onc of the arts; see Ho-1. Marrou,

“Les Arts libéraux dans 'antiquité classique,” in Arts libéranx e philosophic au moyen dge

(Paris, 1969), p. 24. For Augustine’s inclusion of philosophy into the disciplinarum libri,

sce Retractions 1.6, See also Thierry of Chartres’s views in the twelfth century as reported

Ln E ]cau;'xeau, Lectio Philosophorum: Recherches sur I'Ecole de Chartres {Amsterdam: Hak-

ert, 1973).

1o Isidore, Differentiae lxxxix (PL LXXXI1I.g3d). Sce ]. Fontaine, Isidore de Séville of la
culture classique dans Uespagne wisigothique (Paris: Erudes Augustiniennes, 1983), p. 2r%. This
definition s ultimately of Stoic origin; see |. von Arnim, Stoicorum veferum fragmenta 11
{Stuttgart: Teubner, 1923), p. 15, for the definitions of Actius (Pscudo-Plutarc-h) and Sex-
tus Empiricus. Eriugena could also have found the definition in the Greek Christian writ-
ers, e.g. Gregory of Nazianzus (Migne, PL XXXV 460a; XXX Vi1293), but it is com-
mon in Philo, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen, For its appearance in Latin writers,
sec Cicero, Tusculanac disputationes 1V xxvi.27; Cassiodorus, Distir, IL.ii.5; Augustine, Contra
Acadermicos LV . 16; Alewin, De dialectica 1 {PL Cl.g32a); and Hrabanus Mauras, De vniverso
XV.i(PL CXI.416a), where the uszai division of philosophy into ethics, logic, and phys-
1cs 35 repeated (476b). In general, Hrabanus's knowledge is drawn from Isidore, Cassie
odorus, and other typical encyclopacdic resources.

=3
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gians were especially concerned to classify and collate existing
knowledge rather than fundamentally to alter the traditional struc-
ture and generally reproduced the classical divisions of knowledge
in terms of the liberal arts.” This standard view was of philosophy
as one of the arts, namely, logica and/or dialectica, and also as en-
compassing the knowledge contained in all the liberal arts. Contren
published an example of a ninth-century teaching manual on the arts
which offers a division of philosophy into physics, ethics, and logic,
and goes on to divide “physics” into the quadrivium of arithmetic,
geometry, music, and astronomy. The manual defines logic as hav-
ing two parts - rhetoric and dialectic.” Carolingian writers (Alcuin,
Hrabanus Maurus) more or less equated philosophy with dialectic
and understood it as the science of the most general principles of
the other disciplines and hence conveying the widest and deepest
knowledge of all things. Stemming from Isidore’s Efymologiae {(PL
LXXXII. 140b), the Carolingians explained dialectic as de dictis, abogt
words, deriving from the Greek lecton (Aextév). This definition is
also found in Augustine’s De dialectica, and is repeated by Eriugena,
if he is the author, in the Annotationes Book IV (Lutz, p. 88 [174,11]),
where he says, “dialectica interpretatur de dictione.”

So whether philosophy was identified with the arts as a who_le_ or
with dialectic, it was still understood within the general conception
of encyclopaedic wisdom. Alcuin, for example, saw the arts as the
seven pillars of wisdom, and of course, since philosophy s the ;tudy
of wisdom, philosophy must study the arts.” It was not until the
Aristotelian revival in-the thirteenth century that the intimate re-

11 For Isidore’s account of the arts, see M. C. Diaz y Diaz,_ “Les Arts hbéraux fi’apré_s les
éerivains espagnols et insulaires au Vile et Vil sidcles,” in Arts libéraux et philosophie au
oyen dge . 3746, )

12 gcg]. C'lgo;qt}:gni?z‘_lihn Scottus, Martin Hiberniensis, the Libe_rai Arts a'nd Tcaching,_” in
M. Herren {ed.), Insular Latin Studies, vol. 1 (Toronto: Pon_t:ﬁcal Insn;utc c_>f Mf:dx.cva]
Studies, 1981}, pp. 32-6. In fact, the tendency to cquate p.hlio.sophy with dialectic is a3
old 2s Plato (e.g. Sophist 253¢~c} and is affirmed by Proclus in _}_ns commentary on E_uclfd,
Pracli Diadochi in privum Euclidis Elementorum librum Commentarii, (_:ci. G. Friedlem (I__elpz:g:,
1873), p. 42, 15-16, who calls dialecric the “purest” part of phaios_ophy. For Anstotle s
account sec . D. G. Evans, Aristotle on Dialectic (Cambrxdgf;: Cambridge University Press,
1977). According to Macrobius Saturnalia VIL15.14, “Philosophy is the art of arts and
the discipline of disciplines”; Cassiodorus repeats this in Instit. II_mts, as _docs Im_dore,
Etymologiae ILxxiv.g. it is later echoed by Hrabanus Maurus; cf. De institutione cl'cjrlfco'rum
IML.xx. (PL CVIL397¢). See H. de Lubac, Exégise médiévale: Les Quaire Sens de I_ccruurc
(Paris: Aubicr, 1959), I, pp. 67-8. This definition allows ph_i]o_sophy both to be its own
discipline and to include the knowledge of all the other disciplines. o

3 See M.-Th. d'Alverny, “La Sagesse et scs scpt filles: Recherches sur lcs ;}llcgor}cs de Ja
philosophic et des arts Iibéraux du EXe au XHe siecle,” Mélanges dédiés & la mimoire de
Féiix Grat 1 (Paris: Pecqueur-Grat, 1949-50), pp. 245—78. Sce also some of the studics
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lation between the liberal arts and philosophy began to be ques-
tioned.™ Gottschalk and Eriugena broadened the Carolingian un-
derstanding of philosophy by developing its connection with
grammar, on the one hand, and with religion, on the other, thus
utilising Boethius and Augustine. Eriugena advanced considerably
the understanding of dialectic and was quoted by Carolingians such
as Remigius as an expert in the area. Remigius comments at one
point that “according to John Scottus, dialectic is outgoing and a
following up’ (secundum Iohannem Scottum est dialectica quaedam fuga
el insecutio), a recognition of division and recollection.

The arts and dialectic

The tendency of Carolingian thinkers was to maintain that nothing
new could be added to philosophy, since it contained the arts, which
were themselves perfect exemplars of knowledge and could neither
be added to nor changed in any way. The Carolingians followed
Augustine in holding that the arts were perfect, eternal, unchanging
archetypes of knowledge. As Cassiodorus puts it, “They are neither
increased by expansion nor diminished by contraction nor modified
by any changes, but abide in their own proper nature and observe
their own rules with indisputable constancy.”’® The arts were scen
as an aid to humans to restore their cognitive powers, which the
Fall had weakened and tarnished, as Hugh of Saint Victor stated in
the twelfth century: “For the mind, stupefied by bodily sensations
and enticed out of itself by sensuous forms, has forgotten what it
was, and, because it does not remember that it was anything dif
ferent, believes that it is nothing except what is seen. But we are
restored through instruction.”™ This restorative instruction comes

in Arts libéraux ot philesophie au moyen dge. For the development of this view of the arts
in the twelfth century sec J. Taylor, The Didascalicon of Hugh of St. Victor: A Medieval
Guide to the Arts (New York: Columbia University Press, 1968).

14 Saint Thomas in his commentary on Bocthius (Expositio super librim Boethii de Trinitate
V.1, objection 3 and reply) answers the charge that the arts are an adequate basis for the
divisions of philesophy, by denying that they are essential classifications corresponding
to real divisions of knowledge, and asserts instead that they are mere pedagogical steps
in the study of wisdom. Aguinas refers to Hugh of Saint Victor’s Didascalicon, which was
deeply influenced by Eriugena.

15 Cassiodorus, Instif. ILili.z2. Sec Taylor, The Didascalicon of Hugh of St. Victor, p. 105 n.
2. As Taylor points out, Remigius of Auxerre said that the arts would never pass away
because the knowable always cxists. This mediseval understanding of the arts involves a
misinterpretation and reification of Aristotle’s concept of techné.

16 See Taylor, Didascalicon, p. 47.
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from the arts. The arts were seen as a series of steps which lead to
wisdom, moving from the moral and practical to the intelectual
and contemplative visio Dei.

Erugena does not deny the importance of the arts in relation to
philosophy; indeed, no writer of his time placed such enormous em-
phasis on the importance of the arts for philosophy and for human
life in general. Eriugena sees the arts as internal in the mind, and
thus they provide the mind with an innate knowledge it has to re-
discover, and recollect back to itself, thus assuring the soul of its
immortality, since it will be dwelling in the region of unchanging
truth.”” As we have seen, for him, as for Augustine, Boethius, and
the other Carolingian writers, the arts are eternal archetypes of
knowledge; they stand above the shifting activity of the mind, while
somehow being part of the mind, and guide it.” But the arts are
also proper to the mind, are integrated into its essence, and in fact
are natural to it. Even in the Annotationes in Marcianum the arts are
said to make the soul immortal (since the arts are immortal, the
mind which contemplates them unceasingly will itself be made im-
mortal}, and in the De praedestinatione, ignorance of the arts can be
seen to lead to the gravest dangers including heresy and eternal
damnation. It is in this context that Erlugena can say, commenting
on Martianus, that “no one enters heaven except through philoso-
phy”’; that is, the arts and study of knowledge bring about the im-~
mortal happiness of the soul. The liberal arcs, in the Periphyseon, are
actually understood as the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit conferring
wisdom and grace on those contemplating them, but more impor-
tant, as we shall see, the liberal arts and dialectic are seen to be one
with the Logos, Christ Himself.

The framework is Augustinian, but Eriugena goes on to integrate
the arts into the mind itself so that it is not so much that the arts
are eternal, do not change, and transcend the mind, but that the
mind is co-eternal with the arts (c.g., [.486¢), and through the arts
the mind comes to realise its true transcendent nature. Thus mind
and arts are actually co-eternal, and both partake in the nfinite, un-

17 For Eringena’s understanding of the liberal arts sec G. Mathon, “Les Formes et la sig-
nification d¢ la pédagogic des arts libéraux au milieu du [Xe si¢cle. L'Enseignement palatin
de Jean Scot Erigéne,” in Arts libéraux et philosophic au moyen dge, pp. 47—64. This theory
is a development of Augustine’s views in the De libero arbitrio and in the De ordine.

18 For Augustine’s understanding of the arts as Platonic archetypes see R, J. O'Connell, Ar
and the Christian Intelligence in St. Augustine (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978}, pp.
28—40. Eriugena was strongly influcneed by Augustine’s De libero arbitrio.
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changing wisdom of God. Eriugena’s placing of the arts in the mind
makes them into faculties or habits or powers of the mind. They
gctt;;ﬂy fulfil the role of epistemological categories of the mind
itself.

When the Carolingians did make scparate reference to philoso-
Phy, they stuck fairly rigidly to the tripartite division of philosophy
mto ethics, logic, and physics, as found in classical writers and in
z’_xugustine and Isidore. Such a division actually cuts across the clas-
sification of philosophy as one of the arts (i.c., dialectic) and indi-
cates some confusion as to the place of cthics (as a practical rather
than “liberal” art) and physics in relation to the structure of knowl-
edge in general.” These traditional classifications of philosophy se-
verely limited the possibility of developing new sciences or a gen-
uinely metaphysical science of being until the revival of Aristotle
finally shattered this rigid framework.

Eriugena uses thesc standard classifications of philosophy (i.e.,
philosophy as one of the liberal arts, or philosophy as based on a
division into ethics, physics, and logic), but he never simply adopts
them without giving them a new interpretation, and he offers a dif-
ferent organisation of knowledge which, however, would not be
dex_feloped by his successors. Thus he makes the threefold classifi-
cation into a fourfold one by integrating theologia (theology) into
the discipline of philosophy. He furthermore actually invents his
own science, referred to in the Periphyseon as physiologia (IV.741 c},
which studies the reasons of nature (see 1I1.700b, where physica is
said to study the “‘substantial reasons™ of nature).” Thus Eriugena
links physics, which he defines as knowledge (scientia) of causes and

19 Augustine refers to the tripartice division of philosophy in De dv. Dei Xr.25 (PL XL1.338).
This division can be found in Aristotle, Topics I.14. 103b and Isidore, Differentiae I xxciz
(PL LXXXHlLg3d). Aleuin refers to it in his De dialectica (PL Cl.g52¢). Eriugena uses the
division in an unconventionzl way at IIL. yosb where he cxtends the tripartitchdi\’ision into
a fourfold (quadriformis) division to include theology, using terms found in Proclus {sce
Shcldon-Wﬂliams, vol. 3, p. 319 n.57). Erugena gives a different distinetion of ethics
and_ physics at Ill.700. Eriugena draws on the Greeks to enlarge the meaning of physics
to include his “physiology.” Hugh of Saint Victor is credited by Gilson with initiating
the distinction between theology and philosophy which came to be so important for the
thirtcenth century.

20 Eriugena could have found the term in Dionysius, De divinis nominibus 648a; sce M. de
Gandiliac, Qenvres complétes de Pseudo-Denys P'Aréopagite (Paris: Aubier, 1943), p. 86.
However, he broadens the meaning considerably; see R. Roques, Structures théolagigues de
la Guose & Richard de Saint-Victor {Paris, 1902}, p. 138. Sec also D. Moran, “Nafura guad-
*iformata and the Beginnings of Physiclogia in the Philosophy of John Scottus Eriugena,”
Bulletin de philosophie médicvale 21 {1979}, pp. 41-6. For another definition of physica sce
Hl.6292. Eriugena is deeply influenced by Maximus’s concept of physica theoria.
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effects, to theology as wisdom {sapientia) and as the contemplation
of God, and further mentions moral practice as the means of at-
taining to physics at [IL.6292. All forms of knowing flow together
in contemplation, whether it is contemplation of nature or of God.
Eriugena i1s expanding the meaning of these intellectual disciplines
such that they all study the movement and return of universal na-
ture (which includes both God and the creature) and can be all thought
of as a complicated contemplation, a multiplex theoria.

This outgoing and returning are measured by dialectic. Eriugena
vastly extended and modified the meaning of dialectic beyond the
limits of a purely logical or classificatory discipline, until it occupied
a methodological role in his system, which can be reasonably com-
pared to the use made of dialectic by Hegel and the German idealists
of the nineteenth century. Eriugena’s concept of philosophy is as a
contemplation of the created world which changes the fantasies of
this world into divine theophanies. He calls this contemplation phys-
ica theoria (e.g., lL712b, IV.763¢); it is his universitatis contemplatio,
which achieves a state of being for the viewer such that he is ab-
sorbed, as we shall see, into a timeless and locationless anarchistic
infinity.

The categories and dialectic

Marenbon has convincingly argucd (as we have already seen) that
in fact some progress in the understanding of philosophia beyond the
mere repetition of existing concepts was made in the early Carolin-
gian period — in the theory of the categories, as witnessed by the
Munich Passages and the glosses on the Categoriae decem — but he
argues that, in general, the Carolingians were content to pay lip-
service to the importance of philosophy in its relation to the arts,
without giving any new direction to philosophical thinking.™
Moreover, according to Marenbon, Eriugena makes a considerable

21 Sce Marenbon, Cirde of Aleuin pp. 65-87. On the stages of development of categorial
thinking in philosophy in the Latin West, the classic study is A. Van de Vyver, “Les
Etapes du développement philosophique du haut moyen &ge,” Revue belge de philologie et
d'histoire 8 (1929), pp. 425—52. For a criticism of Marenbon’s narrow definition of phi-
Josephy, sce J. J. McEvoy’s review of Marenben’s Early Medieval Philosophy in the Bulletin
de théologic ancienne et médiévale 13 {Jan.-Dec. 1984}, pp. 556-0.
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number of basic mistakes in philosophy because he is not primarily
motivated by philosophical considerations but is driven by a poetic-
theological concern for synthesis at all costs. Thus Eriugena con-
fuses ousia as a metaphysical concept with the logical notion of the
highest genus.*

This is not completely fair. Eriugena accepts the Aristotelian clas-
sification of the categories which he found in the pseudo-Augus-
tinian Categoriae decem as a useful system for classifying predicates.
He sees them in the Porphyrian manner as the widest categories
under which all genera, species, and individuals in this world can
be ranged, but he does not attribute to the classification the abso-
luteness or the completeness which later mediaeval writers will give
it. In fact, Eriugena spends most of Book I of the Periphyscon ar-
guing that none of the categorics applies to God (Augustine had
denied that the categories applied to God, except for ousia, which
he thought was a fitting term for God).* Nor do the categories
apply to the human mind, which through its limitlessness tran-
scends all categorical determination. Eriugena here is stating 2 doc-
trine which will be reworked by Hegel in his criticism of Kant. In
his Logic, for example, Hegel says that “the categories, as they meet
us prima facie and in isolation, are finite forms. But truth is always
mfinite and cannot be expressed or presented to consciousness in
finite terms. The phrase ‘infinite thought’ may excite surprise, if we
adhere to the modern notion that thought is always limited. But it
s, speaking rightly, the very essence of thought to be infinite.”**

22 Sce ]. Marenbon, “John Scottus and the Categoriae decom,”™ in W, Beicrwaltes {ed.), Eri-
_ugena: Studien zu seinen Quellen (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 1980}, pp.
117-34. Marcenbon says that Exiugena is mainly interested in the cazegories of ousiz, time,
and place, and he sees Eriugena’s discussion as providing insights into his theory of uni-
versals. The issuc of universals had already been a source of dispute between Macarius
and Ratramnus in the ninth century, Eriugena has been called both a nominalist (by Man-
donnet} and a realist with regard to the understanding of the being of universals. Mar-
enbon, Early Medieval Philosophy, pp. 65-70, says that Eriugena saw the hicrarchy of
genera and species as real rather than simply as classes, as his Latin predecessors had
interpreted them. Marenbon is, however, ignoring the influence of the Greek Platonic
meaning of dizlectic on Eriugena.

23 See De Trinitate V.1.2ff. especially V.1.3: “But God is without doubt a substance, or
perhaps essence would be a better term, which the Greeks call ousia”; trans. 5. McKenna,
Saint Augusting, The Trinity, The Fathers of the Church, vol. 45 (Washington, D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 1963}, p. 177.

24 G. W. F. Hegel, Lagic, Encydopedia of the Philosophical Sciences, vol. 1, trans. W. Wallace
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1068}, p. 62.
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Not only do the categories not apply to God™ or to the mind for
Eriugena; they are not even an exhaustive classification of the kinds
of being in this world. Eriugena declares at several points that sub-
stance and accident do not comprehend all of being and that other
categories could be discovered. Thus he says in the Periphyseon:

Now the reason why I said that a closer inquiry could discover certain
things in nature in addition to those which are comprehended within the
Ten Categorics . . . was that no one of the less able (minus capacium) should
suppose that a thorough investigation of things could (not) get further than
the above mentioned quantity of categories. (Il.5¢72; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation, p. 161)

Eriugena also moves in the direction of Plotinus and ultimately of
Plato’s Sophist by arguing that all the categories can be included
under the wider categories of rest and motion.*® Although Eriugena
does pay considerable attention to the categorics and docs indeed
add to their interpretation, in the Periphyseon he is not interested in
them for their own sake but uses them to demonstrate some im-
portant aspects of immancnce and transcendence.”” He will exclude
not only God and the human mind from the categories; he will go
on to argue, as we shall see, that the primary causes or eternal rea-
sons of things are beyond the sphere of the categories. Eriugena
therefore really rejects the domain of the categories as the dialecti-
cian’s main concern. He moves the meaning of dialectic far beyond
the categories to apply to the processes of God, the universe, and
the mind as a whole.

25 Boothius in his De Trinitate, Chapter 4, also discusses the relationship of the catcgorics
to God, and he is carcful not to attribute substentia to God in the normal manner, since
God is more truly ultra substantia; however, Boethius is prepared to say that God is a
substance, if substance is understood in a unified and undivided way. Similarly be believes
that quality can be attributed o God so long as we understand that substance and quality
form 2 complete unity (c.g. “God is just,” where God and justice are identical). But for
Bocthius none of the orher categories apply to God.

26 For Plotinus'’s criticism of the Anstotelian categories sec J. P. Anton, “Plotinus’ Approach

te Categorical Theory,” in R. Baine Harris (ed.}, The Significance of Neoplatonism (Albany,

N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1976), pp. 83-100. For Eriugena’s discussion of things under the

categories of rest (stafus) and motion (motus), sec Periphyscon I1.597a. See Plato, Sephist

255d ff.

For further discussion of the categories sce J. F. Courting, “La Dimension spatio-

remporelle dans la problématique catégorizle du De divisione naturac de Jean Scot Erigéne,”

Les études philesophigues 3 {1980), pp. 343-67.

2
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Philosophy as the imitation of Christ

[ began by showing how Eriugena reinterprets the philosophical id-
iom of his time and reorients dialectic to his new concerns. I must
now show how he reinterprets the relationship of philosophy to
Christ, who was understood to be the Wisdom which philosophia
secks, in an intellectualist and idealist manner, such that Christ be-
comes for Eriugena, as for the later German mystics such as Eck-
hart, the name of both the true infinite understanding of all things
(intellectus omnium, 11.3452) and the totality of things understood. “For
Christ who understands all things, is the understanding of all things”
{Chyistus qui omnia intelligit, immo est omnium intellectus, 11.545a). Christ
is the unity of knower and known (“for to the human intellect which
Christ assumed 2ll the intellectual essences adhere™) and is the name
of the kind of intellectual state of being and knowing which all men
seek.” To pursue dialectic is to enter into the intellect of Christ
Himself, for Christ’s knowledge of things 1s the very being of things
(cognitio enim eorum quae sunt ea quae sunt est, [1.539b).

Philosophy was not only defined in terms of its content in clas-
sical philosophy; 1t was also understood in terms of its telos, or goal.
Philosophy aims at the realisation of wisdom.*® For Christian phi-
losophers like Alcuin, of course, wisdom was not to be understood
solely in terms of the accumulation of secular knowiedge about the
world, but had to include the attempts of the human soul to become
one with Christ, who is Wisdom itself. For Christians from the
carliest period the wisdom which philosophy seeks had been iden-
tified with the Christ of the New Testament, based on pronounce-
ments such as 1 Corinthians 1.30, and the Carolingian writers also
developed this theme. Thus, for Eriugena as for Augustine and

28 “Humano enim intcliectui quem Christus assumpsit omnes intcllectuales cssentiac inse-
parabiliter adhaerent”™; Il.542a. Sce Eckhart’s setmon, Videte gualem caritatem (Schiirmann,
Meister Eckhare: Mystic and Philosopher [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978), p.
131): “It should be understood that to know God and to be known by God, to see God
and to be scen by God, are one according o the reality of things.” Nicholas of Cusa
likewise sces Christ as “the center and the circumference of intellectual nature” {De docta
ignorantia 111.8.232, Hopkins, Nidwlas of Cusa on Learned Ignorance: A Translation and an
Appraisal of De Docia Ignorantia, 2nd ed. [Minncapolis: Arthur J. Banning Press, 1985],
p. T44).

2g¢ The distinction between defining philosophy in terms of its subject-matter and its goal
was made by the late Neoplatonic commentators on Porphyry’s [sagoge — Ammonius,
David, and Elias. For them the aim of philosophy was to attain likeness to God.
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Dionysius, Christ is wisdom {Periphyseon Il.545a, 5522, 557¢, 556b,
etc.). Christ is the thesaurus scientiae et sapientiae (£.545b),* and since
philosophy is for Eriugena, quoting Augustine, De vera religione 3,
the studium sapientiae {De praedestinatione 357¢), then philosophy in
particular seeks Christ. As an cleventh-century writer would ex-
press it, ipsa philosophia Chyistus: Dialectic itself 1s Christ.*’

The philosopher’s desire to gain knowledge and wisdom unites
with the Christian’s desire to follow and imitate the life of Christ.
This equation, fundamental to the Middle Ages, had been made as
carly as Justin Martyr and found systematic expression in writers
such as Clement of Alexandria and Augustine. Eriugena, however,
interprets the equation of his own peculiarly intellectualist way.**

In line with Augustine’s use of Saint Paul, Eriugena interprets the
seeking of Christian wisdom as shedding the outer man (IV.7532—
b), the old man (vetus homo) symbolised as Adam, and abandoning
mere vain curiosity concerming the workings of this world, n fa-
vour of putting on the new man, the inner man (2 Corinthians 4.16),
the superior man who will think spiritual rather than carnal thoughts
(I1.544b; IV.756b) and will develop a new self which will be a per-
fect image of Christ Himself.** Eriugena interprets this change of
viewpoint in the Platonic manner as a shifting from temporal to
eternal values. Let us illustrate this with a quote from Book IV

{(753b—0):

For whoever lives perfectly not only utterly despises his body and the life
by which it is adminristered and all the corporeal senses along with the
things which he apprehends through them, and all the irrational motions
which he perceives in himself, along with the memory of all changeable
things (memoria mutabilium); he even crushes and destroys them, insofar as
he can, lest they prevail in him in any way. He strives wholly to die to
them and to have them dic to him; but insofar as he participates in celestial

36 At Periphyseon [V.743¢ Eriugena acknowledges that wisdom flows from the Trinity as a
whole, not just from Christ. In Neoplatonism in general, however, the One is regarded
as beyond mind and hence beyond knowledge and wisdom. Thus, in Christian Neopla-
tonism, wisdom belongs to the sccond person of the Trinity.

31 Sce M.-M. Davy, Iitiation médiévale: La Philosophic au douzidme sitele (Paris: A. Michel,
1980), p. 57

3z For later discussions see R. Baron, Scienee ot sagesse chez Fhigues de Saint-Victer {Paris:
Lethielleux, 1957), and Taylor, The Didascalicon of Hugh of St. Victor.

33 This theme becomes very important in the new spiritual movements of the fifteenth cen-
tury; see S, Ozment, Home Spiritualis {Leiden: Brill, 196g). Eckhart speaks of the outer
man like 2 door and the inner man as the hinge in his treatise on Gelassenheit; 1.c. the
outer man is always active, while the inncr man is calm and free and immovable.
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Essence {inguantum caelestis essentiae particeps est), he renews himself, rising
from day to day, i.e. from virtue to virtue, with divine grace moving hirn,
working with him, guiding him, and bringing fulfilment. The nature shared
by man with animals 15 called flesh, but that which participates in celestial
Esscnce is mind (mens vel animus) or intellect.®

This is a boldly Platonic and idealistic assessment of the life of phi-
losophy, comparable, for example, to Jamblichus’s view of philos-
ophy, which Carlos Steel says mecans “to lead a pure life without
contamination by matter, and at the same time to acquire insight,
without error, into true being.”*

Philosophy then is the vehicle for the renewal (renovatio} or re-
covery®® of the human perfect self, and will restore human nature to
itself, Eriugena expresses this in a radical and theologically ambig-
uous manner: For him, homo perfectus Christus est, the perfect man
is Christ {IL.s41c and IV.743¢). This comes dangerously close to
saying that Christ is, as it were, the name given to universal human
nature when it has perfected itseif through the practice of philoso-
phy, not so much the name of an actual historical person. Indeed,
Eriugena operates quite consclously with this assumption: Philos-
ophy is not just the imitation of Christ, but is the actual business
of reuniting completely with Him, by gaining the point of view He
represents. For Erlugena, Christ represents the power of perfect
knowing as well as the “form of all intelligible hife” (forma omnis
intellectualis vitae, 11.548¢), or indeed the unformed form of all (in-
Jormalis forma omnium). The Homilia is an elaboration on this theme
of reuniting with the Word.

In a phrase taken from Dionysius, Eriugena states that Christ,
who understands all things, s the understanding of all things. Christ
then is the intellectus omnium (I1.545b), as well as containing in Him-
self the rationes of all things. Philosophy then arrives at Christ’s un-

34 Uhlfelder's translation, pp. 2zo—1. Yet, as we shall see, this thoroughgeing spirituality

does not lead to ignorance concerning the working of natre for Eriugena. Erjugena adapts

Augustine’s argument that Christians should make use of the arts ike the Jews used the

“spoils of the Egyptians,” and he firmly belicves, as we shall see, that philosophers must

inquire into the causes of things, moving gradually from the outward appearances to the

inner reasons of things (see Periphyseon 1. 723b).

Sec Steel, The Changing Self. A Swdy on the Soul in Later Neoplatonism: Iamblichus, Da-

mascins, and Priscianus (Brusscls: Paleis der Academién, 1978), p. 15.

36 On the meaning of recovery see G. B. Ladner, The fdea of Reform (New York: Harper
Torchbooks, 1967). Ansclm will speak of God as formator et reformator meus in M. J.
Charlesworth {ed.}, St. Anselm’s Proslogion (Notre Dame, Ind.: Notre Dame University
Press, 1979), p. 134.
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derstanding of things, and this brings about the return of human
nature to itself. True philosophy restores the imago Dei untii there
1s no separation between image and exemplar, between man and
God. In the folloWing chapter, on human nature, I shall develop
this theme; here I note only that Eriugena conceives of philos-
ophy and Christian faith as having the same goal, namely, to lead
the mind back to its perfect nature by the practice of intellectual
knowing.

Philosophy as dialectic

How does philosophy proceed? It proceeds by means of dialectic,
as we have seen. Eriugena sees the reform of the mind being carried
out by the progressive realisation of the human being’s intcllectual
potential. There must therefore be a gradual development away from
the senses with their fantasies through reason and ratiocination to
achieve the heights of intellectual contemplation. This is in fact only
one aspect of the dialectic.’” Eriugena sees the mind dialectically ex-
tending itself outwards into reason and sense, moving from uni-
versality to particularity, from non-being to being, from unknown
to known, from unknowing to knowing.

Ertugena took this understanding of the dialectical movement of

the mind from Maximus and Dionysius. He uses a description of
dialectic found in Proclus and his followers which divides dialectic
into four parts — dialectic, horistic, apodictic, and analytic (De prae-
destinatione, 358a).%* But more usually Eringena speaks of only two
branches of dialectic ~ division and resolution (or return):
The discipline of dialectic is divided into two parts: diairetiké (Suonperik),
and analytiké (avohvrikn). Diairetike presides over the division, it divides
the unity of the supertor genera from above downwards to the individuals
which end the division. Analytike, on the other hand, beginning with the
individuals which it recollects and reunites, mounts up the same stages that
diairen'kgg has descended, returning everything to the unity of the higher
genera.”

37 On the concept of dialectic see J. Trouillard, “La Notion d’analyse chez Erigéne,” in R

Roques {cd.), Jean Scot Erigéne et Uhistoive de la philosophic {Paris: CNRS, 1977), pp. 349~
5.

38 gcc L-P. Sheidon-Williams’s article in J. O'Meara and L. Bicber (eds.), The Mind of Er-
iugena (Dublin: Irish Univessity Press, 1973), p. 3.

39 Sce J. Barbet (ed.), Johannis Scotti Eriugenae Expositiones in Ierarchiom Coelestem, CCCM
31 (Turnholti: Brepols, 1975), Vili84c~d. On Eriugena’s definition of analysis and an-
alytics sce 1g72b and I1.526b. He uses a variety of terms for analysis, including reduciio,
reditus, restauratio, and resolutio. Remigius uses the terms fuga et insecutio, which he says
came from Eringena.
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Eriugena associates both movements together and frequently says
that the return takes place through the same steps as the exitus. (Sce
II.532a and Expositiones 184c—185b.) Dialectic is not just how the
mind proceeds, it i1s also the way the hierarchy of reality itself is
ordered. Sheldon-Williams has commented that “the thoroughness
with which Eriugena applies the principles of dialectic to the whole
of reality finds no parallel in the system of any predecessor.” There
is an isomorphism between thought and being, and Eriugena tends
to see reason as the method by which the infinite and nameless One
1s gradually expanded into its hierarchy of descending orders. Not
only is the mind active in processing this order, its own nature is
similarly ordered. He seems to speak of this order in two ways ~
as a vertically descending order and as a horizontal expansion where
there is no diminution of being as it flows outwards.

Eriugena speaks as if it is the dialectical movement of the mind
which brings about the orders of reality, and this is indeed his inner
intention. But he occasionally slips into a more realist position, at
IV.749a, for example, where he says that the dialectical processes
are actually placed in reality by God and are afterwards discovered
there by the human mind. While this is strictly true, it must be
understood that he is talking here of the processes as they occur
outside the fallen human condition. Eriugena is in no doubt that the
fallen human mind is responsible for the distorted orders of reality
it itself produces. Furthermore, he actually associates the human and
divine minds, the analytic of dialectic with the process of deification
of human nature, as he says at Expositiones 184¢. By performing the
reductions of dialectic, we humans can become deified and share in
the dialectical procession of realities!*’

The nature of the mind

In fact, Eriugena conceives of the mind in terms of a tripartite and
hierarchically ordered division of intellect (nous), reason, (logos), and
inner sense (dianoia, Suévow 11.569b). In its purest state the mind is
pure intellect; human nature is a pure, immaterial, intellectual spirit.

40 Sheldon-Williams, Periphyscon, vol. 2, p. 215 n.11. In fact, Eriugena’s Carolinglan con-
temporaries rarcly applied dialectic at all. They were content to reproduce the views of
Isidore or Cassiodorus and then move on to other matters.

41 See also his preface to the Fersio Maximi PL CXXIL r195c~1196a: dvohvrikd {dnalytike);
hoc est resolutio, reversio vero Oéwdis, hoc est deificatio.
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This nous is spoken of metaphorically as being in an eternal or time-
less motion around its cause, which is God, and in fact Eriugena
says that, as with God, the human mind is not different from its
acts or motions: “‘For as you understand it is not one thing for our
nature to be and another thing for it to move” (Il.570a—b}.

Eriugena goes on to say that the human being is identical with
its intellect: “For we are not other (non aliud) than our understand-
ings; for our true and ultimate essence is understanding shaped (spe-
cificatus) by the contemplation of truth” (IV.78cc).** This mind has
what might be termed a “horizontal” expansion of ousia, dynamis,
and energeia, but this expansion is dragged downwards to form a
“vertical” hierarchy by the attachment of the mind to the things of
sense; which sensible things ultimately act to obscure from the mind
its knowledge of its true nature as immaterial and self-creating.

The motions of the mind

Let us examine the action of the mind in a little more detail. Eri-
ugena portrays the activity of the mind in metaphorical terms as a
series of movements. The idea that the soul is perpetually moving
is found in Plato’s Phraedrus 245c¢~¢, where the soul is defined as
self-motion, and as a self-motion which never ends or begins and
hence 1s immortal. Gradually, the Neoplatonists established a num-
ber of movements of the soul, normally three. These movements
are one with the soul itself, “for the essential being (essentialiter esse)
of the soul 15 not other (non aliud) than its being moved substantially
(substantialiter moveri)” (11.574b).* The highest motions of the mind
(i.e., those which move around the Godhead) are circular and time-
iess, but the mind has a slightly different motion around the pri-
mary causes and yet another around the effects of those causes
(Il.570b). Nevertheless all of these intellectual motions have a de-
fined path, 2 notion which Eriugena found in Maximus, but which
has a long history in Greek thought.** This highest motion is called

g2 Sheldon-Williams's unpublished translation. Uhlfelder’s translation of this passage, non
Enim alind sumus, aliud noster intellectus, (p. 255) loses the sense of the non aliud, which is
crucial for the philosophical interpretation of the passage dealing with difference and iden-
tity at the level of intellecs. See De ! non aliud, translated by ]. Hopkins in Nicholas of
Casa on God as Not-Other (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1979).

43 1 have altered Sheldon-Wiiliams's translation here (vol. z, p. 711) in order to bring out
the philosophical identity of being and movement expressed in this passage.

44 See, for example, L. Ballew, Straight and Circular: A Study of Imagery in Greek Philosophy
{Assen: Van Gorcum, 1979). For the theme in mystic writers, see A. Gardeil, “Les
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nous Or ousia; its essence is “a stable motion and a mobile stability™
(IL.570a). Eriugena calls this highest motion of the soul “simple”
and says that it “surpasses the nature of the soul itself and cannot
be interpreted” (I1.572¢). This movement of the soul is unknowable
and ineffable. In fact, Eriugena speaks of the mind’s circular motion
as anarchos, indicating that he understands the human mind to op-
erate in a boundless and himitless free-play. As we shall sce in dis-
cussing the primordial causes in Chapter 12, the mind has the power
to circle endlessly — and, more important, at random and without
any preconceived order — through all of the causes which themselves
are like the radii of a circle, which can be determined as having an
order beginning from any point (an image Eriugena found in Dion-
ysius and Maximus).

Nevertheless, the mind does externalise itsclf in a particularly or-
dered and hierarchical way. Eriugena conceives of the intellect as
proceeding or emanating outwards into reason and sense, which give
the mind two further motions — straight and spiral.

The second motion of the mind 1s the motion of reason (loges or
ratio), which 1s linked to intellect as essence is to power, ousia to
dynamis. This motion of the soul is called “‘natural” (I[.573a), since
it belongs within the limits of the soul itself, and in this motion,
God is seen as Cause and the soul operates with its own knowledge
(scientia). This 1s a “‘straight” movement, a reasoning from causes
to effects, from premisses to conclusion.

Eriugena sees reason as a motion “born” of intellect:

The second motion of the soul, then, is the reason, which is understood
as a kind of substantial seeing in the mind {(veluti quidam obtutus substantialis
in anino) and a kind of art begotten of it and in it, in which it forcknows
and pre-creates (praccondit) the things which it wishes to make; and there-
fore it is not unreasonably named its form (forma), for (the intellect) in
itself is unknown but begins to become manifest both to itself and to oth-
ers in its form, which is reason. (Periphyseon 11.577b)

Mouvements directs, en spirale, circulaires de Pdme et les oraisons mystiques,” Revuc
Thomiste 30 (Paris, 1923}, pp. 321—40. Sce also E. Hugueny, “Circulaire, rectiligne, hélicotdal,
les trois degrés de la contemplation,” Rewue de sciences philosophiques ef théologiques & {1g24),
Pp- 327-31. For the motions of the soul in Dionysius sec DN IV, 10 (PG [l 7o5b—c, and
g16¢c~d}, and for Maximus see, I Ambigua Vi3 (PG KCl.1112d). For ancicnt doctrine sce
Aristotle, Physics 26tb. Sce also S. Gersh, From lamblichus to Eriugena {Leiden: Brill, 1978),
pp. 72—6, who finds the doctrine in Hermias, In Phacdron 20.27ff
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This s a crucial passage. Eriugena understands reason as the form
of the intellect which itself is formless. It is, however, also born of
the intellect and is the creation of the intellect, since creation for
Eriugena is self-manifestation. But reason as the manifest being of
intellect (understood here as non-being) is also the self-~knowledge
of intellect:

For the human mind begets (gignit) from itself as a kind of offspring of
itself {veluti quandam prolem sui) the knowledge by which it knows itself,
and the knowledge of itself (notitia sui) is equal to itself because it knows
itself as a whole, in the hkeness of God the Father Who begets {gignit)

from Himself His Son Who is His Wisdom by which He knows Himself,
and His Son is equal to Him because He understands Him as a whole, and

1s co-cssential with the Father because Whom the Father begets (gignit) He .

begets from Himself. (I.603b)

Here intellect 1s understood to be a kind of One which exists above
even its own self-knowledge (nofitia sui), and this self~knowledge is
treated as a created essence which emanates from itself in the man-
ner in which the Father begets the Son in the Trinitarian relation-
ship. Eriugena is giving here his own version of the concept of the
birth of the Son in the soul, which will emerge as 2 major theme
in Eckhart.®® For Eriugena, the birth of the Son in the soul is the
episternological event by which reason comes to know itself as the
intellect becomes self-conscious and thus reunites with it. But rea-
son comes to self-awareness of its function by proceeding through
the arts, which are its own energeia or actualicy.

The third movement of the soul is “mixed” (compositus) and rep-
resents the manner in which the soul processes the data of sense,
the phantasiae, and relates them to their divine causes (see II.573b).

These outward movements of the human nous constitute the di-
alectic of the human mind. They are balanced by a reditus, a return
or recollection of all these aspects of the mind back into intellect. It
is this epistemological movement of exitus and reditus that consti~
tutes dialectic and the meaning of the practice of philosophy itsclf
for Eriugena. There is in this respect an 1isomorphism between thought
and reality. The mind creates or produces its own hierarchical struc-

45 The dassic study is K. G. Kertz, “Meister Eckhart’s Teaching on. the Birth of the Divine
Word in the Soul,” Traditio 15 {1959), pp. 327-03. For a more detailed discussion of
Eriugena’s theory of human self-knowledge see Chapter 1o of the present volume. Eri-
ugena uses the same term (gignit) both for the begetting of the Son from the Father in
the Trinity and for the formation and production of scif-knowledge by the mind.
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ture of functions and retains them all within its unchanging unity.
It is the business of philosophy to trace this exitus and reditus of the
human mind, and in so doing to reform mind to its true nature.
Philosophy must begin with the senses, but it must learn to un-
derstand them in the light of reason and gradually progress towards
intellectual insights or intuitions which take the mind into 2 timeless
realm where knower and known are one.

The identity of knower and known

So far I have shown that Eriugena identifies the nature of the phil-
osophical practice of dialectic with the nature of the mind itself.
Furthermore, we have seen that philosophy aims to achieve the wis-
dom of Christ, who Himself is understood as the intellection and
understanding of all things. I shall now go on to show that Eriugena
identifies the essence of the divine mind with the essence of the
human mind, and in both cases sees their intellection as productive
of their being, rather than vice versa. In this respect Eriugena is
articulating an idealist thesis of the dependence of being on mind,
and he is also foreshadowing the interpretation of the relation of
esse to intellectus later developed in Eckhart’s Parisian Questions.

Eriugena holds a very curious theory concerning the relationship
of the human mind to being. At the level of reason there is a sep-
aration of knower and known, subject and object, such that the mind
has to reason towards the essence of the thing known. At the level
of intellect, however, Eriugena accepts the standard Neoplatonic view
that knower and known are one. His immediate source for this doc-
trine is Dionysius, but it also appears in Maximus. As Eriugena
frequently states, “The intellection of all things is the being of all
things (e.g., 1l.559ab}.”” At first sight, he appears to mean that the
being of things is their being known in the divine mind. He fre-
quently asserts that the Word contains all things, and that, for God,
the knowledge of things is their being.

However, since the human mind is originally one with the divine,
the being of things is also their being known by the human mind.
Thus at I1.542a, Eriugena says that it is to the human mind (humanus
intellectus) of Christ that all the intellectual essences, or forms of
things, adhere. Christ is omniscient, not just in His divinity, but
specifically in His humanity, and Ertugena will go on to say that
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the restored soul can also become omniscient {as we shall see in the
next chapter), and contain the forms of all things in itself.

René Roques has pointed out that in fact Dionysius means some-
thing quite different, namely that things are known in so far as they
have being, which is a realist position. Eriugena deliberately distorts
Dionysius to fit his own idealist framework, however.*® At this level
the mind has immediate non-discursive knowledge of its objects,*
and furthermore the being of these objects s nof other than their
being grasped by the mind. At many points in the Periphyseon Er-
lugena interprets Dionysius’s remark as meaning that the being of
things 1s their being known in an intellectualist and idealist manner.
The mind produces the world which it knows through intellect.
(Intellect, of course, is infallible for Eriugena, as is reason so long
as it allows itself to be guided by intellect [[I.578b]. It 1s only at the
lower level that error enters.) Not only are knower and known one,
but, Eriugena says, we are not other than our power of knowing.
Hence not only are we one with our objects, but in self-knowledge
we know ourselves and in fact this knowing is productive or cre-
ative of our own being.

Knowledge and ignorance, difference and identity

Eriugena complicates this Neoplatonic intellectualist understanding
of the relationship of knower and known by introducing at this stage

46 1l.559ab. futellectus enim ommium essentia omuinm est. See also s5gbzr—2, where Eriugena
associates this idea with Dionysius. See also 1l.535¢—~d; 596b; I11.632d; and {V.768b. Scc
R. Rogues, “Remarques sur la signification de jean Scot Erigéne,” Divinifas 2 (1967), p.
285 n. 130, where he claims this phrase is not in Dionysius. The Latin phrasc does appear
in the Versio Dionysii, where Eriugena translates Dionysius at PL CXXIl.vo73a, Eccle-
siastical Hierarchy 1.3, commenting on the achievement of unification with God. Dionysius
says this requires 2 knowledge of things as they are in themselves, which Eriugena renders
as cognitio corum, quac sunt, guae ca, guae sunt est. This is a distortion of Dionysius’s phrase
he gudsis tan ontén he onta estin {Tyv@OLS @Y Svrev [ dvta éon(EH L3, PG HL.376a).
A. C. Lloyd has written the classic studies of the nature of this non-discursive intellcctual
knowing; sce his “MNon-Discursive Thought — An Enigma of Greck Philosophy,” Pro-
ceedings of the Aristotelian Society 70 (1969-70), pp. 261—75. R. Sorabji has recemly at-
tempted to reinterpret this notion; see his “Myths abour Non-Propositional Thought,”
in M. Schoficld and M. Nussbaum (cds.), Language and Logos (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982), pp. 294~314. | agree with Lloyd’s interpretation. Sorabji denies
that non-propositional thought is to be found in Plotinus, which 1 see as interpreting the
activity of intellect through the eyes of rational understanding, which Hegel and others
have criticised, [ think, correctly.

4
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the 1dea of docta ignorantia (a term he does not in fact use, but which
could have been available to him through Augustine, who uses the
phrase in a letter, Episiola 130, Chapter XV.28, PL XXXIIL.505).
Although knower and known are one at the level of intellect, Er-
iugena also wants to argue that a knower can never encompass or
circumscribe or completely envelop the object, when the object is
infinite. Thus although the human mind can know ousia as it is, this
does not mean that it can know precisely what it is — only that it is.
Eriugena believes that the mind perpetually fails to have complete
knowledge of its object and must instead settle for an infinite series
of perspectival viewings or theoriae of its object. Thus although theo-
ria 1s one with its intellectual object, this unity does not exclude a
certain internal difference between the object and the knower. Er-
iugena defends the idea of difference-within-unity, of theoriae which
achieve unity but still have to progress towards achicving identity
with the object. Strictly speaking, at this level there is no longer
any object at all; there is only the increasing self-understanding of
subjectivity blossoming into the negative dialectic of encounter with
intersubjectivity, or the Other-as-itself. Philosophy is the attempt
to achieve theoriae concerning nature and God as nature in its infinite
aspect, but philosophy must also recognise that its theoriae are really
divine fantasies or theophaniae.”® Thus Eriugena will deny that the
human or angelic mind can sec the primary causes in themselves;
all that humans can grasp are theophanies of these causes. This sug-
gests that there is in Eriugena, as in Plotinus, a difference between
the legot in the mind or soul, and the highest forms. Eriugena does
not go on to develop this distinction except in his definition of man
as a certain intellectual notio in the divine mind.

48 For Eriugenz all appearances are phantasiae, but thosc which are manifestations of the
divine are more properly called theophaniae. On Eriugena’s concept of phantasia sce ].-C.
Foussard, “Apparence ct apparition: La Notion de phaentasia chez Jean Scot,” i Roques
(ed.), Jean Scor Erigéne o Phistoire de la philesophic, pp. 137-48. On the concept of theo-
phany see T. Gregory, “Mote sulla dottrina delie fesfanie in Giovanni Scoto Eriugena,”
Studi Medievali, ser. 3a, 4 {r963), pp. 75-971; and ]. M. Alonso, ““Teofania y visién beata
en Escoto Eriugena,” Revista Espafiola de Teologia 10 (1950), pp. 351-89, and 11 (1931),
pp. 255—81. For Eriugena’s use of theophanies scc 111.681a; 111.680c; If1.624d; H.557b;
1.448b; V.g83a, 1oooc. Also Coemmentarius in Evangelium Iohangis 302a=b, On the distine-
tion berween phantasiae which come from outside and are communicated through the
scnses and those which are copies of those in the mind, sce Periphyseon I1.373¢. Augus-
tine’s De musica is a possibic source here.
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Dialectic and deification

Eriugena inherited not only this Latin or Alexandrine encyclopaedic
definition of philosophy and the Christian intepretation of philos-
ophy as the vehicle for restoring fallen human nature to its true self,
but also a more mystical understanding of philosophy through his
reading of the Greek Eastern writers, especially Gregory of Nyssa
and Maximus Confessor. Following on the Aristotelian elevation of
the man of thedria, the contemplative man, to the top of the hier-
archy of human types, the Greek patristic authors had equated phil-
osophical theoria with religious vision and transfiguration. In the Life
of Moses, for example, Gregory of Nyssa explicitly identifies Moses’
vision of the truth with the philosophical insight that true being is
permanent, while illusory being or non-being is everything tran-
sitory. Gregory of Nyssa was himself adapting the terminology of
Plotinus and pagan Neoplatonism.*® Dionysius the Areopagite,
Eriugena’s mentoz, uses a formula found in the school of Proclus
to talk of the stages of enlightenment through which the human
soul must pass before it gains unity with the One — purgation, il-
lumination, and perfection, leading to a spiritual contemplation
(thedria), which will possibly be transformed into deification (thedsis),
the Christian cquivalent of the Neoplatonic unity with the One
(henosis).%°

In this infusion of Greek spiritual wisdom into the Latin under-
standing of philosophy lies Eriugena’s true uniqueness and radical-
ness in the history of philosophy.

49 See A. . Malherbe and E. Ferguson {trans.), Gregory of Nyssa, The Life of Moses. Classics
of Western Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1978).

50 On the concept of deification sec M. Lot-Boroedine, La Déification de 'homme selon la doc-
trine des péres grecs {Paris, CERF, 1970); ]. Gross, La Divinisation du chrétien d’aprés les péres
grecs: Contribution historigue & la doctring de la grace (Paxis: |. Gabalda, 1938). Sce also the
excellent encyclopaedia article, “Divinisation,” in Dictionnaire de spiritualité, vol. 3 {Paris,
1957}, pp. 1370-1459. Although Eriugena admits that it is rarely found in Latin authors,
it occurs in Augustine. See V. Capanaga, “La Deification en Ia soteriologia augustiniana,”
Augustinus Magister, vol. 2 (Paris: Etudes Augustinicanes, 1954), pp. 745-57, and E. H.
Kantorowicz, “Deus per naturam. Deus per gratiam,” Harvard Theological Review 45 (1952},
pp. 253ff Sce Augustine Epistola X.z (PL X3XIIL.74) where he uses the term deificari;
Sermo 166.4 (PL XXX VIILgog); Sermo 192.3.1012; Enarrationes in Psalmos, Psalm 4g, CCSL
XXXV, p. 375, where he speaks of men deified by grace, not on account of their own
substance. (PL XXXIIL565); De avitate Dei XIX . xxiil.4. Augustine generally says that
God became man so that man could become God, He does, however, also say that God
is Himself per naturam, while man is God per gratiam. Eriugena found the concept of dei-
fication: fully worked out in the Greek writers Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Dionysius, and
Maximus. See Dionysius Ecdesiastical hierarchy 1.1 (PL Il 392a), and Roques, L'Univers
dionysien, pp. $8—93. For Eriugena’s use, see Commr. 3003, 319d, 339a; Homilia 285¢, 294¢;
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Philosophy for Ertugena involves a gradual ascent through stages
from mere sense understanding and simple moral behaviour to a
more spiritual awareness which needs to be purified, illuminated,
and perfected until it brings human knowing into unity with the
divine. Moral behaviour is merely the opening level of this spiritual
journey, and Eriugena quite emphatically stresses the need for a
higher, more sophisticated vision — altior theoria — to bring the hu-
man mind into proximity with the divine. Eriugena frequently speaks
of the gnostica theoria (111.683a) or gnostica contemplatio (11.379c) which
philosophy can bring.** Furthermore, he is often apt to describe hu-
man beings in terms of their capacity for contemplation, or thedria,
and in Book V he explains that man is in fact called anthripos
(avBpwmos) because in Greek this means “holding the gaze aloft,”
“a turning towards what 1s above” (V.g41c~d}, an etymology which
goes back to Plato’s Cratylus (399¢). Similarly God is called theos,
Eriugena explains, because he sees {theors, 1.452b—c) all things. In
his De quaerendo deum, Nicholas of Cusa repeats this etymological
explanation. Both human and divine natures are defined in terms
of thedria ™

The terms of this spiritual journey are Neoplatonic, and the first
step on the way to knowledge of God is a conversion towards the
self, as Augustine himself frequently asserted. Thus in keeping with
the traditional philosophical aim of self~knowledge, Eriugena’s con-
cept of philosophy is based on a radical idea of self-understanding
as the first step towards spiritual enlightenment.

Self-knowledge is itself a turning from the outer to the inner self,
from lower to higher things, as Augustine put it, but it is in Eri-

Peri. 1.4824, 115053, 1V.743b, 760d, V.876b, 8%0a, g978ab, 9834, g98a, ctc. Saint Thomas
accepts deification but interprets it in a mere modified manner, signifying similarity rather
than identity with God. See ST 1a.13.9. See also Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigine, pp. 377~
81, and “Note sur ic probléme dc fa vision béatifique au IXe siecle,” Recherches de théologic
anciennie of médiévale 1 (1929), pp. ¢8—107.

51 Stdckl is correct to call Eriugena a Grostic; see his History of Scholastic Phifosophy, trans.
T. A. Finlay (Dublin, 1g03), vol. 2, p. 325. Sce also Roques, Structures théolegiques de la
gnose d Richard de saint Vietor. Eriugena simply adopted the Greek term by transliterating
ity yvootuch (CH IX, PG 111.3213) becomes gnestica (PL CX Xl 3213). In general, Er-
lugena translates the term gndsis (yv@os) as scientia {1041a) or cognitio {1052¢).

52 On the meaning of contemplation (theoria), see the article “Contemplation,” in the Dic-
tionnaire de spivimalité. Sce also V. Lossky, Vision of God {London: Faith Press, 1963}.
Eriugena uses the terms contemplatio, speculatio, theeria, and consideratio interchangcably.
Sce Expositiones 176¢.

33 On sclf-knowledge and philosophy, see P. Courcelle, *Nosce teipsum du Bas-Empire au
haut moyen 4ge. L'héritage profane ct les développements chrétiens,”” in Settimane di studio
del centro iialiane di studi sull'alto mediocvo (Spoleto, 1962), pp. 265-g35.
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ugena accompanied by the assertion of the radical infinity and bound-
lessness of the human soul, such that true self-knowledge involves
recognition of the limitations of all human knowledge. Self-
ignorance is even “‘higher” in Eriugena’s terms than seli-knowledge;
admission of ignorance is in fact the highest wisdom (Il.594a).

Eriugena’s philosophy is imbued with the spirit and terms of the
negative theology he so eagerly absorbed from the Greek patristic
writers™ and which he so confidently emphasised m Augustine, who
occasionally made theological statements in terms of negative the-
ology, such as melius scitur nesciendi, which Eriugena quotes in the
De praedestinatione and in the Periphyseon 11.597d. Thus the highest
wisdom for him is not the positive possession of encyclopaedic
knowledge, as the tradition of Isidore and Alcuin scemed to imply,
but the deep recognition of human ignorance and non-being, which
very ignorance is itself a mirror of the process of infinite divine
knowing. It is the recognition of its own unlimited nature which
permits the human mind to transcend itself and gain unity with the
Godhead in thedsis. This negative knowing, inspired by Dionysius,
Gregory of Nyssa, and other Greek Christian writers, acts as a
counterbalance to the positive dimension of knowing. The positive
and negative elements of knowing are continually in dialectical ten-
sion in Eriugena’s philosophy, and neglect of this important point
can lead to considerable misunderstanding of the nature of the high-
est theoria.

For example, thedria, or “spiritual contemplation,” is a key term
in Eriugena’s conception of philosophy. But it does not mean sim~
ply intellectual non-discursive intuition where subject and object are
one. This is indeed the standard Neoplatonic view derived from
Aristotle’s discussion of the intellect. But Eriugena is also concerned
to emphasise both the infinity of the number of theoriae (I.501¢) and
the radical one-sidedness of every theoria when it is applied to an
infinite or divine object. No one contemplation can do full justice
to the infinite richness of the divine.”® In fact, every contemplation
(thedria) falls short of grasping or comprehending the infinite nature

54 On negative theology see the work of Lossky and also |. Hochstaffl, Negative Theolegie:
Ein Versuch zur Vermittlung des patristischen Begriffi (Munich: Metz, 1976). ‘

55 Erfugena took from Maximus (who in turn had found it in Evagrius Pontus) the xdearthat
there are five levels of contemplation. Sec L. Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator: The The-
alogical Anthropology of Maximus the Confessor (Lund: Gleerup, 1655), p. 424.
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of the Godhead. Thus every contemplation is only an incomplete
view of its object, although in fact it has no separation from its
object. The problems of giving a proper epistemological account of
the role of thedria are clear, but Eriugena himself partially solves the
problem of how a contemplation can both be at one with its object
and necessarily fail in totally comprehending its object, by intro-
ducing the concept of theophania or divine manifestation or revela-
tion. Every theoria of the Godhead grasps not the Godhead Itself,
since this nature transcends everything which can be said or thought,
but a revealed manifestation of the Godhead, a theophania. In fact,
for Eriugena the theologian or philosopher arrives at the point where
every creature appears as a theophany (H1.681a—b), and there is no
longer any separation between God and creature. Eriugena’s con-
cept of the highest contemplations sounds very like the Schellingian
notion of inteflectual intuition. But Eriugena safeguards the absolute
mfinite transcendence of the divine by arguing for an infinite prog-
ress In the human mind’s grasping of higher and higher theophanies
or intuitions of the divine nature.

Philosophy as infinite anarchic activity

Philosophy therefore is not just a matter of intellectual cognitions
or intuitions in purely epistemological terms; it is in fact for Eri-
ugena a many-sided viewing of the infinite, a multiplex theoria as
Eriugena calls it in the Commentary (VLil.29—30), or as he calls it
elsewhere, a universitatis contemplatio.*® Philosophy does ascend from
mere individual sense-knowledge to a majestic understanding of the
whole; philosophy has onencss with the universal system of nature,
but it does not comprehend this whole under one thedria only. Rather,
philosophy must be content with continually experiencing ever more
complete intellectual visions of the One, increasingly spiritual and

56 At If.527d Eriugena speaks of viewing God under two aspects as Beginning, and as End
of all things, as a duplex consideratio. He sces the four divisions of nature as a fourfold
contemplation, but in general prefers the idea of an infinitc number of contemplations.
Eriugena refers not only to the multiple ways of contemplating nature but also to the
infinite number of meanings in the understanding {theeria) of Scripture. In the twelfth
century Eriugena’s populariser, Honorius Augustodunensis, will speak of philosophy as
multiplex sapientia in his De animae exilio ef patria (PL CLXXIL1241-1246). As in Dion-
ysius, the whole universe can be conceived of as consisting of the contemplations of an-
gels, humans, and other minds, as they are focussed on the One source of all contem-
plation. Difficule as this may be for the modern mind, this is the meaning of a spiritual
world for mediacval authors.
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totalising theophaniae, or divine contemplations. Eriugena invokes an
image to explain how these contemplations are one with the object,
and yet each contemplator sees it from a different viewpoint. He
says it is like many people looking at a golden ball on top of a
temple: Each sees the ball, but no-onc’s vision interferes with that
of any other (V.883a). Each will experience it in his own way
(V.943¢).

Thus the human mind must be prepared to undertake a spiritual
journey by engaging in philosophy, a journey which is infinite and
endless: “For even in the most purified minds, the infinite is formed
infinitely” (Infinitus enim infinite, etiam in purgatissimis mentibus, for-
matur).”” ‘The philosophical journey is an unending quest. This is
clearly expressed in Greek writers, especially in Gregory of Nyssa’s
Life of Moses and in Basil’s Contra Eunomium (1.5.11). The path of
philosophy does not end with death, but carries on infinitely. There
is therefore no stasis even in the divine world of inteliigible being.
Rather, there is continuous development and evolution where, m 2
kind of paradox, the end is reached and not reached at the same
time:

Although the search is unending, by some miraculous means it [the soul]
finds what it is looking for, but also it does not find it for it cannot be
found. It finds it through theophanies but it does not find it through the
contemplations of the divine nature itself. {Periphyseon V.919c; Sheldon-
Williams’s translation)

The human soul cannot rest satisfied with less than the infinite, and
its intellectual desire has an infinite capacity which must, according
to Eriugena, be satisfied infinitely. As Eriugena says, God is infinite
and more than infinite, and beyond both finite and infinite (super
omne finitum et infinitum) (I1.58gb). From Him all infinities proceed
and to Him they return. Eriugena expresses this enormous capacity
of the human soul or mind, in terms which he also applies to God
Himself. Thus just as God is said to be both at rest and in motion,
and to have a moving rest and a stable motion {mobilis status et sta-

57 Commentary on the Gospel of Jolin 312b (my translation). Sec E. Jeauncau, Commientaire sur
"Evangile de Jean, SC no. 151 (Paris: CERF, 1972), p. 183. Jeauneau links this phrase with
Gregory of Nyssa’s De hominis opificio.
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bilis motus, 1.452¢, 1l.522d), so also the human mind 1s said to be a
moving rest and a stable motion.*®

Neus and ousia, that is, intellect and cssence, denote the highest part of our
nature, or rather its highest motion. For as you understand yourself, 1t is
not onc thing for our nature to be and another for it to move. For its

essence is its motion-in-rest and its rest-in-motion about God. {(Il.570a-b;
Sheldon-Williams's translation)

Eriugena refers to God’s procession and return to Himself as not
involving any alienation or remotion (quoting Dionysius; see 1.523b).
The human dialectic involves alienation in this life, but in the in-
finite progress of the intellect there 1s no longer any alienation once
the limitations of this spatiotemporal existence have been overcome
by being recognised for what they truly are.

Motion and rest are the metaphors Eriugena applies to the action
of the soul in its attempt to gain unity with the Onc. These met-
aphors also stand for the moments of identity and difference in hu-
man knowledge. The identity of the intellect and its object 1s sym-
bolised as the stasis of the mind; the inability of the mind to frame
a comprehensive concept adequate to 1ts object is symbolised as the
motus of the mind.

The main purpose of this chapter has been to show how Eriugena
emerges from the traditional philosophical and cultiral framework
of the Carolingian age (whose main intellectual concerns centred on
the problems of the pedagogical importance of the liberal arts, the
nature of the reformatio of the image of God in man, and the concept
of dialectic as an analytic method which considers all things in terms
of substance and the other categories, and orders everything under
a hierarchy of genera, species, and individuals) and develops a much
more intellectualist understanding of philosophy as the means to
human self-transcendence. Eriugena argues that philosophy, the
“discipline of disciplines,” is also, in fact, the means by which the
mind is able to comprehend and transform the reality 1t itself pro-
duces. For Eriugena philosophy describes the procedure by which

58 On the concept of spiritual motion and rest sce the excellent study by $. Gersh, KINHEIX
AKINHTOZ: A study of Spiritual Motion in the Philosophy of Proclus {Leiden: Brill, rg73).
The phrase is common in Dionysius and Maximus.
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the mind operates, and for the wise, things are not other than their
being conceived by the mind; in fact, things have their being in their
being perceived by the mind.

Furthermore, Eriugena’s elevation of the human mind and its
powers of knowing does not neglect the radical limitations of pos-
itive knowing. Eriugena balances knowledge with the infinite,
formiess, perfect understanding through negation which is achieved
by a learned ignorance. The human soul even transcends its identity
with its own objects, even where 1t 1s their cause, and breaks free
of all engagement with created being as such. For Eriugena, the soul
is infinite and in a strong sense unformed. It is driven by the love
of wisdom {philosophy) which is also an infinite desire (eros) to be-
come divine and to attain oneness with divinity. Thus in its merg-
ing with the infinite all restrictions and barriers dissolve, knowledge
blends with ignorance, finite with infinite, being with non-being,
human self with the Godhead. It is clear that such an understanding
derived in the main from Eriugena’s brilliant - and, philosophically
speaking, surprisingly accurate — interpretation of the Greck writ-
ers, Gregory of Nyssa, Dionysius, and Maximus, and that it goes
far outside the boundaries of what the educated person in the Car-
olingian age — or indeed the twelfth century — could grasp and com-
prehend.

Even more unusual s Eriugena’s overall vision of the human mind
as engaged in a purposeless, anarchic, and infinite play of possibil-
ities,*® in a multidimensional contemplative activity which seems to
increase reality itself.*° This philosophical activity transcends causal
linear thinking and moves to a kind of living which is anarchos,
without principle, or ohne warum, a living without the why, as Eck-
hart will later term it.®* Later thinkers who show a similar appre-
ciation of the reformative power of thought to comprehend and re-

50 On the development of this concept of the anarchy of intellect see R. Schitrmann, “The
Loss of Origin in Soto Zen and Moeister Eckhart,” Thoemist 42 {April 1978}, pp. 281-312.

60 It is beyond the scope of this study to develop the connection between this smultiplex thedria
and the method of experiencing perspective in order to overcome the limitations of per-
spective advocated by Nicholas of Cusa in his De visione Dei. The comparison would be
helpful to understand the transition between Eriugena’s negative dialectic and Nicholas’s
contemplative method which uses artistic or scientific exempla. On the later idea of per-
spective, see K. Harries, “Descartes, Perspective and the Angelic Eye,” in Yale French
Studies 49 {1973), pp. 28-42.

61 See R. Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopher (Bloomington: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 1078), pp. 03-4.
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solve a divided and decentred reality in the main will repeat rather
than significantly add to Eriugena’s thought in this arca. Further-
mozxe, his stress on knowledge as a gnosis (yvdous) separates him
from the more imaginative mystical thinkers in a similar vein such
as Boehme or Lull.

In the next chapter I shall examine how Eriugena fleshes out his
doctrine of the reform of the mind in his fairly comprehensive an-
thropology, which asserts that the different ontological conditions
of human nature actually resolve into different perspectival contem-
plations or theoriae, which human nature has in its power to per-
form.




9

THE MEANING OF HUMAN NATURE

Instead of beginning directly with a discussion of the meaning of
the four divisions of nature, as most commentators have done, 1
began with Eriugena’s concept of philosophy and dialectic in order
to show the strong intellectualist and idealist meaning he gives to
the understanding of the practice of philosophy and the interpre-
tation of human nature primarily as mind. We must now examine
his theory of human nature more closely. In this chapter [ shall ar-
gue that Eriugena seems to be giving a dualistic account of human
nature, in terms of perfect and fallen human states, but in fact he
does not conceive of these states as ontological entities; rather they
will be two different points of view for human beings. Perfect hu-
man nature exists only as possibility; fallen human nature exists only
as illusion. True human nature is the multiplex theoria we discussed
in the preceding chapter. These human states therefore are states of
mind and result from different human theoriage, different human con-
templations or perspectives on the one ideal reality. In fact, as we
shall see, we cannot strictly speak of an “ideal reality,” since Eri-
ugena’s uniqueness lies in his concept of an ideal non-reality or noth-
ingness which is the true ground of all being and all actuality. Later
in the Homilia Eriugena talks of three worlds — the material, the
spiritual, and the world where spirit and matter are joined. Man
belongs to this last world, and represents the medietas between mat-
ter and spirit (Homilia XIX.294a). In gathering all things together,
human nature participates in the unfolding and enfolding of the cos-
mos. Its wholeness, universality, and integrity are absolutely real in
the timeless cosmic sense, but from the point of view of time, this
human nature appears as dispersed, scattered, and purely immanent
in the material world. Eriugena sets out to show that this temporal
view is not a full understanding of the essence of human nature.

Augustine’s anthropology

The starting-point of Eriugena’s anthropology is Pauline and Au-
gustinian in the widest sense. Like Augustine, he is most concerned
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to define or situate human nature with respect to divine nature pri-
marily, rather than in relation to the rest of the created cosmos, His
anthropology, like that of all the Carolingian writers (as exhibited,
e.g., in the Munich Passages), owes much to Augustine in that hu-
manity is understood in terms of the nature of the human proximity
to the imago Dei. Eriugena is influenced also by Augustine’s con-
ception, especially in his earlier writings, of an ideal ratio of human
nature, which is almost an “undescended™ part of the soul,” and by
his concept of human introspective self-awareness, a cogito.” Eri-
ugena, however, takes the co-ordinates of this relationship between
God and humanity not directly from Augustine but rather from the
Greek Neoplatonic Christian writers, in particular from Gregory of
Nyssa’s De hominis opificio (from whom Eriugena took the idea of
man as mediator between the sensible and the intelligible realms,
and the idea of the originally sexless and perfect nature of
humanity)® and from Maximus Confessor’s Ambigua, where the
link between human nature and the divine Logos is strongly empha-
sised.*

1 The idea of man understood in the rationes acternae is developed in Augusting’s De Genesi
ad litteram, esp. VIvig=T1. Augustine struggles with the idea and argucs against under-
standing these seminal reasons as visible seeds, embryos, or any other kind of physical
thing, On Augustine’s anthropology see R. J. O’Connell, St. Augustine’s Early Theory of
Man (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1¢68). Plotinus believed in an un-
descended part of the soul. Proclus, on the other hard, believed that the soul as 2 whole
descended; sce Dodds (ed.), Elements of Theology, 2nd ed. {Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1963), pp. 184—3, Proposition 211, and Cousin (ed.), It Parmenidem {Paris, 1864),

134a. Eriugena is closer to the later Neoplatonists than to Plotinus. See A. H. Armstrong,

“Platonic eros and Christian qgape,” Downside Review 255 (Spring 1961}, pp. ¥ts—21.

On Eringena’s version of the cogite, sce B. Stock, “Intellige me esse: Eriugena’s cogite,” in

R. Roques (ed.), Jean Scot Erigéne ot Uhistoive de la philosophic (Paris: CNRS 1977}, pp.

327-36. The classic study of Augustine’s version of the cogito is E. Gilson, “Le cogito ct

la tradition augustinienne,” Etudes sur le véle de la pensée midicvale dans la_formation du systéme

cartésien (1930; reprinted Paris: Vrin, 19571), pp. 190~201. For the analysis of Eriugena’s
concept of self-knowledge, see Chapter 1o, this volume.

.3 For Gregory of Nyssa's philosophy of man see J. P. Cavarnos, “The Reiation of Body
and Soul in the Thought of Gregery of Nyssa,” in H. Dérrie, M. Altenburger, and U,
Schramm (eds.), Gregor von Nyssa und die Philosophie (Leiden: Brill, 1976), pp. 61-78; E.
Corsini, “L'Harmonie du monde et de homme microcosme dans le De hominis apificio,”
in Epeltasis: Mélanges patristigues offerts au Cardinal Jean Daniclou, ¢d. . Fontaine and C.
Kannengiesser {Paris: Beauchesne, 1971), pp. 455-62. For an edition and translation of
Gregory’s De hominis apificio see ]. LaPlace 2nd J. Danidlou (eds.}, Grégoire de Nysse, La
Création d’homme, SC 6 (Paris: CERF, 1944).

4 PFor Maximus see the excellent study of L. Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator (Lund: Gle~
crup, 196s), pp. 150ff., and E. Jeauneau, “Jean Erigéne ct les Ambigua ad Johammem de
Maxime le Confesseur,” in FF. Heinzer and C. Schénborn (eds.}, Maximus Confessor: Actes
du symposium sur Maxime le Confesseur (Fribourg: Editions Universitaires, 1982), pp. 343~
H4. .

[N
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Drawing on the two accounts of the creation of man in Genesis,

and following in a rich tradition of biblical commentary stemming
from Philo and Origen (especially Origen’s commentary on Gen-
esis, which was available in Rufinus’s translation), Eriugena’s the-
ory of human nature understands humanity under two aspects: (1)
perfect human nature as it might be thought of before the Fall and
(2) present-day fallen human nature.® This tradition is neatly summed
up in the following quote from Philo (c. 25 B.C. — A.D. ¢. 45) which
could just as easily have come from the pen of Eriugena:
For man as formed now 1s perceptible to the external senses, partaking of
gualities, consisting of body and soul, man or woman, by nature mortal.
But man, made according to the image of God, was an idea, or a genus,
or a seal, perceptible only by the intellect, incorporeal, neither male nor
fernale, imperishable by nature.®

In fact, at Book IV.817a, Erlugena asserts that the Greeks maintain
that there are two creations of man: an indivisible and universal hu-
manity, very similar to the angelic nature and lacking sexual dif-
ferentiation; and a secondary nature, “which was added to the ra-
tional nature as a result of the forcknowledge of the Fall”” and which
is sexually differentiated. Eriugena’s concept of perfect human nature
1s based largely on his Christology (as is the case with almost all
Christian writers up to and including Nicholas of Cusa). Eriugena
consistently sees the original humanity as at least equal to if not
greater than angels, and in so far as they are imago Dei they are
spectal, since the Bible never says that angels are made in the image
of God. His concept of fallen human nature, on the other hand, is
based largely on Neoplatonic epistemology and psychology as he
could have found it in many late Greek writers.’

5 In Genesis 1.26 man is made in the image and likeness of God and hence is 2 spiritual
being; in Genesis 2.7 man is made from the slime of the carth and is 2 corposcal being.
This dual account had already been commented on by Phile in his De opificio mundi. Sce
Thunberg, Microcosmn and Mediator, pp. 155 It is central to Augustine’s De Genesi ad
litteram Books I and IV. Augustine speculates whether the two accounts represent a
timeless and a temporal version.

& Philo, De opificio mundi XLVI, in N. N. Glawzer {cd.), The Essential Philo (New York:

Schocken, 1971}, p. 28.

See, for example, C. Steel, The Changing Self. A Study on the Soul in Later Neoplatonism:

lamblichus, Damascius and Priscianus {(Brusscls: Palels der Academién 1978), csp. pp. 132~

41. See also P. Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticisnt and Metaconsciousness: Problems of the Soul

in the Neo-Aristotelian and Neoplatonic Tradition, 2nd ed. (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1g6g).
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Human nature in paradise

“The limits of human nature are the limits of paradise” (IV.825¢).
Eriugena’s starting-point is perfect human nature, exemplified by
the person of Christ. If human beings had not departed from par-
adise, they would enjoy the kind of being which Christ Himself
enjoys. Indeed, Eriugena beheves that “paradise” itself is merely an
allegorical way of expressing what human nature might have been.
Paradise is the Jerusalem of the parable, whereas Jericho is this world
(IV.810). Eriugena begins by saying that man fell from paradise,
but he moves to a more subtle position, using a careful analysis of
tensed statements in the Bible, to argue that, strictly speaking, hu-
man beings have never been in paradise, and that paradise is actually
a future state and a possibility:

Therefore that praise of the life of man in paradise must refer rather to the
life that would have been his if he had remained obedient than to that
which he only began to spend and in which he did not continue. For if
he had continued in it even for a brief interval he must recessarily have
achicved some degree of perfection, and in that case perhaps his master
would not have said, “He began to live,” but “He lived,” or “He had
lived™: although if he had used the preterite and the plupetfect in this way,
or if he used them clsewhere, I should rather think that he was using the
preterite for the futurc than that he meant that man had continued for a
space of time in the blessedness of paradise before the Fall, for the {ollow-
ing reason, that he was expressing the predestined and foredetermined
blessedness which was to be man’s if he had not sinned as though it had
already occurred, when in fact, that is, in the effects of the completed pre-
destination, it was still among those things which were destined to be cre-
ated at some future time. Now [ say this because often when he is writing
about Paradise he does use the preterite and pluperfect . . . nor is this
surprising, since very often the Divine Authority speaks of the future as
though it had already happened. (Periphyseon IV 8ogb—d; Sheldon-Williams's
translation)®

Eriugena explicitly says paradise is perfect human nature. Following
the Greek tradition of Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, and Maximus,
and invoking sympathetic Latin authorities such as Ambrose, he 1s

8 This view of perfect naturce is derived from Gregory of Nyssa; see J. Gaith, La Coneeption
de la liberté chex Grégoire de Nysse (Paris: Vrin, 1953), pp. s2ff. Eriugena frequently ex-
plains remporal terms in 2 non-temporal sense; see the Homilia, where he explaing that
erat in In principio erat verbum does not simply refer to the past, With Eckhart, Eriugena
believes that creation is an ongoing event, and not somcthing which occurred in the past.
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spivitualising the concept of paradise,® denying that it is to be under-
stood in local or temporal terms as an actual place (as Augustine and
most mediaeval writers believed);’ rather, paradise symbolises what
human nature could be or could have been. It expresses human pos-
sibility rather than some actual being.

Augustine had discussed the nature of paradise in some detail in
various writings, and had not quite made up his mind, but certainly
tended towards sceing paradise as an actual place from which the
first humans were expelled. At De civitate Dei X1V .26, he says that
man lived in paradise for a period of time and had a body there,
and might have copulated in 2 rational and deliberate manner with-
out irrational lust.” However, at De civitate Dei XXI1.29, he admits
that he does not know what cternal life will be like. Nevertheless
Eriugena read Augustine to be saying that there will be no sex in
paradise (IV.80g2). In De Genesi ad litteram III.xxi1.33, commenting
on the expression “increase and multiply,” Augustine says that mortal
bodies must propagate through carnal intercourse, but he is not sure
if immortal bodies would need to do this — or at least he is certain
that it would be done without earthly passion.

In the De Genesi VIILI. 1.229 Augustine notes that there are three
possible interpretations of the nature of paradise: (1} It is terrestial,
(2) it is spiritual, or (3} it signifies both a corporeal and a spiritual
reality. In this text Augustine adopts the third position, and it is in

g See E. F. Sutcliffe, “St. Gregory of Nyssa and Paradise: Was It Terrestriai?” American
Ecclesiastical Review 4 (1931), pp. 337—50. For Erlugena’s account see T. Gregory, “L'Es-
chatologie de jean Scot,” in Rogues, Jean Scot Erigéne, pp. 377—92. Eckhart later explains
paradise as meaning “delight and pleasure™; sec E. Colledge and B. McGinn {eds.), Meister
Eckhare, The Essential Sermons Commentaries, Treatises, and Defence (Ramsey, N. J.: Paulist
Press 1981), p. 116.

10 See, for example, the account of paradise as located in the East and surrounded by an
impenetrabic fiery wall, given by the twelfth-century writer Honorius Augustodunensis
in his De imagine mundi, translated in ]. F. Wippel and A. B. Wolter {eds.), Medieval
Philosephy from St. Augustine te Nicholas of Cusa (New York: Free Press; London-
Colher-Macmillan, 1959). pp. 177-86. The fact that Honorius was an cager student of
Eringena’s shows all the more clearly how much Eriugena was misunderstood by even
his own followers in the Middle Ages. For a late mediaeval account, sec P. Dronke,
“Dante’s Earthly Paradise,” Romanische Forschungen 82 {xg70), pp. 467-87.

11 See Aungustine, The Cify of God, trans. G. Walsh, D). Zema, et al, (New York: Doubleday,
1958), pp. 317—19: “Merely because we have no present experience to prove it, wehave
ro right to reject the possibility that, at a time when there was no unruly lust to excite
the organs of generation and when 2ll that was needed was done by deliberate choice,
the seminal flow could have reached the womb with as little rupture of the hymen and
by the same vaginal ducts as is at present the case, in reverse, with the menstrual flux.”
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this light that Eriugena reads and interprets him.™ Eriugena does
not rule out Augustine’s Hteral interpretation of paradise; rather, he
shows that the historical interpretation can be understood in a deeper
sense (IV.823a). Eriugena contrasts Augustine’s De Genesi Book VIII
with De civitate Dei XIV.11 and with the De vera religione, at Peri-
physeon IV.814b. He interprets De vera religione to mean that para-
dise will be purely spiritual. He introduces at this point Ambrose’s
speculation that there may be two paradises (IV.815b) but concludes
that paradise for Ambrose means nothing other than man himself.
Enugena examines other authorities: Origen and Gregory of Nyssa
support a spiritual interpretation of paradise, but Epiphanius be-
lieves that paradise is local (IV.818c). The whole passage is a good
example of Eriugena’s careful consideration of the positions of the
authorities, alongside his presentation of his own view of the
matter.

In any case, Eriugena is not interested in paradise as a place, since
place for him is something which is mind-dependent and has no
external corporeal reality; he is interested in paradise because it sym-
bolises perfect human nature. Thus at Book V.862 he adduces fur-
ther arguments against the literal interpretation, saying that if par-
adise were a local place, all God had to do was to fence off the
forbidden tree rather than expel man from the whole of paradise!

Eriugena follows Gregory of Nyssa and Maximus in interpreting
paradise as meaning not just a perfect possible state but also the kind
of being which is actually enjoyed by Christ. In this perfect state
human nature is not restricted by place, time, or corporeality. Christ’s
humanity is not just something which happened in this world at a
particular place and moment in historical time; it pertains to Him
outside all place and time. Humanity in general, then, in its essence
is independent of spatiotemporal and corporeal restrictions (see Per-
iphyseon 11.539c—d; “divinitas Christi in loco non est; igitur neque eius
humanitas”); paradise is at once enjoyed by Christ and desired by
man as the perfection of human nature. But Eriugena also gives this

12 Sce De Genesi ad litteram VIILL 113, and the excellent note in P. Agadsse and A. Solignac
(eds.), La Genése au sens littéral en douze livres {Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1972), vol 2.,
pp. 407~9. B. Stock, “The Philosophical Anthropology of Johannes Scottus Eriugena,”
Studi Medievali, scr. 3a, § (1967), pp. 28—09, gives a skilful account of the differences be-
tween Eriugena and Augustine on the meaning of paradise: “The historical reality of Au-
gustine’s ideas is not denied, it is mercly bypassed” {p. 32). Erjugena cites this passage
of Augustine at IV.814b.
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a highly intellectualist and idealist slant by stating that paradise im-
plies a particular epistemic meaning. Eriugena explains that the
cherubim which guards the gate of paradise is to be understood to
symbolise the fullness of human knowledge and wisdom. ™ Paradise
is really a special form of knowing, and gaining this knowledge
gives the secker entrance to this spiritual domain. Eriugena strongly
stresses the intellectual rather than the moral aspects of this gnestica
virtus; for him, it is practice of the arts and dialectic, and especially
the negative dialectic learned from apophatic theology and its ap-
plications, which give humans entrance into the paradise of their
true nature.

Perfect human nature

What are the essential characteristics of this perfect human nature?
Eriugena argues that human nature is essentially imumaterial, eternal,
omniscient, omnipotent, and a being which enjoys total transcend-
ence above all created being, while also immanent in all being. At
present it is, paradoxically, a pure possibility, but it will become
“actualised possibility”” in Nicholas of Cusa’s terms, although Eri-
ugena himself does not claborate on the type of possibility which
human nature presents.’ Human nature will move to a state beyond
being and non-being, as we shall see. In fact, human nature mn its
perfection is not merely cternal in the sense of having no end; it is
more accurately timeless, as Plotinus also argued. Eckhart will later

13 The Cherubim for Dionysius, as Eriugena reports, signifies multitudo scientiae vel fusio
sapientiae {V.863c) (seec Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 275) or full knowledge {piena cognitio)
or knowledge of many (cognitio mulforom}, In other words, philosophy is the gate to heaven.

14 Nicholas of Cusa refers 1o God as possest, which he cxplains as a combination of posse
and esse, cutting across the Aristotelian distinction of act and potency. God is the sum-
mation of all possibility, and He therefore actualises all these possibilities in Himself, even
if they are not actualised in the ordinary world. For Nicholas of Cusa, God is both all
that ¢an be (i.c., every conceivable possible) and also all that He can be (ie., He has fully
actualised His potential). This dual understanding of God has caused a great deal of mis-
understanding among commentators. Eriugena, on the other hand, says that God is be-
yond possibility and impossibility, and he does not employ the Aristotclian terminology
except in the triadic manner of essence-power-operation, which he found in Maximus.
To the extent that God is 2 manifest Tririty, He is both dynamis and energeia; but He is
also 2 hidden unity underlying both. Man, on the other hand, for Eriugena exists as
possibility from the point of view of this life, but as actuality from the point of view of
the unchanging world of the causes. For Nicholas sce Trialogus de Possest, in ]. Hopkins,
A Concise Introduction to the Philosophy of Nicholas of Cusa, 2nd ed. (Minncapolis: Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 1980), csp. pp. 93—7. Actually Nicholas of Cusa also affirmed
that God was beyond all possibility and actaality, since He is beyond even the coincidence
of opposites (coincidentia oppositorum}.
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assert in his sermon Beati pauperes spiritu that when man stood in
his first cause, he was cause of himself and lacked nothing, but was
a totally empty being {ledic sin) whose sole truth was its knowledge
of itself.™

As we have just stated, perfect human nature is contained neither
by space nor by time nor by any of the other categories which limit
human existence in the created realm. Thus, just as God by His
nature transcends all the Aristotelian categories of quantity, quality,
place, time, position, and so on, so also human nature is not bound
within these limits (Il.539¢~d}. “Thus, just as Divine Essence is in-
finite, so human substance (humana substitutio) made in Its image is
bounded by no definite limit” (Periphyseon IV.772a; Uhlfelder’s
translation, p. 244)."° Eriugena understands this unlimited nature of
humanity in terms of a full spiritual freedom from all laws and re-
straints. There are no ontological or spiritual barriers imposed on
the march of the spirit. But Eriugena goes much further than merely
asserting the incorporeality and unboundedness of perfect unfalien
human nature.

Following Maximus, Eriugena states that “man and God are par-
adigms of each other.”” He goes on to show that all of God’s at-

13 On the complex refation of the human soul to time in Neoplatonism sce the study by R,
Sorabji Time, Creation and Continum (London: Duckworth, 1983). pp. 253ff. For Eckharr,
see Colledge and McGinn Meister Eckhart, p. 200.

16 The text of IV 772 reads: “ltaque sicat divina essentia, ad cujus imaginem facta est, infinira
cst, ita lla humana substitutio nullo certo fine terminatur.”” Uhlfelder reads the text as
humana substantia, whereas Sheldon-Williams accepts the words hwmana substitutio and
translares them as “human replica.” The term substitutio is not found in classical Latin,
but is frequently used by Eriugena as carly as the De praedestinatione to render the Greek
term hyparchis (Uwopéus). Jeauncau claims that the term refers to “the act by which God
leads creatures into being"'; Homélie sur le prologue de Jean, SC no. 151 (Paris: CERF, 1g6g),
p- 334. Eriugena uses it literally to mean “a placing under,” a more active term than
substantia, which literally means “standing under” (sub - s10). Eriugena is trying to convey
the metaphysical conception of a being which is given to things, i.e., created being. Sub-
stitio, therefore, applics to entities which come after true substances — thus human nature
is a being created after God, ““a replica” of God in Sheldon-Willlams’s scnse. Eriugena is
struggling for Latin cquivalents to Dionysius’s complex terminology ~ hypestasis and hy-
postates are two different terms for him; he translates hypestasis as substantia and fypostatés
as subsistentia.
Dieunt enim inter se invicem parvadigmata Dewsm ¢t hominem in Versio Ambiguorum S, Maxini,
Chapter 8, PL CXXIl.1220a. On the meaning of paradigma in Eriugena see R. Roques,
“Remarques sur la signification de Jean Scot Erigéne,” Divinifas 2 (1967}, p. 273. Eriugena
found the term paradignia in Dionysius (DN V.8 II1.824c), which Eriugena translated in
his ¥ersio Dionysii PL CXXIL11500~d: “paradigmata autem dicimus esse ipsas in Deo exis-
tentium substantificas et uniformiter practextas rafiones, quas theologia praedesitnationes vocat, et
divinas cf opiimas veluntates, existentium discretivas ef factivas, secundum guas ipse superessentialis
existentia omnia of praedestinavit ef adduxit.”’ See also Periphryseon 11.615d—~a; and s5ga—b. The
term stands for the Dionysian concepts of Being [tself (fe auto cinai), Life Itself, cre.
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tributes can also be found in human nature. Like Nicholas of Cusa
he is asserting that human nature is divine in a certain sense. Ni-
cholas says human nature is divine but not in an unqualified way.
Eriugena agrees, but he does not spell out clearly the qualification,
except to say that God 1s Himself per essentiam, whereas man is God
per participationem.” Eriugena’s formulation is quite radical: Not only
1s man a paradigm of God, but God is made into a paradigm of
man. Man and God are mutually self-defining, such that Eriugena
is close to Eckhart’s powerful statement “If I were not, God would
not be God.”™ Thus Eriugena states that just as God is incorporeal
and spiritual, so also human nature is incorporeal and spiritual. Like
God, human nature is an incorporeal essence (ousia), which can be
identified with pure intellect (rous); and the human body is inter-
preted by Eriugena to be, in its essence, an incorporeal spirit. As
such the human self is essentially neither male nor female but is, in
fact, sexless. Erlugena sees this as the true meaning of Saint Paul’s
teaching that in Chnst “there is neither male nor female” (Gal. 3.28).
Eriugena took this notion from Gregory of Nyssa, from whom he
also took the idea that human nature originally would have repro-
duced itself in the angelic manner by an intellectual process alone,
without recourse to the body, in contrast to Augustine’s view that
sexual reproduction might continue to take place but in a totally
rational manner.

God is omnipotent and ommniscient; so also is perfect humanity in
Eriugena’s view. Eriugena spells this out clearly:

For if human nature has not sinned and had clung without change to Him
who had created it, it would certainly be omnipotent {omnipotens). What-

18 Sce D. F. Duclow, “Gregory of Nyssa and Nichelas of Cusa; Infinity, Anthropeology and
the Via Negativa,” Downside Review g2 (1974), pp. 1oz—8. Nicholas differs considerably
from Eriugena in terms of his theory of human nature, Nicholas likes to comphasise the
finitude of human nature and the inseparable gap between finitude and infinity. Further-
more, he calls man 2 microcosm and places him a little lower than the angels, whereas
Eriugena tejects the idea of microcosm and places man on the same level with (and In
some respects superior to) the angels. Sce De docta ignorantia 115301, 198, in ). Hopkins,
Nicholas of Cusa on Learned Ignorance: A Translation and Appraisal of De Docta Ignorantia
znd cd. {Minneapolis: Arthur J. Banning Press, 1085), p. r31. “Human nature is that
[nature} which, though created a little lower than the angels, is cevated above all the
[other] works of God; it enfolds intellectual and sensible pature and encloses all things
within itself, so that the ancients were right in calling it 2 microcosm, or a smail world.”
For Nicholas only a single man can attain to the Maximum - that is, Christ Himself.

19 Eckbart, sermon Beafi pauperes spiritu, in Schirmann, p. 219, For Eckhart the onginal
mind stands naked, like Adam and Eve; it is unmixed and separate. See Colledge and
McGinn, Meister Eckhart, p. 103.
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ever in the universe it wished done would necessarily be done, since it
would not wish anything to be done except what it understood that its
Creator wished. (Periphyseon IV.778b; Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 252—3)
Witness a similar stance concermng omniscienice at Book IV.774¢c~
778a:
NUTRITOR: There was then in humman nature the potency of possessing
the fullest knowledge of itself (potentia perfectissimam sui coonitionem Imbena’s
if it had not sinned. :
ALUMNUS: Nothing is more likely. For most mighty and most wretched
was that Fall in which our nature lost the knowledge and wisdom which
had been planted in her, and lapsed into a profound ignorance concerning
herself and her Creator. . . . 7
NUTRITOR: So the fullest knowledge (perfectissima cognitio) both of herself
and her Creator was planted in her as part of her nature before the Fall
in so far as the knowledge of a creature can comprehend itself and its cause.
(Sheldon-Williams's translation, <f, Uhlfelder, p. 252).
Here the soul is said to have had perfect knowledge of itself and its
Creator. In the course of this discussion it is made clear that this
self-knowledge also includes knowledge of all things, since the hu-
man soul contains in itself the principles and reasons of al} things.
Not only is perfect human nature omnipotent and ommiscient,
but it is also omnipresent and yet at the same time transcends the
created universe. Eriugena stresses the divine Omnipresence repeat-
edly: God is all in all (I11.683¢—684d); He is all things everywhere
(omnia ubigue deum esse, 111.677¢). Eriugena frequently expresses the
idea of human omnipresence. The human being is whole in the whole
and whole in every part, he says at Book 1V.752a-b; and at y3ga—
b he states that human nature is whole throughout all the parts of
its nature, which in fact encompass all the parts of created being ~
the mineral, vegetative, living, and rational and intellectual do-
mains. “Man is in all animals and all animals are in him, and yet
he transcends them all” {752b).*

Human nature as absolute freedom

Eriugena also gives to perfect human nature the quality of absolute
Jreedom from all limitations, along with the attribute of perfect
goodness:

20 On ommipresence sce S. Gersh, “Omnipresence in Eriugena: Some Reflections on
Augustino-Maximian Elements in the Periphyseon,” in W. Beierwaltcs {ed.), Eringena: Stu-
dien zu seinen Quellen {Heidclberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 198¢), pp. 35-74.
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For if God is the plenitude of good things (plenitudo bororum) and man is
an image of God, the image must resemble the Primal Exemplar in this
respect also, that it is the plenitude of all good. . . . In this respect also
it is the image, in that it is free from all necessity {liberum omnium neces-
sitate), and is subject to no natural or material authority but possesses in
itself a will {veluntasy which is capable of obtaining its desires. (Peripfryseon
1V.796a, Sheldon-Williams's transiation)

This is a crucial passage. Here human nature is given absolute good-
ness in the sense that it can always achieve its desires, which are
assumed to be naturally good. Absolute freedom of the will is itself
a perfect good. Eriugena’s claims are most radical. Human nature
15 free of all necessity. It is not even limited by nature itself. Al-
though the framework 1s Augustinian, Eriugena emphasises the vol-
untaristic side of human nature, rather than its strong attraction to
the good. In this sense Eriugena interprets Saint Paul’s statement (at
1 Cor. 3.15—16) that the spiritual man is subject to no law but gives
the law to himself (like Kant’s rational moral being): “Spiritual man
judges all things but is judged by none” (IV.753a~b). Eriugena could
be understood to mean that the superior man is free to give himself
any law or, more precisely, operates according to no fixed law, since
there are no fixed limits on his nature and conduct. The conception
of a fully free human nature in paradise derives from Augustine’s
discussion in De [ibero arbitrio where Augustine distinguishes be-
tween the fully free liberated soul and our present experience of a
free-will prone to evil, a distinction between libertas and liberum ar-
bitrium. For Augustine, the good will 15 completely free in willing
only the good. It does what it likes, only because what it likes is
good. Anselm interprets the scriptural phrase in a similar manner
in his Proslegion, Chapter XXV, where he says that for the spiritual
man, “whatever he wishes will be his and whatever he does not
wish will not be his.”” It was in the more radical sense that later
mediaeval spiritual and social movements interpreted this scriptural
passage.”” Pico della Mirandola (1464-94) expresses a similar view

21 Such as the Cathars and the Brethren of the Free Spirit. See N. Cobn, The Pursuit of the
Milienmium (New York: Harper. & Row, 1961}, and for 2 more balanced account see
R. E. Lerner, The Heresy of the Free Spirit (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1g72).
See also W. Fraenger, The Millennium of Hieronrymeus Bosch {Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1951}, for an account of the role of this theory in mediaeval art. See E. Col-
ledge, “Liberty of the Spirit: The Mirror of Simple Souls,” in L. K. Shook {ed.}), Congress
on the Theology of Rencwal in the Church 2 (Montreal: Palm, 1968), pp. 100-17. Sce also
G. Leff, Heresy in the Later Middle Ages (Manchester: Manchester University Press,

The meaning of human nature 165

of man’s absolute freedom in his Oratio de hominis dignitate, where
he.zs drawing on a passage in the Hermetic Asclepius, Chapter 6.
Eriugena is possibly more radical, however, as Pico’s optimism
concerning human nature is not echoed in his other writings.

Eriugena took this notion of spiritual freedom from Maximus,
for whom Adam before the Fall enjoyed complete freedom because
he had apatheia, a Stoic detachment from all things.”” Eckhart would
later develop this idea of spiritual freedom in terms of detachment
or releasement (Abgeschiedenheit) and letting-be (Gelassenhert; Middle
German, Geldzenheir).” Eriugena is less interested in developing the
meaning of spiritual freedom in terms of moral or existential con-
duct and prefers to express this infinite freedom in more intellec-
tualist terms, as the freedom to adopt any thesria concerning God
and natare one wishes, to start anywhere in the chain of causation,
which the superior man understands as a seamless web, or as the
infinite radii of a circle. This is the meaning of the anarchic nature
of man. Just as God and the causes are without origin and obey no
fixed law or order, so also human nature, when it contemplates God
and the causes need obey no fixed order or progression. Eriugena
says the causes have no fixed order or pattern:

And be it noted that this sequence of the primordial causes which you
asked me to sct out distinctly in a definite order of precedence is consti-
tuted not in themselves but in the aspects {non in ipsis sed in theoria}, that
1s 1 the concept of the mind which investigates them. . . . For in them-
selves these first causes are one and simple and none knows the order in
which they are placed. (HI.624a; Sheldon-Williams's transiation)

The causes are ordered by the mind, which can proceed any way
it likes:

Therefore the order of the primordial causes is constituted in the judge-
ment {arbitrinm) of the mind which contemplates them. . . . For a devout
and pure-minded philosopher may start from any one of them at will and

1967). For the movements that took the frecdom of spirit sericusly sce M. Reeves, Joachim
of Fiore and the Prophetic Future (New York: Harper & Row, 1976). On Augustine’s com-
plex understanding of free-will see M. T. Clark, Augustine: Philosopher nf}-‘:‘cedom (Noew
York: Desclée, 1959).

22 Sec Maximus Ambigua 42 (PG XCLxz16d). Sce Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, p. 153,

23 Sce R. Schiltmann, “Trois Penscurs du délaissement: Maitre Eckhart, Heidegger, Su-
zuki,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 12 {1974}, Pp. 455—77; 13 (ro73), p; 43-60;
Schiirmann, “Heidegger and Meister Eckhart on Releasement,” Research r'ffP}'zenomm;oIogy
3 {x973), pp- 95-1%9. '
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Jet his mind’s eye {oculum mentis), which is true reason, [embrace] the oth-
ers in any order of contemplation. (IIl.624c~d; Sheldon-Williams's trans-
lation)

Man can enjoy a free play of infinite contemplations, which in fact
produce human self-transcendence in thedsis. Its nature then is 2 kind
of non-nature, a formlessness which transcends all form, as Eri-
ugena himself says at several points. At IIL.620c he says it cannot
even be bounded by itself. As Karl Rahner puts it in his Theological
Investigations; “Man is ‘by nature’ and by his very being the pos-
sibility of transcendence become conscious of itself ~ the self-
conscious reference to the absolute and the knowledge about the
infinite possibility.”** Man is boundless, anarchic, self-transcending

contemplation or subjectivity.

Human nature as causa suil

The most important and difficult question concerning this theory
which Eriugena is concerned to address is the difficult problem of
the relation of this perfect human nature to creation. If human na-
ture is omnipotent and eternal, then in what sense can it be said to
be created? Eriugena’s answer to this question 1s subtle but also
shocking to the mind schooled in Augustinian philosophical atti-
tudes. He maintains that perfect human nature resembles its God in
this respect too; namely, it can be said to be uncreated. As uncreated,
human nature has always dwelt in the Godhead. As Christ, of course,
this human nature is inseparable from the Trinity and must be thought
of as part of it.”* But Eriugena is giving to human nature the power
— as an omnipotent uncreated being — to create ifself. Eckhart also
says that man is causa sui, and is thus similar to God. Strictly speak-
ing both Anselm and Aquinas reject the idea that God is causa sui.
In the Monologion, Chapter VI, Anselm says that God did not create

24 See K. Rahner, “Christology within an Evolutionary View of the World."” in Theological
Investigations, vol. 5, trans. K.-H. Kruger (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1966},
pp. 157-92, esp. p. 179

25 Fckhart also sees human nature as integral to the divine nature. Sce his sermon Saak(
Paulus spricht (DW 1, no. 24): “For your human nature and that of the Divine Word are
o different — it is one and the same™; sce M., Fox, Breakthrough: Meister Eckhart’s Creation
Spiritpality (New York: Image Books, 1980), p. 104.
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Himself, and Aquinas also maintains that it is more true to say that
God 1s “uncaused” than to say that He is causa sui.

Ertugena arrives at this position as a consequence of his appli-
cation of negative theology to human nature. God is better ap-
proached by ignorance than by knowledge, Eriugena learned from
Dionysius and the Cappadocians. It is more proper to deny things
than to affirm them concerning both God and human nature. Thus
human nature is better described as “non-being” than as “being.”
Furthermore, when thought of as co-existing with God, human na-
ture is part of the divine infinite nothingness, which Eckhart later
calls by the name ““desert.”® Thus human nature can be called noth-
ing or non-bemg. Eriugena then says that God creates by manifesting
Himself (sec, for example, Periphyseon IT1.689a, where Eriugena says
that the divine nature “creates itself, that is, allows itself to appear
in its theophanies”™) from His own nothingness. Just as God shows
Himself as something from nothing, so also human being creates
itself by manifesting itself. This, of course, follows the old Neo-
platomc principle, well expressed by Proclus: Everything which is
perfect, is productive.”” Not only can human nature be said to be
uncreated, but it can also be said to be self-creating. For Eriugena
the human mind creates itself when 1t becomes manifest in words
and signs, but also when it moves from intellect through reason to
create a sensible body for itself (the soul, which is an image of God,
makes the body as an image of itsclf, II.585d). We shall return to
this shortly. Eckhart, as we have already pointed out, also boldly
proclaims that humanity is causa sui, although he qualified this in
his sermon given in his own defence on 13 February 1327, when
he affirms that “there is something in the mind of such a kind tha,
if the mind were entirely thus, it would be uncreated,” while de-
nying that this uncreated part is “of the mind.”*® Eckhart, however,
frequently asserts in less guarded moments that human beings have

26 For Eckhart on God as “desert” or “wasteland,” see his sermon In dicbus suis (DWW 1. p.
171), and R. Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopher (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1978}, p 114. °

27 See Proclus, Institutic Theologica z7, trans. E. R. Dodds in Sclect Passages Ilustrating Neo-
platenism (London: Socicty for Premoting Christian Knowledge, z960), pp. 26-7. Eckhart
himself {requently makes use of this principle, which he found in the Liber de causis as
well as directly in Proclus. It is, of course, also expressed in Plotinus, Ennead V.1, and
clsewhere. )

28 Sce Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopher, p. 29.
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an uncreated essence at the heart of them, recalling Plotinus’s con-
ception of an undescended part of the soul.”® Eriugena never actually
uses this formulation, but does, as we shall see, understand the soul
as the form of itself, and as forming itself while remaining formless
and outside all determinations. Eckhart says something very similar:
“It 1s free of all names and devoid of all forms, entirely bare and
free, as void and free as God is in Himself.”*® For Eriugena, one
can also speak of an uncreated part of the human soul, or, more
correctly, one can recognise that it is possible to view the soul under
the aspect of its uncreated eternity in God. As we shall see in dis-
cussing the four divisions of nature in Chapter 12, Eriugena views
the human mind as able to float freely through all of these divisions
and to be placed in the category of that which is neither created nor
creates, as well as in the category of that which is uncreated and
creates. :

Eriugena is quite clear that the perfect human nature belongs to
God and 1s fully contained in Him, without any difference or dis-
tinction of attribute or quality. It is truc that Eriugena does allow
for one kind of difference only between God and perfect human
nature; namely, they differ in subject, or as he says, in number; that
is God is one being, and human nature is another, perfectly equal,
and even identical being. Eriugena believes “equal in all respects”
means “‘identical.” Two things are identical if they are in
all respects equal, and yet they retain their difference in number.
This paradox of identity will reappear in the work of German ide-
alists, and in Heidegger’s essay Identity and Difference. We must now
discuss the manner in which human and divine nature reflect one
another.

The identity of image and archetype

It is clear that Eriugena develops this view of the interchangeability
of God and perfect human nature based on his interpretation of Greek

29 Eckhart calls this the interior castle, or the spark of the soul, relating it to the mediaeval
mystical idca of the scintilla animac. MNicholas of Cusa also suggests that human nature is
self—created and creates its own world; sce M. Alvarcz-Gomez, “Der Mensch als Schépfer
seiner Welt: Ucberlegungen za De Confecturis,” Mitteilungen und Forschungsheitrige der
Cusanns-Gesellschaft 13 (1978), pp. 160-6.

30 Eckhart, Intravit Jesus in quoddam castellum, in Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Pli-
losopher, p. 7.
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Christology (which affirmed the cosmic humanity of Jesus) and on
the implications of accepting the concept of deification or theosis.
Deification is usually interpreted in the Latin Church as involving
only the increasing similarity between human nature and God, a pol-
ishing of the image, as it were, until human nature attains likeness
to God. They stop short of claiming that this image can become
perfectly identical with the archetype in all respects.®” Eriugena,
however, has no qualms about defining a perfect image as one which
has all features in common with the archetype — to the same degree
of perfection as is found in the archetype (c.g., IV.822a). He be-
lieves an image can be an image only if it possesses total similarity
or likeness. If there is any otherness then 1t is not a true image. This
is in line with Eriugena’s understanding of an identity which in-
cludes difference without thereby becoming non-~identical. He un-
derstands image and archetype as manifest and hidden aspects of the
one identical nature.

Eckhart believes something quite similar about the identity of im-

age and 1its exemplar, though he uses a more sophisticated language
of being~in-itsel{ and being-for-itself: “An image is not of itself; nor
is it for itself. It has its origin in that of which it is the image. .
An image receives its being immediately from that of which it is
the image. It is one being with it and it 15 the same being” (DW 1,
p. 269, 2—~7 translated in Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart, p. 94). For
Eckhart there is no distinction between man and God “before ever
God created things,”” but now it is only through grace that man can
become what God is by nature.

Eriugena agrees that an image and archetype are one in all char-
acteristics of their essence (remember that essence includes both the
hidden and unhidden aspects of the thing). He does, however, also

3T On the doctrine of image and resemblance in Christian Neoplatonism see J. E. Sullivan,
The Image of God: The Doarine of St. Augnstine and Its Influence (Dubuque, lowa: The
Priory Press, 1963) and the brilliant study of R. Javeler, Image ef ressemblance au douzidme
sitele, de Saint Anselme & Alain de Lille. 2 vols. (Strasbourg: Université de Strasbourg,
1967). The thinking stems from a combination of Genesis 1.26 with the Platonic discus-
sion of buman nature as striving to achicve homoiosis theo, For Augustine’s position on
the difference berween the image and its likencss, see R. AL Markus, “Iaage and Similitudo
in Augustine,” Revue des études augustinicnnes 10 (1964), pp. 123—43. Augustine locates the
image of God in the interior man, in the mind, but he docs not make much of the dis-
tinction between image and resemblance; see La Genése an sens litidral, vol. 1, pp. 622~
33. Some later writers argue that man is image by nature, but only perfects the likeness
through grace.
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say that they have the same being buc differ in number or subject.
Eriugena found this doctrine in Gregory of Nyssa’s De hominis op-
ificio, which is frequently quoted at length in the Periphyseon.® It
was a position which was much debated during the Iconoclastic
controversy in the East.

Alumnus articulates this doctrine in an important passage in Book
IV:

For how would she [the soul] be an image if in some aspect she differed
from that of which she is the image? Except of course in relation of the
subject (excepta subjecti ratione), about which we spoke in earlier books when
we were discussing the Prototype or Principal exemplar and its image.
(IV.778a; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Eriugena does qualify his remarks in two ways. First, he says that
the exemplar is being per se, through itself, whereas the image is
being only per participationem (7782); and second, he says that the
Creator is uncreated while the Image is created. Similarly, later
the Homilia he states that human nature is not the Light but only
participates in the Light. God alone is the Light per se; we are light
per participationeim.

But these distinctions are allowed to slide when Eriugena talks
about deification in its highest form where human nature actually
becomes merged with God’s nature. At this point Eriugena no longer
has a means of distinguishing one nature from another. The usual
mediacval metaphysical position was that all natures are distin-
guished or individuated through matter, as expressed in standard
Aristotelian philosophy. But in Eriugena there must also be an in-
dividuation which takes place at the level of mind or spirit, which
in fact for Eriugena is individuated by the Holy Spirit. (See I1.563¢,
where he interprets the biblical idea of the Spirit fertilising the waters
as the differentiating of genera into their species and individuals.)

Augustine had already floated the idea of a spiritual or mtelligible
matter in his De Genesi ad litteram,™ but Eriugena never clarifies this

32 J. T. Muckle, “The Doctrine of §t. Gregory of Nyssa on Man as the Tmage of God,”
Medieval Studics 7 (1928), pp. $5—84; and R. Leys, L'mage de Dieu chez s, Grégoire de
Nysse: Esquisse d'une doctrine (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 193 1).

33 For Augusting’s account of intelligible matter, sce A. H. Armstrong, “Spiritual or Intcl-
ligible Mazter in Plotinus and Aagustine,” in Augustinis Meagister, Congrés international
Augustinien (Paris, 21-24 September 1954), vol. 1 (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1954},

pp. 277-83.
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point bevond insisting that spirits are individuated even after the
return of all things to the One. At times he talks as if in fact it is
the Holy Spirit, the Third Person of the Trinity, which is respon-
sible for the diffusion of principles as individuals. The identification
of the Platonic anima mundi with the Holy Spirit was tentatively
made in the twelfth century by William of Conches and by Thierry.
It was condemned in Abelard by the council of Sens in r140.
Most of the time Eriugena is content to use stock metaphors to
explain how the many and the One are related in the spiritual realm.
Thus all souls and God are one, just as different lights all merge in
the one light {e.g., 1.4882) while each remains its own light; or all
sounds in the one note, or all drops of water in the one ocean (see,
€.g., Periphyseon V_883a).% In a similar manner in God there is nothing
else than God and everything there is equally divine, Eriugena
maintains. Thus all souls merge with the One, while somehow
maintaining their individual number (their subject). ¥ Two humans
have the same ousia and are distinguished only through their acci-
dental qualities, and especially through temporal and spatial loca-
tion. Eriugena sees individuation as normally occurring through ex-
ternal characteristics, coagulating around the inner universal essence.
Thus there is one primary cause of humanity, but individual hu-
mans are differentiated by their appearance in space and time. How-
ever, Eriugena does scem to need another principle of individuation,
which he never spells out. This is an epistemic or idealist concept
of individuation. Each mind is different because its perspective on
the totality is different. _
Perfect human nature thus is a single unity which is nevertheless
distributed through all human individuals. It is in fact a kind of
cosmic humanity which in every respect is not at all different from
the divine. Indeed, this is exactly as Eriugena wishes it, since he
wants to maintain that Christ is both perfectly human and also God.
It must therefore be possible for human nature to co-exist with di~
vinity, to be equal to it as it were. We may illustrate Eriugena’s

34 On the history of these images see ]. Pépin, “Stilla aguae modica multo infusa vins, Fervo
ignitum, Luce perfusus aer. L' Origine de trols comparaisons familidres 3 la ithéo]ogic mys-
tque médidvale,” Divinitas 2 (1967}, pp. 331-75. '

33 For a general discussion of the problem of individuation in carly mediacval philosophy
and in Eriugena see ]. J. Gracia, Introduction to the Problem of Individuation in the Early Middle
Ages 300-1200 A.D. (Munich; Philosophia Verlag, 1984), pp. 123~35. Eriugena says image
and archetype differ in respect of subject {IV.§22a). d B
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view of the relation between human nature and God with the fol-
lowing diagram:

Hoemo Imago Deus
Human nature Paradeigma Divine nature
Mind Verbum (logos) Divine mind
Thought Idea {(notio) Divine will

Humanity and divinity are correlative terms. They are the opposite
poles of a dialectic of creation/manifestation, which 1s mediated by
nature or thought or image or word. Man and God are one in that
they are dialectically united in the concealing/revealing dynamic of
the Word. This is the meaning of Eriugena’s bold statement that
God and the creature are to be understood as one and the same:
“We ought not to understand God and the creature as two things
distinct from one another, but as one and the same (sed unum et id
ipsum)” (I11.678¢; Sheldon-Williams’s translation). The normal gap
which separates Creator from creature is clided in the personage of
Christ and therefore also in the case of perfect humanity. Eriugena
makes clear that he is not just referring to the Incarnation (which
he calls inhumanatio) as the historical event in which this coalescence
of divinity and humanity occur; it is a property of the eternal world
itself. Eriugena is scarcely interested in the historical Christ, merely
reassuring people, in a manner clearly influenced by Maximus, that
the Crucifixion was not just a phantasia.*® He wants Christ to be
understood not only carnaliter, as a flesh-and-blood human, but also
spiritualiter, as the bond and meaning of the whole universe. Christ
represents true infinity in that he bonds both the finite and the in-
finite and does not leave them standing side by side, which Hegel
justly criticises as poor theological thinking.*

Officina omnium

As part of this sharing in the divine nature, perfect human nature
can be said to run through all things and in a way to contain all

36 On Eriugena’s rejection of docetism see Homily X1.2g0a in Jeauncau {ed.), Jean Scot. Homélic
sur le Prologue de Jean, SC no. 151 {Paris: CERF, 1969), pp. 256-8, and esp. 238 n.1,
Eriugena is following Maximus, who strongly defended this point.

37 In the Commentary of the Gospel of John (312¢) Eriugena talks of a contemplation or theoria
which transcends the carnal understanding and grasps the spiritual meaning of Christ; see
E. Jeauncau (ed.), Ceommentaire sur I'Evangile de Jean, SC no. 8o (Paris: CERF, 1972), p.
183. Sec also Periphyseon V.g9g3b: camem Christi versam iam in spivitum.
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things. Eriugena found this doctrine in the writings of Gregory of
Nyssa and of Maximus, and never abandoned it, since it appears
also in the MHomilia XIX.2g4b. Man, for these writers, contains all
things; man is the officina omnium (Il.530d; IV.755b; V.893¢, etc.),
the “workshop” of all things. Eriugena explains it at II.530d: “For
there is no creature, from the highest to the lowest, which is not
found in man, and that is why he is rightly called officina ommnium™
(Sheldon~Wilhams’s translation). This doctrine is based on the Ar-
istotelian view that the soul is in a certain way all things, and is
usually understood to mean that man shares in the nature of other
things in some way, as Nicholas of Cusa, for example, interprets
it at De docta ignorantia [1L.1v.206, where he says, “The intellect is
potentially all things.”*® But it is here taken fairly literally to mean
that human nature “contains” or “circumscribes” ail things by pos-
sessing the reasons, principles, and causes of those things in itself.
Thus just as the divine mind contains in itself the knowledge of all
things, so the human mind contains within itself the principles and
reasons (or notions) or seeds of all things.*®

This doctrine is normally understood in terms of human nature
as a microcosm which mirrors the macrocosm, a philosophy which
derives from Plato and reached high expression in the Renaissances
of the twelfth and fourteenth centuries.® Eriugena, however, m-
tentionally avoids the term “microcosm’ at IV.793¢, following
Gregory of Nyssa (whose De hominis opificio he quotes), since he
believes this word expresses human nature in lowly terms, sug-
gesting that man contains all material and lower things. The concept
of microcosm yields a horrendous monster, a human who is an un-
regulated mixture of all things. Furthermore, the term seems to have
been understood in a limited way to suggest that man 1s made out
of the four elements which he shares with all other material beings.
Eriugena prefers his own formulations; for him, as later for Pico

38 See |. Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on Learned Ignorance p. 133.

39 For a discussion of Eriugena’s usc of the idea of containment, see j. Graciz, “Ontological
Characterisation of the Relation between Man and Created Nature,” Journal of the History
of Philesphy 16 {1978), pp. 155-66. On the concept of contaimment in gencral sce S, ],
Grabowski, “God Contains the Universe: A Study in Patristic Theology,” Revue de 'U-
niversité d’Ottawa 26 {1956), pp. 93—113 and 165-87.

40 The classic study of the concept of microcosm is R. Allers, “Microcosmos from Anax-
imandros to Paracelsus,” Traditio 2 {1944), pp. 319—407. Sece also G. P. Conger, Theories
of Macrecosms and Microcosms in the History of Philosophy {New York: Celumbia University
Press, 1g22).
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della Mirandola, man is medietas, intermediary between heaven and
carth (V.893c), and contains all things by transcending them.

I have so far described the attributes of perfect human nature in
Eriugena’s system, and noted that he speaks of this perfect human
nature as a timeless essence, which is best understood as a possible
state (and also a future state) of humankind. We shall now tum to
the other pole of Eriugena’s dialectical apalysis of human hature,
namely, his decription of human nature in its present corporeal, spa-
tiotemporal state.

Fallen human nature

As perfect human nature, human existence is thoroughly spiritual,
timeless, and incorporeal. It is a pure mind or spirit. Eriugena var-
iously uses the terms mens, spiritus, animus, and nous (IV.753¢) to
describe this condition. At the spiritual level humanity i1s pure mind,
pure intellect. This is similar to the Buddhist notion of man’s “orig-
inal nature,” a nothingness which is one with the cosmic way, or
in the Western tradition to the interpretation of “virgin™ given by
Eckhart in his sermon, Intravit Jesus in quoddam castellum. Further-
more, perfect human nature is not differentiated by sex; maleness
or femaleness is not an essential astribute of human nature, Eriugena
says, following Maximus and Gregory (IV.812b—c). In order to link
this perfect essence of human nature with its present condition, we
need therefore to introduce a new element — the metaphysical act
of separation known to Christians as the Fall. The Fall occurs through
human free-will which is distracted from spiritual to carnal pleasure
(as in Augustine and Gregory of Nyssa), but it is also due to too
much self-love (philautia) or self-preoccupation (“pride”) and a turning
to self instead of to God.** As in Augustine, however, the Fall is
also in a sense man’s self-exteriorisation and self-externalisation. It

21 On the Fall of the soul in Augustine see O'Conncll, St. Augusiine’s Early Theory of Man,
pp. 152-83, and W. M. Green, “initium omnis peccati superbia, Augustine on Pride as the
First Sin,” University of California Publications in Classical Philology 13 {1949). pp. 40731
Plotinus explains human descent from the one in terms of felma (T6Auad, “audacity,” a
semitraditional term of the Pythagoreans’ and Gnostics’, which Plotinus uses at Ennead
V.1.1 and 2.9.11 and which does carry overtones of wilfulness; it is not identical, how-
ever, with Augustine’s superbia. Plotinus paints a picture of a growing restlessness of the
soul and a kind of audacity by which it overreaches itself, but in some of his Enneads he
emphasises more the involuntary and necessary paturc of this movement {c.g., Enncad
IV.3.13).
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15 a felix culpa and can be celebrated as the moment of the birth of
reason from intellect and the emergence of temporal, self-conscious
awareness, the first step in the history of Spirit (as it is for Hegel).
The scriptural account of the Fall is actually a symbolic or allegor-
ical account, which is really pointing out that perfect human nature
does not in fact exist i this world. Instead, humans are sexually
differentiated, corporeal animals, no longer pure spirit. The Fall is
a symbol of the descent of intellect into reason and sense, the de-
scent of the soul into the body, the shift from a timeless world to
a world governed by space and time and corporeality.

Although Eriugena speaks of human beings as creating their bod-
ies {Il.580a—b), as I shall discuss later, he also speaks of the body
being created because God foresaw that man would sin. For this
reason the body itself is not evil. The body is the result of sin, but
it 1s not thereby evil (IV.793—99b and IV.846d-847a). Did Adam
and Eve exist for a time before they feli? If sexual differentiation is
a result of the Fall, it would seem not. Eriugena gets around this
problem, however, by denying that humans spent any time in par-
adise. As soon as he was created, man was already descending from
paradise “under the impulse of his irrational will” (IV.811¢). We
thus encounter humans as always alrcady male and female. It 1s in-
teresting that Eriugena denies that woman was created affer man in
time.

Ernugena sees this as a splitting of the original unity of nous and
its becoming enveloped in a “‘female” aesthesis, {IV.813b), which
cloaks its original nature. This idea comes from Philo, from Origen
(whom he cites at IV.815¢), and perhaps ultimately from Aristo-
phanes’ speech in Plato’s Symposium.

When the human mind in its perfection resided with God, it was
a formless non-being. But when it appears in this world, it does so
only clothed in the garb of reason and sense. Eriugena interprets the
“garments of skin” of Genesis 3.21, put on by humans after the
Fall, as the sensible material bodies humans now possess.*

In this world there is no instantaneous unity of intellect with the
object of thought. Rather, thinking takes place through the medium
of reasoning and ratiocinative calculation, which is distended in time.

42 See Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediator, pp. 159ff. This interpretation is also found in Gre-
gory of Nazianzus; sce J. S. Plagnicux, 8. Grégoire de Nazianzce théologien: Etudes de science
religicuse, no. 5 (Paris: Etudes Franciscaines, 1952), p. 426.
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The unformed and formless perfect mind was “known only to God
and ourselves” (1.454b); the mind now knows itself only through
the images of sense and memory, which Eriugena calls collectively
phantasiae. The mind now has form and is formed by the act of
thinking and expressing itself in sound and writing. Eckhart will
later speak, in his sermon Ave, Gratia Plena, of the manner in which
the mind gives birth to the word and pronounces it while it remains
in the mind and the mind “rests on its image.” Eriugena speaks of
the mind producing reason and sense as “making” or “creating,”
or as the mind exteriorising itself.

The mind creates the body

The mind externalised itself and in so doing was clothed in reason
and sense. Pure intellect can no longer operate on its own n a time-
less way, but must proceed through the distended temporal pro-
cesses of reason and sensation and also becomes enveloped in irra-
tional passions. Whereas pure inteliects possess spiritual bodies, which
Eriugena at V.gg4a calls “true bodies,” fallen humanity possesses a
body which appears real and corporeal, but which is in fact an il-
lusion created by the fantasies of sense. It is an illusion produced
by the mind itself. In this sense, then, Eriugena can speak of the
human body as created by the mind. As we have said, it is the
“Iimage of an image,” as Plotinus also understood.

But Eriugena can also speak of the human mind creating its ex-
ternal physical body in the sense that this body is its own self-
manifestation, and as we have seen, he defines creation in terms
of self-manifestation. The mind expresses itself through the motions
of the body, and thus the body is something the mind makes. Er-
iugena actually talks of the body’s being created by the mind:

We do not doubt but that the trinity of our nature, which is not the image
of God but is made in the image of God (ad imaginem Dei) . . . is not only
created out of nothing but also creates (creaf) the senscs which are subjoined
to it, and the instruments of the senses, and the whole of its body ~ 1 mean
this mortal (body}. For (the created trinity) is made from God in the image
of God out of nothing, but the body it creates {creat) [itself], though not
out of nothing but out of something. For, by the action of the soul . . .
it creates for itself a2 body in which it may openly display its hidden acrions
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(which} in themselves (are) invisible, and bring (them) forth into sensible
knowledge. {II.580a-b)

Eriugena is using the word “create’ here to signify a kind of mak-
ing. Like Augustine, Eriugena uses the terms facere, “make,” and
creare, “‘create,” interchangeably, a confusion not cleared up until
Aquinas (ST 1.45.5). It is not strictly a making from nothing for
Eriugena, but it is a self-manifestation and a moving from the in-
corporeal to the corporeal, and therefore signifies a part of the cosmic
process of creation.

Eruigena explains that the soul creates the body by gathering to-
gether immaterial qualities and by adhering them to quantity, which
acts as a kind of substrate for the qualities (II.580b). This 15 a re~
markable doctrine, developed from the account given by Gregory
of Nyssa of the soul’s creation of the body and unlike anything
found in Latin authors. Eriugena blends Gregory’s account with the
account of matter he found in Dionysius’s Divine Names V.28 (PG
1Il.7292), as he shows at Periphyseon 1.500c—5012a, and with an ac-
count in Augustine’s Confessions XIL VL. 6. Eriugena is invoking his
theory that the categories — substance, quantity, quality, place, etc.
— are in fact incorporeal, and blends this with his view that the four
elements {carth, air, fire, and water) are also incorporeal and are
really a combination of elemental qualities (hot, cold, dry, moist)
which themselves are incorporeal and invisible. Matter for Eri-
ugena, as he says at [.488b, 1s itself not circumscribed by any place
or form and can only be defined by the via negativa:

For I think you are suggesting nothing clse than that we should recognise
that it 1s from the concourse {concursus) and commingling (contemperantia)
of the four elements of this world that the matter of bodies is made. . . .
Nor is this strange, for they do not know that the elements of this world
are composed of nothing but the concourse of the aforesaid accidents of
ovoiwx. For fire is produced by the conjunction of heat and dryness, air by
that of heat and moisture, water by that of moisture and cold, earth by
that of cold and dryness. And since these qualities which come together
cannot by themselves become manifest, quantity supplics them with a
quantum (quarntum) in which they can make a sensible appearance. {1.495d~
496z, Sheldon-Williams’s transiation)

The human mind therefore produces the impression of corporeal
matter by mingling together the incorporeal qualities into which the
four clements resolve.
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The return of human nature

Eriugena describes two conditions of humanity — spiritual eternal
nature and his temporal material nature. Pespite the fact that he
keeps these two orders so radically distinct, there is in fact a way
of mediating between the two and of returning from the temporal
to the eternal. Eriugena is not a dualist, in the later Cartesian sense,
and does not see these two conditions as two orders of being, thought
of in an absolutist manner. He applies his dialectical method to me-
diate between these two human states. Thus Eriugena posits not
two states but one, seen under two aspects ~ causaliter and effectu-
aliter. He distinguishes between them adverbially, as it were, rather
than giving them the ontological status of substances or nouns. Just
as we can say that God is a Being and also that God is not a Being,
using affirmative and negative theology, we can also generate a neg-
ative dialectic of the human condition so that we are able to say,
“Man is a rational animal” and “Man is not a rational animal”
{IV.758a—b). This can be extended until we can state that man is
and also is not a mortal corporeal body. In fact, Eriugena is con-
cerned to show that these two descriptions do not indicate two per-
manent types of being, but rather two ways of looking at the one
reality. He is at great pains to emphasise the original total unity of
humanity, a unity which in fact is never destroyed, even by the Fall.
Although the Fall seems to shatter the integrity and unity of human
nature, it is more accurate to say that it cloaks and hides our true
nature from our own understanding, but in fact does not destroy
the ontological work of creation, which 1s timeless and perfect, and
cannot suffer destruction or corruption from any source.

Eriugena is anxious to assert that human nature is a unity and a
whole. At IV.754b—c, he says that we are wholly intellect, wholly
reason, wholly sense, and so forth:

ALUMNUS: Are we to say, then, that the human soul is a simple nature
frec from all compound, or must we believe that it is joined by some parts
into a unity?

NUTRITOR: [ maintain the former alternative very firmly — namely, that
it is simple and free from all linking of parts. . . . All of it is everywhere
present in it throughout the whole. As a whole it 15 Iife, intellect, reason,
sense, and memory; as a whole it endows the body with life, nourishes it,
holds it together, and causes it to grow; as a whole, with all the senses 1t
perceives the appearances {(species) of sensible things; as a whole, beyond
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any corporeal sense it treats, discerns, joins, and distinguishes the nature
and reason of things; as a whole, outside and above ali creation and itself
(for it is included in the number of creatures) it revolves around its Creator
in an intelligible and eternal motion which is cleansed of all vices and phan-
tasige. (Uhlfelder’s transtation, p. 222)

Although this passage treats of the unity and simplicity of the soul,
a doctrine Christians from Augustine on defended with vigour, Er-
lugena actually extends this unity to include the body. In the orig-
inal condition man had a spiritual body which was totally united
with his soul, such that the whole person was simple and whole.
Even now, the earthly body is not a real body. The animal body
man has put on is merely a result of free choice; it is a commingling
of fantasies and hence is not truly real. This is argued at some length,
especially in the important passage at [V.750a ff.:

God is both above everything and in everything, since He, who alone truly
is, is the Essence of everything (essentia omnium); and although He is whole
in everything, He does not cease being whole outside (exira) of everything;
whole in the world, whole around the world, whole in sensible creation;
whole in intelligible creation; whole He makes the universe; whole He is
made in the universe, whole in the whole of the universe, whole in its
parts, because He Himself is both whele and part, and neither whole nor
part. In the same way human nature is whele in itself in its world, in its
universe, in its visible and invisible parts, whole in its whole, and whole
m its parts; and its parts are whole in themselves, and whoele in the whole.
(Uhlfelder’s transiation, p. 228)

This panegyric on the absolutely unified, omnipresent, and tran-
scendent nature of man includes the unity of the body, and of the
body with the soul, for the passage concludes:

Even its lowest and meanest part, the body, according to its reasons, is
whole in the whole man, since body i so far as it truly is body, subsists
in its reasons, which were made at the first creation; and although human
nature is such in itself, it exceeds its whole. It could not cling to its Creator
without exceeding both everything under it and itself. (IV.750b—c; Uhl-
felder's translation, p. 228)

A little later Eriugena hastens to assure his student that he 1s refer-
ring not to the mortal and corruptible body but to the etermal body
(Uhlfelder, p. 229). How, then, does he propose to reunite these
two aspects — the temporal and the cternal?

Eriugena reunites fallen human nature with its perfect self through
his account of the return, which leans heavily on the writings of
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Maximus Confessor. Maximus sets out the stages of the return as
something which procecds naturally. It is part of the divine plan,
an ontological feature of cosmic existence itself. For every outgoing
there is return. (See V.893a~d.) Eriugena uses Epiphanius (V.8ggc
ff.) to provide him with many natural images of return — the sun
returns every day; the seasons return; seeds turn into plants which
flower and produce seeds and die; the phoenix, after living five
hundred years, builds a pyre and consumes itself with fire only to
rise again (V.goob—c). The return is a natural stage of the dialectic.
In fact, this return and outgoing are eternal and timeless in God
{V.8goc—d). Thought of from the side of human nature, however,
this return actually takes place through human temporal activity;
although what it really involves is a turning around of the human
point of view from one of temporality to one of timelessness and
cternity. In fact, the return actually is seen from the human side to
go farther than the outgoing and through grace {V.¢8cc—d) is able
to transcend itself and enter the Divinity.* Eriugena distinguishes
between the return which equals the exitus {(which he calls restauratio
at V.g79¢ and recursio at 979d) and the return which goes beyond it
as a distinction between general and special. The general retum is
the return of all effects to their causes, a return to paradise (V.g79a),
but the special return (deificatio) is a return through the causes into
the Godhead itself (symbolised by eating of the tree of life: “For it
is one thing to return to paradise, another to eat of the tree of life”;

V.979a).

All of us men, without exception, shall rise again in spiritual bodics and
with the wholeness of natural goods, and shall return to the ancient con-
dition in which we were first created; but not all will be transformed into
the glory of deification, which surpasses all nature and paradise. Thcrchre
just as general resurrection (generaliter resurgere) is one thing and special
transformation (specialifer immutari) another, so return to paradlsf: is one
thing and ecating of the tree of life is another. (V.g7gb; Uhlfelder’s trans-

lation, p. 335)

The return is divided into different stages in different texes. Eri-
ugena is not too worried about the details so long as it is clearly

43 This is similar to Eckhart’s notion of the “breakthrough” (Durehibruch); sce Schirmann,

Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopher, pp. 67—9.
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understood that the general return is a part of nature itself, In fact,
he 1s quite aware of differences in mterpretation, as he notes at V.876¢.
In Maximus there are five stages to the return: the reuniting of body
and soul, of male and female, of the earth with paradise (IL.553c0),
of the sensible with the intelligible world (IL.3352), and finally of
created and uncreated.

According to Eriugena, the resolution of human nature back to
God takes place through the following stages: First the body is re-
solved into the four elements of which it is composed, a stage Er-
tugena says no authority disputes. Then this body is resurrected with
its four clements somehow purified into their eternal ideas (Eri-
ugena’s thought is quite unclear on this point); this will involve the
transformation of human nature into something completely spirit-
ual, and human nature will become one with God. This point is
contested by Latin authorities such as Augustine and Boethius, Fr-
iugena notes at V.877a. He quotes arguments from Augustine’s De
Ceenesi ad litterarn X iv.7 and from Boethius’s Contra Eutychen et Nes-
torium 1V.74-83 (mistakenly referred to by Eriugena as De Trinitate
Book II} that body can never be transmuted into soul and that soul
can never be transmuted into God. This is an important objection
to Eriugena’s idealism, but he glosses over it, saying he welcomes
these words but pointing out that many Greeks thought otherwise
and indeed also some Latins, specifically Ambrose (V.878a). In or-
der to reinforce his jdealist interpretation, Eriugena again points out
that the corporeal is in fact a conglomeration in the mind of
incorporeal qualities. Human nature will blend totally with its per-
fect Idea in the mind of God. It will become one with its primary
causes and then will transcend itself to become one with God Him-
self so that God wilt be all in all and everything will be God, says
Eriugena, quoting Scripture (V.8762—b).

In a later passage Eriugena outlines the return as taking place
through another scries of stages (again found originaily in Maxi-
mus) which represent the gradual transformation of the material into
the psychological and into the mental, for “nothing exists in human
nature which 1s not spiritual and incelligible” (V.878d). These rep-
resent an upward movement ajong the hierarchy of human nature.
First, body will be absorbed by the vital motion (vis activa), next
the senses (sensus) will absorb the vital motion, and then the external
sense will be absorbed by the inner sense {sensus interior); this will

k
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in turn be absorbed by reason (ratio), which will be absorbed by the
intellect (nous or intellectus or animus). This intellect will then be-
come one with its universal cause and be transformed into wisdom,
and wisdom will be transformed into the ineffable Godhead (V.1o200—
rozib). There is an absorption of body into soul. At V.g87 Eri-
ugena clarifies the meaning of the transition from an earthly to a
heavenly body by explaining that this does not mean (as the carnally
minded have construed it) that the earthly elements are somehow
transmuted into lighter and more ethereal bodies. Rather it means
that bodies will become pure spirits (V.987b).

At V.ggob Eriugena talks of body and soul together being trans-
formed into nous, and nous into God Himself. All humans will be-
come a single nous (875b) and will be “one soul, one mind, one
God” (V.884a), a theory which is to be developed in detail by the
Latin Averroists in the thirteenth century and condemned 1n 1277.

Eriugena sees the human mind as active in the return, not only
of itself, but of all things. On his understanding, when human na-
ture returns, it brings with it not merely its own bodies and senses
but the entire sensible creation. This doctrine of the universal return
of all things (apocatasiasis) is common in the Eastern writers from
Origen, and Eriugena found it both in Gregory of Nyssa and in
Maximus. It is part of Eriugena’s idealist assessment of the human
mind which transcends and absorbs all nature into itself.*

Just as Eriugena had spiritualised the original paradise from which
human nature fell as identical with perfect human nature itself,
understood as nous and as the perfect imago Dei, so he explains that
in the return of all things, both heaven and hell are to be conceived
of purely spiritually as being states of mind rather than places. There
is not a “new heaven” and a “new earth” in any physical sense, but
only a transformation of everything corporeal into spirit (V.98gc).
This spiritual human nature is of course non-local and also tran-
scends all time.

Moreover, there are as many states of mind as there are human
beings. Each person will ascend on clouds of contemplations (in nu-
bibus theoriae, V.876b) and will attain to the level of intellection and

44 See also Eckhart’s sermon Nolite timere ¢os, where he says: “All creatres are brought into
my understanding in that they are spiritually within me. 1 alone bring all creatures back
to God™ (Fox, Breakthrough, p. 76). German text in J. Quint, Meister Eckhart: Deutsche
Predigten und Traktate (Munich: Hanser, 1959, reprinted 1963), no. 26.
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contemplation which befits his moral level (V.988a: “The degree of
brightness of each will correspond to the worthiness of his carthly
life””). At V.981b Eriugena says that all men will be placed accord-
ing to their degree in that natural paradise “‘as though within a tem-
ple, but only those who have been sanctified in Christ, shall enter
into its nner parts.” Thus each will occupy a rung on the endless
ladder of intellectual contemplation and will be one with the things
they contemplate. Each will have his or her own vision (phantasia),
but the visions of the damned will be cruel and terrifying night-
mares, a true hell, while the visions of the blessed will be theophaniae
or divine revelations, befitting their moral and intellectual devel-
opment. Thus the glory of the elect will not be in some especially
bright body but, rather, in the “purity of the contemplation in which
he shall see God face to face” (g88b), while the damned do not suf-
fer deformation and ugliness of body but deprivation of the vision
of God (98ga): “For I hold that the deprivation of Christ and His
absence are the sole torment for every rational creature, and that
there is no other” (98¢a). Eriugena says that the damned shall have
the fantasics of those things they desire before their eyes; but it shali
be useless to them, as these fantasies are empty imaginings and a
mere nothing {g977a). He goes on to explain that in this world and
in the next the fantasies of sensible things are arranged in a “perfect
order” (977¢) and that the good will experience good fantasies and
the bad horrible nightmares of wild beasts, and so forth. The saints,
however, do not receive fantasies at all but, rather, divine theo-
phaniae (978a) until they receive deification itself.

Eriugena makes some extraordinary remarks in the final stages of
Book V when he is describing the return of all things. As we have
seen, he identifies paradise with human nature and the tree of life
at the centre of paradise with Christ or perfect human nature (982a).
Now he points out that God dwells nowhere else but in the heart
of human and angelic being. God 1s literally nowhere, but human
nature is the place of His lighting or His theephania. Human natuse,
however, is on par with angelic nature in that both are the place of
God's appearing. They are the site of being itself understood as un-
hiddenness and manifestation. But even more important, Erlugena
ultimnately resolves angelic and human being mto one. Although God
appears to both angels and humans, Eriugena believes that it was
as a human that God chose to appear to both angels and men, thus
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giving human nature an ontological privilege. They are not two
beings but two different intellectual ways of looking at the divine
being:

For God dwells nowhere but in the nature of men and angels, to whom
alone it is given to contemplate the Truth. But we should not think of
these two natures as two separate houses: they are one and the same house
built of two intelligible materials {(ex duabus intelligibilihus materiis). It is
of this house that the Lord scems to be speaking when He says: “In My
Father’s Housec are many mansions.” (V.982¢; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)

Summary

In this chapter I have given an account of the meaning of human
nature for Eriugena and have argued that he 1s not — as first appears
— propounding a dualist theory of human nature but is, in fact, ar-
guing for a duplex theoria, that is, for an idealist understanding of
human nature as mind and for an understanding of man as sensible
animal. But this mind has an infinite capacity for understanding things
in different ways, and this is its real essence. The human mind then
is a set of ways of viewing, which proposes objects to itself and
generates a world in which it comes to an understanding of its own
inner nature as both causa sui and as the perfect paradigm of God’s
own infinite, anarchic nature. Eriugena’s doctrine has relevance for
modern philosophical anthropology. Heidegger, for example, states
in Being and Time that the being of man as imago Dei has never been
given proper ontological analysis in Westemn philosophy.* He ig-
nores Eriugena’s complex anthropology, which works out 2 de-
tailed analysis of the being of human nature to the extent of em-
phasising its perfect possible nature over and above its actual
“everyday” being. Heidegger seeks to express the nature of just such
a contemnplation of human possibility in his Letter on Humanism, where
he speaks of the “quiet power of the possible™ and opposes all forms
of metaphysical humanism, which have reduced human nature to
animality and thought of it in too lowly a fashion.*® Eriugena’s eval-
uation of human nature places it higher than every being, and

435 Sec M. Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson (New York:
Harper & Row, 1962), p. 74.

46 M. Heidegger, Letter on FHumanism, in D. F. Krell (ed.), Martin Heidegger: Basic Wrirings
{London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978), p. 196.
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equal to God Himself. Given this high estimation of humanity in
Eriugena, Heidegger’s critique of ontotheology and metaphysics
would need to be substantially revised. For this recason Eriugena’s
anthropology is an important chapter in Western metaphysics. His
development of the dialectical relation between man and God also
prefigures the later dialectical systems of Hegel, Feuerbach, and Marx,
all of whom attempt to reinterpret the meaning of the idea that God
expresses Himself through man, and man can perfect himself only
by becoming God. For Eriugena the very knowledge of the true
human essence is itself the secret of human self-transcendence. The
meaning of this knowledge is the means of salvation itself. It is part
of his meaning of philosophy and of the soul’s self-understanding
in dialectic, that its knowing is itself productive of its state of being,
or state of viewing (thedria). We will examine the consequences of
this concept of the self for self~knowledge in the next chapter.



IO

SELF-KNOWLEDGE
AND SELF-DEFINITION:
THE NATURE OF HUMAN KNOWING

Idealist philosophy (e.g., that of Fichte, Schelling, or Hegel} de-
velops from the expansion of the concept of Cartesian self-aware
subjectivity into the concept of an infinite and free, self-positing Ab-
solute Subject. Eriugena’s relationship to idealism, therefore, must
be examined from the point of view of his understanding of the
meaning of infinite subjectivity as the essential nature of both God
and man. For Eriugena, God’s self-knowledge is expressed through
human knowledge, and human sclf~knowledge is possible only be-
cause humans can become one with their idea in God’s knowledge.

In the preceding chapter we examined human nature from two
points of view: under the aspect of its ideal nature and under the
aspect of its present dimension in space-time (e.g., IV.776c~d). We
saw how the ideal nature can be said to be ommniscient, that is, to
know all things and to know itself perfectly; while the soul, in its
present state in space-time and in the body, has an imperfect knowl-
edge of its surroundings and of itself, that is, of its true nature.

In this chapter we shall examine Eriugena’s own complicated dis-
cussion of the relation between the knowledge of the self as it now
presents itself and the ideal knowledge of the perfect self. In par-
ticular, we shall be examining this from the point of view of
self-knowledge: That is, what happens when the self’s object of
knowledge is the human self? We shall examine Eriugena’s claims
concerning the nature and extent of human self-knowledge and in
particular, his startling and seemingly contradictory claim that hu-
mans have perfect self-knowledge when they do uot know who or
what they are (I.487a—b).” At the summit of knowing, for Eriugena,

1 See the excellent study by W. Beterwaltes, “Das Problem des absoluten Selbst-
Bewusstseins bei Johannes Scotus Eriugena,” in his Platonismus in der Philosophic des Mit-
telalters (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1969), pp. 484~516. “Sich-Wissen
Gottes also ist Gottes Sclbstbewusstsein. Gottes Selbstbewusstsein aber weiss sich im Wis-
sen des Menschen” (p. 508). I shall be developing a slightly different interpretation. Sce
also B. McGinn, “The Negative Element in the Anthropology of Jobn the Scot,” in R.
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knowledge is indistinguishable from ignorance and both combine
into a negative dialectic, which is productive of the nature of the in-
tetlect itself.

As Hegel notes, when the self becomes an object to itself in the
cogito, it is, strictly speaking, no longer an object but turns into a
subject.” It is this process of the umfying of subject and object in
the self-identity of subjectivity which Eriugena seeks to express. We
must remember that he 1s operating throughout with inadequate
terminology to express the nature of consciousness and its reflexive
self-awareness. He has to stretch considerably the terminology
available to him from his readings in Greek and Latin philosophy.
Thus he talks of the intellect’s self-awareness in terms of its ability
to understand or know (inielligere, cognoscere, scire) or define {diffi-
nire, definire) itsclf, although he talks of its unlimited existential
awareness or consciousness of itself as a kind of not-knowing (ies-
cive). In the eleventh century, Gaunilo in his reply to Anselm will
attempt to distinguish between cogitare and intelligere, but the two
terms never received a final technical differentiation. We shall now
turn to the sources of Eriugena’s concept of knowing.

Augustine’s concept of self-knowing

The importance of Eriugena’s discussion of self-knowledge for phi-
losophy is clearly seen when we realise that he is radically modi-
fying the Augustinian doctrine of the cagite, which Eriugena had
found in- many places in Augustine, for instance, the Confessions
XIILxi.; Seliloguies 11.1.1; De libero arbitrio 11117, De civitate Dei X1.26;
De vera religione XX XIX, Chapter 73; Contra Academicos H1.x1.26;
De Trinitate X.10.13—16, XV.12.21; and elsewhere.® In the cogirto,

Roques {ed.}, Jean Seoi Erigine et Phistoive de la philosophic (Paris: CNRS, 1077}, pp- 313~
25. McGinn calls artention to the claim of Eriugena that man does not know God, nor
does God know God, nor does man know man. However, he neglects the important
claim that God does not know man, which Eriugena also makes. '

2 See G. W. F. Hegel, Logic. Encydopedia of the Philesophical Sciences, vol. 1., trans. W
Wallace (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968}, pp. 60-75. Fichte also grappled with
the problem of how the ego could posit and know the non-cgo as object without thcrcby
limiting its own infinite essence. Sec ). G. Fichte, Science of Knowledge with the First and
Second Introductions, trans. P. Heath and J. Lachs {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1982).

3 S?:c )E Gilson, Etudes sur le véle de la pensée médiévale dans la formation du sysiéme cartésien
(r930; reprinted Paris: Vrin, 1951), pp. 191—201. It was Arnzuld who in 1648 drc_w_ at-
tention to the similarity between the Cartesian argument and Augustine's De Trinitate
X.10.12. Descartes always claimed Augustine put the cagite to 2 different use. He says 1t
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Augustine had found an argument to overcome scepticism, when
he discovered that even when I am doubting, and even doubting
that I am doubting, I cannot deny that I am. But the cogito also gave
Augustine an insight into the nature of the imago Dei, in that, for
him, the mind’s powers of being, knowing, and willing or, being,
knowing, and loving (I1.610b), mirror the nature of the divine Trin-~
ity.* Augustine explores the inner dynamic of the soul’s faculties
and their relation to the Trinity:

I should like men to consider three aspects of their own selves. These three
are something very different from the Trinity; I only make the suggestion
as a mental exercise which will allow people to find out and to feel how
far distant they are from it. The three things I mean are existence, knowl-
edge and will. For I am, and I know, and I will. [ am a being that knows
and wills. I know that I am, and I know that I will. I will to be and T will
to know.’

The mind’s triadic nature 1s a paradigm of the Trinity for Augus-
tine, as well as for Eriugena. But this tradic nature also reveals an
inner dialectical life between the powers and functions of the mind,
which Eriugena develops considerably.®

Augustine asserts that truth and infallible certitude combine in the

gives him access to the res cogitans, whereas Angustine was interested in the fmage Dei,
See J. Weinberg’s chapter, “The Sources and Narure of Descartes” Cagite,” in his Ockham,
Descartes and Hume (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1977). Augustine uses the
cogito as a step in the proof of God’s existence in De likere arbitrio, but he also uses it to
argue for the immateriality of the mind. In Conira Academicos he argues that all conscious
expericnces are scifevalidating; c.g., I cannot deny that I taste a sweet taste even i the
object eaten is not sweet.
4 Descartes later develops the relationship between the notion of the cogito and the theo-
logical concept of man as imago Dei in Meditation 11I; sec E. S. Haldane and G, R, Ross
(eds.), The Philosophical Waerks of Descartes, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1666}, p. 170. Descartes claims he sces the image “by the same faculty by which T perceive
myself.” He denies, however, that the cogito means that he is the author of his own being,
on the grounds that, if he were, he would no longer have doubts. See Eriugena’s remarks
on the trinity of the cogite at Periphyseon L agob: [ know that [ am (ousia), 1 can understand
that I am (dynamis), and | do understand that [ am (energeia). At [.g05¢—d, Eriugena calls
this “‘the inseparable and incorruptible trinity of our nature™ (frinitas inseparabilis incorrup-
tibilisque nostrae naturae). Sce also IL6xob, and V. 776¢.
See Cenfessions XIIL 11, trans. R. Warner, intro. V. ]. Bourke (New York: Mentor 1963},
p. 323. Augustine’s carly philosophy of the Trinity has been intensively analysed by O.
Du Roy, L'Intelligence de Ia foi en la Trinité selon Saint Augustin: Genése de sa théologie
trinitaire jusqu’en 391 (Paris: Erudes augustiniennes, 1966). Sce also M. Schmaus, Die psy-
chologische Trinitdtslehre des heiligen Augustinus (Mimster: Aschendorff, 1967).
6 On Augustine’s understanding of the inaer life of the mind in rclation to Thomas Aqui-
nas's philosophy, see B. Lonergan’s Verbum: Word and ldea in Aguinas, ed., D. B. Burrell
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1968), csp. pp. 183—220.

o
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mind’s knowledge of its own existence. In the De guantitate animae
and the Confessions, for example, he also says that the mind’s
knowledge of itself can be analysed to show that the mind is not a
corporeal substance like air or light, but is an incorporeal substance.

Augustine goes on to define the mind in terms of its dynamic
seeking of itself in knowledge. In Question 15 (“On the Intellect™)
of the De diversis quaestionibus (PL XL..15) he says that whatever knows
itself comprehends tsclf, and that whatever comprehends itself in
this manner is finite. This argument later surfaces In Aquinas in the
Swimma theologica 1.q.14.3 where it is applied to God. Aquinas has
to deal with an objection that God is finite because He understands
Himself perfectly and thus is imited, the authority for which is this
passage in Augustine. Aquinas says that God may be called finite
in this narrow sense but in reality is infinite. Eriugena will also make
a connection between self-comprehension and finitude, and thus will
deny that the mind (of God or man) can comprehend itself, in order
to safeguard the infinity of the mind.

Augustine uses the same terms as Eriugena in his De Trinitate
[X.12.18, where he says that in knowing, “the mind begets a
knowledge of itself, equal to itself.” In the De Trinitate Book X.3.5
Augustine argues that the mind secks itself and secks knowledge of
itsclf. He explores various models of this self-knowledge. Does the
mind seek an image of itself, which it has itself made? Or does it
grasp itself through knowing others? Or does it know what a seif
1s in a universal sense, but not know its own particularity? Or is it
like the eye which cannot sec itself? Augustine answers that in seek-
ing to know, and knowing that it does not know, the mind in fact
discovers its own nature: “When the mind secks to know itself, it
1s aware of itself as secking; that is to say, it knows itself, for as
long as it recognises this ignorance, it certainly knows itself.”” The
mind knows itself in its act of sceking itself (De Trinitate X.10.13~
16), and “when the mind knows itself, it knows its own sub-

33
stance.”’

7 De Trinitate X_3.5. Sec G. Howie (cd.), Augustine on Education (Chicago: Regnery, 1969),
p. 263. Sce also Saint Augustine: The Trinity, trans. by S. McKenna, The Fathers of the
Church, vol. 45 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1963), pp.
2g5—9. The problem first arises in Plotinus, Ennead V.3.1.

8 Sec Howie, Augustine on Education, p. 268. Also S. McKenna, Saimt Augustine: The [rinity,
pp. 307-10. Augustine insists that the mind knows itself as a whole and knows itself as
a substance, cven when it is not thinking about itself.
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Augustine’s discussion raises deep problems which will resurface
in the Averroist arguments of the thirteenth century and will un-
detlie the problems of Descartes and the rationalists in formulating
an adequate concept of self-knowledge. Despite his idealist ten-
dency, Augustine more usually developed his concept of the nature
of the soul and its self-knowledge in terms of substance or being. The
soul is an intellectual and rational substance, the inner nature of the
human being, which has an existence more or less independent of

the body.?

The Greek concept of negative knowing

Eriugena develops his theory of the soul and its self-knowledge based
on Augustine’s concepts, but with much more emphasis on the neg-
ative nature of the human soul and its powers of knowing. This he
took from Gregory of Nyssa and Maximus, especially the idea that
the soul cannot and does not know itself as it is; it cannot frame an
adequate concept of itself or define its own essence. The soul for
Eriugena, following Maximus, does not know what it is; it merely
knows that it is.™ Thus Eriugena modifies the Augustinian triads of
being, knowing, and willing, to include a negative component. For
example, in the Periphyseon, IV.776c, he writes of the image of the
Trinity given by the triad of my being, my knowledge that I am,
and my ignorance as to what I am.

For Maximus and Eriugena, ousia in itself is one and infinite. It
is, therefore, not circumscribed by anything or any category or limit
of any kind whatsoever. Qusia, as infinite, is not like the quiddities
(or substances), which are discoverable in the spatiotemporal world
of effects and can be delimited and defined by their “circumstances”
(circumstantiac). All that can be said of infinite ousia is that it is — 1t
exists. Furthermore, infinite ousia or infinite substance 1s, at the sarme

4 Furthermore, the soul has two modes of knowing or viewing. It can look up to higher
nnchanging things or it can Jook down o lower sensible things. It has a ratio inferior and
a ratio superior. Sce, for example, Confessions VIL17 and De Trinitate X.7.9. Sce R. H.
Nash, The Light of the Mind: St. Augustine’s Theory of Knowledge (Louisville: University
of Kentucky Press, 1969). p. §. In De guantitate animae XL 22, Augustine offers a defi-
nition of the soul ““as a certain substance participating in reason adapted to the ruling of
the body.” But see De Gernesi ad litteram VILz1.

‘o Maximus took this idea from Gregory of Nazianzas, and Eriugena found it in Maximus’s
Ambigua. See J. J. O'Meara and L. Bieler (eds.), The Mind of Eringena (Dublin: Irish Uni-

versity Press, 1973), pp- 42-5.
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time, infinite subject (subiectum), and therefore it is both conscious
and self-conscious.” It cannot even delimit its own nature. I¢ cannot
form a concept of its nature because it cannot objectify itself, or en-
compass itself in a proper comprehension. It knows itsel’f in its
formless existence, in a knowing which is itself formless. In order
to understand this, we must see how Eriugena discusses the prob-
ierr_latic of intellectual knowing in terms of the paradigmatic struc-
turing of knowledge provided by the liberal arts. 7

The arts as the structure of knowing

In order to understand self-knowing, we must look at the function
of the arts as mediators of the mind’s knowledge to itself. Eriugena
conceives of knowledge as ordered within the encompassing frame-
work of the liberal arts.” As we have seen, he tends to ta?k about
the liberal arts as if they represented faculties of the soul and a ca-
‘t‘egori:ﬂ description of the knowing function, rather than a purely

external” educational classification system. Thus he is less inter-
ested in the traditional question of the ordering of the arts, their
pedagogic importance, and their mumber than in their epistemological
and. metaphysical status. Eriugena understands the arts as powe;s or
habits of the human mind; indeed, these are the only specific powers
of the mind he mentions. They are essentia} to the mind and form
part of the mind’s essence, since they both confer cternity on the
mind’s activities and provide the mind with its skill and discipline.
They play an important role in the way in which the mind comes
to think about itsclf. Eriugena, however, never allows a faculty psy-
cbology to develop, which would interfere with his strong convic-
tion of the unity and wholeness of the psychic domain. i}

_Let us briefly consider the nature of the liberal arts for Eriugena.
For him they are naturally present in every human mind, alth?)ugh

11 Hegel in his Logic, pp. 274—3, criticises Spinoza for being unable fully to think through
this tra_nsformation of infinite substance into subject. He says that rather than bein .
pal_'lthmst, Spinoza denied the existence of the world, a position Hegel terms “acosmis:‘rgl ;
Erlug.cna speaks of the soul as a kind of subject (subiection) in rclation to its owers of
}mowmg, but is, of course, unable to express the “subjectivity™ of the knowiiﬂ subject
;1: a fully modern scnse; all he can say is that, as subject, it knows that it is, but no w:lhat

is, '

12 In fact, all knowledge abour the world is contained in the book of nature, and this baok
is read with the aid of the Iiberal arts. Sce D. F. Duclow, “Nature 25 § ’ccch and Book
in John Scottus Eriugena,” Mediaevalia 3 {1977), pp- 131-:40, F o
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only some use and cultivate them, while others ignore therm.™ They
are called liberal arts because they play a powerful role in liberating
the mind from its attachment to its lower functions such as exterior
sense and its fantasies and images; instead they lead the mind by
steps to contemplate more rational and intellectual domains. The
conterplation of the eternal truths contained in the arts contributes
to the self-transcendence of the soul and, in Eriugena’s view, makes
the soul immortal. Already in the Annotationes in Marcianum, he had

this lofty view of the arts:™

The study of philosophy makes the soul immortal, and if anyone should
say to this that stupid souls ar¢ without experience in the pursuit of wis-
dom, and are consequently mortal, one must answer that all the arts which
the rational soul employs are naturally present in all men whether they
make good usc of them, whether they badly misuse them, or whether they
are completely without the practice of these arts, and for this reason every
soul is immortal by the pursuit of wisdom inherent in itself, (My translation)

In this early account Eriugena says that the soul is made immortal
by the pursuit of wisdom {i.e., the arts) which is inherent in itself.”
In the Periphyseon he retains the link between the arts and the im-
mortality of the soul, but is no longer sure which causes which. As
we shall see, he opts for a relationship between the soul and the
arts, which means that they create and receive one another in a di-
alectical interplay: :

For it has been rightly sought out and found by the philosophers that the
arts are cternzl and are immutably attached to the soul forever, in such a
way that they secm to be not some kind of accidents of it, but natural
powers {naturales virlufes) (and actions) which do not and could not with-
draw from it, and which do not come from anywhere but are innate i 1t
as part of its nature, so thatitis doubtful whether it is the arts which confer
eternity upon it because they are eternal and eternally associated with 1t so
that it may be eternal, or whether it is by reason of the subject (ratione
subiecti), which is the soul, that eternity is supplied to the arts . . . or

13 Compare Descartes in his Discourse ont Method, in Haldane and Ross, Philosephical Works,
vol. 1, pp. 81~2, where he says that common sense and reason are naturally equal in all
men. It is for this reason, Eringena says, that the ans are called “natural” (naturales, 1.486b).

14 See W. H. Stzhl, R. Johnson, and R. Burge (eds.}, Martianus Capella and the Seven Liberal
Arts, vob. 1 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1971), p. 88. See also G. Mathon,
“Ies Formes et la signification de la pédagogic des arts libéraux au milieu du IXe siécle,”
in Arts libérauzx et philosophie au moyen dge {Paris, 1969), pp- 4770

15 Wisdom is devcloped, as Eriugena says, per studinm et natwram. The manner m which
pursuit of wisdom confers immortality sheds light on Exiugena’s claim in the Annotationes
that ro-ong cnters hoaven except through philosophy, since philosophy is a general name
for the pursuit of wisdom.
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whether they coinhere in each other, all being eternal, in such a way that
they cannot be separated from one another. (I.486¢—d; Sheldon-Williams's
transjation)

We should understand the arts here as signifying the knowledge of
alI.things, and knowledge 15 to be understood under two as;ccts:
It includes the ideas or forms or reasons of all things, and also the
power {dynamis) of knowing. The two aspects are united in the being
(or_ mind) of Christ, since for Him the knowing of things is thc:i?
being, as Eriugena learned from Dionysius: Cognitio enim, ut ait sanc-
tus Dionysius, eorum quae sunt ea guae sunt est (IL5359b). '

N Tgl};:rs;,stm the Expositiones, Eriugena says that the arts all lead back

Just as many waters from diverse sources flow together and run down into
_the bed of the one river, so the natural and the liberal arts are returned
into one and the same meaning of interior contemplation, which the high-~
cst source of all wisdom, who is Christ, insinuates from all sides through
the diverse speculations of theology. (I.550; my translation)*® ‘ ”

For our present purposes, the arts must be understood as both the
system of knowledge organised into a stable, unchanging structure
and the mind’s power of cognising and knowing. But u?e have al-
ready seen that dialectic is the “mother of the arts” (V.870b) and
that the structure of knowledge in the arts is one with the structure
of dialectic. Thus the arts encapsulate the movements of the dialectic
(apd of the mind) in its exifus and reditus, 1 1ts positive and negative
dlale_c_tlcal ‘movements. Eriugena is in fact using a concept of di-
alectic which includes a branch dealing specifically with definitions
— the branch he terms horistiké (oplorik®) in the De praedestinatione
(3684). As the arts are the knowledge of all things and the knowl-
edge of things is, for Eriugena, given in definitions, the structure
of dialectic really organises all things into their definitional classes

which is to say, into their “‘containing’ categories, genera, species’
and forms. Dialectic reaches down to the individuals (or atoma a;
Erugena calls them at Lg79c). That is to say, the arts contain,the
definitions of all things ordered in dialectical series. The arts, as 1t
were, “parcel” out reality into the preordained levels produced by

16 "Ut cnim mulie aque ex diversis fontibus in unius fluminis alucum confluunt atque de-
current, ita naturales et liberales discipiine in unam eamdemque interne contemplationis
significationem adunantur, gua summus fons totius sapientie, qui est Christus, undique
per diversas theelogic speculationes insinuatur.™ See J. Barbet {(ed.) Expou'tfo;zes in fer-
archiam Coelestens, CCCM 31 (Turnhelti: Brepols, 1975), p. 16. , )
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the outflowing of dialectic into its genera and species (see I1.526a-
¢ or IV.748¢, for example). Thus after defining dialectic as the “art
which studies the common concepts of the mind” (I.4732),"" En-
ugena asks:

What hinders us from placing the method of defining among the arts, at-
taching it to the art of Dialectic, whose property is to divide and combine
and distinguish the natures of all things which can be understood, and w0
allot cach to its proper place, and therefore is usually called by the wise
the true contemplation of things (vera rerum contemplatio)? (1.486b; Sheldon-~
Williams’s translation)

Eriugena will now argue that the concept of place (locus) must be
understood to mean the place a thing has in the dialectical scheme
of definitions. Things which appear to exist externally in places ac-
tually derive their being from the mind’s dialectic, which locates
and situates them in relation to the highest genus of ousia. All things
have their being through being known and defined by the mind.
The arts then are the dynamic power of the mind, the mind in
movement, as it were, and these arts establish things m their place
in the dialectical scheme of nature and provide the definitions of all
things. We shall examine this in some detail, in order to be able to
understand what happens when the mind sets out to define (i.e.,
place) itself. If the mind places and defines itself, it must be the cause
of itself, because it is the being known of things which causes their
being, as we have already seen.

The arts, definition, and the meaning of place

All things are circumscribed and contained in their definitions, and
these definitions are ordered in dialectic.” Definition is connected

17 Eringena refers to common concepts of the mind (conceptio mentis) also at 1.491¢. Sce also
Anmotationes in Marciamm, ed. C. Lutz (Cambridge, Mass.: Medieval Academy of Amer-
ica, 1930), p. 103 [203, o}; Dec praed. 391b, 415¢. He defines enthymemes as con‘lmon
concepts. This definition is also found in Boethius and Cassiodorus; see G. Théry, “Scot
Erigéne: traducteur de Denys,”” Archivium Latinitatis Medii Aevi, Bul!etit? du Cangc 6 (193;),
pp. 215-6. Eriugena confuses what arc essentially two different notions. Aristotle dis-
cusses enthymemes (animated maoves from premisses to conclusion) in Rhetoric 1.2.1356b
and 2.22.1395b. He treats of common concepts in the Topics. Eriugena calls the syll_oglsm
2 “common concept” and understood that the enthymeme is a form of syllogistic rea-
soning. What is important here is that Erlugena thought of the art of dealing Wzt_h syl-
logisms and enthymemes as part of the topic of dialectic, as Anstotle also did in the
Topics. _ .

18 Eriugena’s range of terms for “containment” is wide. He uses circumseriberc, Czrcumcludc_’t’e,
ambire, circusmponere, and tenminare — all indicating the same idea of enclosing something
within its natural boundaries or limit (peras).
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with place. In Book I the arts are introduced into a discussion of
the nature of place (locus), and the main aim of the argument is to
show that all the arts involve definitions and that these definitions
can be thought of as the places of the things defired.” Eriugena
defines place several times. At I.474b he says that “place is nothing
else but the boundary (ambitus) by which each (thing) is enclosed
within fixed terms (certis terminis),” and a little later on (at 1.478b)
he essentially repeats this definition.”® A similar definition of place
which links it to incorporeality 1s found in the Munich Passages, where
place is described as an incorporea capacitas qua extremitates corporim
ambiantur et qua corpus a corpore sefungitur; it is an incorporeal capacity
by which the extremities of bodies are enclosed and by which one
body is separated from another. It is still uncertain whether this
definition may have been influenced by Eriugena.

Eriugena views definition as an immaterial and intellectual notion
which expresses the ousia of every thing; he therefore concludes that
place 1s itself something immaterial and intellectual:

For who among the truly wise would put place, or limit, or definiticn, or
any kind of circumscription within which each substance is confined, among
the things which arc accessible to the bodily senses, when he sees that the
limits of the line or triangle or any plane or solid figure are incorporeal?
. . And similarly in the casc of natural bodies; whether they are sensible
by the proper mixing of the elements of which they consist or elude mortal
powers of perception by their fineness, the limits of their nature are per-
ceived by the intellect alone. (1.484b—c; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Even the universe as a whole has for a place only its boundaries:
“The place of the universe then is its outer limit” (1.481d}; and Er-
tugena will go on to develop the idea that there is, strictly speaking,

19 Compare Cusanus’s discussion of definition in his De If non alivd, wanslated by J. Hop-
kins, in Nicholas of Cusa on God as Not-Other (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1979}, pp. 30-1, where he follows Eriugena in secing definition as involving essential
definition in its truest form. Furthermore, definition defines (i.c., circumscribes within
the natural limits of the thing). Nicholas goes on to staze that every definition defines
itself and therefore that “the definition which defines everything is not other than whar
is defined.” This goes in a somewhat different direction from Eriugena, who wants to
argue that the highest beings escape being defined. For Nicholas, nef other is a definition
which defines itself and cverything, Eriugena, on the other hand, would not allow the
highest concept to be defined. Sce also ibid., pp. 164-67.

20 This definition sounds very Aristotelian. Compare Aristotle, Physics IV.4.212a, and sec
E. Grant, Much Ado about Nothing: Theories of Space and Vacuum from the Middle Ages to
the Scientific Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), p. 5. See also
O’Meara and Bicler, The Mind of Erivgena, p. 48, where Eriugena's discussion of time
understood as motion (V.1ocia 1) is said to have Aristotelian echoes.
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no up or down and no direction in the universe as a whole. The
world, he says, 1s not a place (1.478¢).”" Commenting on the terms
“higher,” “lower,” and “intermediate” as applied to the world, Er-
lugena says, in an addition to the text of the Rheims manuscript:

For these names do not proceed out of the nature of things but from the
point of view of one who observes them part by part. For there is no up
and down in the aniverse, and thercfore m the universe, there is nothing
cither higher or lower or intermediate. The (notions) are rejected by 2
consideration of the whole (universitatis consideratio). {1.467a; Sheldon-
Williams’s translation)

He goes on to argue that place cannot be thought of separately from
time and hence all things are contained within space and time. But
both of these are in turn contained by the mind through the defi-
nitions which exist only m the mind.** He is here viewing the arts
as a kind of encyclopaedia of the definitions of all things, and using
“place” as the position of these definitions in an argument — i the
same sense as Aristotle’s concept of place (fopos) in the Topics.”™ All

21 Compare Nicholas’s remarks on the dimensions of the universe in his De docta ignorantia
IL.xi.156-61, wherc he says the carth is neither at the centre nor at the circumference of
the world and that this world is neither finite nor infinite, Nicholas is credited with having
applicd the concept on infinity and boundlessness to the universe, but in fact Eriugena
and his Greek mentors had already adopted this position. See K. Harries, “The Infinite
Sphere: Comments on the History of a Mctaphor,” journal of the History of Philosephy 13
{1975), pp. 5—15. Scc also A, Koyré, From the Closed World to the Infinite Universe {Bal-
timore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1957), and P. Duhem, Systéme du monde: Histoire
des doctrines cosmelogigues de Platon 4 Cepernic (1915; reprint, Paris: Hermann, 1958). An-
selm in his Prosiegion Chapter XIIE distinguishes three kinds of beings: those which are
totally limited (omnine circumscripms), those which are totally unlimited (.c., God), and
those which are both limited and unlimited at the same time {circumscriptus autem simul et
incivenmscriptusy, for which he gives the example of souls, which are wholc in the whole
body, and yet also are in bodies. Eriugena would probably accept this classification.

22 Eriugena, following the Grecks as he says, sces place and time as always cssentially linked
and inseparable at I.481c and V. rcood~10012. Space and time “contain” or “‘circumscribe”
all things, and indeed things can only be known through their spatial and remporal “cir-
cumstances”’ (l.487a—b}). As with Proclus, space and time form a kind of intermediary
between the eternal causes and the effects. In the order of being, then, time and place arc
higher than what they contain and precede beings under space and time — Eriugena cvokes
the authority of Augustine De musica V1 for this idea (J.482b). To this extent he secs tme
and space as a priori, and his views bear resemblance to those of Kant. Eriugena also
speaks, however, of space and time as having their own rationes or reasons, which arc
contained in the causes. As in later Platonism, there are forms or ideas of space and time.
Either way, the mind itself is beyvond both space and time in its essence or ousia. On the
atemporal form of time, see also Nicholas of Cusa, De Ii non alind, Chapter XVI1.76, in
Hopkins, Nicholas of Cusa on God as Not-Other, p. 103.

23 See Aristotle, Topics, trans, W. A, Pickard-Cambridge, in The Works of Aristotle Transiated
into English, ed. W. D. Ross, vol. 1 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928). Topoi were com-
monplaces of argument or the “scat’ of the argument. They had a well-cstablished place
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things are located in their definitions in the mind and derive their
being from the mind’s knowing them.

Eriugena now examines the dialectical meaning of definition it-
self. He makes a distinction between genuine definitions, which truly
“contain” the quiddity of what is defined, and other types of more
“nominal” or ostensive definition:

Among the liberal arts also very many definitions are found: for there is
no art without its definitions, as there are the dialectical definitions from
genus, from species, from name, a priori, a posteriori, from contraries, and
other definitions of this kind, which there is no time to discuass now’. For
the dialectical definitions extend over so wide a field that from wherever
in the nature of things the dialectical mind (dialecticus animus) finds an ar-
gument which establishes a doubtful matter it describes the esse of the ar-
gument [or the seat of the argument] as a place. (Is74c—d; Sheldon-
Williams’s translation)

Erlugena has strict rules on the kinds of definition and their strength,
Following Augustine, he says the only real definition is essential
definition, which defines neither too much nor too little, but tells
what a thing is and distinguishes it from all other things:**

And although some think there are many kinds of definition, that alone
and truly is to be named definition which is usually called by the Greeks
ousiodes but by our writers essentialis for others are cither enumerations of
the [intelligible] parts of the ousia, or corollaries drawn from outside by
means of its accidents, or any kind of opinion about it whatsoever. But
only the ousiodes admits for purposes of definition that alone which fully
completes the perfection of the nature it defines. For a definition, as Au-
gustine says, admits nothing more and nothing less than that which it has
undertaken to define. {I.483d-484a; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Eriugena alters the concept of essential definition, as he inherited it
from Latin dialectical tradition, and modifies it in line with his un-
dc-:rstandl_ng of his negative theology, which, as we have seen, holds
that an infinite essence cannot be circumscribed or defined and,

in dialectic. See D. Ross, Aristorle {London: Mcthuer, 1954), pp. 56-8, and the excelient
study of . 2. G. Evans, Aristotle on Dialectic (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
1977). I am grateful to Prof. David Evans for his information on aiaicctic in Arisnotk':
and his successors.

24 Eriug_ena found 2 long discussion of the manner in which definitions apply to the definien-
dum in Martianus Capella’s Marriage of Philology and Meraury Book IV, where various
cxamples of both broad and narrow defmitions are given by Lady Dialectic. Sce Stahl et
al., Martianus Capella, vol. 2, p- 174, where definition is discussed as one of the five
predicables.
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therefore, can only be indicated. Here Eriugena is interested in def-
initions in so far as they locate or place the thing defined. In fact,
he operates normally with three different kinds of definition: (1)
definition per species et differentiam, which he calls substantial defini-
tion (this is definition arrived at by proceeding through the genera
and species as they are given by “Porphyry’s Tree”; for example,
man 1s a rational animal); (2) definition which locates the thing by
enumerating the dreumstances which surround it (IV.772b), which is
the way all beings in space~time are defined (see 1.468¢, where space
and time are said to be that without which nothing in this universe
can exist); and (3) the negative definition, which says that something
is, but not what it 1s.”® Eriugena does not clearly indicate which
form of definition he is using at different times, and this allows him
to say that man can both be defined (as a rational animal) and also
escapes all definition, because of his infinite and essentially negative
nature. We shall examine this shortly,

By means of this argument concerning the nature of the arts Er-

iugena is able to argue the idealist position that place is in the mind
(animus):
ALUMNUS: By these arguments ] am forced to confess that place exists in
the mind (animus) alone. For if every definition is in art and every art is
in mind, every place, since place is definition, will necessarily be nowhere
else but in the mind. (I.475b; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

It is clear from the discussion in Book [ that Eriugena is interpreting
the arts in an idealist and intellectualist manner. He is interested in
them as a purely mental region, a region of ideal propositional
meanings, whose truth-values are fixed and unchanging. The arts
are a series of intellectual and eternal truths. They are intelligibie
entities, which have their being only in the mind. Moreover, the
universe as such, whose place is defined as its outer circumference
or limit (I.481d)}, is said to be contained in its natural definition, as
all other things are (see I.480a: **All things are contained within their
natural definitions”) and therefore is in fact in the divine mind (for
“the definitions of all things subsist in Him as places,” 1.468¢). This

25 Eriugena refers to negative definition at 1.488b, where matter is negatively defined as not
being any of the things that are. All his definitions must be subject to negative dialectic.
Thus positive definitions, like “Man is a rational animal,” or “Man is an idea in the mind
of God,” in fact turn out to be negative or at best refatively true. See Chapter 11, where
these definitions are subjected to the dialectic of being and non-being.
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is an extraordinary theory, reminiscent of Berkeley’s immaterial-
ism.” Yet Eriugena will go further and, by applying his teaching
of the identity of image and archetype, will argue that the defini-
tions of all things are also contained in the human mind and that
therefore the human mind is actually the place of the universe itself.

Eriugena speaks of the mind as giving birth to the arts — like a
birth in the soul — yet at the same time the intellect is only the
discoverer of the arts, not their creator (I11.658b). At Ls21b, he speaks
of the arts as eternal, unchanging, and complete. They can be thought,
in an Augustinian manner, to be above the mind in that they are
unchanging realities which the mind can contemplate. Like the con-
cept of number in Augustine’s De libero arbitrio, these arts would be
on a par with the Platonic ideas and identical with the ideas in the
divine mind. In fact, Eriugena generally thinks of the arts as con-
tained in the mind of God. They are God’s ideas or His willings.
Eriugena refers to them as rationes or notiones or ideae. Initially he
distinguishes ideas of this kind from the nofitiae of the human mind.?’

The arts and self-knowledge

What then is the place of the arts themselves in the hierarchy of
things? Since the arts place all other things, do they also place them-
sclves? Is the mind below the arts, or does it transcend the arts,
since it knows them? Since the arts contain the ideas, are they really
in the divine mind? In the human mind? Or in an in-between realm
of intelligibles, as some of the Platonists have held? Is the mind the
cause of the arts and their knowledge, or do the arts produce the
knowledge which is in the mind? Eriugena sees the arts as infer-
mediaries: They contain the ideas of all things and can be said to
organise them and “understand” them, in Eriugena’s peculiar par-
lance. Thus they can be said to both understand and also be under-
stood. Eriugena comes to speak of them as if they had a mind and

26 Sec Berkeley's Principles of Human Knowledge (Dublin, 1710). Berkeley was a Greek scholar
and his notcbooks make reference to Maximus Confessor, so it is quite possible that his
immaterialism was influcnced by late Greek philosophy. It is not known whether he was
aware of Eriugena, but he could have read about him in Bishop Ussher’s works,

27 Erlugena sometimes uses notio for the divine ideas and noritia for human ideas. His ter—
minoclogy is inconsistent, however. Thus at IV.570a he uses motitia to refer to the divine
ideas and cognitio to refer to human knowledge. Christ’s knowledge is 2lso normaily calied
a eognitio. Duc to this terminological flexibility Eriugena is able to assimilate human knowing
to divine wisdom.
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consciousness of their own — which indeed they do, if they are thought
of as inseparable from the divine Logos which contains them.

Are the arts, then, above the mind or contained by the mind? In
Book I, Eriugena gives one answer: ‘““The liberal arts which are con-
stituted in the soul are different from the soul itself, which 1s a kind
of subject (subiecturn) of the arts, while the arts seem to be a kind
of accidents which are inseparable from, and natural to, the soul”
(L.486b; Sheldon-Williams’s translation). This account would make
the arts into accidents of a substance (the mind or soul). Later in
Book I Eriugena connects the arts with the triad of essence, power,
and operation (ousia, dynamis, and energeia). The arts are cither pow-
ers or operations of the soul; they belong to cither dynamis or ener-
geia. In this book, Eriugena does not attempt to explain further the
relation of the arts to the mind or to their position in the hierarchy
of being and knowing.

In Book IV Eriugena faces squarely the problem of the relation
of the arts to the soul. The whole discussion is crucial to his theory
of knowledge and his understanding of human self-knowledge. We
must therefore examine it in some detail.*® In Book IV Eriugena
has been discussing the general problem of how man can both be
made in the image of God and be a mortal animal (since both are
in effect definitions of man), and it has been argued that the mortal,
corruptible nature of man is a result of the Fall and of sin (IV.761b
ff.), as we discussed in Chapter 9. In order to clarify the question,
Eriugena decides to contrast the human and the angelic mode of
knowing, since it is clear that man would have been an angel had
he not fallen into his present mortal state. The meaning of man as
officina omnium is discussed in the context of this comparison. Alum-
nus asks how all things are contained in man. Nutritor answers by
arguing that all things are contained in nous. Nous contains all the
other epistemological and ontological levels in itself, as well as the
knowledge and definitions of all things. Commenting on this con-
cept of the mind’s knowledge, Alumnus says he is aware of the
process by which knowledge and inner concepts are built up in his

28 This section {Book IV, Chapters 7—9) has been discussed in detail by J. Gracia, in his
“Ontological Characterisation of the Relation between Man and Created Nature in Eni-
vgena,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 16 (1978), pp. 155-166. I follow much of what
Gracta says, but disagree with his overall conclusion. I believe there is a need to introduce
the concept of negative dialectic to explain the relationship of the two definitions of man
to cach other.
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mind and how in fact they form a kind of unity in the mind. Some
of these come from external fantasies, but some — the liberal arts,
for example — seem to be innate in the mind itself. Alumnus admits,
however, that he does not understand the relations between these
intellectual concepts in his mind (the arts) and the things them-
selves. In other words, human beings do have the power of intel-

lectual contemplation, and knowledge through the arts is a good

example of this inteilectual knowing. Through the arts man knows
not only sensible things but also intellectual things. He is indeed a
true officina omnium. But does the mind contain the things them-
selves or only their concepts and definitions?

Nutritor asks a question which is of crucial importance for our
interpretation of Eriugena’s philosophy. Are the concepts (notitiae)
of things contained in the mind of the same naturc as those things
{res) of which they are the concepts (IV.765d)?** Alumnus says that
the concepts and the things are different, asking indeed how a par-
ticular tree or plant could be of the same nature as the knowledge
of it produced In an incorporeal nature! Alumnus, as usual, is a
spokesperson for Latin realism and Augustinian metaphysics.

For the moment, Nutritor accepts this line of argument but asks,
If the concept of the thing is different from the thing, which of these
two is of a higher nature (IV.7662)? Alumnus begins by admitting
that he would have adopted a realist position, that the things are
“of a better nature” (melior, excelsior, superior, IV.766b) than the
concepts, were it not for a statement in Augustine’s De Trinitate at
IX.11-16 to the effect that even the internal phantasia of 2 body in
the mind 1s better than the body of which it is a phantasia.®® More-
over, sice the knowledge of all things exists in God’s mind, it fol-
lows that the knowledge itself must be greater than the things which

29 Eriugena operates with a similar theory of the relationship between words of things as is
given by Anselm in his Proslogion, Chapter [V. See M. J. Charlesworth (ed.), St. Ansclin’s
Proslogion (MNotre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1g979), p. 121. The re-
fationship between Anselm and Eriugena has yet to be definitively examined.

30 Eriugena gives Augustine’s passage as follows: “melior cst tamen imaginatio corporis in
animo, guam illa specics corporis, in quantum haec in meliore natura est, id ¢st in sub-
stantia vitali, sicuti est animus” {IV.766a). This is a very good example of Eringena's
isolation of intellectualist passages in Augustine. Augustine is here applying a typical Neo-
platonic hierarchical metaphysics. Other passages in Augustine are more realist. Sce De
libere arbitrio 111.3, however, where Augustine maintains that any soul is better than any
body; thus, in tcrms of the relative dignity of their natures, 2 drunkard is better than
winc. Sece also De immortaiitate animae VI 13; XII1.zo.



202 John Scottus Eriugena

merely have real external existence.®” Therefore, Alumnus argues,
the concepts of things are greater than the things themselves, as
“reason teaches us that what understands is better than what is
understood.”* Nutritor now begins to show the problems in
Alumnus’s reply. Alumnus’s argument might be valid, Nutritor re-
plies, if “what is formed is greater than what forms.” For the
knowledge (notitiae) of things seems to be formed in the mind by
the arts themselves. Alumnus would need to show that the arts are
in fact formed by the notitiae rather than the other way round (766c).

Alumnus sees the dilemma he 15 in. For both agree that what
understands is greater than what is understood (guod intelligit melius
esse quam quod intelligitur, IV .766b), that the intellectual agent or mind
is of a higher order than the intelligible object.® Eriugena knew of
this distinction between what intelligises and what is intelligised from
Augustine’s De Genesi ad litteram, and this principle is also debated
in Augustine’s De libero arbitrio Book 1I. Boethius also distinguishes
between intelligibilia and intellectibilia; the intelligibles are created spirits
like human souls, whereas the intellectibles are the pure forms out-
side matter. The problem of the relation of intellectibles (or intel-
lectuals) and intelligibles goes back to the Platonic problem of the
relation of the soul to the Forms. Augustine usually uses the qual-
ification intellectualis to refer to the mind which knows, translating
the Greek voepds (noeros); whereas the word intelligibilis refers to the
object known, and translates the Greek vomtés (noétos). (See, for
example, Augustine, Contra Academicos IIl.xvii.37.) The distinction

31 Eringena quotes Augustine as saying that, while he thinks the ideal form or phantasm of
the body in the mind is greater than that form as present in matter, he does not “dare”
to judge whether the idea or form of the thing in the mind is greater than intelligible
things in themselves (Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 236). Here it js obvious that Augustine
thinks of intelligible things as having a real existence cxternal to the mind which thinks
or intelligises them. As Augustine normally opposes the transformation of matter into
spirit, his views arc somewhar confused.

32 Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 236, .

33 The distinction berween intelligibles and intellectuals is found in Porphyry and Victorinus.
On the nature of the soul (psyche) as intellectual (roeros) since it comes from ingelleer
{nous}, scc Plotinus, Ennced V.1.3, In M. Atkinson, Plotinus. Ennead V.1 On the Three
Principal Hypastases (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 183), p. xxxvi. Eriugena would
have known it from Augustine’s De Genesi ad litterans XIx.21; see P. Agaéssc and A,
Solignac (eds.), La Genése au sens littéral en dowze livres (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1972},
p- 360. Augustine is discussing the nature of intellectual vision. For him intelligibles are
things (res} grasped by the mind. Intellectuals are themselves minds (mentes). Augustine
wonders whether there exist intelligibles which are not at the same time intellectuals, He
is following Plotinus in absorbing the intellectual objects into the intcllect itself. Eri-
ugena’s approach is slightly different, though the conclusion is roughty the same.
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was not always maintained, however. Augustine believes that ail
intellectuals are intelligible, but he is not sure if the inverse is true.
In his translation of Dionysius, Hilduin translates voepds as intelli-
gibilis, which he also uses for vom7és. Eriugena corrected this trans-
lation and opted for intellectualis for voepds and intelligibilis for vovyrés.
This distinction was later retained by John Saracenus in his trans-
lation of Dionysius. Eriugena considers the question only in one
place in the Periphyseon, which we shall examine shortly.

To return to the discussion, Alumnus has argued that what knows
is greater than what is known. He now continues: What defines is
greater than what is defined (I.485b). But the mind forms and the
object is formed; therefore, what forms must be greater than what
is formed. In fact, Eriugena, as we shall see, will go on to argue
that the arts and the mind form each other. In Book I, he classifies
“invisible” or intellectual natures into three kinds, and this classi-
fication (which in gencral has been ignored by commentators) is
crucial for his idealism. At Periphyscon 1.484d, he says that the “ge-
nus of invisibles” (genus invisibilium) (by which he means intellects
and their objects) can be divided as follows:

Those things which are understood and understand (quae intelliguntur et
intelligunt) ‘

Those things which are understood and do not understand {guae intelli-
guniur ¢t non intelligunt)

Those things which are ncither understood nor understand (quaedam ne-
que intelliguntur neque intelligunt)

No mention is made here of the missing fourth category — those
things which understand and are not understood (quac intelligunt et
non intelliguntur). Eriugena has not completely thought through his
map of the realm of intelligibles and intellectuals. But his account
does echo several Neoplatonic sources. His theory of intellectuals
and intelligibles comes ultimately from a fairly idealist passage in
Augustine’s De Genesi ad litteram.* Eriugena, as we have seen, ac-

34 Sec the study of J. Pépin, “Eléments pour une histoire de la relation entre Pintelligence
et ]’intcnigibic chez Platon ot dans le néoplatonismc,” Revue phﬂosaphique de la France el
de [étranger 81 (1956), pp. 55-60, and “Une Curicuse Déclaration idéaliste du De Genesi
ad litteram (XIL.x.21) et scs origines Plotiniennes (Ennt 5.3.1—g et Eun 5.5.1—2),” in Reuvue
d'histoire et de philosophic religicuses 34 (1954), pp. 373~400. Sce alse notes to Agadsse and
Solignac, Le Genése, pp. 566-8. Plotinus is dealing with the question of whether intellect
(nous) can know itsclf in the same way as it knows its contents, the intelligibles. The
intellect is 4 one-many (hen polla), and its objects arc both distinet and identical (V.3.10);
it therefore knows itself both as self-identity and as object.
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cepts the unity of knower and known. Every intelligible thing is
one with the intelligence (or intellectual being) which grasps it. Fur-
thermore, for Eriugena, every intelligible or knowable thing is ul-
timately a thing which intelligises or knows. There should be,
therefore, no known things which are not also knowers. Thus the
arts should actually have the power of knowing and be really mind.
In fact, everything is mind. In this classification in Book I, how-
ever, Eriugena does allow for things which “are understood but do
not understand” — in other words, intelligibles which are not also
intellectual beings, which seems to answer Augustine’s query in the
De Genesi.

We can understand the intelligibles which are not intellectuals as
specifically human concepts {nofitiae) of things, which do not them-
selves “understand” or contain anything else. They are pure mental
objects and are the elements of knowledge as they are contained in
the definitions of the arts. Understood mn this way, these intelligi-
bles are in fact the created things themselves. Are there also beings
which understand but are not understood (the missing fourth cat-
egory)? These would be minds which are themselves unintelligible.
Eriugena does not mention whether such beings exist, but he does
assert-that no being which does not know that it itself exists can
define either itself or another, so it is to be assumed that he does
not allow for the possibility of an unintelligible intellectual. Intel-
lectuals, however, do not know themselves in the same way as they
know other things. They cannot intelligise themselves completely;
rather intellectuals know intellectuals by a kind of not-knowing.
Augustine would have been in agreement here. For him, minds can
only be known by other minds. Eriugena will only be able to re-
solve this complexity by applying his method of negative dialectic,
as we shall see.

To return to the main argument, Alumnus wants to hold that
concepts are greater than the things of which they are the concepts,
and he also wants to hold with the general Neoplatonic principle
that the cause is greater than the effect and contains it. What then
1s the relation of the intellect to the arts which contain the ntellec-
tual concepts of things? Alumnus decides to become more precise
about the relation of the liberal arts to the mind. He introduced the
idea of a triad of mind-skill-discipline (mens, peritia, disciplina, IV .766¢).
The distinction between ars and disciplina echoes the Greek distine-
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tion between techne and epistémé. Cassiodorus had already discussed
the distinction in his Institutiones 11.3.20, and it is also to be found
in Isidore’s Etymologiae 1.i.1—3. Eriugena had already made the dis-
tinction in the Asnuotationes (Lutz, p. 65 [60.3]), where he said that
the term ars, ““art,” derives from Greek work areté, meaning virtue.
The arts then are virtues (virtus) or powers of the mind. Alumnus
asks, Is the art contained in the skill or the discipline of the human
mind a potency or faculty of the mind, or is it an activity of the
mind?

Although the mind is essentially simple, it does naturally contain
a skill and a discipline which are one with it. These are not like
accidents in a substance, but are more like a trinity - three sub-
stances in one essence. Even though Alumnus says that a soul can
at one time be skilled and another time be unskilled, he finally ad-
mits that skill and discipline are innate in the mind, and it is through
skill and discipline that the mind is reformed (reformata) and brought
back to unity with God:

For although the mind secems to be born unskilled and unwise, an acci-
dental state resulting {rom transgression against the divine command by
forgetting itself and its Creator, vet by the rules of learning it is formed
again (reformata) and can find (potest reperire} in itsclf its God, itself, its skill
and discipling, and everything which naturally subsists in it, for it is en-
lightened (illuminatd) by the grace of its Redeemer. (IV.767¢c; Uhlfelder's
translation, pp. 238-g)

Thus, instead of being like accidents related to a substance, as the
arts had earlier been understood in Book I, they are now thought
of as substances (hypostases} in one essence (ousia), and as all standing
on the same epistemological and ontological levels.

The related problems of (1) whether the mind understands the
arts or is understood by them and (2) which is higher, the mind,
its faculties, or its objects are resolved along trinitarian lines (IV.767¢—
d). The mind, skill, and the arts form a trinity in which each aspect
15 co-natural and co-cternal with the others. They are three hypos-
tases In one essence. Therefore, although Eriugena normally talks
of the functions of the mind in terms of a descending hierarchy, he
now recognises that the mind should more correctly be viewed as
having a horizontal expansion through its skill and discipline and
that all three express the intellect in its highest form. Furthermore,



206 John Scottus Eriugena

the mind, skill, and discipline know that they are but not what they
are; otherwise they would contain or circumscribe each other.

Do the arts then form the mind or are they formed by the mind?
Eriugena — in the personage of Alumnus ~ would originally have
said that the arts (since they are known by the mind but are not,
he assumes, in themselves intelligences) are below the mind. Au-
gustine, however, had placed the arts higher than the mind. Now
Eriugena argues that they are one with the mind and co-natural with
it, neither above nor below. Furthermore, the arts themselves are
made into intellectual agents, not just passive intelligible objects.
This is an extraordinary concept, based on Eriugena’s idea of the
meaning of comprehension or containment. Since the arts contain the
knowledge of all things, they can be said to comprehend that
knowledge. The arts are like minds in that they are able to com-
prehend and organise knowledge. Now Eriugena makes these arts
co-natural with the mind itself, and argues that just as the human
mind understands the arts so also the arts understand the mind!
(Though he is careful here to take the word “understand” in a less
circumscriptive manner.) “Then mind intellectually comprehends
(intelligify both its skill and the arts, and is intellectually compre-
hended (intelligitur) both by the one and by the other, though not
as to what it is, but as to the fact that it is (non quid, sed quia est).
For otherwise the Trinity would not be co-essential and co-equal”
(IV.767d; Sheldon-Williams’s translation; sec also Uhlfelder, p. 239).
Eriugena goes on to ask whether this trinity of mind, skill, and arts
forms itself or is itself formed by another higher being. The answer
Is important:

If the Catholic faith did not persuade me that there is a Higher Nature by
which this trinity is established, formed (formatur), and understood, and if
truth did not confirm the teaching, perhaps I would not be rash in an-
swering that it is formed by itself {a seipsa formari) or surely that it is an
archetypal form (forma principalis). But now since there is a Higher Nature
from which all things are formed and begin to be formed (ex gua omnia
formantur, incipiunt formari), and turning to which all things that are or can
be turned toward it are formed, I do not doubt that the trinity of mind is
formed by that same Nature. (IV.768a; Uhifelder’s translation, p. 239; my
emphasis)

Eriugena always maintains that only the divine mind has true
knowledge of the human mind. In fact, as we shall see, he later
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modifies even this to say that God knows human minds in the same
way as God knows Himself, or as human minds know each other,
namely, as existences only, knowing that they are, not what they
are. But Eriugena is saying here that he would accept that the hu-
man mind forms itself — if we take no account of the reference
to God — that is, that the human mind by coming to know itself,
creates itself. Intellect for Eringena always precedes being; self-
knowing is always higher than knowing simpliciter.

The arts are conceived of by Eriugena as ultimately identical with
the unchanging ideas in the divine mind, but they are also habits,
faculties, or powers of the human mind, so they provide a kind of
intermediary between the human mind and God, and also between
the mind and its own self-knowledge. The mind, when it knows
the arts, knows itself in the kind of intellectual recognition by which
minds know cach other. In knowing the arts, the human mind is
able to have access to the divine ideas and through them comes to
know its own true (i.¢., ideal) nature. As this process continucs, the
human mind is able to grasp itself as an idea in God’s mind just like
the other ideas. In fact, it can see itself in any or all of the divine
ideas. For it itself is both an idea in the divine mind and one with
all the ideas of all things, since man is the officina omnium, and, what
amounts to the same thing, perfect man is Christ, who is the idea
of all things. Eriugena then abandons the idea that man’s ideas, in
the human, limited sense {notitiae), are in any way different from
the eternal ideas (notiones) of the arts. Furthermore, things them-
selves are not different from their being known, so ultimately there
is no difference among, for example, the real individual man, that
man’s tdea of himself, and God’s idea of that man.

Eriugena has now clarified the meaning of man’s self-knowledge.
His concept of self-knowledge is closer to Hegel’s than to that of
Descartes. It involves not just immediate self-certainty of its own
existence but also mediated intersubjective self-definition, whereby

35 Like Hegel's “reciprocal recognition” which emerges from the master—slave relation; see
the Phenomenclogy of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 197¢), p. 112:
“Each is for the other the middle term, through which each mediates itself with itself and
unites with itself; and each is for itsclf, and for the other, an immediate being on its own
account, which at the same time is such only through this mediztion. They recognisc them-
sclves as mutually recognising one another (sie anerkennen sich als gegenseitig sich anerben-
rend).” Sce also G, W, F. Hegel, Phanonienologic des Geistes (Frankfurt: Subrkamp, 1973),
p. 147.
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the mind grasps its essential relation with the Trinity, and also its
own infinite nature in a knowing which is essentially negative in
kind. The strict separation between human and divine mind which
appears in Augustine and Aquinas has been overcome. What mat-
ters for Eriugena is the infinite dimension of what is intelligible and
the fact that this intelligibility is not other than the intellectual mo-
tion itself.

To have knowledge of anything is to be able to circumscribe it
or contain it, and this is done through knowing the definition or
boundaries of the thing. Man can define all things and as a result
he must be able to define himself. Since he contains all things and
himself, however, he is infinite and unlimited and, strictly speaking,
has no boundaries. Therefore, man is uncircumscribed, and it must
also be true that he therefore cannot be defined. This opens up Er-
mgena’s negative dialectic. Man can be said to both know himself
and not know himself. By knowing himself, he produces or creates
the idea of himself, but higher than that is the not-knowing by which
he remains in an undisturbed infinity above the mind and its man-
ifestations.

The mind can see itself as perfect, although it sees itself not in
itself but in another (God). By seeing itself in the Other, it is also
able to grasp the other of itself, as well as the otherness of its own
self. This is the complicated dialectical message of self-knowledge
and ignorance which Eriugena is trying to portray in the limited
language of the liberal arts tradition. If the mind produced the arts,
then the mind would be productive of its own idea of itself and
thus would be causa sui. This would also mean, however, that the
truth of the mind was immanent in itself, and this in turn would
immanentise the human mind. But the human mind is self-
transcendent. Man must be able then to say that his idea is really
above himself in the mind of God. Eriugena cannot satisfactorily
resolve this problematic play of immanence and transcendence without
importing the tradition of negative theology.

The definition of human being

On the basis of the understanding of the arts and the manner in
which they are enfolded in dialectic, Eriugena is able to say that
dialectic contains the knowledge of all things and especially their
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definitions. As we have seen, dialectic is, after all, the science which
collects and arranges definitions according to a definite order. It
therefore must contain the definition of human nature, which is one
of the entities in creation. At this point in Book IV (768b), Eriugena

offers the definition that human nature is an idea, eternally made,
in the mind of God:

NUTRITOR: Do you think that the human mind is one thing and that the
idea of it in the mind of the Onc who forms and knows it is something
else?

ALUMNUS: Far from it. [ rather understand that the substance of man as
2 whole is simply the idea of him in the mind of the Artificer who knew
all things in Himself before they were made. The knowledge itself is the
true and only substance of things known, since in it they subsist perfectly
made, cternally and changelessty.

NUTRITOR: We can therefore define man as follows: Man is a certain in-
tellectual idea eternally made in the Divine Mind. (Uhlfelder’s translation,

PP- 239—40)
At other points, however, Eriugena denies that human nature
can define itself or the nature of angelic being. In fact, no self-

-consciousness can define itself, for then it would be able to circum-

scribe and transcend itself.

In Book I Eriugena says, “My opinion is that they can neither
define themselves nor each other. For if man defines himself or the
angel, he is greater (maior) than himself or the angel. For that which
defines is greater than that which is defined (maius enim est quod dif-
finit quam quod diffinitur)” (1.485a—b; Sheldon-Williams’s translation).
He repeats this in several places: What defines is greater than what
is defined and encompasses it. Having said that humans can define
neither each other nor angels (nor God), however, he goes on in
Book 1V to offer two definitions of human nature. The first is the
standard one by which man is defined as a rational animal. But he
gives a second, based on the imago Dei notion: “We can therefore
define man as follows: Man is a certain intellectual idea (notio) cter-
nally made in the Divine Mind” (IV.768b; Uhlfelder’s translation,
p- 240). How can these conflicting statements be reconciled? Eri-
ugena regards as absolute his principle that what defines is greater
than what is defined. Furthermore, what understands is greater than
what is understood. But he also believes that what understands is
productive or creative of what is understood. Thus he speaks in
Book I of the mind, begetting its self-knowledge from itself:



210 John Scottus Eviugena

For the mind begets the knowledge of itself (notitia sui) and from it pro-
ceeds the love of itself and of the knowledge of itself, by which itself and
its knowledge of itself arc united. And although the love itself proceeds
from the mind through (the mind’s) knowledge of itself, yet (it is) not the
knowledge itself (which is) the cause of the love, but the mind itself, from
which the love begins to be cven before the mind itself arrives at perfect
knowledge of iwself. For the mind already loves to know itself {se ipsam
cognoscere) before it brings forth from itself ike an offspring (veluti prolem
suam) the knowledge of itself. (Il.610b—c; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)®

In terms of the concept of self~-knowledge, then, he would accept
the idealist reading of ergo in the cogito ergo sum as having inferential
and causal force. The consciousness of self is the cause of the self’s
existence. Mind or absolute freedom stands higher than existence.
In so far as this is true, it 15 possible to say that the mind defines
itself. But in reality it is its oneness with the divine mind which 1s
the cause of itself, and this oneness is an impenetrable darkness and
infinite non-being, which in no way can be defined or circum-
scribed. Therefore man cannot be defmed in terms of this quiddity,
since strictly speaking, he has no essence or he is all essences. The
only kind of knowledge the mind can have of itself is the kind of
knowing whereby the mind, its skill, and discipline contemplate
each other and realise that they are all one. Eriugena’s understanding
of self-knowledge then involves a harmonious dwelling together and
mutual intellectual recognition of the self in its dual moments of
infinite darkness and manifest nature.

Eriugena does not see the mind knowing itself in some form of
private introspection. Rather it knows itself as idea, as a universal,
and knows all beings as itself.* The meaning of self-knowing is
multiple. Man knows himself and can define himself as he appears
in the effects, and in space-time, but he does not know himself ex-
cept by a form of non-knowing as he appears in the causes and in
God Himself. At this highest level, individuals are not other than

36 The terms of this discussion arc Augustinian (scc the first section of this chapter) and
ultirnately Platonic, since Socrates in the Sympesivm understands man's nature as eros. For
Eriugena, the mind is seen as a dynamic drive or eres which brings itself from non-being
into being, from ignorance to sclf-knowledge.

Hegel similarly understands the relationship between particular and universal in man’s
knowledge of himself as Absolute Spirit. Eriugena’s concept of sclf-knowledge is very
similar to that found in German idealism, as Huber and Christlieh correctly maintained,
Thus at [V.776d Eriugena says there is one general knowledge of all men in the causcs,
whereas in the effects cach knows his own private sclf,

~r
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cach other. Human minds come together when they do not seek to
impose definitions on each other, but understand each other’s ex-
istence in a mutual form of non-dominating knowing or ignorance,
which leads to the highest wisdom and deification. Human minds
have their ground and origin and their highest dwelling in the form-
less non-being before being. This is clearly similar to Eckhart’s view
that the mind in its purest form is unmixed with anything and is
separate from all the things it knows, such that it can be said to be
nothing: “If the intellect therefore, in so far as it is intellect, is noth-
ing, it follows that neither is understanding an existence.”® In this
chapter T have clearly demonstrated how Eriugena makes use of the
arts and dialectic to develop a complicated idealist theory of self-
knowledge. We must now go on to examine more thoroughly his
understanding of the meaning of non-being.

38 See A. Maurer, Meister Eckhart: Parisian Questions and Prologues {Toronto: Pontifical In-
stitute of Medicval Studics, 1974), p. 51. Sce also, Li¥, vol. 1, pp. 270, 313~14.

’



II

THE MEANING OF NON-BEING

In this chapter we shall examine Eriugena’s complicated doctrine of
the meaning of non-being (#on esse) or nothingness (nikil) in order
to prepare the way for an understanding of the meaning of nature.
Erugena extends the concept of non-being to include God, man,
and cosmos in their pure {or “uncreated”) state, and views this non-
being as the infinite nothingness, which is more primordial than the
procession of creatures into their causes and effects. Eriugena’s phi-
losophy is not being-centred, but has a complicated theory of the
relativity of all being and non-being, and of an Ultimate which lies
beyond both being and non-being. Eriugena makes the being of
creatures subordinate to their being known or intelligised in the theo-
riae of infimite subjectivity. But he goes further in arguing that in-
finite subjectivity is itself to be understood as non-being. The four
forms of nature can only be understood when their relationship to
this non-being is explained.

The Latin background to the concept of non-being

Eriugena first discussed non-being in De praedestinatione {395a ff.},
where he argued that evil 1s to be understood as non-being and
therefore it is neither created by God nor known to Him. He de-
velops this argument further in the Periphyseon at HL.596a—b, for ex-
ample, where he argues that God’s nature is simple and does not
know evil; or at V.gz6a, where he says that God cannot be said to
know the wickedness of angels or men. Of course, the Latin source
of this assessment of evil is undoubtedly Augustinian.” For Augus-

1 Sce G. Evans, Augustine on Evil {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982). Eri-
ugena also found this view of evil as non-being In the writings of Dionysius, {e.g., Divine
Nawes TV.19.716d and IV.32.7324d), whom he cites in this regard at V.g34b. Dienysius
actually removes evil from the realm of being and non-being: “It has z greater nonex-
istence and otherness from the Good than nonbeing has™ (716d, Luibhéid translaton,
Pseudo-Diontysius: The Complete Works [New York: Paulist Press, 1987, p.85). AtlV.32.7324,
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tine evil cannot be a substance,” but implies a tendency towards
non-being in creatures, a falling away from the Supreme Being due
to mutability. (See, for example, Contra Julianum 1 Chapter ¢, 43;
PL XLIV.671.) Augustine also regards creatures in their being as
creatures as mere nothingness, as Eriugena and later Eckhart aiso hold.
Thus Eriugena says at I11.646b that every creature considered in it-
self is nothing, and he cites a passage from Augustine’s Confessions
(VIL11) which states that creatures are neither entirely being (sec
omnino esse) nor entirely non-being (rec omnino non esse).® In the De
immortalitate animae VIL. 12, Augustine says that every defect is a ten-
dency towards nothing. In general, Augustine sees the corruptibility
of all creatures as due to their genesis from nothing, and he believes
all creatures have an innate “desire” to return to nothing, unless
they arc sustained by their Creator. Thus, in the Confessions XI1.11.14,
he says that bodies may get small but will never fall away into noth-
ingness, on their own. It is not hard to find other references to non-
being in the work of Augustine.* For example, in De magistro, Chapter
7, Augustine discusses the meaning of nihil and is uncertain as to
whether it signifies something or nothing. He wants to say that all
signs signify objective realities, but that nothing does not signify an
objective reality. Perhaps, Augustine suggests, it signifies a state of
mind, for example, when the mind does not find what it wants.
Another important source of Augustine’s thought about non-being
is found in his writings on matter. At Periphyseon 11.546d Eriugena
quotes Augustine’s statement that the “formless is next (prope) to

he says that evil is “unfounded, uncaused, indeterminate, unbern, inert, powerless, dis-
ordéred. It is errant, indefinite, dark, insubstanzial, never in itself possessed of any exis-
tence” (Luibhéid trans., p. 94). Anselm later will arguc that evil is not a reakity; scc alse
Aquinas’s discussion of the question whether God knows cvil in ST [.q.14. Aquinas (in
contrast to Eriugena) says that God does know cvil but that He knows It through the
good “just as darkness is known through knowing light.”
See Confessions V.10 and VILs, where he argucs against the Manichaean view that cvil is
a reality by invoking Neoplatonic arguments.
Augustine’s reference to the creature as a mere nothingness has not been given sufficicnt
attention by his commentators, though it is obviousty 2 jess radical formukation than that
of Eriugena or Eckhart. On Eckhart’s teaching that the creature is nothingness, see R.
Schiirmann, Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopher (Bloomington: Indiana Unjversity Press,
1978}, pp. 85—6, and the scrmon Omee datum optimum (DW 1} and zlso the Parisian Ques-
tions. Sec also the Bull condemning Eckhart, In agro Dominico articie 26, which singles
out this teaching for explicit condemnation. For a discussion of Eckhart’s meaning, see
E. Colledge and B. McGinn {eds.), Meister Eckhart: The Essential Sermons, Commentaries,
Treatiscs, and Deferice (Ramscy, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1981), p. 33.
4 See E. Zum Brunn, Le Dilemme de Uétre et du non étre chez saint Augustin (Paris: Erudes
Augustinicnnes, 196g).

LN

Lo%)



214 John Scottus Eriugena

nothing.” Augustine also discusses non-being in his account of the
nature of creation. Augustine was most concerned to defend the
Christian concept of ex uihilo creation against the attacks of the
Manichaeans and others and frequently explains what is meant by
“nothing”™ in this phrase.®

Eriugena, therefore, could already have found the basis for his
speculations on non-being in Augustine, although he needed to turn
to the Greeks for the hermeneutical principles he required in order
to read these Augustinian passages in the light of his own philo-
sophical interest in developing a comprehensive meontology.

Eriugena may also have had contact with other Latin discussions
of non-being — notably, Boethius’s Opuscula sacra and the remark-
able works of Marius Victorinus, his Ad Candidum Arrianum (c.
A.D.359) in particular. Eriugena had read the Contra Eutychen et Nes-
torium of Boethius and had found there a discussion of nature in
which it is remarked that “nothing™ signifies something, but it does
not stand for a “nature.” This passage had already been utilised by
Ratramnus in his controversy on the nature of the soul, and Eri-
ugena must have been influenced by it.

Like the later Greek Platonists, Marius Victorinus has 2 remark-
ably complicated hierarchy of meanings of non-being and distin-
guishes between genuine and relative non-being.® There are close

5 On Augustine’s discussion of non-being in relation to creation, see the excellent disser-
tation by Christopher }. O'Toole, The Philosophy of Creation in the Writings of Angustine
{Washington, .C.: Catholic University of Amecrica Press, 1g44). ' Tocle explores the
consequences of Augustine’s view that all created beings exhibit their createdness, or cry
out, as Augustine says, Deus me fecit (Ennarrationes in Psalmos XX Vi PL XXXVI.2z05-6,
and also in the Confessions).

6 P. Hadot and P. Henry (eds.}, Marius Victorinus. Traités théologiques sur la Trinité, 2 vols.,
SC nos. 68, 6g (Paris: CERF, 1960), vol. 1, p. 136. On Marius Victorinus’s concept of
non-being, see P. Hadot, Porphyre ot Victorinus (Panis: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1968}, pp.
167-175. Sec also G. Piemonte, “L’Expression quae sunt of quac non sunf: Jean Scot et
Marius Victorinus,” in G. H. Allard {ed.), Jeam Scot écrivain (Montreal: Institut d’Etudes
Médiévales, 1986), pp. 81—113. Marius sces non-being divided according to four modes:
negation, the nature of the other (secundum naturam alterins), as potential being, and as
transcendent non-being. The opposition between absolute non-being and relative non-
being goes back to the Sephist 236¢ ff. and to Aristotle’s Physics 1.3.187a. The problem
in the Sophist is the problem of the being of non-being (to mié on cinai, v uf dv €lven).
The text talks about medamés on (umdopds v, by no means being), which Mador takes
to be equivalent to the haplds mé on (AwA®S pA Ov, simply non-being) of Aristotle, which
is contrasted with particular non-being (me on ti, i dv 7). For a different account of
non-being in Plato sce D. Wiggins, “Sentence Meaning, Negation and Plato’s Problem
of Non-Being,” in G. Vlastos {ed.}, Plata: A Collection of Critical Essays, vol. 1 (New
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verbal parallels between his esse, non vere esse, non vere non esse, and
#non esse (which he in turn had found in Porphyry, in a text which
1s now lost but which may have been Porphyry’s commentary on
Plato’s Sophisty and Eriugena’s similar arrangement in Periphyseon
Il.546c—d. Victorinus does speak of ea quae sunt et ea quae non sunt,
he says that the Son comes from those things which are not (ab his
quae non sunty and goes on to explain four ways in which a thing
can be said not to be. Things are not, according to (1) iuxta nega-
tionem, which includes privation; (2} fuxta alterius ad aliud naturam;
(3) iuxta nondum esse, quod futurum est et potest esse; and (4) iuxta quod
supra omnia qude sunt, est esse or iuxta super omnia {Ad Candidum Ar-
rianum 4.1~3 [1021c—T10222]). These divisions of non-being are very
close to Eriugena’s fivefold classification, and it is extremely likely
that Eriugena took his system from the late Roman senator and con-
vert to Christianity, Marius Victorinus.

With regard to Carolingian authors, it is possible that Eriugena
knew the ninth-century Latin work of Fredegisus entitled Epistola
de nihilo et tencbris, which argued that the term “nothing” must ac-
tually stand for something, since all meaningful terms signify some-
thing, as we know Augustine also believed. Since, furthermore, all
created things are said to be made from nothing, Fredegisus argued,
nothing must signify something great indeed. Fredegisus concludes
his letter without actually identifying this “great” non-being with
God Himself, as Eriugena explicitly does, but there is no doubt that
his work is pointing in that direction. It is clear from this text from
Alcuin’s Circle that the problem of non-being was a living issuc in
Carolingian philosophical and theological debates.

The Greek Neoplatonist view of non-being

Eriugena discussed non-being in the De praedestinatione, as we have
seen, but his interest in non-being increased markedly after his read-
ing of Dionysius and the Greeks. The topic was given such detailed
treatment in the Periphyseon (I11.634a-6g0b) that one leading critic

York: Doubleday, 1971), pp. 268~303, and the essay in the same volume by G. E. Owen,
Pp. 223-67. Eriugena reproduces Marius’s categorisation of non-being without indicating
his source; an extant MS of the Ad Candidum (Bamberg Patr. 46 [(3. V1.32]) circulated in
the ninth century, and may have Eriugena’s handwriting on it.
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of Neoplatonism, Trouillard, even suggested that Eriugena remn-
vented Plato’s Parmenides!”

Although Augustine and the Latins discussed the topic at some
length, as we have seen, they were not nearly as adventurous as the
Greck Platonists, who made it a major point of analysis. The con-
cept of non-being, for them, was a2 way of gaining access to tran-
scendence and specifically to the transcendence of God or the One.
As Wolfson has shown, the tradition of negative theology, which
prefers negative to affirmative terms for the divine being, was firmly
established by the fourth century, when the Cappadocians in their
writings had already recognised that non-being was one of the names
of God.*

Nowhere did this receive a more emphatic treatment than in The
Divine Names, Chapter V, and Mystical Theology of Dionysius, large
sections of which are devoted to discussion of the applicability of
the term “‘being’’ to God. Dionysius denies that affirmations and
negations apply to God. God is beyond being, beyond non-being,
beyond existence (Mystical Theology V.1048a): “It is beyond asser-
tion and denial.” God’s transcendence above all speech is affirmed,;
He is the non-being beyond being. Furthermore, the Cappadocian
Gregory of Nyssa identifies the nihil out of which this world is cre-
ated with God Himself in His superessential non-being, and Eri-
ugena enthusiastically accepted this view. Augustine, on the other
hand, was careful to distinguish God from creation, such that he
could talk about the world as made from God (a Deo), which for
him did not mean made out of God {(de Deo), a position Aquinas
later took also.”

7 See ]. Trouillard, “Le Parmenide de Platon et son interprétation néoplatonicienne,” in Re-
vue de théologie et de philosophic 23 (1973}, pp- 83~100. Of course, Plaro’s Parmenides may
actuatly have been the source of some of Dionysius’s speculations in this regard. See E.
Corsini, I! trattate De divinis nominibus deile Pseudo-Dionigi e i commenti neoplatonici al Par-
menide (Turin: Giappichelli, 1962}, which argues that Dionysius is applying terms to God
which are found in the dialogue Parmenides. S. Gersh has a similar analysis in his From
lamblichus to Erfugena (Leiden: Brill, 1978}

8 Sce H. A. Wolfson, “The Identification of ex nikile with Emanation in Gregory of Nyssa,”
reprinted in his Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion {Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1973), pp. 1g9—221. As carly as the second century A.D. Albinus had
said rthat the attributes of God do not define His sature but are merc names. Albinus
developed a form of negative theology by the removal of attributes (kat’aphairesin) from
God. Sce . Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London: Duckworth, 1977), pp. 284-3.

9 For Augustine creatures arc from God bat not of God (ab illo sed non de illo). Sec, for
example, the Contra secundium Manichaeum L5 {PL XLI1.583), and O'Toole, The Philesophy
of Creation in the Writings of Augustine.
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Eriugena was obviously well read in both the Greck and Latin
discussions of the concept of non-being and nothingness. The Latin
tradition generally emphasised the privative interpretation of non-
being, stressing that non-being implies absence and z lack of being,
but the Greeks in general were more affirmative in their concept of
non-being and preferred to think of it in terms of superessentiality,
that is, transcendence of being and knowing.™ As usual, Eriugena
secks to mediate between these two positions, not by finding a mid-
dle ground but by vigorously arguing for both interpretations: Non-
being can be understood cither privatively or in a supereminent
manner. Nihil means either nihil per privationem or nikil per excellen-
tiam. In fact, Eriugena will go so far as to argue that all things can
be thought of as nothingness in one form or another: God, the pri-
mary causes, corporeal things, matter, are all species of non-being,
depending on the viewpoint of the inquirer, as we shall see.”™ Eri-
ugena develops a most radical and complex meontology out of this
discussion of non-being, which we must now examine in detail.

51

The five modes of being and non-being

The Periphyseon begins with a radical claim (I.44712): Nature can be
defined to include all things which arc (ea quae sunf) and all things
which are not (ea quae non sunf) — being and non-being. Eriugena
states this frequently in the Periplyseon, but he repeats it in the Ex-
positiones, the Homilia, and also his later florilegia, so it is one of the
key notions identifying his influence on later thinkers. As we have
already seen, the phrase ca quae sunt et ea quae non sunt appeared
earlier in Marius Victorinus. The Greek phrase kai panta ouk onta
kai onta (kat wavTa odk Svre kal ovra), all things that are and are

10 The concept of non-being above being is said by P. Hadot in Porphyre of Vidtorinus (Paris:
Ftudes Augustiniennes, 1968) to be traceable to Speusippus and is found in famblichus
and Porphyry as to hyper to on mé on.

11 Comparce Aristotie’s statement in Mefaphysics XIV. 2 108gaz6: “"For non-being too has many
scnses just as being has.” It can signify what is falsc, what is potential, non-being in the
scnse of any of the categories, or absolute non-being. Sec also Aristotle, Physics 1.3.186b—
7a. The concept of non-being as above being may have come from Speusippus, but it is
found clearly stated in Porphyry; see P. Hadot, Porphyre et Vicorinus, p. 168. Proclus
(Commentarius in Parmenidem: pars ultima adhuc inedita, interprete Guillelmo de Moerbeke, cd.
R. Klibansky, C. Labowsky, and E. Anscombe [London: Waring Institute, 1973}, p. 44.14-
1g) lists four levels of non-being: absclute non-being, engendered non-being, non-being
according to the nature of the other, and the One considered as non-being — a categor-
jzation similar to that of Porphyry and Marius and which is also in Eriugena.
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not, appears in Dionysius’s Mystical Theology 1 (PG IH.g9g7b}, and

is an obvious source for Eriugena’s conception of a totality of things -

which are and are not. Eriugena translates this phrase as et omne non
ens et ens (PL CXXII, 11733), “both every being and non-being.”
Ertugena goes on in the Periphyseon to divide nature in terms of its
relation to the concept of creation, producing the fourfold division
of nature (which we shall examine in Chapter 12). But then he re-
turns to discussing the manner in which the concepts of beingiand
non-being can be interpreted. Eriugena’s remarks here are original
and radical and are deeply subversive of the metaphysical tenet of
the primacy of being. Rather than take substantial being as the fun-
damental and absolute bedrock of nature, he argues that being must
be understood in perspectival or relative terms; sometimes being comes
out as greater than non-being, and sometimes it is the other way
round. It all depends on the viewpoint of the inquirer and his po-
sition on the scale of being. The relative ways of understanding being
and non-being are in fact Eriugena’s attempt to work out the “anal-
ogy’ of being in a non-Aristotelian manner. But to think of them
as merely an unsuccessful Platonic theory of analogy is to reduce
Eriugena’s structures to Aristotelian categories, whereas our inter-
pretation seeks to understand Eriugena in his own terms and to show
the originality and coherence of his own intention.

Eriugena offers a number of ways of reading the relationship be-
tween being and non-being, which he entitles modi, modes of being
and non-being. He initially outlines five (quingue) modes, but says
that there are others which could be found with deeper research
(I.4464a). The word quingue may in fact be an addition or emendation
to the manuscript, possibly in Eriugena’s hand. In any event the
exact number of modes is not especially significant.

The first mode. The first mode is given special priority; calle ‘__;'ari—
mus and summus (1.443¢), it is perhaps the most commonly found
mode in the Periphyseon. This mode separates things which are com-
prehensible to sense and intellect from those which are beyond all
human understanding and clude the grasp of the mind:

Of these modes the first seems to be that by means of which reason con-
vinces us that all things which fall within the perception of bodily sense
or (within the grasp of) intelligence are truly and reasonably said to be,
but that those which because of the excellence (per excellentiam) of their
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nature clude not only all sense but also all intellect and reason rightly scem
not to be. (Periphyseon 1.4432a; Sheldon-Witliams’s translation)

Eriugena s here giving ontological primacy to that which is grasped
by the human mind. Whatever the human mind determines as ex-
istent has being, and whatever it does not grasp is non-being. In
other words, being is determined by epistemological criteria. It is clear
that this could be interpreted in an idealist manner to mean that the
mind is the arbiter of being, but in this case Eriugena claims that
those things which in this classification are called non-being are in
fact higher than being, by reason of their excellence (per excellentiam
suae naturae, 1.443a). Thus God and the reasons and essences of all
things are among the non-beings. (To this list 1s added “matter™ by
a later scribe — possibly completely altering the meaning of the pas-
sage, as I have already discussed in Chapter 5). In fact, in this first
division, Eriugena quotes Dionysius’s Celestial Hierarchy IV.1 (PG.
1L 177d) on the superessential nature of God, 70 y&p elvan wévTov
éotiv Mumep 7O €lvan Bedrms (fo gar einai panton esiin he hyper to
einai theotés). This 1s a favourite phrase of Eriugena’s, which he
translates as esse enim omnium est superesse divinitas {1.443b), “the being
of all things is the divinity above being.” He excludes absolute non-
being (haplos mé on) from the division of things in this mode: “For
how can that which absolutely is not, and cannot be, and which
does not surpass the inteliect because of the pre-eminence of its ex-
istence, be included in the division of things” (Periphyseon l.s43c;
Sheldon-Williams’s translation).

This first mode is completely in line with the normal Greek neg-
ative theological understanding. In this moede God is not any of the
things that are. The things that are, are graspable by the mind; God
1s not intelligible to the mind and hence is not. Eriugena, of course,
emphasises that it is the mind which gives things their being, but
it cannot give God being because God transcends the mind. We are
here dealing with God as nihil per excellentiam, but Eriugena has some
things to say about privation in this mode also. Let us briefly ex-
amine his understanding of this concept.

The meaning of privation. In an addition to the Rheims manuscript,
Eriugena has added a qualification to this first mode of being and
non-being by introducing the concepts of absence (absentia) and pri-
vation {privatio). Eriugena is aware of the logical concept of pri-
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vation, but he does not distinguish it from absence simpliciter or from
opposition (oppositio).” Eriugena was aware of the meaning of pri-
vation from his readings in Latin logic {and refers to it in De prae-
destinatione), but he goes farther than his sources and at times at-
tempts to give privative forms some ontological foundation, or rather,
he gives these forms a place in his complex “meontology.” Al-
though privation indicates non-being, it does not indicate complete
non-being: Concepts like hell, the visions of the damned, and the
evil will are all forms of nothingness. Privation can mean total ab-
sence of form, quality, or characteristic, or it can mean privation
or “remotion” (remotio) in the sense of missing sometling which is
normally or essentially there. Eriugena considers the possibility that
some people will give some intermediate form of relative being to
privation:

Unless perhaps someone should say that the absences and privations of
things that exist are themselves not altogether nothing, but are implied by
some strange natural virtue (virtus) of those things of which they are the
privations (privatio) and absences (absentia) and opposites (eppositio), so as
to have some kind of existence. (Periphyseon 1. 443¢~d; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)

Eriugena is satisfied to allow this as a possibility, and it does not
seem to worry him unduly. Later at Book II1.686b, he says that
privations presuppose existence and therefore the world cannot have
come into being from privation. (e will use this to argue that ex
nihilo does not mean “from privation.”) In an addition to the Rheims
manuscript in Erlugena’s supposed handwriting at 111.634d, Nutri-
tor asks, “How could there be privation before there is possession

12 Sce Sheldon-Williams, Periphyseon, vol. 1, pp. 223—4 n. 21. In Book 1Il Eriugena talks
of death as the privation of life. See also H. A. Walfson, “The Identification of ex nihilo
with Emanation in Gregory of Nyssa.” Anstotle has two accounts of privation (steresis):
one in the Physics, and another in the Metaphysics, which do not fully agree with one
another. Aristotle - hike Eriugena — uscs steresis to mean absence of all form (Metaphysics
V.27.1022b31} as well as absence of something which is normally there, Aristotle actually
has two terms: sferésis and apophasis (negation). Eriugena translates ster@sis (Frépnois) as
negatio, but more often as privatio {¢.g., PL CXXIL1173b). He also translates apophasis
(awbédaois) as negatio — or even as repulsio {PL CXXIL.461b) or depulsio, c.g., PL
CXXIl.1041¢. Eriugena translates aphairésis (Gbonpflos) as ablatio (PL CX X1l 1374b}. At
times for Aristotle privation means that the opposite can be predicated of something,
while negation implies that the opposite cannot be predicated. The distinetion is not al-
ways clear; sec H. A. Wolfson, “Negative Autributes in the Church Pathers and in the
Gnostic Basilides,” in Harvard Theological Review 45 (1952}, pp. 115—30. Plotinus later
introduced a new term — remotion (aphairésis). Eriugena appears to use all three terms
indistinguishably.
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(habitus}? For there was no possession before all things that are re-
ceived the possession of subsistence (habitus subsistentiae).” Eringena
cannot quite clear up his mind about privation. Normally he says
that it implies an antecedent existence, yet he feels that privatives
may have a kind of non-being — like possibilities — which is at the
same time not absolutely nothing (omnine nihil). Nikil per privationem
is not the omnino nihil, though at times it can be reduced to it.

The second mode. The second mode of being and non-being is seen
“in the orders and differences of created natures” (I.444a), from the
intellectual powers or angels down to the lowest level of the irra-
tional creature, whereby if a level is said fo be, then the levels above
and below it are said net to be:

For an affirmation concerning the lower {order} is a negation concerning
the higher, and so too a negation concerning the lower {order} is an af-
firmation concerning the higher. . . . This however terminates [in] the
highest negation [upward]; for its negation confirms the existence of no
higher creature. . . . Downward on the other hand, the last (order) merely
[denies or confirms the one above it, because it has nothing below it which
it might cither take away or establish] since it is preceded by all the orders
higher than itself but precedes none that is lower than itself. (1.4442—c
Sheldon-Willams’s transiation)

This mode of division applies only to created being. Being and non-
being here are only to be applied within the framework of the hi-
erarchical orders of the created cosmos. Thus God and omnine nihil
are completely excluded from this division. It is in this sense that
God, under the rules of this mode, can be shown to be beyond
being and non-being. One very peculiar result is that, under the
rules of this mode, true non-being (emnino nihil} can also be said to
be beyond being and non-being — since it is outside the created uni-
verse as such — but Eriugena does not exploit this intriguing pos-
sibility here.

The main interest in this division at first sight appears typically
Neoplatonic. Eriugena seems to want to use it to establish an order
or hierarchy of bemg from highest to lowest, including the nine or-
ders of angels as well as all the rational levels of the soul, and its
irrational motions also {e.g., nutritive and reproductive powers).
But in fact, the normal Neoplatonic hierarchy is different. In typical
Neoplatonic terms each level “contains’ and also produces the level
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which is below it, in a manner which need not be strictly causal;
Dionysius, for example, uses the term hypostatés (in the sense of
“that which gives risc to” or, more litcrally, “that which is placed
below”; Eriugena translates this as subsistentia) for the level which
is higher, but certainly the higher is somehow responsible for the
lower. But in Eriugena’s version, when the lower world is affirmed,
the higher world in negated. Instead of being said to be more real,
the higher world is said not to be at all, if the lower world is as-
serted. Erfugena is applying the fruits of negative theology well be-
yond the restricted sphere it had in Dionysius and is extending it
to apply not only to God but also to created natures! In this scheme
every order or level of being can be said to both be and not be,
depending on which level of the order the viewer is on. This 15 a
crucially important mode of being and non-being, which 1s me-
mately wrapped up in Eriugena’s concept of negative dialectic and
which, when applied to the four divisions of nature, yields us the
truth about the metaphysical status of that division and overturns
the hierarchy of four levels.

The hierarchy of being and non-being, then, is not a straightfor-
ward chain of being from higher to lower, but actually is a kind of
“highlighting” or affirming of a particular entity as possessing being
to the exclusion of all other claimants:

Thus, the affirmation of “man” (I mcan man while still in his mortal
statc) is the negation of “angel,” while the negation of “man” is the af-
firmation of “angel” {and vice versa). For if man is a rational, mertal,
risible animal, then an angel is certainly neither a rational animal nor mor-
tal nor risible: likewise, if an angel is an essential intellectual motion about
God and the causes of things, then man is certainly not an essential intel-
lectual motion about God and the causes of things. (1. 444b; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)

This is a strong statement of the perspectival approach to being and
non-being and in fact places at risk the affirmative definition of man
as an intellectual idea in the mind of God, which we have already
discussed in detail in the preceding chapter. It is clear that this def-
inition is now seen to need a negative counterbalancing statement,
which denies the whole truth of the affirmative claim. As Eriugena
says:

It is also on these grounds that every order or intellectual creature is said
to be and not to be: it is in so far as it is known by the orders above 1t
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and by itself; but it is not in so far as it does not permit itself to be com-
prehended by the orders that are below it. (I.444c, Sheldon-Williams's
translation)

Thus once more in this mode, being 1s relative to being known;
ontology is made to depend on the epistemological framework.

The third mode. The third mode of being and non-being is based
on distinguishing actual from merely potential things. If things which
exist are said to be, then those things which are not yet in existence
are said not to be. Eriugena remarks that this 15 by human conven-
tion (humana consuetudine), and of course he could have found it in
Augustine or in Greek writers hke Maximus. Things which are still
caught up in the primary causes or, in one of Eriugena’s favourite
phrases, in the secret folds of nature (in secretis sinibus naturae) are
said not to be, while those things which exist are said to be. Eri-
ugena’s terminology for act and potency is variable (potestas, vis,
dynamisy, and here he speaks of potency as virtus (445b):"

Thus, since God in that first and one man whom He made in His image
established (constituerit) 2ll men at the same time, yet did not bring them
all at the same time into this visible world . . . those who aiready {are
becoming or) have become visibly manifest in the world are said to be,

while those who are as yet hidden, though destined to be, are said not to
be. (I.4452; Sheldon-Williams’s transiation)

This asserts that whereas 1n the primary causes things are not, they
do have being in the effects. It is clear that Eriugena 1s using this
mode to apply to created nature only (or those things which exist
in the visible world, as he says at L.444c¢). He further wants to dis-
tinguish this mode of division from the first one:

Between the first and third (mode) thete is this difference: the first (is found)
generically (generaliter) in all things which at the same time and once for
all have been made in (their) causes and effects; the third specifically (spe-
cialiter) in those which partly are still hidden in their causes, partly are
manifest in (their) effects, of which in particular the fabric of this world
is woven (contexitur). {I.445a—b; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

15 See, for example, Periphyscon I1.657¢, where Ertugena makes a distinction between vis
and potesias {or virtus). Talking about the intellectual numbers, he says that they have a
vis, whereby they cxist in the monad, and a virtus, by which they are able to come forth
from it. He makes a similar distinction between actus and opus. See Sheldon-Williams's
introduction to vol. 3, pp. 6—7. Eriugena also uses the term habitus for potency.
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This seems to make the third mode a species of the first (considered
as genus). In the first mode all created things accessible to the mind
and senses exist: in the third only created things, which have already
proceeded into their effects, are said to be. A curious result of this
classification is that the primary causes themsclves, along with their
rationes and essentize, do not exist on this criterion, since the only
existent things are those which have been carried through into the
effects and into space and time. This, in fact, makes the third mode
the opposite of the fifth. In the third mode the universal human
nature which has not proceeded into causes and effects is said not
to be, whereas in the fifth mode perfect human nature is said to be,
and the human nature which is conceived through sin in this world
is said not to be. Thus human nature can both be and net be, and
perfect human nature has an existence as possibility in the third mode,
but is an actuality according to the fifth. This is akin to Nicholas
of Cusa’s concept of God as actualised possibility (as discussed in
Chapter ¢)."

The fourth mode. The fourth mode is more Platonic in form, and
Eriugena indeed associates it with those he calls the philosophi. 1t
declares that only those things which are intellectual or intelligible
truly are, whereas things which involve change and mutation (or
perhaps are accessible only to the senses) are not. Thus any body
involved in generation, change, or the temporal world does not have
being in this mode. It is thus the opposite of the third mode. The
unchanging intelligible world, on the other hand, 1s truly real. The
framework is thoroughly Augustinian in its total separation of the
timeless world from the temporal wotld. At Book Il.561a, for ex-
ample, Eriugena develops this contrast between eternal true being
and temporal non-being, and explains that the temporal world “is
called new because it is not eternal and is therefore nothing.” This
mode is actually the opposite of the first mode, since in the first
mode both sensible and intellectual things truly are, while God and
the causes (or eternal changeless forms) are not, whereas in the fourth
mode these causes truly are and the sensible and sublunary world
is not. This fourth mode is also very idealist. In this mode those

14 See J. Hopkins, A Congise Introduction to the Philosophy of Nichelas of Cusa, znd ed. (Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1980), pp. 62-153.
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things are which are called idese and are contemplated by the in-
tellect. And Eriugena can be read as saying that in this mode the
being of things is their being known by the mind.

The fifth mode. The fifth mode stands apart from the others at first
reading, since it appears to refer to theological or moral rather than
ontological or metaphysical criteria. But — as with the fourth mode
— the framework 1s Augustinian and Eriugena is following his men-
tor in arguing that only well-being or being in the state of grace
can really be said to be, whereas fallen nature and entities stained
by sin are not. Of course, for Ertugena, this division applies only
to human beings (and to angels):

The fifth mode 1s that which reason observes only in human nature, which,
when through sin it rencunced the honour of the divine image in which
it was properly substantiated (substetit), deservedly lost its being and there-
fore is said not to be; but when, restored (restanrata) by the grace of the
only-begottenr: Son of God, it is brought back (reducitur) to the former con-
dition of its substance (ad pristinum suae substantiae statum) in which it was
made after the image of God, it begins to be, and in him who has been
made in the image of God begins to live. It is to this mode, it seems, that
the Apostle’s saying refers: “and He calls the things that are not as the
things that are.” (Periphyseon 1.445¢—d; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Eriugena can find a scriptural basis for his language of being and
non-being. He frequently quotes Romans 4.17, for example, at L.445¢c—
d, and later, in his Commentarius on Saint John at 304d. Marius Vie-
torinus also quotes this line of Paul’s in his Adversus Arrianum 1.17,
12—5 (ed. P. Henry and P. Hadot, vol. 1, p. 226). In the High Mid-
dle Ages, the phrase continued to be linked with the concept of non-
existent beings. Thus Aquinas uses it in his Summa theologica 1.14.9,
sed contra, as evidence that God has knowledge of non-beings.

To return to Eriugena, in this mode, therefore, the whole of this
created world, which has fallen with man, can be said not to be or
to be nothing, while the risen Christ and God are said to be. This
division is thus based on a contrast between the distinction between
perfect and present nature or between grace and nature. Eriugena
then goes on to link this fifth mode with the third mode. Perfect
human nature is a possible or potential state. In the third mode it
is said not to exist when it is still caught up in the causes; in the
fifth mode, it is said to be genuinely existent in that perfect human
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nature exists in God and can be said to be truly real, whereas fallen
nature is not genuinely real. It is in this mode, therefore, that the
Jife in paradise can be said to be most real even though it never took
place at any time and appeats now only as a possibzlity (and hence
as a form of non-being). This mode, of course, also declares the
present human world to be partaking in non-being.

The meaning of the modes of non-being

Many commentators have been struck by this forceful attempt to
schematise the meanings of being and non-being. They appear so
carly in Book [ that the reader expects that they will feature in 2
major way in the course of the whole dialogue. Instead, however,
the levels are rarely adverted to, and commentators have been n-
clined to accept the traditional view that the modes of being and
non-being are a dialectical exercise, which Eriugena abandons al-
most as soon as he has engaged on it. In fact, he does not stick
closely to the fivefold modes of being and non-being, but uses sev-
eral more modes. He had said that these five modes were provi-
sional and that many more could be found by more subtle reason-
ing. Thus he makes use of a sixth mode of being, whereby God is
said to possess all being and the creature to be a mere nothingness
(I1.646b). This, like the fourth mode, is really the opposite of the
first mode. But Eriugena also employs an Aristotelian concept of
being and non-being when he says that substance alone exists and
those things which are accidents or relations do not have being
(IV.764¢). This would be a seventh mode.

He is often curiously unresponsive to the demands of his own
Jogic and quite liberal in dispensing being to all kinds of unlikely
candidates. He even goes so far at one point as actually to give 2
kind of being to those things which are impossible. That which is
absolutely non-being and does not exist is in fact said to be among
the impossibles, since it can never be. He goes on, however, to
attribute some strange vague kind of Meinongian being to those
things which actually are impossible:

That the possibles and the impossibles are reckoned in the number of things
none of those who practice philosophy aright will dispute; and these are
said to be for no other reason than that the possibles can come into being
even though they are not, while the impossibles are contained in the virtue
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'(virtus)_qf their impossibility alone. For their being {esse) consists in the
tmpossibility of their appearing (apparere) in any intelligible or sensible thing.
(IL.597b—c; Sheldon-Williams's translation) 7
This eighth mode is actually the opposite of the third. Instead of
the possible being considered not to be, it is now considered to be.
Indeed, in this form both the possible and the impossible, which
together constitute the most universal domain of objects, are said
to have being. This mode would hardly allow any non-being, un-
less it 1s the non-being so dearly beloved of the later Neoplatonists
— that which is beyond possibility and necessity itself,

We cannot expect Eriugena to have a completely systematic and
Ioglcal classification for so difficult and perplexing a topic. For one
thing, the Platonic tradition stemming from the Parmenides is too
entangled and Eriugena’s sources were too diverse. But second, we
must not attempt to fit Eriugena’s discussion into the narrow
boundaries of predicate logic. He is developing the logic of Dio-
nysius, where affirmations and denials are not necessarily contradic-
tions. In relation to God or to infinite being in general, the negation
of a false statement is not necessarily a true statement. Eriugena is
using a dialectic which operates at the level of infinite nous and tran-
scends the limitations of finite reason. Like Plato or, indeed, Hegel
and Heidegger, Eriugena is breaking from the domain of ontologic,
a logic founded on being and predication, and trying to think infin-
ity through the concept of negation and otherness, identity and dif-
ference. Compare, for example, Heidegger's remark in his essay
“What Is Metaphysics?””: “For thinking, which 1s always thinking
about something, must act in a2 way contrary to 1ts own essence
when it thinks of nothing.””™ Although we cannot reduce Eriugena’s
system to a logical form without distortion, we can grasp his main
intention and recognise the validity of his attempt to produce a meon-
tology which parallels classical metaphysics and at the same time
transcends it. In his sermon Beati pauperes spiritu, Eckhart will also
express God 1n terms of non-being: “The authorities say that God
is a2 bemg. . . . I say that God 1s neither a being nor rational .
therefore God is free of all things and is all things.” In another ser-
mon (no. 83 Renovamini spirifu}, he says that it 1s not true that God

15 Sce “What [s Metaphysics?”” in D. F. Krell (ed.), Heidegger: Basic Writings (London: Rout-
ledge & Kegan Paul, 1978}, p. 99. )
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is a being; rather, he transcends being and is a “transcending noth-
ingness.” (See Colledge and McGinn, Meister Eckhart, pp. 201, 207.)

In fact, the modes which distinguish between being and non-being
are crucial to the interpretation of Eriugena’s meaning, however dif-
ficult it may be to analyse them adequately, given his limited ter-
minology and the fact that he undoubtedly is operating under dif-
ferent modes at different times. Probably because he found his initial
discriminations overcomplex and practically unwieldy, he usually
resorts to a simpler classification, which in fact cuts across his lar-
ger scheme of five modes. This simpler division turns out to fit neat-
ly into the fourfold division of naturc: Non-being is God, and
non-being is the region of unformed matter; but both the causes and
the effects also share in non-being, depending on how the relation-
ship of the act of creation is understood. 1 shall now turn to this
problem.

The Tractatus de nihilo

Eriugena operates with different modes of division between being
and non-being throughout the Periphyseon, but he does make one
major attempt to clear up the confusion of meanings of the term
“nothing” (nikil) in Book 1. This analysis forms an almost perfect
subtreatise in its own right and has been given excellent analysis by
several critics.™ It is undoubtedly the most sophisticated treatment
of the concept of non-being in early mediaeval philosophy. Influ-
enced possibly by Eriugena, Ansclm discusses the meaning of ex
nihilo in his Monologion, Chapter VIII, and offers three different ways
of understanding non-being. Later Aquinas will deal with non-being,
in relation to God’s knowledge of non-existent future or possible
things in the Summa theologica 1.14.9—3. Eriugena here develops themes
which will not be discussed again in detail until the Renaissance and
the emergence of the concept of the void and of infinite empty space.”

16 Sce the excellent study of G. A. Piemonte, “Notas sobre la Creatio de nikilo en Juan Escoto
Eriugena,” part 1, Sapientia 23 (1968), pp. 37-58; and also L-P. Sheldon-Williams’s in-
troduction to Periphyseon, vol. 3, pp. 5~10. See also D. Duclow, “Divine Nothingness
and Self-Creation in John Scotus Eriugena,” Journal of Religion 57 (April 1977), pp. 109-
23

17 Unfortunately, we cannot explore here the relationship between the concept of nothing
and the related concepts of vacuum and empty space. For an excellent discussion of thesc
ideas in later mediaeval philosophy sce E. Grant, Much Ade about Notlhing: Theories of Space
and Vacuum from the Middle Ages to the Scientific Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1081). Grant examines the shift from the Aristotelian denial of indepen-
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The treatise begins with an inquiry into the meaning of the Chris-
tian doctrine of creation from nothing. Alumnus is puzzled:

But when I hear or say that the Divine Goodness created all things out of
nothing I do not understand what is signified by that name, “Nothing”
(nihil), whether the privation of all essence or substance or accident, or the
excellence of the divine superessentiality. (II1.634b; Sheldon-Williams's
translation)

Nutritor answers this by arguing, first, that God’s superessential
nature cannot mean nothing in the traditional sense:

I would not easily concede that the divine superessentiality was nothing
[or could be called by so privative a name]. For although it is said by
theologians not to be (son esse), they do not mean that it is nothing (nihil
esse) but that it is more than being (plus quam esse). (II1.634b; Sheldon-
Williams’s transiation)

When not-being is predicated of the superessential, Nutritor con-
tinues, it does not signifiy nothing, but signifies a nature beyond
being and non-being (super ommia quae sunt et quae non sunt, 111.634¢),
which suggests that Erlugena’s initial division of nature into all things
that are and all things that are not was in fact provisional and -
complete and must now be expanded to include that which is be-
yond the things that are and are not. The phrase is Dionysian but
1s also found in this Latin form in Marius Victorinus, Ad Candidum
Arrianum 1.19~20 (1021a; ed. Henry and Hadot, vol. 1, p. 134):
Putagmus Deumn esse supra omnia et quae sunt et quae non sunt. Alumnus
continues to be puzzled because he still does not understand what
“nothing”’ means in the phrase, “created from nothing.” Nutritor
then begins a subtler — if somewhat elliptical — analysis of the mean-
ings of being and non-being. He starts with the concept of creation
itself,

The non-being of creation is privation

At first Alumnus wants to argue that ex nihilo creation means cre-
ation from nothing, understood 1n a privative sense as the negation

dently existing space to the idea of 2 “separate” nothing and an extracosmic void (influ-
enced by John Philoponus’s criticism of Aristotle, which was preserved in Arabic
commentators), which laid the groundwork for the Newtonian concept of infinite empty
space. Sce Eriugena’s description of God as the space of spaces or “place of places™ (locus
locorym) at 1H.643¢c. For Eriugena, spaces arc immaterial and mental, but they are also
infinite, since space is really contained within the primary causcs, which themselves are
contained in the Word.
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of the totality of created being. Creation means that beings appeared
and were made. “Nothing” must not be understood to signify some
essence or matter or even a cause. It is to be understood as neither
in God nor outside Him nor standing apart from Him in any way.
Initially Nutritor agrees with this meaning:

For that word “Nothing” is taken to mean not some matter, not a certain
cause of existing things (causa quacdam existentivm), not anything that went
before or occurred of which the establishment of things was a conse-
quence, not something coessential or coeternal with God, nor something
apart from God subsisting on its own or on another from which God took
as it were a kind of material from which to construct the world; but it
15 the name for the total privation (privatio} of the whole of essence and,
to speak more accurately, it is the word for the absence (absentia) of the
whole of essence (totius essentiae); for privation means the removal of pos-
scssion (Privatio enim habitudinis est ablatio}. (I11.634c—d; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)

“Nothing” simply means that before things came into being, they
were not. This is an Augustinian answer, and Eriugena notes that
almost all scriptural commentators agree with this reading (111.635a).
But in fact, even this initial clarification contains the hint that Er-
iagena is not fully satisfied with this version of the explanation and
his own vocabulary shows this quite explicitly:

Understand that the things that exist {existentia) have been made from the
things that do not cxist (ex non existentibus) by the power of the Divine
Goodness; for the things that were not (ea guae non erant) received being
{esse). For they were made from nething because they were not betore they
came into being. (Periphyseon HI.634¢; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Here Erugena is actually implying not only that beings were cre-
ated, but also that, in creation, non-existent things received exis-
tence. At III.68zc, he quotes Dionysius (Divine Names V.4—5 [PG
[I1.817¢—820a]) as holding that being (esse) comes from the non-
existent (ex ante-existente), and that God is not Himself being (to on,
70 6v) but is a personal pre-being (ante dn, dv — a term also found
in Victorinus), for which Dionystus and Eriugena use the masculine
form ho on (0 &v) instead of the neuter to on (76 &v). God is the
source of being, but is Himself not a being. The first principle of
Eriugena’s systern is not being but, rather, the concept of a person
or consciousness, who is above and before all beings of which it is
the cause. At II1.634¢, Eriugena uses existence (existentia), subsist-

The meaning of non-being 231

ence (subsistentia), and being (esse) interchangeably, and he attributes
reality to things that do not exist.*® This signals that he will now
move on to find another meaning for non-being, which will give
it more reality than is possessed by nikil per privationem. He will
therefore reject the view that creation takes place from nothing,
understood as privation, in favour of a new reading of non-being.

For the present, Nutritor assures Alumnus that “nothing” means
privation of all essence or substance. Yet Alumnus is immediately
thrown into confusion, and feels himsclf threatened on all sides by
the dark clouds of misunderstanding and obscurity. What is at the
source of his confusion? The master and pupil had earlier been dis-
cussing the nature of the primary causes and had decided that it had
been proved beyond reasonable doubt that whatever is created by
God (e.g., the primary causes) is eternal and in fact co-eternal and
co-essential with Him. But now the discussion centers on creation,
and Alumnus has a problem: “How can that be eternal which before
it was made was not?” How can something created cternally be
meaningfully said to be created from nothing, which would imply
that the eternal created entity had an origin? This question radically
alters Eriugena’s approach to non-being.

Everything created is both eternal and made from nothing

The problem arises out of a consideration of the Augustinian so-
lution to the problem of the nature of creation. Augustine had ar-
gued that while we conceive of creation as a temporal act with a
beginning in time, this in fact is merely our mode of viewing; in

18 Ertugena, following Dionysius, is casual in his terminology for existence. See G, Allard,
“The Primacy of Existence in Eriugena,” in D. O"Meara {cd.), Neoplatonism and Christian
Thought (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 1982), pp. 89-g6. Eriugena talks not just of esse
and existentia, but also of subsistentia and the essentia existentinn (IIL.671bc). As we saw in
the preceding chapter, he does not think that existence can be defined; in face, it is “non-
being” in so far as it is outside the grasp of all ousiclagy. These terms arc taken from
Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus V_4.817¢, where God is said to be the source of all beings,
existence, subsistences, ectc. God is hypostatis aitia, kai demiourgos ontos, hyparchess, h}!p::)s-
taseds, ousias, physeds. (owooTdrs alrio, kel Snujaovpyds dvros, vrdptews, trooTdoens,
ovoias, dpioeas). Eriugena translates this as subsistens causa ef ercator existentis suhsistentiae,
substantiae, essentige, naturae; God is the subsisting cause and creator of the existing, sub-
sisting, of substance, cssence, and nature. Eriugena’s vocabulary remains tied to its Dio-
nysian source. Gottschalk distinguishes between substantia and subsistentia in his Responsa
de diversis, Chapter 1, in C. DD, Lambot {ed.), Ceuvres, pp. 132~4. Boethius in the Opiseula
sacre had made a careful distinction between existentia and subsistentia, but Eriugena appears
to have ignored it,
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reality, since God is not separate from His acts, the act of creation
must be considered as part of God’s timeless (or eternal) essence. In
other words, creation is eternal.” Eriugena is somewhat more spe-
cific in making the products of the creative act one with the act
itself; therefore, created things, though made {facta), arc eternal.
Alumnus, who has accepted all this, now cannot understand how
something which is eternal can come from nothing. There is an ap-
parent contradiction:

For how can these things be reconciled with one another? For if all things
that are, are cternal in the creative Wisdom, how are they made out of
nothing? For how can that be eternal which before it was made was not,
or how can that which begins to be in time (and with time) be m eternity?
.. . Thercfore 1 cannot discover how these opinions do not contradict
each other. {(II1.6362—b; Sheldon-Williams's translation)

Alumnus offers one possible solution of the dilemma. He suggests
that the primary causes are contained in God and are eternal with
Him, but that when they proceed into their effects, they mingle
with matter, which is not eternal.”

The pupil, however, immediately sees his own error. Holding
this position would entail that unformed matter is itself not one of
the causes, and is itself therefore uncaused and consequently would
exist wholly outside God. But God created all things, including mat-
ter. Since matter is included among the causes of the universe, its
own cause must be included among the primary causes (636c).
Nutritor denies various interpretations which would involve sepa-
rating matter from the causes. He denies that matter is uncreated:

15 See Confessions X vii.g and XIELxxix.g0. See also De Genes! ad litteram Book Lix.16. Au-
gustine believed God first created an immaterial, intcllectual world which was timeless
and unchanging. Eriugena accepts the Augustinian view that creation is eternal, but he
also understands from the De Genesi ad litteram that the procession of causes into effects
takes place in time. That, for Eriugena, does not mean that there are cternal causes and
scparatc temporal effects; rather there is only the one set of essences, which s viewed sub
specie aeternitatis and sub specie temporis, in a manner which prefigures Spinoza. On the
deveiopment of this idea in the twelfth century sec C. Gross, “Twelfth Century Concepts
of Time: Three Reinterpretations of Augustine’s Doctrine of Creation Sinail,” Jowrnal of
the History of Philosaphy 23 {July 1985), pp. 32538, where the vicws of Hugh of Saint
Victor, Thierry of Chartres, and William of Conches on ¢reation are given. All three
significantly modified Augustin¢’s doctrine of simultanecus creation by introducing a
temporal element. Unfortunately, Gross does not explore Eriugena as a possible source
of twelfth-century ideas.

20 This is in fact the position taken by Thierry of Chartres — the work of creatien is si-
multancous, but is distended in time through the commingling of the four clements. Sce
Gross, “Twelfth Century Concepts of Time,” pp. 325-38.
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“For He Who made the world from unformed matter also made
unformed matter out of nothing at all” (H1.636d; Sheldon-
Williams’s translation). Nor is matter created by another principle
apart from God. All things have their origin m the same One. But
the greatest error concerning matter is to believe that matter is co-
eternal with God and exists alongside Him:

For in this especially the error of the pagan philosophers who have dared
to trcat of the making of this world is principally condemned: that they
said that unformed matter is cocternal with God, and that from it, as though
it subsisted apart from Himself and coeternal with Him, God took the raw
material for His works. {IIl.6372; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Matter is indeed created by God. But Eriugena does not want us
to think of creation as a kind of filling up of the hierarchies between
God and unformed matter; rather, we are to think of matter as itself
enfolded in God, belonging to the causes and therefore part of the
infinite nothingness. This infinity s infinitely complex and contains
all opposites. God created not only things Iike Himself but also things
dissimilar and unlike, and that is an even greater measure of His
glory, Nutritor argues. God therefore is the co-incidence of op-
posites, and even opposites like matter are contained in Him with-
out difficulty or disruption of the originary unity.*”* He explains,
recapitulating material from earlier books, and relying on Gregory
of Nyssa, that matter is in fact contained within the four elements
and these are incorporeal (II1.663a). These, in turn, are contained
by the causes (II[.664a). Unformed matter, then, which can be
understood as privation, is not itself the non-being from which the
world 1s created. 4

Eriugena goes on to argue that there is in fact no separation be-
tween Creator and creature. Creation itself is not an act or accident,
which can be thought of as added to God’s essence, but is God
through and through (IIl.639a—b). The whole of creation is not an
adjunct to God but is cternal in Him. Eriugena will use this argu-
ment to show that all created things are eternal and also made. All
things are eternal because creation is an eternal aspect of the divine

21 At lI1.637¢ Eriugena explains that perfection and imperfection are both contained in God,
as are all diametrically opposed pairs. These do not distupt the simplicity of God’s being,
but they arc cssential to provide the richness and harmony of the created universe — just
as musical harmony requires counterpeint {638a). Eriugena could have found these ex-
amples in Augustine's Confessions and elsewherc. Eriugena uses many phrases to indicate
that God is the coincidence of opposites.
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nature; all things are made because everything which is not God is
created. There is only one creation, but there are two modes of
viewing it — either eternally i the causes, or temporally in the ef-
fects. In God they arc one; it is man who possesses the possibility
of viewing them in different modes.

Nutritor proceeds to convince Alumnus that all things which are
eternal are made. First he says that God as the source of all things
runs through all things, and is the Beginning, Middle, and End of
all things. All things therefore have their being totally in God. The
being of created things is contained in the Word of God. In fact,
their being in God (or in the Word) is their genuine being:

And Iest anyone should suppose that we are one thing and our reasons are
anather {aliud nos esse ef aliud nostras rationes), He did not say, In Whom
our reasons (tationes) live and move and have their being, but He said: “In
Whom we live and move and have our being.” For in so far as we are,
we are nothing else (nihil alind) but those reasons of ours which subsist

cternally (aeternaliter substitutac) in God. (IL640z; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)*

This Word, which is a unity in itself, 1s the exemplar of all things
(640d), and the created world is an infinite complication of this Word.
In fact, the Word itself is both simple and infinitely complex (sim-
plex et infinite multiplex, 642c) and thus enfolds all things in itself:
“For its multiple and infinite course through all things is the sub-
sistence (subsistentia) of all things” (Il.642d; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation). Eriugena says that things are not only in the Word, but
in fact they are the Word (641a), and Christ is also called idea be-
cause He is the principal exemplar of all things (642bc).

Eriugena explains how all things participate in God and outlines
a theory of participation which shows that all things are one with
God’s eternity, while made mn 1t.*

22 This i1s the same as the idea expressed in the definition of man as an inteliectual idea
eternally made in the mind of God, which I discussed in Chapter 1o. Here, being is
awarded according to the fourth and fifth modes.

23 Following Proclus and later Neoplatonism, Eriugena develops a fourfold division of par-
ticipation: that which participates, that which is participated in, the relation of partici-
pation itsclf, and that which both participates and is participated in ($302—6312). Eriugena
prefers the Greek term metousia (peTovgin) w partidpatio, since it indicates the seanse of
order whereby what participates has being after what has being in the first instance. Al-
though Eriugena spends a great deal of time developing the Platonic concept of partici-
pation (whereby, for example, an image is said to participate in its exemplar), in fact his
more complex rclations of being and non-being make the concept of participation less
relevant.
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Eriugena’s method here is most instructive and indicative of his
concern to explain faith through reason. He begins by quoting Saint
Paul; then he repeats a passage from Augustine to confirm that all
things are created in the Word of God.* He then guotes Dionysius
(Divine Names X111 [PG 1l1.997b]) to show that the One contains
the species of all things. He also quotes Maximus (IIL.641b) to show
that the Word of God contains the reasons of all things. He does
not, however, proceed by argument from patristic authority (or from
Scripture) alone. He also invokes a series of arguments based on
vera ratio (641d), and on his knowledge of the liberal arts, to show
that all things are eternal and made.

Numbers are eternal and created

Eriugena cites the example of mathematics, and relying heavily on
Boethius (II1.655b), he argues that the monad is eternal and yet con-
tains all the other numbers that are found in it.”* He argues that the
order of numbers is eternal and unshakable and is not merely a product
of the mind, nor are numbers to be conceived of as existing outside
the mind. Numbers arc eternal realities, but they are found m the
mind because they have been put there by God (111.658b ff.}. Num-
bers are one in the monad, but the intellect, by a dialectical oper-
ation, is able to draw out numbers from the monad in their natural
order, and therefore numbers are said to be created or made in the
mind. The descent of numbers from the monad is carried out through
and in the mind. They receive a “second birth” (661b) in reason
and the senses. Thus numbers are eternal, but they are also made
in the intellect (661a~b); however, they are not made from matter
until they reach the fantasies of sense. This analogy from the liberal
arts is used to explain how alf things are contained in the Word yet

24 From De Genesi ad litteram 1l.vi.12 The passage says that in one way things are in God
and in another way they are outside Him. Eriugena interprets this in his usual perspectival
manner to mean that there are two modes of viewing the creature.

25 Eriugena took his number theory from Boethius, who in turn got it from Nicomachus
of Gerasa and other neo-Pythagorean sources. Eriugena says, at [I1.652a, that Pythagoras
is tight in conceiving all things to be made of numbers and believes that Scripture supports
this by saying that God made all things in measure, aumber, and weight, Eriugena ac-
tually believes there are several different orders of number. The view that things are made
of numbers resurfaces in Grosseteste and m the Renaissance. This Pythagoreanism stim-
ulated the mathematical investigation of nature of the scientific revolution of the sixteenth
and scventeenth centuarics.
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proceed through the causes into the created effects, without being
made from some pre-existent matter. All mathematical entities are
both eternal and made; and now, by analogy, it can be argued that
all intellectual essences are both eternal and made. But all things are
not other than their intellectual essences; therefore, all things are both
eternal and also created or made.

Ex nihilo creation really means ex Deo

Eriugena can now explain the true meaning of “nothing.” God makes
all things in the Word, and all things are nof other than their being
m the Word. All things, then, are made from God. “Nothing” is
another name for God, and in fact Eriugena believes it is often used
as such in the Scriptures (683a). He announces this theory as a great
triumph but connects it immediately with the fourfold division of
nature (guadripertita naturae divisio). Thus God 15 all in all, and crea-
ture and Creator are said to be one. Eriugena has at last been able
to give a full account of the meaning of creation. Creation ex nihilo
means God’s own self-creation, His self~manifestation in theophan-
ies, His movement from darkness to light. The process of creation
is, at the same time, the process of the begetting of the Word, or
the simple exclamation of the word in divine speech (clamor Dei).
There is no “other” to God, although God can be considered as
“other” than the world. God is really “not other” than the world,
and creation is “‘not other’” than God.

The meaning of the not-other

Eriugena inserts into this discussion a brief but important analysis
of the meaning of the not-other that prefigures Nicholas of Cusa’s
account in his De [i non alind and confirms our interpretation that
Eriugena is secking to argue for difference-in-identity, or for the
Hegelian notion of an identity of difference and identity. There is
some evidence that Nicholas’s use of non aliud as a term for God
was stimulated by Eriugena. In his marginal comments on the text
of Periphyseon Book I at 518d (where Eriugena uses the phrase non
alind to describe the identity of being, willing, and making in God),
Nicholas has written: “in Deo non est alind ¢t diversum.” But he uses
the concept of non aliud in a more technical manner, associated with
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the coincidentia oppositorum, defining it as ““The not-other is not other
than the not-other,” and arguing that it thus defines itself.

Eriugena has been discussing God’s knowledge of, and partici-
pation in, His creation (IIL.672¢ ff.). If God is the being of all things,
does He know these things as they are in themselves or as they are
in Him? If He knows them as Himself, has the creature not been
annihilated? If God knows themn as creatures, is He not limiting His
own infinite being by positing something not Him, an object op-
posite Himself.*® If God is all in all, as Scripture says, and if He is
the being of creation, then in what possible sense is He other than
the creature? Since God creates by willing, is He other than His
willings? Or more correctly, are the things God wills different from
His willings (673¢)? The answer is complex. If God sees all things
as His willings, then He sces them not as multiple things but as a
single willing, since all things are one in Him. How then could God
be other than (aliud) His will? Alumnus says he cannot say that
God is other than His will (II1.673¢). But if God is not other than
(ron aliud) His will, then it will appear that God created Himself,
which at this stage Alumnus still finds incredible. His answer at this
point, therefore, is that of course God makes things in Himself, but
they are other than Him. Nutritor sums up Alumnus’s position as
tollows:

For when you said of the Divine Nature, that outside it there is nothing,
so you understand, as I think, that [while] the Creative Nature permits
nothing outside itsclf because outside it nothing can [be], yet everything
which it has created and creates it contains within itself, but in such a way
that it itself is other (alind), because it is superessential, than what it creates
within itself, For that it should create itself does not seem to you likely to
be probable. (H.675¢—d; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Nutritor immediately attacks this understanding, which is still
thinking of difference instead of identity. He shows Alumnus that
what he cannot grasp is in fact true, namely that God creates Him-
self. The things God sces in Himself are not other than the things

26 Fichre struggled with a similar problem. If the ego is infinite substance, how can it posit
the non-ego as an objeet? If it does posit this object, then it limits its own infinity and
ceases 1o be infinite. If it does not posit the object, then there is no external o itself and
the being of the world collapses. Neither Fichte nor Hegel was willing to surrender the
obvious experience of the oppositeness of this world to consciousness. See J. Esposito,
Schelling’s Idealism and Philosophy of Nature (Cranbury, N.1.: Associated University Press,

1977}
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He makes (677b). Nutritor is not just imposing identity; he 1s as-
serting the identity of identity and difference by using the_double
negation of the not-other: The not-other is not other than 1tself.

Conclusion

What, then, is Eriugena’s conclusion concerning the meanings of
“nothing” and of “non-being’? He has gone through a.de,e}_a and
thorough investigation of the meaning of “creation ex nihilo” in or-
der to show that this really means “creation from or out of God.”
He has shown that Creator and creature are really two aspects of
the one infinite “‘reality,” and can be understood in the dialectic of
affirmation and negation, appearing and concealing, which is_the
meaning of the truth itself. God is this appearing and concealing,
and this is the meaning of His self~creation in His willings or tl’}eO«
phanies.*” God therefore can be said both to be and to be nothing:

“Therefore the Divine Goodness, regarded as above all things, is sald not
to be, and to be 2bsolutely nothing, but in all things it both is and is said
to be, because it is the Essence of the whole universe and its substance and
its genus and its species and its quantity and its quality and the bond (cop-
ula) between all things . . . and everything whatsoever that can be under-
stood by whatever sort of intellect in every creature and about every crea-
ture. (II1.681d—682a; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

God is in no essence (in nulla essentia, 1.68xc); He is beyond all that
is and is not (ulira omnia quae sunt et quae non sunt, II.681¢).”* The
creature similarly is both being and also (considered in itself alone)
non-being. There is a symmetry between Creator and creature. Just
as the act of creation is the mediation between God and Himself,
so also human nature is the mediator between nothing and being.

27 On the meaning of theophanics and creation as l'fiddc_:nne;s (ocenltum) and ma‘nifcsta.t_lc_m
{apparitio, manifestatio), sce 111.633a, where cvcrythn_lg is said to be non apparentis appa!nnc{,
occulti manifestatio, negati affirmatio. Sec also W. Bcwr.wa].zes, Negati A/ﬁrrraatxg. ch tals
Metapher,” in R. Roques. (ed.), Jean Scot Eviglne cf Vhistoire de la p’hxfosophzc {Paris: C'NRSA
1977), pp. 263—76. There are close parallels between Eriugena’s concept of physis an
Heidegger's concept of alétheia, as we shall sce in the next ci_mptczn ’

28 Hegel makes non-being to be the same as being at one stage in the Lesser Logic, be}fausc_:.
thought abstractly and without further determination, they are equal and in face t crc;lzs
7o concept of a difference between them. However, Hegel wants to go on to arguc t} at
“nothing” in this conception is an abstraction, which must be gone beyond in the _h:gﬁm}r
unity of the true concrete Absolute. For Eriugena, on the other _hand, this nothing” is
never a mere abstraction but is itself the most concree and infinite reality. He thus goes
beyond the idealists in interpreting non-being as infinite richness.
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But in traditional metaphysics, creature and Creator are said to
be separated by an enormous and indeed infinite gulf - the gulf
signified by creation itself. Eriugena is anxious that “nothing” be
said to interpose between God and the creature. The difference be-
tween Creator and creature is the nothingness which is also the or-
igin of them both.” This “nothing,” which is between God and
creature, is identical with God’s own willings, his theophanies. These
theophanies do not constitute a formal ontological order between
God and creation. They are intermediaries between non-being and
being; they are God’s manifestations. All things, then, are theo-
phanies of God and “proceed as it were out of non-being into being”
(HI.681a). There is an intimate link between theophanies and human
thedria. Both are intermediaries and, indeed, are the identical act of
mediation. God, creatures, and creation all partake in non-being.
But the theophanies are also human contemplations of the divine,
theoriae, and their revealing /concealing nature is also the ground of
both human nature and the divine.*® What, then, is non-being? It
is to be understood as the infinite richness of God before He man-
ifests Himself, or the infinite richness of the Word before it is spo-
ken, or the infinite power of the Cause before it acts, or the infinite
being of the mind before thought. Eckhart similarly calls God an
“equal to nothing™ in his sermon number 6, Justi vivent in aeternum
(Colledge and McGinn, Meister Eckhart, p. 187), and also calls the
detached soul 2 “naked nothingness.”

But this non-being would be mere nothingness (omnino nihil) were
it not for the revealing dimension of theophania, of the lighting of
the divine darkness, which is one with the contemplations of the
human mind in the Word. We can never think just one side of the
dialectic; indeed, our own immanent and transcendent nature pre-
vents us from such a one-sided understanding of the meaning of
hature.

29 Eriugena would agree with Heidegger’s account of non-being in What Is Metaphysics?
where nothingness is said to lie behind negarion, rather than being hypostatised from the
mental or logical act of negation. See 8. Rosen, “Thinking About Nothing,” in M. Muz-
ray (ed.), Heidegger and Modern Philosophy (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press,
1978}, pp. T16-37.

30 This is the truth of the relation of mind to the Absolutc. As in Schelling’s philosophy,
there is not only the transcendent unity of identity and difference, but also the possibility
of a transcendental faculty of viewing this Absolute - 2 faculty which has its roots in the
finite order itsclf. This is, for Schelling, intelicktucile Anschauung, but for Eriugena 1t is
the multiple theoriae that lead ultimately to thedsis.
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At one point Eriugena remarks that he has never considered that
any being but God was anarchos, hoc est sine principio, without be-
ginning or cause (L.g451d). This tractatus on the meaning of nothing
shows that all beings can be said to be without beginning and with-
out cause, and hence are also to be called anarchos. It is the uncaused,
anarchic non-being of humanity which is the vehicle for the artic-
ulation of the divine darkness into the light of being. Eriugena’s
whole philosophical impetus was to create a dialectic which could
properly express this cosmic process of revelation and concealment.
He feels he has discovered this dialectic, not just in denying attri-
butes of God, but in affirming and denying things also of man and
creation in general.

Eriugena applies this negative dialectic to all things. At II1.665a,
for example, he says that all things can be said to be both eternal
and not eternal. They c¢an also be said not to be made or to be made,
not to be or to be. The manner in which this dialectic is applied is
not just a matter of a mental game or concceit. It is a spiritual means

of transcending the temporal and created condition and gaining a

timeless participation in the oneness of God’s infinite nothingness.
The dialectic liberates the mind from attachment to the being of
creatures, considered as substances in their own right, and frees it
to consider all things as non-beings or as theophanies. The dialectic
must also procéed outwards, however, from the eternal into space
and time, in order for the essential dynamic of the “in-between”
nature itself to be fulfilled. In order that all these aspects be under-
stood in their correct dialectical moments, Eriugena introduces the
dialectical and cosmic scheme of the four divisions of nature, to
which we must now turn.

I2

THE MEANING OF NATURE

Having examined Eriugena’s concepts of human nature, mind, self-
knowledge, and non-being, we are now in a position to interpret his
most famous doctrine: the fourfold division of nature. This is the
high point of Eriugena’s physiologia (IV.741¢), his science of nature,
which has intrigued commentators and yet has remained essentially
uninterpreted. Eriugena is responding to a problem posed by his
Neoplatonic sources, especially Dionysius and Maximus. The prob-
lem is the relation between God and His creation. Are God's ideas
and willings part of Him and hence uncreated, or do they belong
to the structure of created nature? Since there are no intermediaries
between God and creation, according to Scripture, how can a Chris-
tian Neoplatonist resolve this problem? Eriugena’s answer is to pro-
pose a fourfold division of nature, which includes a category of things
which are both created and active in creating. This category is not
a fixed ontological level or intermediary between God and creation,
as we shall see.

In this chapter I shall argue that Eriugena’s hierarchical scheme
of nature is to be understood not as a fixed set of metaphysical levels
or degrees of reality but, rather, as a set of theorige, or mental acts
of intellectual contemplation, which allow human subjectivity to enter
into the infinite divine subjectivity and nothingness. The four di-
visions of nature exist only in so far as they are viewed by the mind
and are resolved by the mind into acts of intellect. Eriugena is in-
terested in these divisions of nature because they offer a structure
or paradigm by which the mind can enter into and grasp the an-
archic play of infinite nature in its multiple manifestations, which
continue eternally and, in fact, constitute the real meaning of eternal
life. The fourfold division of nature is a pattern or an icon, which
transmits divine infinite theophanies to human minds, which in
turn enter into and celebrate that infinite multiplicity. Since self-
manifestation is creation, the four divisions of nature are really forms
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of the self-manifestation and creation of subjectivity, understood as
the common ground of both humanity and divinity.

At its highest level, Eriugena’s philosophy ceases being about ex-
ternal things and turns everything into the restless and unceasing
unfolding of divine apparitions, that is, theophanies. Eriugena’s
physical world, the common world of nature, is transformed into
a world of symbol, image, exemplar, sign, or, to use a word which
for him had a similar meaning, mystery {mysterium) or sacrament.’
Eriugena understands the four divisions of nature as a series of mys-
teries, symbols, or sacramental epiphanies. They are stages in the
infinite dialectical adventure of the mind’s reunification with God.
Nature does not simply mean the external, objective existent world,
and Eriugena’s science of nature is not merely a physics in that sense.
Rather his concept of nature is to be understood as the site of the
meeting of minds, the location of the play of infinite subjectivity. All
nature is resolved into mind.

[ can illustrate the thesis that nature is absorbed into intellect by
quoting a similar idea from a later mediaeval writer, Eckhart. In his
Commentary on Genesis, Eckhart says that the principle (arche, prin-
cipium} in which God created heaven and earth is mtellect:

Note that the “principle” in which “God created heaven and carth” is the
nature of the intellect. “He made the heavens in the intellect” (Ps. 135:5).
Intellect is the principle of the whole of nature, as it says in the comment
on the ninth proposition of the Book of Causes with the words “Under~
standing rules nature through divine power.”

Nature, then, can be understood only through the concept of mind.
For Eriugena, mind itself must be understood in terms of the di-
alectic of knowledge and ignorance, being and non-being. We must
see how the ordered hierarchies of nature are subsumed into the
contemplations of the mind.

1 See J. Pépin, “Mysteria et symbola dans le commentaire de Jean Scot sur FEvangile de s.
Jean,” in }. J. O’Mcara and L. Bieler (eds.), The Mind of Eringena (Dublin: Irish University
Press, 1973}, pp. 16—30. Eriugena found the term symbeior in Dionysius and translated it
as symbolum, whereas Hilduin had used indicium. In the Expositiones 132¢~d Eriugena says
that sensible things are symbols of intellectual realitics. For him, everything in this world
is a symbol or sign of the divine.

For Eckhart’s views on this sc¢ E. Colledge and B. McGinn (eds.), Meister Eckhart: The
Essential Sermons, Commentaries, Treatises, and Defence (Ramsey, N.S.: Paulist Press, 1981),
p. 84. Augustine interpreted Genesis to mean that the first light that was created was the
angelic inteliect. Eriugena agrees with this interpretation, but also sces this light as intellect
in general.

)
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The historical background to the meaning of nature

What is the meaning of the term physis or natura (“nature”) in Er-
lugena’s Periphyseon? 1 shall argue that his account of nature is one
of the most detailed, systematic, and comprehensive discussions of
the subject in the whole of mediaeval philosophy and that he does
develop a system of nature, contrary to Cappuyns, who argued that
la conception tant vantée de la physis is almost completely forgotten
after the first few lines of the work.® Although we cannot discuss
it in this study, Eriugena had considerable influence on the for-
mulations of the concept of nature in twelfth-century writers — mainly
through the dissemination of his ideas by Honorius Augustodunen-
sis with his paraphrase of the Periphyseon entitled the Clavis physi-
cae.*

Eringena understands the term physis in a remarkably rich way,
which, as we shall see, is a major advance over the fairly reified
understanding of the term in Latin metaphysics (which, for exam-
ple, saw a firm distinction between nature and divine operation,
i.e., grace). Eriugena inherited a decper understanding of nature from
the Greek Christian Neoplatonists, who preserve the meaning of
nature found in ancient Greek philosophy as it would be expounded
by Heidegger.® Heidegger says that the ancient Grecks understood
nature not as the limited idea of a substance or essence, or as related
to birth (as the Latins did when they translated physis as natura, which
comes from the verb for being born, nascor), but as the process of

3 See M. Cappuyns, Jean Scor Erigéne: Sa vie, son oenvre, sa peasée (Louvain: Abbaye de
Mont César, 1933), p. 311. -

4 On Honorius Augustodunensis sce P. Lucentini (ed.}, Honerii Augustodunensis Clavis plys-
iecae, Temi e testa 23 (Rome: Storia e Letteratura, 1¢74), and P. Lucentini, “La Clavis
physicae di Honorius Augustodunensis ¢ ia tradizione criugeniana nel secolo XI1,” in R,
Roques (ed.), Jean Scof Erigéne et Uhistoire de Iz philosophie (Patis: CNRS, 1977}, pp. 405~
14. Also S. Gersh, “Honorius Augustodunensis and Eriugena: Remarks on the Method
and Content of the Clavis physicae,” in W. Beierwaltes {ed.), Eriugena Redivivus (Heidel-
berg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 1987), pp. 162-73. Both Eckhart and Nicholas of
Cusa had read this work.

S¢e Heidegger's many references to physis, especially An Jntroduction to Metaphysics {New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 195¢). For Heidegger the translation of physis as
natura marked “the first stage of the process by which we cut ourselves ofl and alienated
oursclves from the original essence of Greek philosophy.” In his later years he read Gre-
gory of Nyssa and admitted that the Groek Christian tradition might not suffer from the
forgetfulness of being to the same extent as Latin Christian metaphysics did {personal
communication from Bishop Kallistos Ware). For a more classical study of the meaning
of nawre in Greek philosophy, sec B, Hardy, Der Begriff der Physis in der griechischen Pli-
losophie (Berlin, 1884).

(433
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concealing and appearing, hiddenness and manifestness, which is one
with the nature of truth (alétheia, Ghfifeia) itself.® According to
Heidegger, the Greeks were able to think both manifest nature and
its hidden ground or earth in the single concept of physis. We shall
sce that Eriugena also understands physis as a structure of concealing
and revealing, hiddenness and manifestation, which is one with the
nature of truth itself. The difference between the ancient Greeks and
Eriugena is that the Greeks thought of physis in terms of peras {“Timit”)
and time (chronos), whereas Eriugena understands the play of nature
as infinite (apeiron) and timeless. In order to appreciate the radically
original manner of approaching nature in Eriugena, we must briefly
look at the history of the concept.

The meaning of nature in ancient authors

Although physis, or nature, was an important topic for discussion
m ancicnt writers from the Pre-Socratics to Lucretius, with many
works devoted to an analysis of the nature of the cosmos, the con-
cept of nature itsclf was never really clarified in any consistent man-
ner in classical philosophy. Pellicer, in his lmportant study of the
meaning of the term natura, shows that nature had many meanings
in antiquity: It can mean the material or vital principle of a thing,
its innate character and qualities, its being; or it can mean the nat-
ural, universal or moral law, a creative power or force, the order
of things, or even the universe itself understood as a totality.” It can
also mean the principle of growth and nutrition or, as Boethius says,
“that which can act or be acted upon”™ (natura est vel quod facere vel
quod pati possit) {Contra Eutychen et Nestorium 1.25—26).

Christian thought added new meanings to the complex cluster of
significations already attached to the concept of nature, for example,
the idea of perfect versus fallen nature, or the contrast between na-
ture and grace (developed in Augustine’s anti-Pelagian writings, for
example),® or the definition of divine nature and its zelationship to

6 Eriugena also recognises that the word for nature derives etymologically from the word
for being born. At V.867ab, be says that physis comes from phuomai, which means nascor,
plantor, or generor.

7 Sce A. Pellicer, Natura: Btude sémantique et historigue du wiot latin (Paris: PUF, 1966). See
also the entry, “Nature,” in A, Lalande, Vocabulaire technique et critigue de Ia philosophic,
8th ed. {Paris: PUF, 1960), pp. 667-73.

8 Scc F. J. Thonnard, “La Notion de nature chez s. Augustin: ses progrés dans la polémique
anti-pélagicnne,” Revue des Etudes Augustinicanes g (1965), pp. 239~63.
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the idea of a person. Christianity did not systematically order and
relate the many meanings of nature in a more thorough metaphys-
ical manner, until the disputes over the meaning of the Trinity forced
the Latin Church to devise 2 means of distinguishing the various
“natures” of God.

Many writers have seen this lack of serious systematic analysis of
nature as implied by the very “otherworldly” attitude of both
Christianity and Platonism in the early mediacval period.? It has
been pointed out that Augustine, for example, as he himself indi-
cates in the Soliloguies, is not interested in anything outside of God
and the soul. Of course the absence of Aristotle’s Physics was also
influential in depriving the early Middle Ages of an adequate frame-
work for discussing nature.

Ferdinand Van Steenberghen, moreover, has pointed out that the
traditional educational curriculum of the liberal arts left no place for
the study of nature as such. Indeed, there is little evidence of any
advanced speculation on physics or cosmology in the carly mediae-
val period.™

Although Augustine did not claim to be much nterested in the
principles of nature, he did allow room in his educational pro-
gramme for the theoretical study of nature, especially the study of
patterns and forms of this world, which might serve to increase our
knowledge of the Creator. In the De doctrina Christiana 11.XV1.24,
for example, he defends the importance of a knowledge of the nat-
ural world for the correct understanding of Scripture. Indeed, his
several commentarics on Genesis provide him with the perfect op-
portunity to enter into some speculations on the nature of heaven
and earth. In fact, all early Christian writers looked to Genesis as a
survey of natural philosophy, and mediaeval commentaries on the

9 For a classical statement of this vicw, seec E. R. Dodds, Pagan and Christian in the Age of
Anxiety (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963), p. 37.

1o F. Van Steenberghen, “La Philosophie de la nature au XIle siécle,” in La Filesofia della
Nature nel Mediocvo, Atti del terzo Congresso internazionale di Filosofia medicevale (Milan:
Socicta Editrice Vita e Pensicro, 1966), pp. 114—32. In Chapter 8 we discussed the prob-
lem of integrating the study of nature inte the framework of knowledge given by the
liberal arts. Eriugena fuses physics and theolegy under the terms scicntia and sapientia and
sces the philosopher as the person who stdies both. Thus he tends to use philosophus,
sapiens mundi, theologus, and physiologus as synonyms. Eringena refers to physici at [1L.714b
and to mundana philosaphia at y13a. In gencral, however, he defines physics as relating to
the study of the world of change, whilc his pliysiologia studies the unchanging causes and
God Himsclf.
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work of the Six Days (Hexaémera) contain large amounts of cos-
mological and scientific information and theorising. Moreover, Er-
ingenz could easily have found passages in Augustine which treated
physics as a kind of meditation on God through His created works.
For example, in De civitate Dei, Book VIII, Chapter 4, Augustine
refers to cthe threefold division of philosophy into ethics, logic, and
physics, and talks of “‘natural philosophy whose purpose is contem-
plation.”"™ In general, however, it is indeed true that Augustine’s
temperament was not disposed towards abstract intellectual specu-
lation, and he was content with the many probabilities and conjec-
tures available to him, as long as they were not in flagrant contra-
diction of the Bible and his Christian faith. He could, of course,
have fully justified himself in this stance by his understanding of
Plato’s Timaeus 29d, which argued that we can only know proba-
bilities or likenesses of the truth concerning the lower sensible world.™
Augustine does allow for arguments from the created world as a
means of understanding the nature of the invisible world, based on
his interpretation of Romans 1.20, which states that God’s invisible
nature can be grasped from the visible things He has made.” Eri-
ugena likewise, also quoting Paul, accepts that we can and should
argue from the created world to the Creator and that we should
investigate the reasons and causes of nature in so far as it is in our
power. On the other hand, he asserts that we can never know all
the causes for the myriad individual happenings in this world. We
can never understand the true rationale of the effects that appear.
All we can grasp are the universal principles of nature. Although
he gives a detailed account of the nature of the world in Book 11I,
following the cosmographers known to him, he nevertheless denies
that this is his main aim, and at 1I[.688a he says that one is free to
adopt or teach whatever theory of the world one likes.™

11 See G. G. Walsh, . B. Zema, ct al., Augustine, The City of God (New York: Doubleday,
1958), p. 149.

1z Eriugena has a similar attitude towards the kinds of truths which can be discovered in
the natural world. Twelfth-century cosmologists similarly thought that the mutability of
the sensibie world made true knowledge of it an impossibility. See P. Dronke, Fabula:
Explorations info the Use of Myth in Medieval Platonistn (Leiden: Brill, 1974), p- 33.

13 This passage of Paul is a great favourite of Augustine’s. Sce, for exampie, De doctring
Christiang 1.4. It is also found in Gregory of Nyssa. For Eriugena’s use of Romans 1.20,
see [11.670b, Ggoa, 723b, V.864c, 100sh. Sce R. A. Markus, “Augustine: God and MNa-
ture,” in A. H. Armstrong (ed.), The Cambridge Hisiory of Late Greek and Early Medieval
Phifosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970}, pp. 395—405-

14 Sce also IT.723ab. Eriugena constantly emphasises the freedom of speculative thought and
the need to choose theories according to one’s personal preference. He points out
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Nature was discussed by other Neoplatonic writers in addition to
Augustine. His mentor Plotinus also gave nature considerable em-
phasis in his writings, although it is unclear how far the domain of
nature extends in his system. Is nature to be considered as a hypos-
tasis alongside nous and psyche? In Ennead T11.8 Plotinus saw nature
almost on the level of the three major hypostases of One; Nous, and
Psyche. He calls nature a “‘quasi hypostasis” and gives it the status
of a contemplative producer (i.¢., something whose perfection and
intellectuality are such that it produces a likeness of itsclf from itself,
simply by being in possession of itself, without entering into the
material realm). Nature, for Plotinus, was both part of the domain
of the intelligible world and a creative principle in its own right.
Yet he denied that nature has the full self-consciousness and knowi-
edge of the three primary hypostases, and, in places, he seems to
tmply that nature acts in an unconscious manner.’*

Later writers, such as Martianus Capella and Boethius, also op-
erate with a fairly complex concept of nature. Martianus, for ex-
ample, called nasure generationum ommium mater, and Boethius, es-
pecially in his theological writings, gave considerable clarification
to the concept, when he used it to distinguish the concept of person
in the Trinity. In Contra Eutychen et Nestorium, written to refute he-
retical suggestions concerning Christ’s two natures, Boethius listed
several meanings of nature, some of which prefigure Eriugena’s dis-
tinctions. For instance, he defined nature thus at Coentra Eutychen
Li—g:

Nature, then, may be predicated either of bodies alone or of substances
alone, that is, of corporeals and incerporeals, or of all things which are
said to exist in any way at all. (Natura igitur aut de solis corporibus dici

potest aut de solis substantiis, id est corporels atque incorporeis aut de
omnibus rebus quae quocumque modo esse dicuntur.)™

Eriugena knew the Contra Eutychen, and it is quite obviously a source
of his inclusion of the domain of the incorporeals into the realm of
nature. This has not been noticed by most commentators. Boethius

that no theory can in fact be cither fully confirmed or denied, and the Seriptures them-
sclves do not provide adequate information o found a certain science of nature.

13 See J. Deck, Nature, Contesuplation, and the One: A Study in the Philosopiry of Plotinus {To-
ronto: University of Toronto Press, 1967), pp. 64~72. Sce also P. Hadot, “L’'Apport du
ncéoplatonisme 3 la philesophie de la natare en Occident,” Eranos Jahrbuch 37 {1968), pp.
9T-132.

16 Sce Boethius, Tractates, De consolatione philosophiac, trans, H. F, Stewart, E. K. Rand, and
S. J. Tester (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973), p. 77.
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gave a number of definitions of nature in this passage: “Nature”
may be said only (1) of bodies (I.1); or (2) of substances alone (I.2),
including here both corporeal and incorporeal substances; or (3) of
anything which may be said to exist (esse) in any manner whatever
{l.3—4). Depending on which things “nature” is said of, it may be
defined either as (1) that which belongs to anything which may be
grasped by the intellect (intellectus) in any way (I.8—10); {2) that which
acts and is acted upon (I.25-26}; (3) containing all things including
God (1.5—9); (4) the principle of movement in living things, in line
with the Aristotelian defmition (I.40—43); or (5) the specific differ-
ence which gives form to anything (I.57~358). It was in these last
two ways that Boethius was interested in distinguishing the human
from the divine nature in Christ. This account is perplexing and
occasioned much debate in mediaeval commentary, mcluding the
carly remarks of Ratramnus of Corbie. Heiric of Auxerre, a student
and younger contemporary of Eriugena’s, gives a typical definition
of “nature” in his commentary on the Categoriae decem, which in-
cludes all things, whether they are visible or invisible, sensible or
intelligible , creating or created. This last designation betrays an Er-
lugenian influence, and Heiric ends his definition by saying that
“nature” is the general name for all things which are and are not."”

Eriugena knew these Latin meanings of nature from Augustine
and Boethius, but he took his own understanding in large measure
from Gregory of Nyssa and Maximus.” Maximus, following Au-
gustine, who sharply distinguished God and creature, laid enor-
mous emphasis on the absolute separation (chasma) between un-
created and created nature. Eriugena’s meditations on nature are
strongly influenced by this contrast, which underlies the fourfold
division of nature. From Maximus also, Eriugena took the notion
of nature as involving an outgoing or proodos from ousia, through
stages which Maximus named (in Aristotelian terms) dynamis and
energeia, until it reaches individual entities and then is collected in
an epistrophé (emoTpodd) or return into ousia.” Eriugena adopted

17 Marenbon, Fromr the Cirde of Aluin to the School of Auxerre (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1981), pp. 183-6. .

18 For an account of nature in Greek writers {which unfortunately ignores Maximus) sec
D. S. Wallace-Hadrill, The Greek Parristic View of Nature (New York: Barnes & Noble,
16568}.

rg Sec L. Thunberg, Microcosm and Mediater: The Theological Anthropology of Maximus the
Confessor (Lund: Glecrup, 1963), p- 53
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the Greek understanding of nature as a dynamic process which
emerges from God’s infinite darkness into the multiplicity of crea-
tures and forms, and returns to that darkness, after passing a period
in the dimension of spacc and time.

The meaning of nature for Eriugena

What does Eriugena mean by the term “‘nature”? For him, as for
Latin philosophy in general, it has a wide application. He uses 1t to
refer to the ineffabilis natura of God (e.g., L.46oc); His creative nature
(natura creatrix); the realm of incorporeals (V.993b); the natural order
(ordo, T11.663d) of the cosmic hierarchies; the individual things found
in this spatiotemporal world, which are subject to the necessity of
natural law (c.g., V.867a~b}, and the natural law itself. More in-
dividualistically and idiosyncratically, Eriugena uses the term to re-
fer to the universitas rerum, the totality of all things which are and
are not. Thus at the opening of the Periphyseon (I.4412) Erlugena
states that nature can be divided into ea quae sunt (those things which
are) and ea guae non sunt (those things which are not). As we saw
in Chapter 11, he suggests many different ways of distinguishing
between being and non-being, and these in turn generate different
meanings of nature. Thus, in some modes, nature is taken to mean
the divine nature, while in other modes Eriugena means created na-
ture alone. In Book I he defines nature to include both God and the
creature. And in Book II1.621a he explains that “by that name, ‘Na-
ture,” is usually signified not only the created universe (creata univ-
ersitas) but also that which creates it (ipsius creafrix}.” But Eriugena
also frequently states that God is both a nature and not a nature,
for He is not any of the things that are, and is a kind of hyper physis,
which translates as supernaturalis, supernatural. This allows Eriugena
to follow the Greeks in uniting nature and grace, which Latin phi-
losophy had so sharply distinguished. Thus at 1I1.684c and V.go6b
he links nature and grace as complementary data and dona. God gives
everything a nature, which establishes it as a substance, but He also
gives it grace, which perfects the nature. Furthermore, Eriugena
distinguishes between ousia and physis at V.867a—b, by saying that
ousia refers to something as it exists in the primary causes, whereas
physis refers to its generation in space and time. Given this broad
range of meanings for nature and the general flexibility in termi-
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nology, does Eriugena develop a genuine and consistent theory of
nature?

The four divisions of nature

Immediately following his definition of “nature” as encompassing
all things that are and are not, including God and creation, Eriugena
develops his famous doctrine of the four divisions or species of na-
ture. This division 1s based on the inter-relation between nature and
creation:

The division of nature (divisio naturae) scems to me to admit of four species
through four differentiac. The first 1s the division into what creates and is
not created; the sccond into what is created and creates; the third, into that
which is created and does not create; the fourth, into what neither creates
nor 1s created. (Periphyseon 1.441b—442a; Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 2)

We must remember that, as we have scen, Eriugena defines creation
as self~manifestation (e.g., 1.455b), self-externalisation, revelation.
This dynamic idea underlies the fourfold division. But first let us
examine the division itself.

This division is not found in this precise form in any previous
author, though several vague sources have been suggested, includ-
ing Boethius, Augustine, Bede, and Marius Victorinus.* Most re-
cent scholarship favours Bede’s De rerum natura, which Eriugena
quotes without naming at several points.”’ Bede makes use of the
idea of quadriformity in a rather different manner than Eriugena,
and does not exhaustively classify the options available for linking

20 Augustine operates with a threcfold distinction in De civitate Dei V. g (PL XLL1g1) be-
tween those things which make (facif} and are not made (i.e., Ged), those things which
make and are made (i.c., the primary causes), and those things which are made but do
not make (i.c., the cffects). In order to turn this into a fourfold distinction, Eriugena
nceded to bring in the Greek idea of God as 2 non-being whe transcends both making
and being made. Eriugena was aware of four types of non-being, possibly through Marius
Victorinus’s Ad Candidur, which did circulate in the ninth century. Indeed one MS ap-
pears to have marginalia in Eriugena’s own hand, See [-P. Sheldon-Williams’s article in
Armstrong, Cambridge History of Late Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, p. 523. See also
the discussion in Chapter 11, this volume.

21 Eriugena quotes Bede at [11.640b although he thinks ke is referring to one of Augustine’s
miror works. This is in fact part of the opening chapter of Bede’s De rerum natura (1232).
It says that the divina operatio is governed by a fourfold principle {queadriformis ratis), This
principle 1s divided into cause and effect, cternal and temporal, which is also Eriugena’s
preferred way of dividing nature. Eriugena refers to this guadriformis ratio also in De praed,
36gbc. See B. Stock, “in Scarch of Eriugena’s Augustine,” in W. Beierwaltes (ed.), Er-
iugena: Studien zu seinen Quellen (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universitdtsverlag, 1680), pp.
85t
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nature and the act of creation. Eriugena, on the other hand, wants
the division to appear logical, systematic, and exhaustive, so he goes
into some detail to make it appear ordered like the Aristotehian Square
of Opposition, which he knew from Martianus Capella and elsewhere:

Of these four [divisions], two pairs consist of opposites. The third is the
opposite of the first, the fourth of the second. Bpt .th? fqu:th is among
the things which are impossible, and its differentia is its inablity to be.
(1. 2442a; Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 2)

Here he talks generally of opposition within the four divisions. He
uses several terms to express the relations of contrariety, contradic-
tion, and containment between the four divisions of nature. In Book
II he expresses the relation in terms of similarity and dissimilarity:
The second form is similar to the first in that it creates, but dissimilar in
that it is created. . . . The third takes on a likeness of the second in that
it is created, but differs from it in that it creates nothing. . . . The third
is similar to the fourth in that it does not create, but is dissimilar in that
it is created. . . . Furthermore the fourth is similar to the first because 1t
is not created, but appears to be remote from it because it does not create.
(II.525¢c—526a; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

The four divisions then are a logical articulation of the relationship
between creation and the act of creating. Eriugena 15 intent on
working out all the logical relations between his four forms, which
he seems to treat like a schematism of nature.™

Eriugena immediately goes on to talk of the division of nature as
matched by a recollection of nature. It is clear that he sees himself_as
engaged in the art of dialectic. The four divisions of nature are dis-
covered by dialectic. They also instantiate and exemplify the move-
ment of the dialectic, with its moments of exitus and reditus. The
four levels of nature proceed outwards and multiply into the effects
through the mechanism of likeness and similarity as in.other Ngo—
platonic systems. In fact, as we shall shortly sec, Erzggena, like
Dionysius, understands hierarchies as related through likencss and
finally through their likeness to God.

For Eriugena the universe unfolds by logical division, _but h_c also
partitions the world, that is, gives an account of the relationship be-
tween parts and the whole. Thus the four divisions can also be

22 Stock, in his “In Search of Eriugena’s Augustine,” p. 96, rclates the fqtlr divisions of
nature to the fourfold classification of predicates as in a subject, of a subject, etc,
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understood as the fourfold partition of nature (quadripertita totius na-
turae discretio, 111.688a), though he runs the two concepts together
at [11.6goa, where he talks of the quadripertita divisio. Furthermore,
at V.1orga, he refers to the universal division of nature as being
four-formed, guadriformata; and at Il.524d, he speaks of the quadri-
Jormis divisio, the four-form division.

From this account, we see that Eriugena uses various terms (forms,
species, differentiac) to describe the exact nature of these four di-
visions of nature. He speaks of them as four species under one genus.
It was this assertion that led to the allegation that Eriugena was
articulating a form of pantheism. The divisions are also considered
to be a species separated by four differentiae (I.441b), in a manner
which has been compared with the way in which the four elements
are distinguished by the four qualities (i.e., cold, hot, dry, moist)
in Eriugena’s own philosophy.* Eriugena calls these divisions parts
(partes) at 1L.526a, and even forms ( formae) at 11.524d. Furthermore,
God is called the forma omnium, and thus would appear to be present
in all the forms of nature. Eriugena frequently uses form as equive
alent to species, although he distinguishes them in his commentary
on Book IV of Martianus’s De nuptiis. Eriugena 1s using the term
“form” in a Platonic sense, which he never further clarifies. But the
four forms of nature are in fact four primary causes (which are also
called forms and species) and must therefore organise the multitude
of causes in a higher classification. This gives us a hint as to their
ultimate nature. The primary causes are divine theophanies, and
therefore the four divisions of nature must be understood as theo-
phanies: They are from God, but they are also in Him and are Him.
At Ill.6goa Eriugena says this universal division is “both from God
(de Deo) and in God (in Deo).” The four forms of nature are also
aspects of Christ, who has becn called “Form” by Eriugena, as we
saw.

The four divisions as hierarchy

Erugena lays out the divisions as a descending order (ordo, 620c)
or hierarchy in the manner of Dionysius’s hierarchies. It is in this
way that they have most commonly been understood by philoso-
phers. Eriugena translated both the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy and Ce-

23 Sce Sheldon-Williams in Armstrong, Cambridge Hisiory of Late Greek and Early Medieval
Philosophy, pp. 520-1.
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lestial Hierarchy of Dionysius, where he found the notion of hier-
archy. Translating Dionysius, Eriugena defines hierarchy as follows:
“A hicrarchy for me is a divine order, science {or knowledge), and
practice, made similar, in so far as possible, to the divine idea, as-
cending in proportion to likeness to God, according to the illumi-
nations given to it by God” (CH iii.164d; my translation).* Thus
hierarchy means not just a series of ontological levels, but also a
mental science and moral practice of attempting to increase likeness
to God. Eriugena’s four levels of nature are related by likeness to
the first and fourth levels, which signify God Himself.

Eriugena operates with several distinct kinds of hierarchy, as we
have already seen. He has a general hierarchy of all things into being,
life, intellect, and One, an ascending order he could have found in
Augustine or in many other Neoplatonic sources. He also has an
epistemological hierarchy of sense, imagination, memory, inner sense,
reason, intellect, and an ecstatic union with the One (in contermn-
plations which produce thedsis). Morcover, he has a cosmic hierarchy
which extends downwards from God and the angels, through the
first principles, down through the sun and the planets, until it reaches
the world soul {anima mundi, 1.476c), space and time, and the var-
ious corporeal realities. But he also conceives of this hierarchy as
the logical tree of genera, species, and individuals, which extends,
as he often says, “from highest to lowest.” This is perhaps his most
common way of talking about the hierarchies, as they are expressed
in the division of nature, and it is this which gave rise to the com-
ment that he “hypostasises the tabula logica.”

A division is both a logical and an ontological process, following
the standard Neoplatonic recognition of an isomorphism between
intellectual structures and the structures of the real, a mirroring of
reality in thought. Division moves from highest to lowest, and the
return is called recollection, analysis, resolution (analytike), or ep-
istrophé. Moreover, the way up and the way down are the same:”

24 See Eringena’s translation of Dionysius's Celestial Hierarchy 1111644, in PL CXXII.1044¢:
“Est quidern lerarchia secundum me ordo divinus et scientia, ct actio, dm_forgu quantum
possibile, simulata, juxta, inditas ei divinitus illuminatiencs proportionaliter in Dei sim-
ilitudinem ascendens.” ) )

23 This principle of the identity between division and recollection is found in Proclus, in E.
R. Dodds {ed.), Elements of Theology, 2nd cd. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1663},
proposition 38, for example, where Proclus states: “All that proceeds from 2 plura]i:y_ of
causes passes through as many terms in its reversion as in its procession; and all reversion
is through the same terms as the corresponding procession.”
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For there is no rational division (rafionabilis divisio), whether it be of essence
into genera, or of genus into species and individuals or of the whole into
its parts — for which the proper name is partition (partitio) — or of the
universe into those divisions which right reason contemplates therein, thag
cannot be brought back again by the same stages through which the di-
vision has previously ramified into multiplicity, until it arrives at that One
which remains inseparzbly in itself (and) from which that division took its
origin, {Il.526a; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Clearly then the four divisions of nature can be understood as
four stages or terms in the logical /ontological process of procession
from the One into multplicity. Understood in this way we have
to interpret the four levels as a descending order of causation in
typically Neoplatonic terms, where there is a gradual limitation in
the power and range of the cause as we descend. (See, e.g., Plo~
tinus, Ennead V. 1.6, where the principle is clearly stated that even
an cternal and perfect producer produces something inferior to it-
self.) Thas the four divisions of nature are named by Eriugena as
follows:

Uncreated and creating God
Created and creating Primary causes
Created and not creating Created effects (this world)
Uncreated and not creating  Materia informis
Non-being

Although the inidal intention s to show that the four divisions
can be ranked in descending order, Eriugena’s main efforts will be
expended in subverting and deconstructing this original Neoplatonic
scheme. He wants to argue that all four divisions are on the same
ontological level and do not represent a gradually diminishing causal
power. Rather, the divisions are an outpouring or expansion from
the One, which in no way diminishes the One, who remains om-
nipresent throughout the whole order. Eriugena appears here to be
affirming a Dionysian modification of 2 principle of Plotinus’s and
Proclus’s, namely, that what is produced is necessarily inferior.
Dionysius is aware that an infinite being produces infinitely, and
hence what is produced cannot be limited. In the Homilia he ex-
pressly states that the generation of the Son from the Father is one
with the creation of all things, and he names this as one of the high-
est mysteries. Eriugena has many terms for this expansion or em-
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anation and does not at all see it as contradicting or threatening
God’s free act of creating.*® 7
. Certainly the logical structuring of the divisions gives the impres-
sion (as in Plotinus) of an cternal and necessary outflowing of the
cffects from the causes, of the created world from God. For this
reason also Eriugena was condemned as a pantheist, as we have seen.
One of the charges levelled against the Amauricians in the thirtcenth
century was that they taught that the divine ideas were both created
and creating. Moreover, besides calling God a genus of which the
natural orders are specics, and seeing their creation as a natural and
necessary emanation, Eriugena also invites the charge of pantheism
by explicitly reducing the four forms of nature to one single ousia,
thus conflating God and the creature. Before attempting to defend
Eriugena on this charge, let us examine the resolution of the four
orders of nature into one.

Hidden in this fourfold scheme is the triadic scheme of emanation
from, and return to, an unchanging One. Thus in Book 11 Eriugena
explains how the four divisions of nature may be understood as
three: God in His aspects of Beginning, Middle, and End (IL.527b;
see also [.451d—452a, 453b; I11.621d, 675a, 688b). The four divisions
of God are really only God: God is the genus of which the forms
of nature are species.

Eriugena then goes on to show that these four divisions are not
static categories but, rather, a scries of relative beings, which may
be thought together as one nature. The four divisions show nature
In its initial stage, in its expansion (for Nicholas of Cusa: explicatio)
and also in its contraction and return (complicatio, contractio, to use
Nicholas’s terminology}. But Eriugena believes that the four divie
sions can be further reduced (reductio — led back or recollected or
recovered by the mind) to two levels and finally back to one.

26 On Eriugena’s concept of emanation and its relarion to later Neoplatonism, sce S. Gersh,
From lamblichus te Eriugena (Leiden: Brill, 1978}, esp. pp. 17-26. Eriugena actually uses
the term emanatie at 1.506¢, and clsewhere he translates Maximus’s image as fluere {flowing
forth) or fluere desursim. For emanation in Dionysius, see R, Roques, L'Univers da'onysici
(Paris: Aubicr, 1954), pp. 101~2. For a gencral discussion of emanation and creation, sce
J. H. Gay, “Four Medieval Views of Creation,” Harard Theological Review 56 (19’()3)
PP 253~8. Gersh claims that Dionysius was vague about the manner in which the Divine
Exemplars flow forth from the One. Maximus was more rigorous in emphasising that
strictly speaking, they did not flow forth but werce created. i ‘
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The reduction of the four divisions to one

In Book II, Eriugena demonstrates a reduction of the levels of na-
ture, which is modelled on Maximus’s account of the return of the
creature to God. He begins by bringing together the primary causes
and the effects, that is, the second and third divisions of nature.
His argument is as follows: First, every cause has its effect and
every effect its proper causes, so the two terms are mutually de-
pendent and inseparable. Thus cause and effect for Eriugena co-exist
on the same ontological level, and one cannot strictly speak of di-
minishing power when one moves from cause to cffect. In tradi-
tional Neoplatonic systems, the cause s usually considered to be
more perfect and to have more reality than the effect,”” and Eri-
ugena also speaks in these terms. (See, e.g., H.663¢.) But a cause
may also be understood to be egual to its effect and to have the same
amount of reality except that by definition, the cause is always prior
to the effect, and since it is cause, it is distinguished from the cffect,
which is not called “cause™ for the same reason. Therefore, one
cannot strictly speak of the identity of cause and effect. Eriugena
prefers to think of the relation of primary causes to created effects,
since in fact for him creation is nothing more than manifestation or
progression from hiddenness into openness, which does not nec-
essarily involve decline or diminution. Thus at [IL.6gza—b he says
that the creature conceived of as cause is wnot other than the creature
conceived of as effect. Here Eriugena says that cause and effect have
the same meaning (intellectus, 693a), and that they are to be consid-
ered not as two different beings but as one and the same (una ead-
emgue, 693b). They are separated in so far as the cause is in the
darkness of divine wisdom and the effect is manifested {(manifestata,
693b) in perfect knowledge. At II.646¢ he says:
I do not see why what is predicated of the cause cannot also be predicated

of what participates in the cause. (Quod enim de causa praedicatur qua ratione
sion etiam de causativis praedicari non invenio.) (Uhlfelder’s translation)

This movement from cause to effect, then, need be thought of not
only as downward diminution but also as horizontal expansion, and
thus at least two of the divisions of nature can be seen to imply one
another. The effects “remain” in the causes (Il.517a) and thus can

27 See, for example, Dodds (ed.), Proclus, Elements of Thealogy, propositions 3 and 36.
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be thought of as one with them. Eriugena argues that although cause
and effect are really distinct and separate and are actually found in
the nature of things (in ipsa rerum natura, 1.5 28a), they can be thought
of as One, since all things are nothing but their participation in Gi)d
(528b) and have no being outside Him. Thus the second and third
divisions of nature can both be thought under the one category —
created being or created ousia.

The reduction of the first and fourth divisions

Eriugena next reduces the first and fourth divisions to a single on-
tological domain:

The first, then, fand] fourth are onc since they are understood of God
[alone]. For He is the Principle of all things which have been created by
Him and the end of all things which seck him so that in Him they may
fm_d t;u-nr cternal and immutable rest. (I1.526¢: Sheldon-Williams’s trans-
ation

These two divisions apply to God because, by negative theological
reasoning, God can just as well be said not to create as to create,
Since both the first and the fourth divisions refer to uncreated being,
or uncreated owsia, it is clear that they both refer to the divine God-
head. Eriugena, of course, sees non-being as higher than being (as
we saw in Chapter 11); so this reduction of the first and fourth
actually is more like a return to the fourth. Moreover, Eriugena
states clearly at several points that the distinction between thebﬁrst
and the fourth is not a real distinction but only a mental distinction,
based on the perspective or point of view of our contemplations:
For these two forms (formae) are discerned not in God but in our contem-
plation (of Him) and are not forms of God but of our reason, resulting
f;orr{ our double consideration (duplicem considerationem) of (Hi’m as) Be-
ginning and End, nor is it in God that they are reduced to one form but
n our contemplation which, in considering the beginning and the end,
createslmlltsel{, as it were, two forms of contemplation (duas Jormas con-
templationis), and these, again, it would scem, it reduces into a single form
of contemplation (in unam formam theoriae) when it begins to consider the
simple ‘unity of the Divine Nature. {(Il.527d—328a; Sheldon-Williams’s
translation)

The unity of creator and created nature

Having reduced the first and the fourth to one (God), and the sec-
ond and the third to one (the creature), Eriugena then sets about
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the final reduction of both these divisions to the One. Since the first
and the fourth reduce to one, which is God, and the second and
third together comprise created being, then both together can be
thought of as God and the creature. But God and the creature can
themselves be thought of as one (i.¢., as God), since there is nothing
outside God and therefore creation is “contained” in Him. Anselm
will say, in the eleventh century, in his Proslogion that all things are
in God (Chapter XIX}, and that God “permeates and cmbraces all
things” (Tu ergo imples et complecieris omnia, Chapter XX), while at
the same time being before (ante) and beyond (ultra) all things. Er-
iugena writes:

NUTRITOR: But suppose you join the creature to the Creator so as to un-
derstand that there is nothing in the former save Him who alone traly is
_ for nothing apart from Him is truly cailed essential smee all things that
are are nothing else, in so far as they are, but the participation in Him who
alone subsists from and through Himself — will you deny that Creator and

creature are one? )

ALUMNUS: It would not be casy for me to deny it. For 1t scems to me
ridiculous to resist that deduction.

NUTRITOR: So the universe (universitas), comprising God and the creature,
which was first divided as it were into four forms, is reduced again
to an indivisible One, being Principle as well as Cause and End. (Il.328b;

Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

This is usually taken as the most exphcit statement of Eriugena’s
pantheism. He has taken the two forms, Creator and the creature,
which Augustine had held so firmly and completely separate and
has united them info a single whole or totality, which he terms

universitas.

Universitas and multiplex theoria

This unity of God and the creature receives several names in Eri~
ugena. It is universalis natura (I1.529a9) or to pan, which he Fransiates
as universitas. In an important study, M.-D. Chenu has pointed out
the importance of the term universitas in the la_ter philosopl_lical de-
velopments of the twelfth century. He sees 1t as a genuine cos-
mological intuition, a new development in Western thinking abogt
the world.”® Eriugena is actually the first person to use the term in

2% M.<D. Chenu, La Titéalagie au Xlle sitde (Pazis, 1057}, Atranslatcd as Nature, Man, and
Society in the Twelfth Century (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968}, pp. 5-8&
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this new sense. For him it is a concept {or Begriff in Hegelian ter-
minology) which thinks together the dialectical unity of finite and
infinite, divine and created nature. It unites all the hierarchies of
nature and includes the exitus and reditus of the cosmos. Eriugena
uses universitas as a substantive and defines it at II.524d as including
God and the creature. His meaning, however, is not wholly con-
sistent, and sometimes he refers to universitas to signify only created
nature, for example at Ill.621a, where he speaks of an infinite series
of created wholes {universitates), for which his more usual term is
totum (Il.523d). Eriugena himself is well aware of this shifting of
meaning within the term tself and raises the matter for clarification
in the form of a question between pupil and master. Alumnus asks:

I should like to know why vou chose to posit as the first part of the uni-
verse dtself {ipsius universitatis) that Nature which is removed from the uni-
verse of all natures (ab omnium naturarum universitate} by Its excellence and
Its infinity. ([IL.620b; Uhlfelder’s translation, p. 124)

Nutritor answers at II1.621a that universitas cannot be grasped in one
way only, but must be admitted to have a multiplicity of meanings
(non uno sed multiplici rationis infuitu). As with all Eriugena’s central
concepts, there is a dialectical flux in the meaning of the term, which
cannot be uanderstood by a umivocal approach to theoretical lan-
guage. Universitas, therefore, 1s grasped by the multiplex theoria, the
anarchic multiple contemplation of the human mind. Universitas does
not mean being but signifies the dialectical interplay of being and
non-being. Nutritor goes on to say that unfversitas signifies not only
the created nature but also the Creator, whereas the terms “whole”
(fotum) and “everything” (ommnia) are normally kept for referring
to created being. Although Eringena often uses ousia for the being
of all things, universitas includes not just all ousiai but also all those
things which transcend ousia. It 1s Eriugena’s profound contribution
to philosophy to have discovered a term which refers both to im-
manent and transcendent natures. Erlugena’s universitas actually pre-
figures later Renaissance speculation on the infinity of worlds in the
universe, for example, in Gilordano Bruno’s On the Cause, Principle
and the One.

Thus, in Book II, Eriugena says that the first division of nature
is so primary and fundamental that it is found in all the universes
(universitates): “For this division of nature persists uniformly
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throughout all the universes to infinity” (III.QQ Ia): Eriugen; here is
signalling his commitment to a belief i an mﬁmtiy of_ universes —
an idea normally associated with Giordano Bruno.*® Eriugena is in-
deed committed to the infinity of universes and to the multlphmty
of nature, although they are all contained in the divine ousia. To
make sense of this idea, we need to put aside neo-Aristotelian mean-
ings of ousia and try to enter Into the complex structure of Eriugena.
As I have said, he believes that the world is seen as a universe, not
in one way but in many. The variability of Vif_:“.’ii.‘lg depends on the
perspective of the viewer. In fact, the four divisions of nature are
themselves most properly to be understood as perspectives, points
of view, contemplations, rather than as substances. Eriugena, as we
have seen, has talked of the four divisions as contemplations. Thus
besides being quadriformata and quadripertita, universal nature 1 also
a fourfold contemplatio. This is in fact his highcst‘understanémg ‘of
the meanings of nature. They are four considerationes (H.sz’fa}), in-
tentiones (IL.g27b), and theoriae (IL527b). Enugena does not spnply
believe in one monistic and reified universal substance, of which all
things are modifications; rather he sees universal nature as a c‘iy—
namic process of different mauifestaﬂpns or _rewflau_ons, depend11_1g
on the point of view of the viewer, his location in time, space, his-
tory, and also, like all true Platonism and n?ysticlsn?, on his moral
and spiritual development. There is not a single unity of ng and
creation for the ordinary, everyday knower (the fallep man n Er-
jugena’s terminology). This knower sces tl}mgS as multzpk?. But there
is a single unity for the highest theoretical coptc—:mplatxons of the
wise and enlightened person. The spiritually enlightened person sees
no division or opposition anywhere. Thus to see the worlFl as one
is not to proclaim pantheism: It is to asscrz-the absence 0fd1ffcrence
of the highest thedria. Eriugena (in an adc.lit'mn to the Rheims manu-
script, at the beginning of Book i) exphcz'tly refutes the accusation
of pantheism. God is not a genus O 2 SPECIEs; rather, He transcends
all things:

For God is not a genus of the creature nor the creature a species of G(})ld
any morc than the creature is the genus of God nor God a species of the

29 On Bruno, sce A. Koyré, From the Closed Werld to the Inﬁnite: Uniumg(B;tltmz\?;c,; _(]I(\)]}:\]s
Hopkins University Press, 1957}, Pp- 44—54. See alf‘o E. Cass’irer, An Essay on Man (Mo
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1944}, P- 13 In Bruno’s doctrine infinity nobiongg
means 4 mere negation ot limitation. On the contrary it means the 1mmc3.sur'i1]l ¢ an
inexhaustible abundance of reality and the unrestricted power of the human mtellect.
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creature. The same can be said of the whole and its parts, for God is not
the whole of the creature nor the creaturc a part of God any more than
the creature is the whole of God or God a part of the creature . . . al-
though in a metaphorical sense God is said to be both genus and whole
and species and part. (II.523d-524d; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)®

In Book II Eriugena, moreover, refers to the levels of the hierarchy
as formae, because they are formed by our minds, rather than be-
cause they exist as ontological realities per se:

Now, the reason why we say that the universal nature possesses forms is
that it is from her that our intelligence is in a manner formed ( formata)
when it attempts to treat of her; for in herself the universal nature docs
not everywhere admit forms. It certainly is not improper for us to say that
she comprises God and creature, and therefore in so far as she is creative
{creatrix) she admits no form in herself, but gives multiformity (multifor-
mitas) to the nature formed by her. (IL.525b—c; Sheldon-Williams’s translation)

Eriugena says that God can be thought as one with the creature by
an intellectual contemplation (universitatis contemplatio, 524d), thus
indicating that conceiving of God and the creature as one is in fact
a theoria, a contemplation, rather than an ontological feature of the
world-in-itself.

To sum up then, Eriugena does talk of the relations between the
divisions as if they are parts of a whole, species of a genus, or forms
of a descending order of hierarchy, but these are only ways of
speaking. What he really intends to show is that the four divisions
are four ways of talking about or viewing the divine reality.

Eriugena had already conceded that the first and fourth divisions
of nature do not in fact exist separately in re, in reality, but actually
have only intentional or mental existence. There is no real distine-
tion between the first and fourth, although there appears to our minds
to be a difference between them. Part of Ertugena’s own task as a
philosopher is to make us aware of the gulf which separates our
rationalistic understanding from the unity of Truth itself. Eriugena
is on much more difficult terrain when he goes farther and collapses
cause and effect together, because he had agreed that these two di-
visions exist not only in our minds but in reality itself. Neverthe-
less, these two belong together, since the cause contains the effect
and the effect participates totally in the cause, as I have already shown,

30 E. Gilson, who also denics that Eriugena is a pantheist, cites this passage in support of
his interpretation in Being and Some Philosophers, 2nd cd. (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Medieval Studies, rgs2), pp. 33-36.
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and Eriugena is content to say that were it not for the Fall of human
nature, effects and causes would dwell together much more closely
than they do now. But in bringing all the divisions back to a single
unity, he has to change his definition of creation, so that it 1s to be
understood as self-manifestation, and thus both causes and effects
are really theophanies of God.

His problem now is: What kinds of beings have the primary causes?
If they are real beings they would seem to impose an intermediate
ontological level between God and the created effects; if they are
not fully real and are merely divine appearances, then they belong
solely to God, and it is difficult to speak of creation at all. Eriugena
will answer that the causes are really theophanies, aspects of God’s
self-manifestation (that is they appear to us as revelations of God);
no-one knows the primary causes in themselves (1.446a) except God.
Thus they are part of the outflowing from the One into difference,
which nevertheless does not destroy the unity but is merely an
expression or articulation of it. No level of reality is interposed be-
tween God and creation, because the intermediaries are in fact God’s
willings or self-manifestations, and they have reality only in the minds
which view them. They are both self-manifestations of God and
perspectives or aspects of the human mind. In God they are identical
with God; in humans they are objects of theoria.

Let us examine this in more detail, to see how the second division
of nature (the primary causes) does not in fact constitute a hierarchy
which separates God (the first and fourth divisions} from the created
effects (the third division), but resolves all difference into difference
of perspective or points of view, and dissolves all hierarchy into the
self-expression of subjectivity.

The primary causes as theoriae

In developing the doctrine of the primary causes, Eriugena is at his
most syncretic. He is deliberately conflating theories of causation
from many different sources and philosophical traditions, including
the Platonic, the Greek Eastern, and the Augustinian conceptions.
Thus in Book II Eriugena defines the primary causes:

Now these primordial causes of things are what the Grecks call prototypa
{mwpwrdrome), that is, primordial exemplars, or proerismata (wpoopiopare),
that is, predestinations or predefinitions. They are also called by them theia
thelémata (Qete BehfpaTe), that is, divine volitions. They are commonly
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called ideai ({8éan, i e cic '

Sheldonuwguiqu i’:li;}; ;52;1;5;1 }spcacs or forms (species vel formae). (1L 520b;
But these are not the only terms Eriugena uses. At I, 562b he calls
them occasiones, at 11.528d he cails them primordial essentige, and at
II.548a he explains “primordial’” as Jundamenta or again at 15532 as
principia. They are also variously called exempla, definitiones, divinac
volitiones (616a), and participationes (I1.616b).%" In his translations of
Dionysius, he uses the term paradeigmata.

Almost the whole of Book II is devoted to a thorough investi-
gation of the nature of the divine causes. They are similar to Pla-
tonic forms in that they are the primary and immutable exemplars
of the things in this world, and as in the middle Platonic {c.g., Nu-
menius) and Neoplatonic interpretation {(c.g., Plotinus), these ideas
do not so much exist independently of God as they are contained
in Him as His ideas. Thus Eriugena says in Book II that the Greeks
called them ideas (ideai),

- that is, the eternal species, or forms, and immutable reasons after
which and in whick the visible and invisible world is formed and govemned
(Jormatuy et regitur); and therefore they were appropriately named by the
wise men of the Grecks, prétotypa (mpwréruma), that is, the principal ex-
emplars which the Father made in the Son and divides and multiplies into
their effects through the Holy Spirit. (IL615d-616a; Sheldon-Williams's
transtation)*

Thus, like the Platonic forms, they are ecternal, immutable, su-
premely intelligible in themselves, existing through themselves (per
se esse, IL616b), and causes to all other things, which thereby par-
ticipate in them. Eriugena does not actually say that the term idea
derives from Plato, but Honorius Augustodunensis does in his Clavis
physicae. For Eriugena, however, there are an infinite number of these
ideas, which goes beyond the Platonic scheme. ™ In fact, Eriugena’s

31 S. Gersh, in From lamblichus to Eriugena, reminds us of the extreme broadening of the
Platonic forms or causcs in late Neoplatonism; see esp. p- 160 n. 136. See also ]. I Sar-
anyana, “Las ‘ideas’ en Escoto Erjugena,” Actas del ¥/ Congreso Internacional de Filosofia
Medieval 2 (1979), pp. 1207-13.

3z They arc individualised by their being subjects, i.c. by their subjectivity. Aquinas later
individuated immaterial beings such 25 angels by their potency.

33 On the later Neoplatonic development of the forms, sce A, H. Armstrong, *“The Back-
ground of the Doctrine That the Intelligibles Arc Not Qutside the IntCHcét,” Entretiens
I?'ard:”s (196c}, pp. 393—425. Sce also A. Rich, “The Platonic Ideas as the Thoughts of
(>o<_i Mncmosyne, ath ser., y (1954), pp. 123-33, and H. J- Blumenthal, “Did Plotinus
Believe in Ideas of Individuals?” Phronesis 11 (1966), pp. 61-80. For Augustinc’s discussion
of the multiplicity of the divine ideas and their unity in the Word, sce De diversis guacs-
lionibus 83.
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doctrine contains not only Neoplatonic teaching on the ideas but
also the Stoic-Plotinian and Augustinian thoughts concerning the
logei spermatikoi, or rationes seminales, along with the Dionysian
teaching on the archai. Augustine is the major mediacval source
of the Platonic doctrine of ideas, especially his De ideis, that is,
Question 46 of the De diversis quaestionibus, frequently cited by me-
diaeval authors, including Aquinas. Eriugena’s major Augustinian
source, however, appears to be Augustine’s commentary on Gen-
esis, the De Genesi ad litteram, which 1s also the source of Eriugena’s
favourite term for the ideas, namely, primordiales cansae.® It is note-
worthy that Dionysius rarely uses the term idea or eidos, preferring
his own proorismos (Tpoopuods), which derives from a Pauline use
of the verb proorechein (wpoopilew), ‘“‘to mark out providentially”
(e.g., Romans 8.29; 1 Corinthians 2.7). Augustine used the idea of
cternal or seminal reasons as a means of explaining how creation
can occur simultaneously and vyet only unroll or reveal itself over a
period of time. For Augustine, for example, all trees were created
simultaneously in the logos, even though they only appear and grow
at successive intervals and times. Augustine emphasises that these
seminal reasons are themselves eternal and unchanging, even though
they are manifest in a changing manner over time. He in fact calls
them primordial causes (primordiales causae) and says that they exist
in the Word.

Augustine was uncertain of the exact status of the primordial causes
and seminal reasons. If these causes are always in God in some eter~
nal way, then God did not create them. If they exist only in the
creature, then in what sense are they eternal? Furthermore, do they
exist in the incorporeal or the corporeal creature? At De Genesi ad
litteram VII.xxi1.32, Augustine distinguishes the causales rationes of a
thing from its nature or substance. Eriugena sometimes uses a sim-
ilar distinction, but mostly he resolves the individual rationes of
something into the more universal primary causes. Augustine had
four levels of seminal reasons (in the Word of God, in the elements
of the world, in the first individuals of every class, and in the seeds

34 Sec Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram V1.10.17. See also the notes in P. Agaésse and A.
Solignac (cds.), La Gendsc au sens littéral en douze livres, Bibliothéque de S. Auvgustine, 48
(Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1972), pp. 657—08. Sce also F. J. Thonnard, “Les Raisons
séminales selon saint Augustin® Actes du XIe Congrés International de Philosophie, vol. 12
(Amsterdam: North Holland, 1953}, pp- 146—32.
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produced by man or animal). Augustine understands the primary
causes as having a potential existence in matter. This is something
Eriugena occasionally refers to, and the notion reappears in an il-
lustration in the Clavis physicae. For Eriugena the waste or void
mentioned in Genesis really signifies materia informis, and this emerged
first as the primordial causes, thus appearing to identify unformed
matter and the causes. For Eriugena this is possible because both
unformed matter and the causes are themselves immaterial and
graspable only by the intellect, though strictly speaking the causes
are grasped only in their theophanies and not in themselves (sce
1.446b—c and I11.681¢). -

Eriugena goes much farther than Augustine in that he under-
stands the primary causes to be ultimately divine ideas or willings
or divine manifestations. As such they are infinite and infinitely
complex, like the meanings of Scripture or the colours of 2 pea-
cock’s tail. In the divine Word, the VFerbum, all the causes are one
and simple, wnum, simplex atque individuum (111.624b), a doctrine Er-
iugena found explicitly stated in Maximus’s Ambigua. In the Word
the causes are a complex unity, wnum multiplex ([[1.674¢), a term
which prefigures some of Nicholas of Cusa’s formulations of the
coincidentia oppositorum. We may note in passing that Descartes fol-
lows Eriugena in seeing the ideas or eternal truths as both eternal
and created; this appears in the replies to the Fifth Set of Objections
to the Meditations.

Eriugena initially speaks of the causes as having a natural order
(naturalis ordo, HL.622b), as if they indeed exhibited a hierarchical
arrangement. Thus in Book III, he takes an order of causes he has
found in Dionysius and lists them: (1) goodness, (2) essence, (3) life,
(4) reason, (g) intellect, (6) wisdom, (7) power, (8) blessedness, (g)
truth, and (10} eternity. He also mentions other ideas ~ magnitude,
love, peace, perfection. Eriugena is aware of their hierarchical func-
tion in Dionysius. He also sees these causes not so much as Platonic
forms but as conveying the essence of scriptural statements about
God. Thus, in the Homilia, Eriugena comments on the scriptural
statements that all things are in the Word as life (John 1.3~4), gquod
Jactum est in ipso vita erat, and says that the phrase can be understood
m two ways, depending on how it is punctuated. The first way is
hierarchical: The genera, species, forms, and individuals in space
and time are all contained in Him, and in Him are life {288b~c; see
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also Periphyseon I11.667a); or it can mean that all things made in
Him, are life itself. Eriugena accepts both interpretations, one of
which is rather pantheistic. He frequently quotes this passage of
Scripture, for example, in Periphyseon I1.559a; Il.641a, 666d, 685d;
and V.go8a. It is because of this phrase that Eriugena (following
Dionysius) frequently puts life first among the forms.

Eriugena does not insist on a fixed ordo of the causes. He subverts
this hierarchical arrangement and argues that there is no fixed order
to the causes and that they can in fact be understood starting any-
where in the system and moving in any direction. The causes are
ordered by the power of contemplating intellect, as he says in Book
JHE

And be it noted that this sequence of the primordial causes which you ask
me to set out distinctly in a definite order of precedence is constituted not
in themselves but in the aspects (non in ipsis sed in theoria), that is, in the
concept of the mind which investigates them. (IIL624a; Sheldon-
Williams’s transiation)

Taking an image from the liberal arts, he says that the primary causes
are infinite and form a continuous reality like a circle. One can begin
anywhere on a circle and move in either direction, and for that rea-
son circular movement is called anarchos, or “lacking in origin or
principle” {principio carens, [I1.625d). Similarly, all the numbers are
contained in the monad (625¢). They reside in an anarchic, infinite,
formless state. They receive form only by being contemplated. This
is the true nature of the four divisions of nature. They are not sub-
stances or realities but are manifestations which appear to the per-
ceiving mind. ““Therefore the order of the primordial causes is con-
stituted in the judgement of the mind which contemplates them in
so far as knowledge of them is granted to those who discourse on
the divine causes” (IlI.624¢; Sheldon-Williams’s translation).

The order of the causes, and of the fourfold division of nature,
is thus a product of the mind of the perceiver. Eriugena then allows
the philosopher and the theologian the freedom to absorb them-
selves completely in this anarchic play of possibilities (like the Hei-
deggerian Spicgelspiel of being) and divine manifestations:

We should see more clearly than light that the greatest theologians and
their successors can . . . both make a start of their contemplations of the
primordial causes from any onc of them art all and set the term of their
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contemplation in any one of them as each may wish so that as many as
there are of the primordial causes, or rather, to speak more cautiously, as
many as they are formed in whatever way they arc or can be formed in
the intellects of those who contemplate them, so many are the ways of
ordering and numbering them that offer themselves of their own accord
by a wonderful dispension {dispositio) of the Divine Providence to those
who practice philosophy rightly in accordance with their capacity for con-
templation and in accordance with the inclination of each. (Il.626a—b;
Sheldon-Williams's translation)

The mind has the power to order infinite reality according to its
own free inclination and also in accordance with divine theophany
and illumination. Ultimately both divine theophanies (divine will-
ings) and human willings (free-will) are one and the same for the
wise man. The true philosopher allows his will to be one with God’s
so that the whole necessity of order and structure in this world is
overcome and he enters mnto the free anarchic play of infinite pres-
ence and absence, hiddenness and manifestation.

Eriugena’s entire philosophy of nature is really a light metaphys-
ics of manifestation and concealment, darkness and illumination.
Eriugena thus brings the tradition of the light metaphysics of Dion-
ysius to the Latin West, where it will be continued, in one manner
in some of Aquinas’s statements about esse, and in another way in
Robert Grosseteste’s De luce, where it will provide the impetus for
the investigation of the physical phenomenon of light, which will
be among the first concerns of seventeenth-century empirical sci-
ence. In the history of light metaphysics, we must not forget Au-
gustine’s commentary on “‘Let there be Light” in the Confessions and
particularly in the De Genesi ad litteram. Another important me-
diacval discussion of light occurs in Anselm’s Monologion, Chapter
VL

The four divisions are four examples the mind may contemplate,
but the mind is perfectly free to discard this structure and proceed
along any other path in the revelation of being. Higher than all
revelations, which by their nature must be one-sided and self-
concealing, 15 the hidden non-being, the abyss or Urgrund of being.
Eriugena, then, cannot be said to be setting forth a science of nature
such as seventeenth-century physicists developed. He 1s an idealist
who 15 offering his fourfold system of nature as a means of entering
into the infinite play of order and disorder, darkness and light, being
and non-being, phantasia and theophania, which is both the meaning
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of the concept of creation and the meaning of the ground of God
and human nature.

Eriugena’s massive hierarchical system of nature is easily mis-
understood unless we realise the negative dialectics at the heart of
it, which preserves the absolute transcendence of the non-being be-
fore being. All manifestations are limited and point to the infinite
darkness which is their origin and ground. By negating every fixed
idea and every static order, and allowing itself to become one with
the non-being above being, to become one with its own highest
self, to achieve perfect self-identity from which all manifestation
and creation springs, the human mind can learn to cast aside its own
limitations and enter into infinite darkness.

13

ERTUGENA’S INFLUENCE ON
LATER MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHY

How influential was Eriugena in the development of philosophy in
the High Middle Ages?

It is notoriously difficult to measure the exact influence of one
author on another in the mediaeval tradition. The main intention
of mediaeval authors was to represent the truth as they saw it, and
they frequently used ideas without crediting them or showing any
awareness that they were in fact borrowing from a different (and
sometimes conflicting) intellectual system. In the case of Eriugena,
his Periphyseon, Homilia, and Dionysius translations seem to have
followed different paths and to have been sufficiently separated that
no sense of an “Erlugenian” tradition developed in the Middle Ages.

Eriugena’s complex and difficult systemn was not casy to grasp.
Furthermore, it is clear that his work may have provided inspiration
with individual thoughts and ideas, but there scems to have been
no recognition that his thought constituted a “system™ (of course,
I do not mean a rigid deductive system of the kind which was pop-
ular in the seventeenth century) and that the ideas could not be sim-
ply separated out at random.

It is clear that Eriugena was widely read by a circle of followers
in the ninth century, although the names of most of his immediate
followers would not strike a chord of recognition among present-
day philosophers. We know little of Ertugena’s cooperator in studiis
Wulfad, other than that he was a cleric at the monastery of Saint-
Medard in Soissons, and that Eriugena may have spent some time
there in 856—7. He later was made archbishop of Bourges by Charles
the Bald over the head of Hincmar, who objected to him as a monk
who had been ordained by the rebel, deposed Bishop Ebbo. Noth-
ing remains of Wulfad’s works other than a well-known list of
manuscripts in his library, which includes the Periphyseon. Maren-
bon suggests that a manuscript at the monastery of Saint-Medard,
Mazarine 561, which was owned by Wulfad, contains annotations
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which may have been made by him." Another close associate of
Eriugena’s at one time was Winibertus, who worked with Eriugena
on the Aanotationes, according to a letter contained in Laon manu-
script 24. Contreni has identified this Winibertus as abbot of Schiittern
in the diocese of Strasbourg. We think that Eriugena had a brother
named Aldelmus, who is recorded as having at least copied a page
of the Periphyseon. But we do not know of the intellectual labours
of these associates of Eriugena’s. On the other hand, we do have a
wealth of anonymous ninth-century commentary on him, in the
form of the additions and glosses to the Rheims, Bamberg, and Paris
manuscripts of the Periphyseon. 1 discussed the nature of these ad-
ditions in Chapter 5.

In the ninth century Eriugena’s influence was regional — at Laon,
Auxerre, and Corbie. The first person to follow him at Laon was
Martin Hiberniensis, who used John’s explanations of Greek ter-
minology and quoted from his poetry, in a manuscript, Laon 444.
Scottus also knew Sedulius Scottus, the poet and classicist, who was
at the court of Charles and at Liége. Eriugena is known to have
taught a certain Wicbald, who became bishop of Auxerre in 879,
and to have educated him in the liberal arts. Another student of
Eriugena’s was Elias the Irishman, who became bishop of An-
gouléme. Other names associated with Eriugena are Almannus of
Hautvillers and Hucbald of Saint-Amand, who made a florilegium
of Eriugena’s ideas.

Erlugena influenced (even if he did not directly teach) Heiric of
Auxerre (841—c. 876), a younger contemporary of his who may have
been a master at Laon, and Heiric’s student Remigius of Auxerre,
an Irishman (c. 840—c. 908). Heiric’s De vita Sancti Germani owes
a great deal to Friugena, as does his Homiliary, which leans on Er-
lugena’s Homilia. Heiric also comments on the pseudo-Aristotelian
Categoriae decem and uses Eriugena’s explanations and terminological
elucidations. Thus Heiric adopts Eriugena’s definition of nature as
including all that is and all that is not.” He takes Eriugena’s terms

1 See ]. Marenbon, From the Cirele of Aleuin te the School of Auxerre (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1681), p. 113. E. Jeaunean, on the other hand, in his article “Quisquiliac
e Mazarinaco codice 561 depromptae,” Recherches de théolagie ancienne et médicvale 45 (1978),
PP- 79-129, thinks the annotations may be by Eriugena himself.

z Seec J. Marenbon, Circle of Aleuin, who has given a partial edition of these glosses on pp.
185—06. Marenbon belicves glosses on the Categoriae decesr contained in 2 MS (Milan Am-
brosiana B 71 sup.) may have been done under Heiric’s direetion, rather than by Heiric
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usia, dinamis, energia (Heiric’s spelling) and sees wusia as the highest
category, which transcends everything clse. Cappuyns says that Heiric
was using Eriugena’s Versio Dionysii in his life of Saint Germanus
(PL CXXIV 1131-1208) before 873.°

Remigius of Auxerre incorporates Eriugena’s concepts of dialectic
in his commentary on Augustine’s De dialectica. He also contrasts
affirmative and negative propositions, and speaks of dialectic as a
fuga et insecutio.* Morcover, he identifies enthymema with the concep-
tio mentis, as Eriugena does in Periphyseon .4g1c and De praedestin-
atione 391b.% This originally is developed from Boethius’s In Topica
Ciceronis V (PL LXIV.1142a-1143¢, especially 1142d, where Boe-
thius says enthymema namgque est mentis conceptio).

Eriugena had an influence on the circle of philosophers at Saint
Gall in the late ninth century, cspecially concerning Latin transla-
tions of Greek terms. He also influenced the mysterious “Iepa,” who
has now been tentatively identified as Israc] the Grammarian. Icpa
wrote glosses on Porphyry’s Isagoge, in one of which he counselled
lege Peri Physeon.® It is clear that the kind of influence Eriugena had
in the late ninth and tenth centuries was in the area of the Latin
philosophical tradition of commentary, explication, and analysis of
the meaning of dialectic as understood from the Categoriac decerm.
Ertugena was seen as a master-dialectician, well versed in the mean-
ings of abstruse terms in Martianus, the Categoriae decem, and in
Boethius. Eriugena’s influence at this time consisted in providing
technical terms, explanations, and a Greek-Latin glossary. (See Mar-
tin Hiberniensis in Laon 444, for example.)” Eriugena’s negative di-
alectics, his understanding of mystical theology, and his overall

himself (p. 173). Heiric's commentary on the Categoriae decem is contained in the Paris
MS 12949. See W. Beierwales {ed.), Eriugena Redivivus {Heidclberg: Carl Winter Univ-
ersititsverlag, 1087), p. 57 n. 37.
3 See Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne: Sa vie, son oeuvre, sa pensée {Louvain: Abbaye de Mont
César, 1933), p- 240.
4 See G. d'Onofrio, “Die Ucherlicferung der dialektischen Lehre Eriugenas in den hoch-
mittelalterlichen Schulen g—11 Jh.,” in Beterwaltes, Eritigena Redivivus, p. 57.
Ibid., p. 58 n. 43.
See Cappuyns, Jean Stot Erigéne, p. 241, and C. Jeudi, “isracl le grammaricn et la tradition
manauscrite du commentaire de Renn d”Auxerre & I'Ars Misor de Donat.” Studi Medievali,
ser. 3a, 18 {(1977), pp. 185—-248. Also E. Jeauneau, “Pour le dossicer d'Tsracl Scot,” Archives
d’histaire doctrinale et Iittéraire du moyen dge 52 (1083), pp. 7-72.
Sce the excellent article by G. d'Onofrio, “Die Ucberlieferung der dialektischen Lehre
Eriugenas in den hochmittelalterlichen Schulen g—11 Jh.,” in Beicrwaltes, Eringena Redi-
vivus, pp. 47-76.
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speculative division of nature seem to have been generally ignored
or misunderstood. There are thus some grounds for believing that
the Periphyseon was scen in those early years as a dialectical treatise
on the categories — as some of the library catalogue entries seem to
indicate. (See Chapter 5.)

In the eleventh century Fulbert of Chartres (d. 1028) wrote a let-
ter to Abbo of Fleury in which he commented on Eriugena’s con-
cept of those things which are and those things which are not, esse
and non esse.® Fulbert realises that the things which are not can sig-
nify superessential reality, that is, God Himself. Thus the opening
definition of nature in Eriugena’s Periphyseon, which was excerpted
in various florilegia, seems to have circulated quite frecly in the tenth
and eleventh centuries. Little more about Eriugena seems to have
been known at that time.

The eleventh century produced some great philosophers, such as
Lanfranc (c. 1010-89), Peter Damian (1007-72), and one of the
greatest minds of the century, Anselm of Canterbury (1033—1109).
There is no evidence directly linking Erlugena with Anselm, al-
though d’Onofrio suggests that Eriugena was known to Anselm’s
circle.® Thus we have Gilbert of Nugent {d. 1124) using an Eri-
ugenian gloss on Genesis 1.2 in his Moralia in Genesin T (PL
CLVI.34d), which explains that the words inanis et vacua in the Latin
translation of Genesis may originally have been invisibilis et incom-
posita. This is a reference to Eriugena’s Periphyseon If.550b, where
he uses exactly those terms to discuss inanis et vacua, explaining that
these terms signify the primordial causes from which this world
proceeds.

Despite the absence of evidence for direct influence, there is a
striking similarity of ideas at some points between Eriugena and
Anselm. Anselm uses a dialectical method of affirmation and ne-
gation, which Eriugena also uses, although this would have been a
standard method of proceeding. In Monologion Chapter XV, An-
selm argues that at times non-being may be better than being. Thus
not to be gold is better for a man than to be gold. We know from
Eriugena that dialectic employs precisely those instances where two

8 Sce Fulbert, Epistolae 2 (PL CXLI1gobc). Sec also A. Clerval, Les Ecoles de Chartres au
moyen dge (Paris, 18g5), pp. T18-9.

9 G. &’'Onofrio’s article in Eriugena Redivivus, p. 75 n. 110. See also A. Koyré, L'Idée de
Dieu dans Ia philosophie de saint Anselm (Paris: Leroux, 1923), pp. 139—66.
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sentences directly negate each other {e.g., “Socrates is 2 man” and
“Socrates is not a man”) and seeks to find a mediating path. Anselm
f)ffers a mediation between being and non-being, by carefully qual-
1fyﬁr1g his statements. He frequently discusses the relation between
being and non-being in a manner which suggests an Eriugenian
source. In his tract De Conceptu Virginali et de Originali Peccato, C%aptc:r
V., Anselm argues that evil is nothing at all and that man is punished
n his will alone, which are ideas to be found in Eriugena’s De prac-
destinatione (although there is no evidence that this was in circulation
during t'he Middle Ages) and in the Periphyseon Book V.™ In the
Monologion, Chapter XV, also, Anselm considers what kinds of thines
can be said of the supreme nature. Terms like “highest” do nzt
directly describe its substance, since these are relative terms and, if
no other substance existed, then the divine nature would stil] 'be
there, although it would not be “highest or “better,” and so forth.
In the Monologion, Chapter VIII, Anselm explains the various mean-
ir_lgs of “nothing,” in order to explain the phrase ex nihilo. He dis-
tlng}litshcs three ways of talking about “nothing,” which are highly
remimscent of Eriugena’s Periphyseon Book II1.

Also in the vein of the concept of being and non-being, an entry
dating from the twelfth century in the library catalogue at Clun;‘
refers to Dialogus Johannis Scoti de hiis que sunt et que now sunt, de
distinctionibus, divisionibus et differentiis ef ceteriis ratiocinationibus.” This
indicates that Eriugena’s primary division of nature into all things
that are and all things that are not continued to be seen as a pec;—
liarly Eriugenian doctrine, and to have fundamental significance for
the science of dialectic.

In the middle of the cleventh century, a work by Ratramnus on
the Eucharist, the De corpore et sanguine Domini, which took a Spir-
ttualist position on the Real Presence, circulated under the name of
John Scottus (who actually held similar views; sce Chapter 1) and
was condemned at the Council of Vercelli in 1050.

The twelfth century was a great period of revival for John Scot-
tus. He was still seen, in the traditional way, as a dialectician and
liberal arts master by Hugh of Saint Victor (d. 1141), who mentions

1o See J. HOpk_ins :ind H. W. Richardson {cds.}, Ansebn of Canterbury. Trinty, Incarnation
and Redemption: Theological Treatises. (New York: Harper & Row, 1970), pp. 43-6. '
11 Sce Cappuyns, Jean Scot Erigéne, p. 187, and &’Onofrio in Belerwaltes, Eriugena Redivivus
p. 51. B



274 John Scottus Erviugena

in his Didascalicon 1112 (PL CLXXV1.765¢} written around 1125, the
De decem categoriis in Deum of John Scottus, in a list of the great
works on the liberal arts which includes Varro, Nicomachus of Ger-
asa, Boethius, and Pythagoras.”” Hugh may also have been influ-
enced by Eriugena’s concept of nature and most certainly by the
idea of primordial causes, for example, at Didascalicon 1.6, where all
things of nature are said to have a primordial cause and a perpetual
subsistence.”® Hugh’s statement that the word “nature” primarily
signifies ““that archetypal Exemplar of all things which exists in the
divine mind’’* has Eriugenian echoes, although the remaining ex-
planations of nature owe more to classical authors. Hugh also wrote
a commentary, Expositio in Hierarchiam Coelesten Sancti Dionysii,
which was influenced by Eriugena, although Hugh frequently cri-
ticised Eriugena’s translations and his theological interpretations.
Hugh, of course, would have used Eriugena’s translation of Dion-
ysius’s text also.” Hugh had read the Vox spiritualis, but again he
found it fult of theological errors, although he was using an anon-
ymous manuscript and did not know he was reading Eriugena.™

In the twelfth century Eriugena also influenced Alain of Lille;
William of Malmesbury, who edited the Periphyseon (sec the dis-
cussion in Chapter 5); Suger of Saint-Denis, who adopted Eriuge-
na’s aesthetic concepts; and Honorius Augustodunensis, who wrote
a summary of the Periphyseon called the Clavis physicae.

The Clavis physicae summarises Books I-1V of the Periphyseon and
then gives a literal transcription of Book V. This work survives in
nine manuscripts, four of which date from the twelfth century.
Nicholas of Cusa possessed a copy of one of these manuscripts, which
he annotated. Jeauneau says that although the number of manu-
scripts appears small, nevertheless it is a difficult work and would

12 See ]. Chatillon, “Hugues de Saint-Victor critique de Jean Scot,” and P. Vignaux, “Jean
de Ripa, Hugues de Saint-Victor et Jean Scot sur les théophanics,” both in R. Rogues
{cd.), Jean Scot Erigéne et Ihistoive dc la philosophic (Paris: CNRS, 1977), pp. 413-432 and
433—440, respectively.

13 Sce . Taylor {ed.), The Didascalicon of Hugh of St. Victor: A Medieval Guide to the Aris
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1968}, p. 53.

14 Sec Didascalicon 110, in Tavlor, p. 37.

13 See H. Weisheiler, “Dic Ps. Dionysiuskommentare ‘In Cocelestern Hierarchiam® des Skotus
Eriugena und Hugos von St. Viktor,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médidvale 19 (1952),

2747,

16 }S)(}:)c E. Jeauneau, “Le Renouveau érigénien du Xlle siécle,” in Beierwaltes, Eringena Re-
divivus, p. 45. In the margin of the Vox spiritualis Hugh of Saint Victor wrote, Hoc in
omni lingua est arrianae perfidiac, and hoc catholici doctores reprobant.
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have been of interest only to philosophical spirits. We should not
take the small number of manuscripts as an indication of lack of
influence.”” The Paris Manuscript (Bibl. Nat. lat. 6734}, which con-
tains the Clavis, has some beautiful illustrations, especially folio 3v
(see frontispiece), where a hierarchical ordering is given, starting
with figures representing the primordial causes, Bonitas, Virtus, Ra-
tio, Hssentia, Vita, Sapientia, Veritas, Iustitia, and below them is a set
of three figures representing Locus, Tempus, and Materia informis,
which are entitled Effectus causarum; below them are four portraits
of the men, birds, fishes, and so on, which are entitled natura creata
non creans. At the bottom, God 15 depicted as drawing all together
in the Finis.”® This is a figurative rendering of Eriugena’s cosmo-
logical scheme.

The Clavis was written around 1125-30, with the aim of pre-
senting the true meaning of Physica. As Stephen Gersh has stated,
Honorius follows Eriugena faithfully in the description of the four
divisions of nature, but omits some of the more complex aspects of
the five modes of being and non-being."® Gersh sces this omission
as “relatively insignificant.” I believe, however, that it is central to
the misunderstanding of Eriugena’s philosophy current through the
Middle Ages. There is no appreciation of him as a mcontologist.
Gersh says that Honorius did not understand the more complex dy-
namic relations between the four divisions of nature or the way in
which they interweave subjectivity and objectivity (p. 166). Hono-
rius alse does not show an understanding of the Greek terminology
of theological tradition, but contents himself with emphasising the
aspects of Eriugena that are in line with Latin traditional dialectical
themes. Honorius is especially interested in the doctrine of the pri-
mordial causes and also in the account of human nature that is set
forth in Book II. Honorjus’s work lacks sophisticated metaphysical
awareness; Gersh says it 1s almost a “bowdlerization” (p. 172).
Honerius — unlike Nicholas of Cusa — avoids Eriugena’s paradoxical
formulations of the relations between Creator and created. Gersh
points to a passage in Book I of the Clavis which discusses the
manner in which God can be said not to be among the things that

17 Thid., p. 30.

18 This page is reproduced in Belerwaltes, Eriugena Redivivus, p. 129.

19 Sce S. Gersh, “Honorius Augustodunensis and Eriugena: Remarks on the Mecthod and
Content of the Clavis physicae,” in Belerwaltes, Eringena Redivivus, pp. 162-73.
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are created. Honorius comments on not-to-be and says not to be
something is not the same as saying something does not exist. This
is also found m Anselm’s Monologion, as we have seen, and some
scholars have suggested that Honorius may have been a student of
Anselm’s.

The twelfth century, in contrast to the darkness of the tenth and
cleventh centuries, was a time of intellectual renewal and expansion.
Many manuscripts of the Periphyseon date from the twelfth century,
indicating a wide readership. But many of these manuscripts contain
only Book I (e.g., Admont 678, Cologne, Stadtarchiv W. 40.225,
Escoral P.Il.4). Berne Burgerbibliothek 469 contains Book I and
part of Book 1. Avranches 230, on the other hand, contains the
remaining part of the Periphyseon (Books [I-V) missing from Beme.™
Furthermore, the Periphyseon 1s mentioned in library catalogues at
Cluny, Saint-Bertin, and Lobbes. In fact, at the time of Pope Hono-
rius III's condemnation of the Periphyseon in 1225, he attests that the
book “is being read by monks and students in many monasteries
and other places” (“‘in nonnullis monestariis et aliis locis habetur” by
“nonnulli claustrales et viri scolastici’’).”" According to Jeauneau, the
doctrine of the Periphyseon also received circulation through a com-
pilation of excerpts from the work contained in the so-called Corpus
Dionysii of Paris, a twelfth-century collection of translations of, and
commentary on, Dionysius. These excerpts appear as glosses on the
Dionysian text — including the discussion of reason and authority,
the return of all things, and the nature of dialectic.”® One of the
philosophers who used this collection was Albertus Magnus, whose
work contains many of Eriugena’s ideas on the nature of the angels,
the primary causes, and the purpose of dialectic. Albertus seems to
have been the source of Aquinas’s knowledge of Dionysius.™

According to Jeauneau the evidence is too meagre to suggest that
Eriugena influenced Isaac of Stella (d. 1169), except that he knew
Eriugena’s definition of theophania, which, however, was fairly

20 See E. eauncau, “Le Renouveau érigénien du Xlle sidécle,” in Beierwaltes, Eringena Re-
divivis, pp. 26~46. For the manuscript tradition of the Periphyseon, sce Chapter 5 of this
volume.

21 Sce Cappuyns, Jean Seof Erigéne, p. 247.

22 See H.-F. Dondaine, Le Corpus dionysien de I'Université de Paris au XIile sidele (Rome:
Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, 1953).

23 See H.-F. Dondaine, “S. Thomas et Scot Erigine,” in Revue des sciences philosophiques et

théolagiques 35 (1931), pp. 31—3.
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widespread by that time. Furthermore, Jeauneau denies that Eri-
ugena influenced the Platonism of the philosophers associated with
Chartres. There is no textual basis for a connection between Eri-
ugena and Chartres. It was Jacquin who, in 1g10, had suggested
this influence, on the basis of a common “pantheism” to be found
in these writers.* There are no references to Eriugena in the writ-
ings of Thierry of Chartres, Gilbert of Poitiers, or Clarembald of
Arras, and it is not clear that Chartres actually possessed a copy of
the Periphyseon. |

In the early thirteenth century Erlugena was associated with the
heresy of the followers of Amaury of Béne, who sought to defend
their leader with references to the work of John Scottus. According
to contemporary writers such as Martin of Troppau and Henry of
Susa, Eriugena’s Periphyseon was the source of Amaury’s ideas (as
we saw in Chapter 6); none of Amaury’s writings arc extant, how-
ever, and it is uncertain whether any such influence existed. It is
even more unlikely that Eriugena mfluenced David of Dinant. Pie-
monte has argued that Briugena also had an influence on the Cath-
ars, and Gersom Scholem has argued that Eriugena may have also
influenced the founders of the Jewish Cabala.*®

It is difficult to find persons who after the condemnation of 1223,
openly acknowledged their debt to Eriugena. J. J. McEvoy has made
a convincing argument for the influence of Eriugena on the first
chancellor of Oxford, Robert Grosseteste (1168?—1253), a theolo-
gian who resisted Aristotle for a time and held fast to the older
Parisian school of theology.”® Grosseteste’s De luce (c. 1225-30) puts
forth a cosmology based on the expansion of light, which has Dio-
nysian imagery and concepts, and which could well have been in-
fluenced by Eriugena’s Vox spiritualis. It must be remembered that

24 M. Jacquin, “L’Influence doctrinale de Jean Scot au début du Xille sidcle,” Revue des
sciences philosophigues et théologigues 4 (1970), pp. 104~6. See also J.-M. Parent, La Deetrine
de la création dans Uécole de Chartres (Paris: Vrin, 1938), pp. 84—go. The actual concept of
a Chartres school, so powerfully argued by Clerval in his Ecoles de Chartres au moyen dge
in 1893, has been challenged by R. W. Southern in his collection of cssays, Medicval
Hinmanisme and Other Studies (Oxford: Blackwell, 1970), pp. 61-85.

25 Sec G. Piemonte, “Jean Scot ct un opuscule hébreu psendépigraphique,” in Beicrwaltes,
Eriugena Redivivus, p. 280. Sce also G. Scholem, “Judische Mystik in West-Europa im 12.
und 13. Jahrhundert,” Miscellanea Mediaevalia 4, Judentum im Mittelalter (Berlin, 1966), pp.
37-34.

26 On Grosscteste in general, sec the excellent study of ). J. McEvoy, The Philosophy of Robert
Grosseteste (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982). On p. 448, McEvoy says that Grosseteste
resisted Aristotle until his mid-fifiics, when be began the scrious study of the Stagirite,
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this latter work circulated in the Middle Ages under the name of
Origen or sometimes John Chrysostom. Grosseteste’s temperament
aligned him with Christian Platonism. He translated and com-
mented on the Pseudo-Dionysius, and may well have used Eri-
ugena’s Expositiones. Grossesteste designated God with the term forma
omuinm Or essentia omnium, a terminology found in Eriugena and
later echoed by Nicholas of Cusa.

Grossesteste wrote a short tract in the form of a letter entitled De
unica forma omnium (c. 1226—9) which explains the term forma om-
nium i Augustinian terms.”” In support of his interpretation he quotes
from the De libero arbitrio 11.16—17, in which the phrase does not
occur, however. The phrase does appear in the Periphyscon 1.520a,
where the Word, which is forma and fons of all things, is itself de-
scribed as formlessness, informitas (502a32). In discussing the phrase,
the letter-writer and Grosscteste must have been thinking of Eri-
ugena, who had been condemned only a year previously, in 1223,
for being the source of this very heretical formula in Amaury of
Béne. Nicholas of Cusa will later use the same phrase, and also
write it in a margin of his copy of Book I of the Periphyseon, where
he will note forma omnium Deus beside so1d.

Grosseteste corrects Eriugena’s translation of Dionysius including
his mistranslation of the adverb oukoun as non ergo, as John Sara-
cenus had also done. He provides an explanation for why the older
translator (Eriugena) made the mistake.™

Aquinas refers to Eriugena directly only once, in connection with
the controversy over the vision of God sicuti est, in his Conmmentary
on Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews. He reports that Eriugena be-
lieves that we do not see God as He is. This he considers heretical.
Eriugena indeed argued, as did Gottschalk, that man will not see
God with his corporeal eyes, and that he will see Him spirituaily
only in theophanies. (See, ¢.g., 1.448b—c.) Moreover, angels also
will grasp God only through theophanies. This view that neither
man nor angel will grasp God directly as He 1s was condemned at
the University of Paris in 1241.” Aquinas was also aware of Eri-

27 See ]. J. McEvoy, "“John Scottus Eriugena and Rober: Grosseteste: An Ambiguous In-
fluence,” in Beierwaltes, Eriugena Redivivus, pp. 1g2—213.

28 Ibid., p. 197.

29 See D. O’Meara, “Eriugena and Aquinas on the Beatific Vision,” in Beicrwaltes, Eringena
Redivivus, pp. 224—36.
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ugena’s Vox spiritualis under the authorship of Origen, as he thought.

As [ have argued in this book, Eriugena’s closest intellectual fol-
lowers come at the close of the mediaeval period and the birth of
the modern age. Thus Meister Eckhart of Hochheim (c. r260 — ¢.
1329) and Nicholas of Cusa (140164} are true followers of Eri-
ugena’s philosophy.

Eckhart knew of Eriugena’s work at least through the Clavis phys-
icae and possibly through the Corpus Dionysii of the University of
Paris, as well as through the Homilia. Whether or not there is direct
influence, however, Eckhart’s interest in the Neoplatonic theme of
exitus and reditus of cosmic reality has many Eriugenian echoes. It
is true that many other Neoplatonic sources were available to Eck-
hart, including the Liber de causis; nevertheless, his articulation of
the original hiddenness and transcendence of the Godhead, the con-
cept of creation as divine self-manifestation, the original dwelling
of the highest part of the soul with the Godhead, the fact that the
soul can be spoken of as both created and uncreated, the term non-
being applying to God, the original nothingness of the intellect, and
the birth of the Word in the soul, offer a range of doctrines with
which Eriugena would be in agreement. Eckhart was also accused
of pantheism in his trial. More precise influence than that cannot be
maintained given the present state of research in the area.

With Cusanus the situation is difterent, since we know that he
owned a copy of the Periphyseon Book I and a copy of the Clavis
physicae, and we also possess his annotations on these books.*

Cusanus also refers directly to Eriugena at several places in his
writings. In his Apologia doctac ignorantiae (1449), he refers to “Jo-
hannes Scotigena” along with Maximus Confessor, Hugh of Saint
Victor, and Grosscteste as commentators on Dionysius. He cites
these figures in defence of his teaching of the coincidentia oppositorum.
In addition, Cusanus refers to “Jobannes Scotigena™ in a letter to
Bernhard von Waging dated ¢ September 1454, citing Eriugena as
the person who first translated Dionysius in the time of Charles the
Great (1): qui primo transtulit Dionysium tempore Karoli magni.®

30 Cusanus’s annoations on the Claris physicae are contained in Paris MS Bibl. Nart. lar.
6434, 6r—18gv, and have been published by P. Lucentini in his Platonissmo medicvale:
Contributi per la storia dell’eriugenismo (Florence: La Nuova Iralia, 1980), pp. 83~109. The
annotations on the Periphyseon have been edited and published in Mitteilungen und For-
schungsbeitrige der Cusanus-Gesellschafl 3 (1963), pp. 84-100.

31 See Beicrwaltes, “Eringena und Cusanus,” in his Eriugena Redivivas, p. 313 n. 3.
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Cusanus also knew the Homilia under the authorship of Origen,
and cited it in his sermon Verbum caro factum est (1437-8).%* Cusanus
and Eriugena accept the Dionysian view that God both transcends
all things and is present in all things. Thus Cusanus cites the ety-
mological explanation of the term Theos as deriving from theo and
theoro, to run and to see, because God runs through all things and
sees all things. This etymology is found in Eriugena in Book 1.452¢,
and in Cusanus’s De guaerendo Deum.® In the De coniecturis he calls
God the entitas omnium and the quidditas quidditatum; in De visione
Dei g God 1s the essentia essemntiarum, and elsewhere Nichelas uses
the term forma formarum. All these phrases echo Eriugena’s view of
God as the essence, form, and subsistence of all things (e.g., 1.499a,
[.5023a) and are Latin formulations of Dionysius’s remarks in De di-
vinis nominibus (g77¢). As I mentioned earlier, Cusanus actually wrote
the phrase forma omnium Deus in a margin of his copy of the Peri-
physeon at I.501d.

Like Eriugena, Cusanus sces God as the essence of all things, the
Beginning, Middle, End, and principle of all things. But God is also
absolutely above all things (e.g., De sapientia 1). This also comes
from Dionysius. Moreover, God is above all things that are and are
not, which again derives from Dionysius (De divinis nominibus
V.816b). For Cusanus, God is the coincidence of opposites, and he
finds this doctrine in Eriugena since he notes deus contrariorum con-
travietas at Periphyseon 1.317b—c. But God is also above the coinci-
dence of opposites; He is infinitas absoluta (De visione Dei 13). God
is inattingibilis for Cusanus as for Eriugena and Dionysius. Cusanus
does develop an original set of names for God to express the unique-
ness of the divine nature, for example, Idem, Aequalitas, and of course
the Non Aliud; but the basis for this kind of naming is found in
Eriugena and in Dionysius.

Cusanus also agrees with Eriugena in seeing creation as a the-
ophany or self-manifestation of God. Furthermore, created beings,
considered in themselves, are nothing. This is expressed in De
docta ignovantia 11.3, for example. The being of the creature then is

32 See E. Jeauneau, Jean Scot. L'Homélie sur le Prologue de Jean, SL no. 151. (Paris: CERF,
196g), pp. 146-8.

33 Sce C. Riceati, Processio et Explicatior La Doctrine de la création chez Jean Scot et Nicolas de
Cues (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1983), p. 36 n. 84. Cusanus says: theos dicitur a theora sive theo,
quod st video ¢f eurro.
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solely the being it receives from God, which is God’s own self-
externalisation. In the marginal comments on the Periphyseon, Cu-
sanus writes quomodo Deus dicitur fieri beside an expression of this
doctrine at [.g16c. He took his concept of theophany from Erni-
ugena, and also his view of the absolute unity of God.

Cusanus’s general philosophy of explicatio and implicatio, of infin-
ity and finitude, expresses in a different technical terminology some
of the central insights of Eriugena’s system. Of course, it is almost
impossible to separate the Dionysian influence from what is purely
Eriugenian, but we can say that Cusanus was Eriugena’s greatest
disciple, and that it was through Cusanus (and his admirers Bruno
and Descartes) that Eriugena’s thought came to affect the formation
of the modern mind.
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CONCLUSION

In this book I have argued that Eriugena’s philosophy should not
be interpreted solely as a hierarchical metaphysics of order, but in
fact is an 1dealist system in which the diversity of nature is under-
stood to be produced by the multiplicity of perspectives of the viewing
subject. I trust that my use of the term “idealist™ has become clear
over the course of this book.

The results of this investigation have a bearing on the manner in
which the writings of John Scottus Eriugena must be interpreted.
They are also important for the wider interpretation of the history
of mediaeval philosophy in general.

Eriugena’s philosophy 1s a daring attempt to express in dialectical
terms the meaning of the relations between human and divine na-
ture. As we have seen, he conceives of these relations as an interplay
between non-being and being, finite and infinite, particular and uni-
versal, uncreated and created. The fourfold division of nature, then,
is a schematic representation of what is essentially a dynamic dia-
lectical process. The traditional interpretation of the four divisions
as four levels of a hicrarchy of being is misleading in that it neglects
the dynamic negative dialectic, which Eriugena applies to all affir-
mative ontotheological statements. The rigid hierarchy of beings must
be understood from a different perspective, namely, as an example
of four interrelated ways of viewing what is essentially the formless
and infinite unity of divine nature. Eriugena associates the ontolog-
ical expansions of nature with the epistemological layers of human
contemplation. His philosophy of nature is a form of perspectivism.

I have also shown that Eriugena develops this extraordinarily
modernistic philosophy of human nature in terms which are rooted
in the historical, cultural, and inteliectual context of the ninth cen-
tury. He developed a relatively sophisticated way of dealing with
Latin and Greek metaphysical and logical terminology, so that it
became, in his hands, a tool for expressing the dynamism of uni-
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versal infinite nature. This was a remarkable achievement, which
inevitably led to Eriugena’s being completely misunderstood by his
contemporaries and by many of his later followers.

I indicated how this extraordinary dialectic can be seen as a fore-
runner of the negative dialectics of Eckhart and Nicholas of Cusa.
Eckhart, for example, uses the phrase the “negation of the nega-
tion” in his sermons, and frequently refers to the hidden darkness
of God, for example, in his sermon Awve, Gratia Plena, where he
speaks of the “hidden darkness of the eternal divinity.” But, more
important, Eriugena is expressing a view of the cosmos which serves
as a philosophical link between late Greeck Neoplatonism and later
rationalism in general {e.g., Descartes and Spinoza) and nincteenth-
century German idealism in particular. He holds that all things are
resolvable into their ideas, that the being of things is their being
known. But he also holds more important idealist theses: that the
finite must be resolved into the infinite, that matter is only a stage
in the self-alienation of spirit, that substance is essentially subject,
and that spatiotemporal reality is itself an essentially incomplete and
dependent mode of being, requiring completion by the timeless and
eternal.

Eriugena is not simply a forerunner of German idealism, although
he undoubtedly prefigures the central tenets of that rich philosoph-
ical movement. He must be understood not only as expanding Latin
and Greek philosophical terminology to cope with concepts in-
volving the infinite, as the idealists did, but also as developing a
philosophy of nature which is original in many respects. Eriugena’s
problematic of the meaning of nature cannot be simply integrated
into the Western problem of the meaning of being, without its being
seen to depart significantly from ontotheology.

Both neo-Thomist and Heideggerian interpreters of the history of
philosophy have placed considerable emphasis on the centrality of
the inquiry into being, as the matter (die Sache) of philosophy from
Augustine, through the Arabs, to Aquinas and Suarez. Books like
Eticnne Gilson’s Being and Some Philosophers and Jacques Maritain’s
Existence and the Existent attempt to rehabilitate Scholastic thinking
in the light of Heidegger’s critique of Western metaphysics as on-
totheology, that is, as a metaphysics which identifies together God,
Reason, and Being. Whether one agrees with the Heideggerians or
with the neo-Thomists, both sets of commentators are in agreement
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that being is the central problem of the Western metaphysical tradition.

What our investigation has shown 1s that both the Heideggerian
and the Scholastic accounts of the history of mediaeval philosophy
are seriously deficient in that they considerably underestimate the
far-reaching consequences of the Neoplatonic legacy, inherited and
enriched by mediaeval writers such as John Scottus Eriugena. As
we have seen, Eriugena’s philosophy simply cannot be understood
if it is approached solely from the point of view of being or essence/
existence or the eternal and unchanging nature of divine being. Er-
iugena’s philosophy is best read in terms of the irrelevance to his
problematic of the central metaphysical desire for being. His phi-
losophy 1s indeed a mediaeval rewriting of Plato’s Parmenides, which
takes seriously the problematic of non-being, difference, and oth-
erness. Eriugena’s attempt to classify the numbers of ways in which
something can be said either to be or not to be opens up into a full-
scale inquiry into the meaning of non-being. As we have seen, God
is non-being, matter is non-being, evil is non-being, the creature in
itself is non-being — even God’s willings or theophanies are non-
being in that they do not erect an ontological barrier between the
human soul and the vision of the divine nature. As Findlay states
in his Plato: The Written and Unwritten Doctrines, Eriugena is prob-
ably the purest Platonic philosopher to be found in the Middle Ages.
The full implications of his intellectualist and idealist version of that
Neoplatonic system have not been completely understood. More-
over, Eriugena stands at the start of a tradition in the West which
runs counter to the ontological tradition, and which resurfaces in
the late German mystics like Eckhart, the Renaissance humanists
like Pico, and such adventurous thinkers as Lull, Cusanus, and Bruno.

Furthermore, Eriugena is not a monist or pantheist through and
through. Although he reduces everything finally to ousia or to natura
comprehended as containing both God and the creature, he under-
stands both essence and nature in terms of their true infinity. He
takes seriously the notions that the finite depends on the infinite for
its existence and that the true infinite 1s one, which is not simply
standing outside and alongside of the finite, but one which has en-
folded and encompassed the finite within itself. This is the corner-
stone of idealism, as Hegel defines the term. Furthermore, Ertugena
does not reduce everything to a simple identity. Although for him
all being is grounded in the original identity of the One, he gives
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this identity a trinitarian or triadic nature, and thus introduces dif-
ference into the heart of identity. Eriugena’s philosophy argues not
that identity just proceeds into difference and returns again to itself
in the familiar Neoplatonic process of outgoing and return, but that
this cosmic dialectic concludes with an identity which has been en-
riched by difference so that difference continues —no longer as alien-
ated difference, but as Otherness as the heart of the One itself.
Therefore, we can apply to Eriugena Reiner Schiirmann’s remark
about Eckhart in Meister Eckhart: Mystic and Philosopher (p. 109): “The
identity of the totality is here neither transcendence made imma-
nence (metaphysical identity) nor universal ontic homogeneity
(pantheistic identity), but playful presence (symbolic identity).” Er-
iugena gives us the understanding of the timeless and infinite play
of difference within identity.

Eriugena’s striking and majestic attempt to think through the
consequences of difference-in-identity has been examined here. He
cannot think of being without thinking also of non-being, cannot
conceive of creation without acknowledging the uncreated, cannot
conceive of nature without recognising its infinite and unlimited as-
pects, which make it unknown except in terms of its existence. Er-
iugena wants to involve the human mind in the play of difference
which is the infinite nature of God, and this he does in terms of his
complicated concept of negative dialectics. His philosophy 1s a chal-
lenge to traditional ontotheology. It is best understood in terms of
the dialectic of infinite and finite, unlimited and limited (peras and
apeiron), and the resolution of the relation of similarity or likeness
and dissimilarity or difference, which has been at the centre of Western
categorial and classificatory understanding since Plato. But besides
offering a new metaphysics or a new ousiology or physiology, Eri-
ugena’s philosophy gives an extraordinary account of knowledge
and of the mind. For him, subject and object are overcome, all bemng
is contained in self-consciousness, and self-consciousness is the inner
meaning of the play of presence and absence, being and non-being.
Eriugena lacks the full epistemological vocabulary of the Scholastics
or the post-Cartesian critical philosophers, and hence his articula-
tion of discoveries in this area is all the more remarkable. He first
recognises that all entities are not other than their being known by
the mind (in its timeless essence, rather than its temporal incarna-
tion). He then argues that the being of the mind is itself its being
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known, so that its self-consciousness is more original and more fun-
damental than its being. Self-consciousness, however, can also be
construed as self-creation, given that creation is self-manifestation.
Eriugena’s system, therefore, assumes that self-consciousness is at
first a kind of unconsciousness or non-consciousness, which then
gives expression to itself, thereby creating itself as manifest or re-
vealed self-consciousness. It is mind before thought or 2 hidden in-
ner unknowing, which is really the highest mind and which can be
legitimately called “non-being.” This is a kind of possible intellect
(although the terminology is unknown to Eriugena and will only
be developed when Aristotle’s De anima arrives in the West), and it
is similar to the uncreated part of the soul ( Grunt der Séle) in Eck-
hart. It is not surprising that Eriugena’s work has been confused
with some of the Latin Averroist interpretations of Aristotle which
circulated in the thirteenth century.

In this book I have not argued that Eriugena is a modernist simply
by isolating some of his more modern sounding statements and
transiating them into the vocabulary of recent critical philosophy.
Instead, I proceeded by a historical hermenecutics, which started by
locating Eriugena squarely within the Carolingian tradition of the
Latin West in the ninth century. But I argued that Eriugena’s phi-
losophy is not to be restricted within the intellectual boundaries of
that age. He was an innovator (a term which is most difficult to
apply to any mediaeval writer) and conscious of the new tradition
he was inangurating. Through a variety of historical circumstances,
that new tradition was subsequently effaced during the formation
of modern philosophy and only re-emerged in its full philosophical
significance in the idealist commentary of nineteenth-century Ger-
man philosophers and theologians. I have shown that their inter-
pretation of Eriugena is in fact a valid starting-point for reading
him, although I have been careful to mediate their claims by re-
turning them to the tradition whence they sprang. But we read Er-
iugena not only to enter his world but also to gain another per-
spective ont our own. To subjugate his claims to the criticism of a
narrowly conceived logic would be a simple, shallow, and sophistic
exercise. For this reason I have refrained from engaging in a narrow
criticistn of Ernugena’s formulations. In dealing with an early
mediaeval thinker, it scarcely profits to show that he is confused or
makes logical mistakes or misinterprets his sources. It is much more
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Important to try to come to terms with the strangeness of the world-
view he is presenting, and to try to understand that world-view by
a sympathetic hermeneutics. I hope to have shown that Eriugena’s
novel understanding of nature contains deep and important philo-
sophical insights, worthy of serious consideration by the contem-
porary philosopher.
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Jerome, Saint, 21, 29n7, 33

John, Saint, as symbol of contemplation,
79

John Chrysostom, sec Chrysostom, John

Justin Martyr, 136

Kan:, Immanuel, 9o, 133, 164, 196n22
Koyré, A., gan3z, 124n2, 196n21
Kreuzhage, A., 84

Eadner, G. B., 13n24

Laga, C., s2n11

Lanfranc (Archbishop of Canterbury}, 272
Langres, Council of, 13

Laon, 2, 19, 61n12, 270; cathedral school; 2o
Laon Ms. 24, 270

Laon Ms. 81, 61ini2

Laon Ms. 444, 45, 54, 270, 271

Leo 1 (Emperor of Byzantium), 13

Leo III (Pope), 14

Lec V (Emperor of Byzantium), 14
Leonardi, C., 38, 39
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Lérins, monastery of, 56

Liber de causis, 167027, 242, 27¢

Libri Carolini, 14, 12303

Licbeschiitz, H., 38, g2n20

Liége, 57, 270

Lloyd, A. C., 144n47

Lobbes, 276

Lothair 1, 16

Louis the German, 16, 17

Louis the Pious, 11, 13, 48, 49

Lucentini, P., 6ong

Lucretius, 244

Lull, Ramon, 153, 284

Lupus of Ferriéres, xi, 15, 17, 21, 25, 27,
28. Works: Liber de tribus quacstionibus, 2¢

Lutz, Cora, 37, 38, 42, 43

Lyon, 12, 27, 29, 33

Macarius (Irishman), 22, 133022

McEvoy, J. 1., 49ns, 88n19, 92n30,
132n21, 277

McGinn, B., 1oon44, 18701

Mclntyre, A., 8snio

Macrobius, 46, 129. Works: De differentiis ot
societatibus graeci latinique verbi, 6;
Saturnalia, 6, 128n12; Somnium Scipionis
(Commentary on the Dream of Stipie), 8,
41ni6, 109

Mainz, 12, 16, 28

Malmesbury, 37, 66

Manno {of Laon), 20

Marenbon, John, g, 1o, 46, 6on6, 61, 62,
9%, 92, 123, y26ny, 132, 133022, 269,
250n2

Maritain, }., Existence and the Existent by,
283

Marius Victorinus, see Victorinus, Marius

Marrou, H.-1., 420118

Martianus Capella, xi, 6, 20, 42, 43, 46,
51, 69, 111, 127, 197n24, 247, 251, 2%1.
Works: De nuptiis Philologiae er Mercurii,
xi, 37-45, 67, 100, 126, 252

Martin Hiberniensis (of Laon), 6, 20, 41,
45, b2nx2, 270, 271

Martin of Poland (of Troppau), 87. Works:
Chronicon pontificen et imperatonum, 277

Marx, K., 185

Mathon, G., 114

Maximus Confessor, xii, 21, 53, 58, 50,
67, 82, 97, 98n37, 10301, 106, 115, 110,
117, 119, 131In20, 138, 140, 141, 143,
146, 152, ¥57, 159, 16X, 172, 173, 174,
180, 1871, 182, 190, 199nz6, 223, 235,
241, 248, 235026, 2356, 279. Works: Ad
Thalassivm, 5a: Ambigua, 52, 8¢, 112,
120, 155, 263

Mazarine 561 (Ms.), 6on6, 269
Metz, 38, 39

Mcyendorf, J., 108

Meyvaert, P., ganr1, g3nr2
Michael Scottus, 7

Michael 11, 14

Michzel the Stammerer, 48
Méller, N., 84, 83n10

Munich Passages, 10, 132, 158, 193

Neustria, 17

Nicaca, Council of, 14

Nicholas of Cusa (Cardinal) (Cusanus). xii,
49, 83, 88, 93, 98, 100, 124n2, 1335028,
156, 162, 168029, 224, 253, 265, 2574,
275, 278, 283, 284. Works: Apologia
doctac ignerantiae, 279; De docta ignoraniia,
173, 195021, 280; De Ii nen alind, rgsnig,
1gbnzz, 236; De possest, g9, 16o; De
quacrendo Deum, 14%, 280; De visione Dei,
152060, 280; Verbum caro factum est, 280

Nicholas I (Pope), 50

Nicomachus of Gerasa, 235025, 2%4

Numenius (middie Platonist), 263

O'Comnell, R. ]., 16608

Odo (Bishop of Beauvais), 22

O'Meara, ]. J.. 55, 6inr1, 71036, 74050,
75031, 110

O’Neill, P., 36n3

Orhais, monastery of, 2%, 29

Origen, 6, 33, 79, 1078, 127110, 146n350,
156, 157, 159, 173, 182, 278, 270, 280

Oxford, 38, 39, 83, 277

Paracelsus, gr

Pardulus of Lagn (Bishop), 20, 27, 29, 35

Parisé 38, 46, 48, 49, 86, 87; University of,
27

Paris Mss. (12964 and 12963}, 6o, 62, 63,
64, 66n2s, 12607, 290

Paschasius Radbertus, 21, 24

Paul, Saint, 48, 49, 73043, 7an48, 136, 162,
éfm, 225, 235, 246; and honte spiritualis,
Z

Paul the Deacon, 8

Paulinus of Aquileiz, 8

Pelagianists, 33

Pclagius, 29

Peilicer, A 244

Pepin {Pippin), 17

Pépin, J., 93

Pcriphyseou {(Eriugena), xiv, 21, 22, 24, 23,
26. 28, 39. 42. 43, 45, 46, 50, 31n0, 53,
57. 5967, 69, 70, 74. 75. 79, 83, 86, 9,
104, 108, 109, ¥IL, 113, 110, 120, 126,
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Periphyseon (Eringena) (cont.)
130, 131, 133, 134, 144, 148, 159, 161,
170, 171, 177, 190, 1¢2, 203, 212, 213,
215, 217, 218, 228, 2356, 243, 249, 2066,
269, 2704, 276~81; condemnation of,
83, 86, 276—7

Peter, Saint as symbol of faith and action,

7%

Peter Corbelius (Archibishop of Sens), 86

Peter Damian, see Damian, Peter

Peter of Pisa, 8

Philo Judacus, 1zyn10, 156, 175

Philoponus, john, 229n17

Photius, Bibliotheea by, 2

Pico Della Mirandoia, xii, 51, 97, 164,
173~4, 284. Works: QOratie de hominis
dignitate, 165

Piemonte, G., 277

Pipinus, Franciscus, Chronfcon by, 87

Plato, xii, 4onig, 74n47, 76n55, 104-5,
124n3, 173, 263, 283; and homoiosis theo,
169031, Works: Cratylus, 147; Parmenides,
xiii, 101, 210, 227, 284; Phaedrus, 140;
Sophist, xiit, 124n3, 128n12, 134, 21406,
215; Symposium, 175, 210n36; Timacus,
rog, 240

Platonists, 103, 117043, 196n22; Greek, 46,
93; and Platonic archetypes, 130n18

Pliny, 8, 46. Works: Natural History, 6, 43

Plotinus, s1, 59, 6gniz, 77156, 83, o5n34,
Toongs, 104-7, 117, 121, 124, L34,
144147, 145, 146, 15501, 160, 1671127,
168, 174043, 175, 18gny, zo0zn33,
203n34. 247, 254, 255, 203

Porphyry, 104~7, 113, 798, 214, 217010
Works: Isagoge, 46, 135n29, 271

Priscian, 56. Works: Iasfitutiones
granmaticac, 6

Priscianus Lydus, ros

Procius, 48n71, 51, 77n36, 85, 65, 100143,
128n12, 131119, 138, 146, 15501, 167,
196nzz, 2319011, 253025, 254

Prudentius of Troyes, 27, 28, 31, 36—9.
Works: De pracdestinatione contra Joannem
Seonum, 33; Epistola ad Hinosnarum et
Pardulum, 28

Pscudo-Dionysius, see Dionysius the
Arcopagite

Psendo-Elias, 105, 133029

Pythagoras, 41, 235n25, 274

Quierzy, 19, 28, 33
Rahner, K., 166

Rand, E. K., 38n7, 45, 45, 60, 61Into,
620312

Ratramnus of Corbie, 12, 13, 21~4, 27, 28,
26, 33, 50, 82, 110, 12In47, I33N22, 214,
248. Works: Coentra Graecorim opposiia,
13; De corpore ef sanguine Domini, 22, 23,
273; Liber de anima, 22

Ravenna, 1

Regenbert (librarian of Reichenau), 13

Reichenau, 2, 11, 13, 12505

Remigius of Auxerre, 12, 41, 45, 46,
12607, 129, 138n39, 270, 271

Rheims, 12, 19, 36

Rheims Ms. 873, 6o—g, 66125, 8g, 91, 196,
210, 220, 260, 270

Rist, J. M., g9sn3s4

Rome, 27, 28n3, 40, 49, 86

Roques, R., 49n4, 54, 55, 93, 116, 144

Rufinus, 1o, 156

Russell, R., 114

Saffrey, H.-DD., 48n1

Saint-Bertin, monastery of, 276

Saint-Denis, monastery of, 16, 17131, 4903

Saint Gall, monastery of, 7, 12, 57, 12505,
241

Saint josse, monastery of, 17

Saint-Medard, monastery of, 21, 36, 6on6,
269

Saracenus, John, 203, 278

Sartre, J.-P., 98

Savonmieres, counci of, 33

Schelling, F. W. ], xiv, 3301, 84n7, 90,
186, 239030

Schliiter, C. B., 84

Scholem, G., 277

Schopenhauer, A., 84

Schrimpf, G., 38, 39, 41, 42n19, 67, 91, 92

Schiirmann, R., 16g, 283

Schittern, Abbey, 36, 270

Scottus, Michael, see Michael Scottus

Sedulius Scottus, xi, 7, 270

Sens, council of, 86, 171

Sextus Empiricus, 127010

Sheldon-Williams, I. P., r4n235, 37, 53. §8,
59, 6o, 62, 63, 65, 74050, 75, 70n33, 93,
104, 115, 116, 139

Sherwood, P., szn1o

Silk, T., 45

Silvestre, H., 39, 45

Soissons, council of, 28, 269

Sorabpl, R., 81nx, 144n47

Speusippus, 21710

Spinoza, B., 191, 232n19, 283

Stahl, W. H., 18n3, soniz, 42n18

Stanford, W. B., 56nz0

Staudenmaier, F. A., 35n1

Steel, C., 52, 137
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Stock, B., 114

Stéekl, AL, 147n51

Strabo, Walafrid, see Walafrid Strabo
Strasbourg, 36, 270

Stump, E., 12502

Suarez, F., 283

Suger of Saint-Denis, 274

Sydanus, 106

Taillandier, 5.-R., 67n29, 84

Tara Brooch, 3

Techert, M., 106

Tertallian, 74148

Themistius, 126n7

Theodora, 14

Theodoric, 1, 4, 8

Theodosius, 18

Theodulf (Bishop of Orléans}, 8, 14

Thcophilus, 14

Théry, P., 16029, 48n2, 55n135, $7n21,
10807

Thierry of Chartres, 129n0, 171, 232019,
277. Works: Lectiones by, 88

Thomas Aquinas, Saint, sec Aquinas, Saint
Thomas

Thunberg, L., 52n1o

Tiberias, s2n10

Tours, 12, 18

Traube, L., 61

Trouillard, J., o6, 216

Ueberweg, F., 83
Usslier, James, 84, 19gn26. Works: Veterum
epistolarum Hibernicarum sylloge, 84

Usuard of Saint-Germain-des-Pres, 21

Valence, council of, zgn7y, 33

Valla, Lorenzo, 4on3

Van de Vyver, A., 11

Van Steenberghen, F., 243

Varro, 126, 274. Works: Disciplinarum libri
IX, 41, a4n2s

Vereelli, coundl of, 23, 273

Verdun, Treaty of, 16

Victorinus, Marius, 46, 61n:o, 100-10,
214~15, 217, 225, 220, 250

Virgil, Georgics by, 6

Vox spivitualis (Eriugena}, 36, 108, 274,
277, 279; sec also Homily

Waging, Bernhard von, 279

Walafrid, Strabo, 1%

Wallach, L., 14n26

Weiswurm, A., 117143

Wichald, 270

William of Conches, 171, 232010

William of Malmesbury, 33n2, sony, 38ar
63, 274. Works: De gestis pontificion
angloruni, 37, De gestis regm anglorum, 37

Windelband, W., 81n1, 84, 83

Winibertus {Abbot of Schiitzern Abbey),
36, 41n17, 270

Wolfson, H, A., 216

Wulfad, 21, 36, 59; as Eringena’s ceoperator
in studiis, 6o, 269

’

York, 11
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Abgeschiedenheit, 165

ablatio, 220n12, 230

shsence, 63, 64, 220

ghsentia, 219, 220, 230

accident, 45, 81, 134, 102, 200, 203, 226,
220, 233

acelonthia, 118

acosmism, 1gInIl

action, 79, 248

aclus, 223n13

Adam, 74148, 136, 162n19, 165; and Eve,
175

adoptionism, 13

adoratio, 14

adunatio, 87

aesthésis, 175

aeternum, 11¢

acrum, 119

aion, 119

alétheia, 244

Alumnus {character in Periphyseon), 77-8

ambire, 104n18

ambitus, 195

anaitios, g8

analogy, 218

analytiké, 138, 139n471, 253

anarchos, o8 (human and divine natre},
141, 152, 240, 266

Anastasia, Lady (character in The Marriage
of Philology and Mercury}, 40

angel, son6, 64, 67, 87n16, 94, 05, 97, 105,
107, 121, 145, 156, 162, 183—4, 200, 200,
212, 221, 222, 223, 24202, 233, 263032,
276, 278

antima mundi, 44, 171, 252; see also soul;
wortld

arimus, 54, 79, 137, 174, 182, 198, 201n30;
dialecticus, 197

anaida, 44

anthropelogy; in Augustine, 154-56; in
Eriugena, g7, 153, 184—35; in Grecks, 116;

in Gregory of Nyssa, 51; in Maximus,
§3; negative, 124n2

anthrapos, 147

apatheia (stoic term), 163

apeiron, 244, 285

apocatastasis, 118, 182

apodictic, 138

Apollo, g0

apophasis, 22on1z2

apophatic, 75n52, 119, 160; apephatike,
T1gn44

arbitrium, 32, 165

arché, 242, 264

archetype, 168, 169, 170, 190

arci€, 205

arithmetic, 77ns58, 128

armenia omRiu Yerdm, 44

ars, 204, 203; disserendi, 125

arts, liberal, 33, 34, 46, ¥7, 78, 12732,
235, 245, 266, 270; and ars as derived
from arelé, zos; Augustine’s view of,
111; and definition, 194—9; Eriugena’s
usc of, in De praed., 32; Eriugena’s use
of in Periphyseon, 191-208; Gottschalk’s
ignorance of, 31, Latin tradition of, gz;
in Martianus Capella, 39-41; 25 natural,
192n13; Periphyscon as handbook of, 67;
in self-knowledge, 109-208; as seven
pillars of wisdom, ¢; in soui, 191—4

astronomy, 42, 43, 44, 128

atechnds, 44, 53

atoma, 22, 45, 82, 193 see also individual

authority and reason, 83, go, 1%, 235, 256

beatitude, 32

being, xiil, 134, 138, 139, 143, 152, 154,
101, 167, 169, 170, 178, 183, 188, 150,
196nz1, 198n2s5, zoo, 207, 210, 211, 212,
236, 240, 233, 237, 267, 208, 275, 282,
285; as central problem of metaphysics,
284; Christ as, of all things, 53; four
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levels of, in Victorinus, 110, God as,
119, 216; Ged as beyond, 39, 100, 117;
and God as ho éa not te on, 230; God as,
of all things, 88; hicrarchy of, g4, 121,
infinity as variety of, ¢8; knowledge of
thing as its, 103, 225, 283; mind as
higher than, g6: and non-being, 68, 160,
2¥y, 218, 221, 222, 224, 226-8, 242, 259,
273; privation as kind of, 63, 64; and
things that are and are not, 240; and
well-being and eternal being, 112

Bible, 157, 246; and biblical exegesis, 75;
and biblical glosses, 36

body, 7o, 103, 114, 126, 136, 136, 162,
167, 1758, 196n21, 201, 202n31, 247,
248; reuniting with soul, 181, 182;
spiritual, 49, 180

carnal understanding, 78, 79, 136

carnaliter, 172

Carolingian renovatio, sce renovatio,
Carolingian

categories, 68, 81, 125, 132—4, 131, 161,
177, 190, 193, 217011, 272; applicability
of, to God, 59; problem of, ¢z

Catholic faith, 33, 206

causa, 230; causaliter (point of view), 178

causa sui, g8, 184, 2z08; human nature as,
166-8

cause, primordial, 63, 87, 94, 107, 100,
110, 118, 134, I40, I41, 1635, 173, 182,
196n22, 204, 212, 217, 223, 224, 225,
229017, 231—4, 235, 246, 249, 252, 254—
7, 2618, 272, 274, 275, 276; as ctornal
in God, 232; primordiales causae, 264

celestial bodies, 7yng8

celtica eloguentia, 33

chasma (separation), 248

cherubim, 160

Christ, Jesus, 71, 74148, 82, 135-8, 143,
157, 159, 162n18, 169, 171, 172, 183,
193, 19On27, 207, 225, 234, 249, 248, 252

Christianity: Greek, 67, 93, 123; Irish, 4

chronos, 119, 244

civeumcludere, 194118

circumponere, 194ni8

citeumscribere, 194n18

circumseriptus, 196n21

ciraumstantia, 190; and substance as only
known by its circumstances, 18

clvitates, 30

cogito ergo sum, x%ifi, 187, 2710; Augustine’s,
111—-12, 1535, i87-9

cognitio, 147031, 160113, 103, 1gon27y

coincidentia oppesitorum, xii, 83, 16on14, 237,
263, 279; co-incidence of opposites, 233

complicatio, Cusanus’s term, 255

CO?}i’le’US, 12

conceplio mentis, 126, 104017, 271; sec also
enthymena

COHCUYSHS, 57

condemnation of Eriugena, 49, 86

conditor, 68

consciousness, 187, 230, 237026

consideratio, 72, 1470352, 257. 260; duplex,
149n36; universitatis, 196

confemperatitia, 1577

conteriplatio, 147052, 194, 260, 261; gnostica,
L47; universifatis, 132, 149

contemplation, 79, 132, 138, 146, 148-30,
105, 182, 183, 103, 201, 239, 241, 242,
246, 257, 259, 260, 261, 266, 267, 282

contractio, Cusanus's term, 253

CONversion, 147

corporcal, 136, 181, 247, 248, 253, 264; a3
eyes, 278; and corporeality, 120, 159,
175; substances as, 77nbo, 18g, 217;
transformation of, to uncorporeal, 114

cosmology, 42, 44. 53, 77, 81, 92n3o,
12402, 245, 277 and cosmological, 43

COSMOS, 39, 104, 124, 154, 155, 212, 221,
244, 259, 283; and cosmic cycle, 74; and
cosmic hierarchy, 253

creare, 15y

creation, 47, 70, 103, 116, 166, 172, 182,
209, 218, 229-34, 230, 237, 251, 283; as
different from God, 216; as cternal, 108;
¢x nihile, 67, 101, 214, 228, 236; as
identical with God, &¢; as ongoing
process, 13718; as schf-manifestation, 142,
167, 176, 177, 241, 250, 262, 279, 286;
six days of, 74

creafor, 55, 104, 172

creator, 163, 170, 179, 205, 213, 231018,
233, 238, 239, 243, 246, 257, 238, 2350,
275; mind as, of arts, 199

creature, 88, 89, ro4, 132, 172, 1473,
182044, 212, 233, 238, 239, 248, 23560,
284; cach, as theophany, 149; as pure
nothingness, 213, 226

crucifixion, 152

Daedalus, 71

darkness, 210, 21301, 236, 230, 240, 249,
256, 267, 268, 283

datum, 249

deconstruction, gg, 122

defimition, 207, 208; as branch of dialectic,
125, 193—¢, Augustine’s account of, 111;
and human ability to define, 187; of
buman being, 208~11, 222; per specics
differentiam, 198
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deificatio, 180

deification, 115, 118, 139, 146—9, 19, 170,
183, 211

desniourgos, g5, 231018

detachment, 163

Devil, 30, 112

diairetiké {branch of dialectic), 138

dialectic, 81, 93, 97, 11§, 119, 120, 123-54,
174, 178, 180, 185, 188, 102, 1G3, 104,
197, 208, 209, 211, 227, 235, 238, 239,
25X, 259, 251, 273, 276, 282, 285; of
affirmation and negation, 272; Alcuin’s
knowledge of, g; of being and non-
being, roz; in De praed., 31, 32;
Eriugena’s definition of, 67; four parts
of, 105; Hrabanus’s definition of, 12; of
light and darkness, 8o; Martianus’s
account of, 40, 42, 44; of outgoing and

roturn, 122; Periphyseon as trcatisc of, 59,

73, 75, 78

dialectician, 29, 76, 93

dialectics, negadive, xii, 89, g6, 116, 120,
r24, 160, 178, 187, 193, 108025, 200n28,
204, 208, 222, 240, 268, 271, 282, 283,
285

dialogue, 58, 39, 71, 72, 74, 75, 78

dianela, 139

discipling, 54, 204

discipline, 191, 204, 205, 206, 210

divinity, 180, 242, 283; as above being,
219; as correlative with humanity, 172,
creative process of, 97; darkness of, 73;
identity of, with creation, 89

divisio, 125, 232, 254

docctism, 172n36

docta ignorantia, Xii, 145

dosumt (grace as gift), 249

dualism, 31

dynamis, s2n1o0, 103, 140, 141, 160n14,
138n4, 193, 200, 223, 248, 271 (Heiric)

carth, 42, 43, 53, 174, 177, 196021, 242,
244, 24%5; new, 182 '

education, [rish: and legal studies, 5; and
science, 6

effectualiter, (38

eides, 264

efnai, 112, 118, 119, 16In17

clements, four, 40, 51, 77, 173, 177, 181,
182, 232, 233, 252, 264

eloquentia, 40; eloquence,. 41

emmanatio, 253026

cmanation, 1oy, 255§

endoxa, 124 )

energeid, §2nio, 10301, 140, 142, 16On14,
188n4, 200, 248; encrgia (Heiric), 271

cnergies, divine, 118

enlightenment, 68, 77, 146, 147, 205

entelecheia, 104

enthymema, 271; enthymeme, 76, 126,
1g4ni1y

cittitas omsivm, 280

cpisteme, 54, 205

epistemology, 94, 131, 142, I7I, IGI, 200,
2058, 210, 223, 253, 282, 285

episirophé, 118, 248, 253

eros, 132, 210M36

esse, 32, 99, TI2, 140, 143, 197, 213, 227,
230, 231, 248, 263, 267, 272; est percipi,
8in1; ipsum, subsistens, I00; non, 212, 213,
229, 272; Hon vere esse, non esse, and flon
vere Hon €sse, 215; ompium ¢si superesse
divinitas, 21¢

essence, 137, 162, 151, 179, 184, 197, 205,
210, 219, 229, 230, 230, 238, 243, 254,
205, 280, 284; God as, 131n23; God as
beyond, 117; of image and archetype,
169; meaning of, 68, 81; and power and
operation (tziad}, sgn3, 16on14, 200; of
soul, 1g90; timeless, of human nature,
96m36

essenfia, 224, 203, 275; cssentiarum, 280,
existentium, 231018; God as emnium, 87,
1579, 278; God as sumima, 31; nulla, 238

eternity, 119, 136, 170, 180, 234, 240, 205;
of arts in mind, 191, 19¢; and eternal
being, 224; and eternal idea in God’s
mind, 209; and cternal things as made,
232

ethics, 9, 127010, 128, 131, 246

cucharist, 21, 23-2

Eve, 175

evil, 31, 32, ¥4, 212, 213, 220, 273, 284

existence, 81, 188, 1¢1, 207, 270, 211, 216,
219, 220, 221, 223, 224, 230, 231n18,
261, 284, 285

existentia, 230, 2311018

exitus, 114, 118, 139, 142, I43, 180, 103,
251, 259, 279

explicatip, 255, 281

cxpositor, 34

Sfacere, 177, 244

faith, 79, 9o, 235

Fall, xiii, 32, 52, 70, g%, 115, 129, 155,
157, 163, 165, 174, 175, 178, 200, 262

fantasy, 102, 132, 138, 145, 176, 179, 183,
192, 201, 235

Jelix culpa, 173

fig-leaves, 7onig

figura, 24

filiogue, 13, 69

Index

fire, in elements, 77n38, 177; region of, 32

floritegium, 217, 270

forcknowledge: of Devil, 114; divine, 31,
150

form, 45, 86, 87, 142, 143, 193, 196n22,
202, 200, 220, 245, 248, 237, 292, 2538,
264~7, 280; as first sign of life, 122; and
formless canse of all forms, 88, 137; and
formlessness of human natare, 166, 176,
191; and infinite formlessness, g8;
Platonic theory of, 107, 263n33; soul as,
of itsclf, 168

Jorma, 141, 257, 261, 263; formarum, 280;
omnium, 87, 88, 252, 248, 280; principalis,
206, vifae, 135

formlessness, see form

Srater in Christo, dedication, 59

frecdom, 161, 163-6, z10; of thought, 246

Free-wiil, zg9, 83, 164, 165021

fuga, 124, 138039, 271

Sundamenta, ideas as, 263

Geelassenheit, 165

gemina praedestinatio, 30

Genesis, g1, 68, 75151, 107, 110, 156,
169n31, 175, 242n2, 245, 264, 265, 272

genus, 82, 88, By, g4, 125, 133, IS8T, 170,
193, 194, 197, 224, 238, 253, 234, 235,
260, 265; of invisibles, 203

geometrical bodies, 6gnz1

geometry, 128

gnosis, 115, 144145, 147051, 153

Gnostic, 76, 147131, 174041

God, 68, 78, 85, 94, 132, 162, 180, 183,
184, 207, 246, 254, 257, 2358; as
actualised possibility, 224; as all in all,
88, 163, 181, 226, 236, 237; as all things,
79. 171, 233; all things one in, 171; as
ante-on, 230; as beginning, middle, and
end, 255; as beyond being and non-
being, 221, 238; as outside categories, §9,
133; as outside creature, 248; in
Dionysius, 117-18; and divine ideas, 209;
does not know cvil, 212; and etymology
of theos, 147, 280; above everything and
in everything, 179, 216, 281; as finitc in
His knowledge, 18¢; as infinite, 150, 168;
as light of minds, 72; as matter of all,
86—7; as beyond mind, 51, 219; mind
becomes, 77, 181, 182; mind’s motions
around, 141-2, 14¢; mind’s road to, 112;
as non-being, 63, 98, 215, 217, 227-8; as
not genus or species, 89, 260; nothing
between, and creature, 239, 262; as one
and many, 119 a5 ane with His aces,
140, 232; as place of all, ¢6; as self-
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creating, 167; as simple, 7o, 83; as
superessential nature, 229

grace, 30, 73, 83, 93, 1¢3, 130, 16gn31,
180, 225, 243, 244, 249

grammar, rzq

grammaticus, 37, 46, 47

Greek (language), grammatical
understanding of, $6; studics on
continent, $%; where learned by
Ertugena, 56

Greek fathers, 75

habitus, 221, 223013

heaven, 30, 53, 174, 242, 245; new, 182; no
onc enters, excepr through philosophy,
130, Ig2n:g

hell, 24, 30, 32, 33, 106, 183, 220

hen polla, 203n34

henad, 107

hendsis, 146

heretic(s): and Augustine’s precccuparion
with heresy, 115; Eriugena as, 83~9;
ignorance of arts makes, 130 Jews as,
7on33; Maximus as, g2nyo

Hermetic, 41

Hermetic Asclepius, 165

hicrarchy, 10, son6, 51. 53, 81, 83, 03-8,
T13, 115, 121-2, 133N22, 139, 140, 1471,
199, 200, 2035, 214, 221, 222, 233, 241,
242, 249, 251, 2526, 239, 261, 202, 203,
266, 268, 273, 282; hierarchia, meaning
of, 04, 121

higher things, 78n62, 79, rr1, 190n9

historical interpretation, 76033

honte, 64, 136, 137, 172; spirvitualis, 82

homoiosis thee, 169031

horistiké, 128, 193

human natore, 64, 147, 282; affirmation of,
222 in Augustine, 154-6; as catsd sud,
166-8; definition of, 198, 200, 208—11;
fallen, yon33, 139, 146, 156, 174~6, 241;
free, 164-6; in Gregory of Nyssa, 571,
116; in hicrarchy of being, 96; identical
with mind, 140; as infinite, immortal,
etc.. 97, g9, 137, 16o-3; and inner man/
outer man, 136; in Maximus, 53; nothing
between, and God, 95, 113; as officing
omnium, 152--4; i paradisc, 157-60; and
perfect humanity of Christ, 82,
restoration of, 178-84; as sexless, 156; as
uncreated, 166; universal, 224; see also
bady; image Dei; officing omminm; mind;
intellect; soul

hyparchis, 165016, 2310718

hyperontology, 93. 100

hyperousia, gy
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hypostasis, 94, 101, 107, 121, 161016, 205,
23INI8, 247
hypostatés, g5n34, 118, 16116, 222, 237N18

iconoclasm, 13, 170

idea, 199, 223, 263

idea(s), 82, 8y, 113, 116, 117, 120, 181,
193, 19bn2z2, zo7, 208, 210, 222, 235,
264, 283; man as, in mind of God, z09;
Platonic, 199

idealism, xiv, 69, 122, 181, 186, 203;
definition of, 81—3, German, 89—gr, 283,
286

idealist: Augustine as, 190; Eriugena as,
xiii, 81, 82, 95, 113, 114, 123, 126, 135,
143, 144, 134, 160, 171, 182, 184, 103,
210, 214, 224, 238n28, 207, 282, 284

identity, 89, g3, oo, ITS, I40n42, 145,
151, 168, 203134, 227, 236-8, 239130,
2845, of cause and cffect, 256; of image
and archetype, 16g-70, 19g; of knower
and known, 143—4

idolatry, 13

ignorance, 78, 152, 187, 18y, 190, 208,
210036, 211, 242; of arts, 130; divine,
113; 2nd knowledge, 144-¢

ignovantia, divifa, 113

illumination, 77, 78, 111, 146, 253, 267

image, 168—72

image Dei, 10, 15, 51, 97, 113, 135, 155,
156, 172, 176, 182, 184, 200, 209; N
Augusting, 188; in Descartes’s
Moeditations, 188n4

immanence, 134, 208, 285; of God, in
things, 8¢; of human nature, 239

immaterial world, 232n19

immaterialism, 77, &1, 82, 115, 19g; of
mind, 97, 139; of place, 195

immortal, 40, 130

immortality, 42n18; of soul, 192

implicatio, 281

inanis ef vacua, 272

inartificose, 55

incfraumscriptis, 196nz1

incorporeal, 32, 82, 161, 162, 174, 18¢,
201, 247, 249, 204

incorporeal qualitics, 52, 53, 117, 177, 181,
233, 248

individual, 82, 94, 125, 133, 151, 170, X7,
193, 207, 210, 248, 253, 254, 265

individuation, 170

infinite, 81, 132, 233, 281; as ground of
finite, 93, 283-4

infinitude: of Christ, 172; of God, 96, 180;
of mind, 208; of ousia, 82, 190; of
possibilities, 1o1; of soul, 148; of

subjectivity, 9o, g8 of sun, 43; of
theoriae, 145, 149; of thought, 133; of
werlds, 255, 260

infrumanatio, 172

inguisitio veritatis, 68

fusecutio, 120, 138n39, 271

intellect, 73, 79, 79, 00, IO, 122, I41-2,
144, 15, 162, 173, 174, 175, 178, 182,
187, 199, 202, 203, 204, 206, 207, 211,
235, 241, 242, 248, 253, 260n29, 253,
266; as nothingness, ggn3g, 279; possible,
286

intellectibilia, 202

intellectual, r15; place is, 195

intcllectual krowing, 201

intellectualist, 1335, 36

intellectuals, 2024, 224

intellectus, 68, 124, 143, 182, 248, 256;
emniuni, 135, 137

intelligere, 187

intelligibilia, 202

intelligible world, creation of, 108

inteliigibles, 199, 2024, 224

intenttio, 260

interpres, 54

intersubjectivity, 101-2, 143, 207

intuition, iatellectual, go, 149

Tustitia, 275

Jansenist controversy, 83

Jericho as symbol of fallen world, 157
Jerusalem, 2; as symbol of paradise, 157
Jesus, see Christ, Jesus

Jews, 70133, 13734

Jupiter {planct), 46, 43

kataphatic, 75n52, 119; kataphatiké, 119144
knowledge, 78, 130, 138, 144—9, 152, 1o,
153, 173, 185—~208, 211, 225, 237, 242,
245, 247, 285; of things as their being,

193

labyrinth, &

latreia, 14

learning, secular, 44

lecton, 128

liberal arts, see arts, liberal

libertas, 32, 164

liberum arbitrium, 32, 104

life, 122, 220n12, 253, 26%; cternal, 247,
tree of, 180, 83

light(s), 78, 79. 80, g4, 1x7, 118, 189, 230,
240; all, merge in one, 171y and human
nature as not Light but participant in it
150; inner, (intima lux) 73n43;
metaphysics of, 111, 267; of minds, 72
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locus, 194, 193, 273; locorum, 22g9n17;
omnium, gb

logic, 9. 59, 81, 94, 124—5, 127010, 128,
131, 220, 220, 227, 246, 253, 235, 2823
and genns and species as “Jogical,” 82;
and logical classification, g2, 132, 2571;
and tabula logica, 85, 253

logica, 128; vetns, 11

logoi, 120, 145; spermatikei, 264

Logos, Christ as, 53, 130, 155, 172, 200; as
reason, 139, 141, 204; in rclation to One,
106; runs through all things, 120; as
word for rcason, 57

love, 39, 210, 263

lower things, 30, 78n6z, 79, 111, 1g0Ng

fux mentium, 32, 111

Magister (character in Periphyscon), 49, 75—
6, 120 -

man, s¢e human naturce

mansion, 71

marginalia to Periphyseon, 6o-5

Mars (planet), 43

martyr, 37, 48; Maximus as, 52

materia informis, 03, 254, 265, 275

materia intelligibilibns, 184

materfague {(addition}, 62

mathematics, 77, 235-6

matter, 137, zo02n3l, 230, 235, 265, 283;
Augustine’s view of, 213—14; as
commingling of incorpercai qualities,
X1, 117, 1%7; creation of, 108; definition
of, 198nz5; formless, 64, 04, 104, 228,
232, 233; God as, 86; as lower than
spirit, I13; as hot cternal, 232; as
nothingness, 217, 284; pre-existent, 105,
236; as principle of individuation, 170;
transmutes to mind, 1r14; unintelligible,
219; see also corporeal; incorporeal

mé on, 81, Yoo, 118; haplds mé on, 214n6,
219; {0 hyper fo on € on, 217N10; fo WE
on einal, 274nb

medictas, 154, 174; mediator, 238

medius currens, 44

- Wemorid, 10, I12; memory, 04, 176, 178,

253; sautabiliton, 136

mens, 54, 79, 137, 174, 204

nicontology, xiii, 81, 93, roo, 214, 217,
220, 227, 253

Mercury (planet), 40, 42, 43, 44

metaforice, 8¢

metzontology, 100

metaphysics, 68, 92, 170, 184, 185, 197,
218, 222, 225, 227, 230, 241, 245, 275,
282—4; Augustinian, 201; of creation, 8c;
Latin, 243

methexis (participation), 107

metousia, 234

microcosm, §1, 162ni8, 1734

mind, g4, 96, 07, 133, 134, 139, 143, 152,
154, 172, Y74, 182, 184, 88, 189, 193,
194, 198-202, 204, 206, 209, 253, 261,
266, 267; arts proper to, 130-2; as
creator of universe, 126; forgets its true
nature, 129; as form of itself, zo7; frec,
168; individuation of, 170; infimtude of,
149-50; and meeting of minds, 242; and
number, 235, outgoing and return of,
124, 138; as place of universe, 196—q;
sclf-knowledge of, 112z, 126, 142, 191~4,
211, 241, 285~6; and skill and discipline,
205; things that escape grasp of, 63, 218,
219; uncreated part of, 16%; unformed,
176; see alse human naturc; intcllect; soul

mind-dependent, 81, 95, 159

maira, 119

Monad, 1yn38, 223n13, 2356, 266

moné, 118

monism, 100, 284

monathelistm, sznie, 11¢

moon, 43

motion, 64, 134, 150, 151, 195n20; of angel
arcund Ged, 222; of body, 176; of mind
around Geod, 98n37, 102, 140-3, 179,
208; vital, 181

molus, 64, 151

muliiplicity, 71, ra1

Muses, 44

music, 128

mystery, 72, 73, 242; 2nd celestial
MYSICrics, 77, 79, mysteriuni, 44, 242

mystic, John as, 79

mysticism, 260

natura, 23, 192n13, 223, 231n18, 243, 244,
24%, 257, 258, 284: creata, 275 creatrix,
249

Nature, 68, 132, 149, 180, 187, 210, 212,
218, 285; as all things that are and arc
not, 217, 229, 270, 273; book of, 191n12;
cosmic cyvcle of, 74; dialectical scheme of,
194; in carly writers, 243~g; in Eriugena,
249~50; fourfold division of, xii, 47,
65023, 74, 75. 81, 92, 04, 95n34, 102,
109, 110, 149n56, 154, 168, 212, 218,
222, 228, 240, 250-8, 275, 282; and
grace, 83; in Hugh of Saint Victor, 274;
as infinite, 176; pantheistic concept of,
8s; and quadripertita naturae divisio, 236

l!(IVIgﬂflO, 72

nectar of Greeks, 54

negaii affirmatio, 238n27
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negatio, 220012
negation, 97, 152, 221, 227, 229, 238,
26onzg; Hegel’s account of, go;
Heidegger's account of, 23g; of negation,
283; and negative definition, 198; and
negative knowing, 208; and negative
nature of soul, 190; see also privatiomn;
theology, negative
negative theology, see theology, negative
neo-Aristotclianism, §3, 260
Neoplatonism, 75, 85, 66, 103, 136n30,
146, 221; account of nature in, 243-9;
cause is greater than cffect in, 204, 256;
concept of God in, 101; doctrine of
identity of knower and known in, 143-4;
doctrine of image in, 169; doctrine of
intelligibles in, zo3—4; doctrine of non-
being in, 214-17, 227; Eringena’s view
of, 1z20-z; Greek, 9z2—3, 283:
isomorphism of thought and being in,
253; what is perfect is productive in, 167;
why move from the One in, 114
nescire, 185
afkil, 118, 212, 213, 216, 217, 228, 229;
alind, 234; omnino nikil, 221, 2309; per
excellentinm, 63, 217, 219; per privationem,
215, 221, 231
wocras, 54, 202
Hodsis, 54
noetos, 202
nominalist, Eriugena s, 133n22
non aliud, 83, 1oon44, 140, 195019, 2368,
280; De li non aliud, see Nicholas of Cusa
non-being, xiii, 31, 81, gy, 101, 118, 121,
138, 148, 152, 160, 175, 198nz25, 21042,
249, 250Nn20, 254, 257, 259, 267, 268,
278, 279, 282, 234, 285, 286; as zbove
being, 1o7; non-being as better than
being, 272; first mode of being and, 63;
five modes of being and, 217-28; four
kinds of, 214-13; God as, 93, 98, 167;
God as beyond, 100; Greek concept of,
215~-17; Latin concept of, 212-15; and
meaning of ex nililo, 228-36; and
meaning of not-other, 236-8; movement
from, to being, 64; see alse being;:
negation
nothing. 79, 217, 227, 230, 237, 233, 230,
238, 2471; in Anselm, 273; in Boethius,
between God and creation, 239; between
God and man, 121; as ground of being,
154, 212; in Hegel, 238n28; human
nature as, 167, 174; and nothingness of
intellcet, 279: in Ratramnus, 23; see also
non-being
notie, 145, 172, 19G, 207, 209

netitia, 142, 1QQ, 201, 202, 204, 207, 210

not-knowing, 187

HOUS, $4, §7, Q3N34, 102, 108, 124, 13942,
153, 162, 174, 175, 182, 200, 202033,
203034, 227, 247

nousology, 101

nowvice in Greek studies, 54

Nutritor, see Magister

obtutus, 141

occasiones, ideas as, 263

officing omsiium, 96, 172—4, 200, 101, 207

ohne warum, Eckhart's phrase, 152

omnipotent, man as, 6o, 16z, 166

omnipresence: of God, 88, 115, 120; of
man, 163, 17g; of One, 106, 254

omniscient, man as, 16¢, 162-3, 186

One, 51, 53, 70, 74, 78, 82, 83, 90, 95134,
96, 97, 1o, 106, x07, 113, 117, 118, 121,
136030, 139, 142, 140, 149, 151, I7L,
200, 216, 217071, 233, 235, 247, 253,
254, 253, 257, 258, 262, 284, 285

ontology, xiii, 82, 85, 93, 96, 126, 161,
178, 180, 184, 200, 205, 220, 223, 225,
23G, 253, 256, 261, 202, 284

ontotheology, 99, 101, 112032, 185, 227,
282, 283, 285

operatio, divina, 54

epifex, 53

oppositic, 220

optimism, 32

opus, 223013

oraculum solis, 56

order, 73, 221, 249, 252, 265, 266

ordo, 249, 252, 266; naturalis orde, 263;
revus, 53

otherness, 208, 227, 236, 284, 2835

enkoun, translation of, as ergo and non ergo,
55, 278

ousia, 44, 57, 82, 94, 95N34, 100, 101, 108,
119, 133, 140, I4I, 145, IS, 162, 171,
188n4, 190, 194, 195, 1gbnz2z, 200, 205,
248, 249, 255, 257, 250, 200, 284; usia,
271

ousiology, 231118, 285

outflowing; of dialectic, 194; from One,
51, 262

paideia, 42n18, 127; enkyklios, patdeia, 127

pantheism, 84-9, 252, 255, 258, 260, 260,
277, 279, 284; formal, 86; material, 86;
Spinoza and, rgIni:

paradeigma, 118, 101, 172, 263

paradise, 71, j7nbo, 99, 114, 115, 15560,
164, 175, 130, 181, 183, 226
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participatio, 234023, 263

participation, 107, 162, 170, 234n23, 256,
257, 258

partitie, 125, 254

partition, z51-2

peacock, 71, 265

peras, 14n18, 244, 283

perifia, 204

perspectivism, 282

phantasia, 83, 106, 113, 142, 145048, 172,
176, 179, 183, 201, 267

philastia, 174

Philelogy (character in The Marriage of
Philology and Mercury), 40

philosophia, 132, 135, 136; vera philosophia,
104, 113

philosophy: as anarchic contemplation,
149~53; in Carolingian authors, 124—9; as
dialectic, 129-34, 138~¢; as imitation of
Christ, 134~8; no one enters heaven
except through, 130, 192n1s; see also arts,
liberal; dizlectic

phoenix, 18¢

Phronesis {character in The Marriage of
Philology and Mercury), a0

physica, 131, theeria, 120, 131n20, 132

physics, g9, 127n10, 128, 131, 132, 242, 245,
240

physiologia, 131, 241, 2451710

physiology, 285

physis, 57, 120, 238n27, 243, 244; hyper
physis, 249

place, 76n33, 96, 115, 133022, 161, 177,
229n17; as definition, 194~9; definition
of, 195; paradisc as, 158~60, 182

plancts, 253; movement of, 39, 42, 43, 104

poctica deliramenta, 44

potency, rbonis; and potential being, 223

polestas, 223

praescientia, 31

predestination, 27-34, 83, 114, 262

primary causes, se¢ cause, primordial

primodial causcs, see cause, primordial

principinm, 242

privatio, 219, 220, 230

privation, 335, 63, 64, 219—21, 229, 231, 233

processio, 118

procession, 107, 212, 230, 254

progressio, 118; progression, 123

proodos, 118, 248

proorismos, 2064, proorismata, 26z

proprivun, 4%

proskunesis, 14

prototypa, 262, 263

psyché, 247

pui'tes scottoyust, 2Qn7, 33

punishment for sin, 3z
purgation, 146

guadrivim, 33, 40, 128

quality, 134n25, 161, 168, 17y, 177, 220.
238, 252

quantity, 63n21, 161, 77, 238

guantum, 177

quidditas, 280

ratio, 14X, 155, 182, 196n22, 199, 224, 234,
264, 255; inferior, 190ng; quadriformis ratio,
250N recta ratio, T35 seminalis, 264,
superior, 1GONY; vera ratio, 233

rationalism, 89, g1, 283

rationalist, 34, 44, 9o

ralienes acternde, 110, 137, 13501

realism, 69, 114, 139, 144; and Latin rcalist
tradition, 97, 2o1; with regard to
universals, 82, r3znaz

reality, 72, 136G, 142, 152, 154, 178, 231,
238, 253, 260nz29, 261, 260, 207, 272;
finite, 81, ¢8; physical, 77; see also
spatioctemporal realicy

reason, 73, IfI, 122, 138, 142, 163, 182,
103, 202, 254, 205, and authority, 83,
235, 276; birth of, 1 soul, 173; eternal,
134, 173, 210, 246, 203; sce alse cause

recapituiation, 74

recognition, reciprocal, of minds, 207, 210

recollectio, 74

recollection, 120, 123, 129, 251, 233n25;
Platonic doctrine of, 117043

recursio, 186

redemption, 76

reditus, 1318, 138039, 142, 143, 193, 251,
259, 279

reductio, 255

reformatio, 131; reformata, 205

Reformation, Protestant, 83

reformation of mind, 96

regio dissimilitudinis, g

relcasement, 163

religion of cultare, 42

repiofie, 220

resovatio, 137, Carolingian, %, 8, 12, 91

repulsio, 22on1z2

resolutio, 138n39, 1391471; resolution, 233

rest, 134, 150

restauratio, 138039, 180

resurrection, 180

return, 132, 139, 253, 236, 296, 283; of 2ll
things to One, 74, 107, 120, 171; five
stages of, in Maximus, 53, $81; gencral
and special, 180; of God to Himself, 151;
of human narure, 178-84; to subject, zor
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reversio, 13gn4x
rhetoric, 41, 73, 76, 128

salvation, 3z, 40, 72, 78, 103, 185

sapiens, 111; mundi, 77058, 245nI0

sapientia, 40, 111, 132, 136, 16onIz,
245070, 278; multiplex sapientia, 149n56

Scholastic philosophy, 84

scientia, 50, 34, 111, 131, X141, 147, 16oni3,
245n710

seintilla animae, 168n29

Seripture, sacred, 44, 63, 68, 69, 7on33, 8o,
149n56, 235025, 236, 23%, 241, 245, 205,
200; four levels of, 75n33; infinite
number of interpretations of, 71

sea, 72

seirg, 121

self-consciousness, see Mind

sclf-integration, 72

self-knowledge, 112, 126, 142, 186, 207-8,
241; and arts, 199—208; Augustine’s
concept of, 187-go; Greek concept of,
1go-1; mind begets, of itself, zog

self-understanding, 72, 126, 147, 185

seminal reasons, 12, 155031

sense and sense-knowledge, 77. 78, 04,
138, 149, 175, 218, 233

sensible world, 7on3s; and sensible things,
112

sensus, 181

sex: and division of human nature into
sexes, 117, 175; and human nature as
originally sexiess, 53, 155—6, 162, 174; in
paradise, 115, 133

similitudo, 10

sin, 95, 162, 174, 200, 224, 223

skill, 191, 204, 203, 206, 210

soul(s}, 121, 135, 245, 279, 284; all, souls
are one, 171; all things as, in cerrain
way, 173; Aristotle’s view of, 103; arts
make ciernal, 42; Augustine’s definition
of, 115, 19ong; Augustinian triadic nature
of, 112; better than body, 114; birth of
word in, 199; creates body, 167;
Eckhart’s view of, as nothingness, 23g;
Fall of, 108 (in Origen), 175 {in
Eriugena), and forms, 202; immortality
of, 40, 130; infinite progress of, 117;
infinity of, 148, 150, 152; motion of,
140—3; otherworldliness of, 103; pre-
existence of, 1x, 117n43; In Ratramnus,
214; reunites with body, 181-2; self-
knowledge of, 163, 190-4; sclf-
transcendence of, 192; simplicity of, 178,
179; and triad of ¢ssence, power, and
operation, sg; undescended pare of, 168,
wandering of, in Macrobius, 10g; whole,

in whole body, 1g6nz1; see also human
nature; mind; world soul

space, 40, 68, 171, 175, 224, 220N17, 240,
249, 253, 260, 265; infinite, 228

spatioternporal reality, 81, 15X, 159, 174,
186, 190, 108, 210, 249, 283

species, 250; per, ot differentiam, 198

species, 45, 82, 88, 8y, 94, 125, 133, 151,
170, 193, 1G4, 197, 224, 235, 238, 252,
253, 254, 25%, 200, 203, 265

speculatio, 147152

Spirit, Absolute, go, 175, 283; and Holy
Spirit as cause of individuation, 170-1

spiritualiter, 172

spirituality, 4, 76, 136, 149, 158, 162; and

spiritual attitude to Real Presence, 273

spIritus, 174

status, 134026, 150, 1571

sterfsis, 220n12

Stoie, 41, 51, §3, 119, 120, i27nio, 165,
264

subiectumi, 102, 191, 192, 200

subject, 123, 251n22, 283; man and God
differ in, 168, 170

subjectivist philosophy, 81, 8g, go, g5, 101,
10z, 186

subjectivity, xiii, 82, 93, 96, 97, 95, 145,
166, 187, 19in1Y, 212, 241, 242, 262, 273

subsistence, 274

subsistentia, 23, 161016, 221, 222, 231, 234;
and God as subsistentia omninm, 87

substance, 99, 121, 125, 133023, 134, 151,
178, 180, 190, 195, 200, 205, 204, 225,
226, 229, 238, 240, 243, 247, 248, 249,
260, 266, 273, 283; definition of, 11; evil
as not, 213; identity of, with subject, go,
283; infinite, 1g1nrI, 237n20;
Ratramnus’s differentiation of, from
nature, 23

substantia, 23, 161016, 231n18; cannot be
applied to God, 134n25; and Ged as
ineffabilis substantia, 99; and God as wna
substantia, 31, 47

substitutio, z3n4b, 47, 161

sun, 42, 43, 104, 253; returns every day,
180

superbonitas, 54

superessentia, 99

supcressentialis, God as, 54

supernaturalis, God as, 249

syllogism, 125, 194017

syrbolum, 242n1

taxis, 94, 121
techné, 129n16, 208
tempus, 119, 275
terminare, 194018

Index rerum

theia thelémata, 120, 121, 262

theologia, 131

theologian, 266; Gregory of Nyssa as, 53;
Latin, 78 .

thealogical statements, 55, 70; and
pantheism as theological insight, 85; and
Periphyseon as theolagical treatise, 5g¢; and
theological apologetics, ox

theology, 79, 193, 225, 245110, 277,
affirmative, 118; Christian, 52; Greek,
33, 46; Laun, 77; of light and darkness,
8o; mystical, 118, 119, 271; ncgative,
6sn23, 67, 88, 89, 92, o8n37, 118, 119,
123, 148, 167, 178, 197, 208, 210, 219,
222, 257; Process, 100, 114

theophania, 83, 267, 276

theophany, 63, 65123, 76, 7/n60, 79, 04,
95, 102, 113, 115, TI8, 121, 132, 145,
149, 150, 167, 183, 230, 238, 239, 241,
242, 252, 202, 265, 267, 278, 280, 281,
284

thedria, 52, 76ns3, 79, 03n34, 122, I145~0,
153, 154, 163, 172037, 182, 185, 212,
230, 241, 257, 260, 261, 262, 266; altier
theoria, 89, 147; duplex theoria, 184,
grostica theoria, 147, multiplex, 132, 149,
152060, 154, 258, 250; physica theoria,
120, 131020, 132

theos, 147; ctymology of, 280

thedsis, 70, 118, 130041, 148, 166, 16g,
239130, 233

thesaurns scientiae et sapientiae, 136

theurgia, 54

time, 68, 76n33, 115-20, 133022, 154, I7T,
175, 182, 195n20, 196, 108, 224, 240,
244, 249, 253, 260, 264, 2035, crcation as
beginning in, 231-2; human nature not
restricted by, 159, 161

tolerance, 7on33

tolma, 174041

topos, 166

totum, 259

transcendence, o6, 134, 160, 166; divine,
88, 89, 100, 115, 216, 228, 279, 285; of
human nature, 239; nen-being as, z12;
and scif-transcendence, 185, 208

trinitas nostrae naturae, 188n4; trinity of
mind, 2¢35

Trinity, 77, 119. 1306n30, 166, 188, 190,
208, 245, 247; Augustine’s view of, 112;
co-cssentiality of, 206; immanence of, in

333

created things, 51; and indwelling of
three persons, 101-2; processions of, 13,
15, 67, 142

trivium, 40

truth, 70, 72, 76, go, r13, 115, 130, 133,
140, 740, 184, 188, 238, 244, 240, 261,
265; and dialectic, 126

universals, 133nz2, 282; Eriugena’s view
of, 82; as Latin philosophical problem,
92; mind knows itself as, zro;
Ratramnus’s view of, 22

universe, 42, 51, 67, 82, 134, 163, 179,
1935, 196, 108, 221, 2330271, 238, 244,
254, 259, 260; sec alse world

universitas, 249, 258, 259

usia (Meiric of Auxerre’s spelling of ousia),
291

valde artificialiter, 53

Venus (planet), 42, 43

Verbum, 265

veritas, 24, 275

via negativa, 177

virtus, 192, 205, 220, 223, 227, 278; gnostica
virtus, 160

vis, 181, 223; activa, 181

vision of God, 25, 28, 67, 113, 130, 183,
278, 284

vita, 245

voluntas, 32

willing, 188, 190, 236, 237, 238, 262, 263,
207, 284

wisdom, 37, 127, 128, 130, 131, 132, 135,
143, ¥52, 160, 182, 192015, 193, 199n27,
211, 232, 256, 265; ignorance as highest,
148

Word, 137, 172, 234, 233, 236, 239,
263n33, 264, 265; contains all things, 79,
220n17; as form of all things, 278;
procession of, 79; in soul, 112, 142, 176
279

world, 184, 19in1z, 195, 233, 258; infinity
of, 259; material and spiritual, 1354; as
neither finite nor infinite, 1g6nzz:
physical, z42; sensible, 246; temporal, g7,
179, 224; see also cosmos: universe

world soul, 22, 40, 104, 110, 121047, 253;
see also anima mundi
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