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Short abstract

In this thesis, I examine the way in which three Byzantine thinkers—Proclus, John
Philoponus, and Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (henceforth simply “Dionysius”)—
characterize the relationship between the “divine ideas,” or the antecedent principles according
to which God knows and makes things, and the things made according to those ideas. I contend
that all three thinkers appeal to the divine ideas to solve, at least implicitly, a philosophical
problem, namely how God can (a) know and intend creatures before creating them (b) without
having to logically presuppose the very creatures to be explained. All three want the ideas to be
in some sense about the creature, able to serve as the grip by which God knows and intends to
create that creature before making it. At the same time, they want the ideas to be logically prior
to the creature so that the ideas can serve to explain how God knows the creature (logically)
before the creature comes to be. They face this difficulty, I suggest, because they assume that the
creature is individual, having a basic subjecthood enabling it to stand in relations to the divine
idea as copy to paradigm and to God as creature to creator or effect to cause. If the creature is, in
its very individuality, wholly itself and hence other than the idea, it is difficult to see how the
idea could stand in for the creature except by a relation to that same creature, compromising its
logical and explanatory priority.

Each thinker, I argue, offers a distinct option in logical space. I also, secondarily, suggest
that, in considering this problem at all, these thinkers represent a shift in the so-called “divine
ideas tradition.”

Long abstract

This thesis is a philosophically-inflected exegesis, examining the logical relationship
between the divine idea and the creature as worked out by three Byzantine thinkers: Proclus,
John Philoponus, and Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (henceforth “Dionysius”). Each thinker,
this thesis argues, is at least implicitly concerned with how divine providence can be understood
to extend to the very numerical identity—or, negatively framed, the otherness or difference—that
enables creatures to stand in relations with each other and God. I call this problem the “Creative
Foreknowledge Problem,” or “CFP.” Each thinker attempts to address this problem by positing
something like “divine ideas,” whose relationship to the creatures made according to them
secures divine productive knowledge with respect to those creatures, and by suggesting different
relations between and characterizations of both the creatures and the ideas.

This thesis stands to offer insights in both patristics and ancient philosophy. (1)
Scholarship in both fields has generally confined its interest in the divine ideas to a few figures:
Maximus, Philo, and the Middle Platonists, with a few, brief forays into Augustine and
Dionysius. My project thus contributes to scholarship in addressing the divine ideas in figures
whose thoughts on the topic have received scant attention, particularly Philoponus. (2)
Scholarship both in patristics and ancient philosophy has so far largely taken for
granted that positing something like divine ideas allows the philosophers positing them to
explain divine productive foreknowledge. So far, however, few if any have considered how the
divine ideas are intended to secure that productive foreknowledge or what philosophical
difficulties might arise in assigning them such work. By considering the philosophical angle, my
thesis draws attention to what is happening philosophically in these texts and suggests new



connections among their authors. (3) Finally, there are numerous potential benefits to conducting
a specifically argumentative and philosophical analysis: it helps to bring out connections among
the thinkers, the concerns that are present but often left under- or unstated in their texts, and the
argumentative structure, or logic, organizing those texts. In bringing out those connections,
concerns, and structures, such analysis stands to deepen our appreciation for and insight into the
ways these thinkers play off one another and their common milieu.

In the first chapter, I briefly characterize the CFP and clarify what it involves: (a) it has to
do with the logical relation between the divine idea (or whatever fills that functional role for a
thinker) and the creature made in accordance with the divine idea; (b) it has to do with
productive knowledge rather than epistemology as such; and (c) it has to do with “individuality”
in distinction from particularity and atomicity—the former meaning the numerical identity that
enables one to talk about a thing (whether universal or particular) as having relations or
properties (e.g. being related to another individual as participated to participant) at all. All three
thinkers, I suggest, are committed to the following:

1) God knows a thing before making it by possessing the corresponding divine idea (e.g.
AGYOC, VONO1G, TPOOPLOHOG).
2) The divine ideas must somehow “refer” to their products in order to serve as their
explanation. This must happen logically “before” those products exist.
3) The divine ideas must also, however, not be related to the thing
except inessentially for the following reasons:
a) the idea is supposed to explain the product (explanatory priority), which it cannot
do if essentially related to and hence constituted by it, or explained by it; and
b) the idea must therefore have an identity that is logically prior to its involvement
with the product as its producer (logical priority).

In other words, the problem is how the divine idea can be both related to and unrelated to the
creature. The difficulty, I take it, arises due to another commitment:

4) The divine idea is numerically distinct from the creature made according to it.

One can rephrase the problem in more Platonic terms: where does the otherness in the product
come from? It cannot, seemingly, come from the cause; for the cause can only give what it
already contains. (Indeed, it is because the cause contains its effect that it knows the effect.) And
presumably the one thing it cannot contain is difference from itself, or otherness. I take it that
this otherness can be reframed positively: as the numerical identity each thing has, which allows
it to enter into relationships as that thing. The one thing that a cause cannot seemingly contain is
the effect’s numerical identity, its being that thing.

I therefore take myself to be free to make the following claim: where the thinker holds that
the idea must (a) contain some reference to its product to exercise its providence and, at the same
time, (b) remain unrelated to the product lest its explanatory priority be compromised, the thinker
is attempting to explain how the creature’s otherness—its being a thing caused, its being
a participant, and the like—can be overseen by providence. The difficulty presupposes that it is
something to be not the cause—and the question becomes how that something is brought about. I
finish the first chapter by discussing how my research relates to contemporary scholarship, very
briefly explaining my method, and outlining my argument.



The second and third chapters treat Proclus. In the second chapter, I start by noting that
several thinkers before Proclus appeal to the divine ideas to explain how God foreknows his
creatures. I then claim that Proclus belongs to this same tradition, showing that Proclus thinks the
gods know and produce their objects in prepossessing them, or in possessing their antecedents.
Recourse to this strategy puts Proclus solidly within the “divine ideas tradition.” That fact in turn
entitles me to the claim, in the following chapter, that Proclus represents a change in the divine
ideas tradition: that he, unlike his predecessors, tries to tackle the difficulty involved in
explaining how a divine idea can refer to its object without having to presuppose its object
logically. In the third chapter, I make my main argument that Proclus is concerned with how
each thing’s numerical identity (negatively understood as “otherness,” or “difference”) is
anticipated by providence. I do so by showing that Proclus is indeed concerned with how to
maintain that the divine idea both contains and remains transcendent in relation to the creature
made according to it—a difficulty that only arises because Proclus presupposes that the
creature has a numerical identity not reducible to what is contained in the cause. Finally, I
examine what I take to be Proclus’ would-be solution to the problem: he attempts to explain how
each thing comes to belong to its (apparently constitutive) rank both by appealing to the henads,
who implant something like their own individuality in the beings under their care, and by
appealing to the One’s ability to produce the prime matter that serves as the logical numerical
identity of that thing.

In the fourth chapter, I turn my attention to Philoponus. My argument runs as follows. (a)
Philoponus tries to maintain both that the divine idea has logical priority with respect to the
creature and that the divine has some referential power with respect to the creature. This latter
commitment seems to presuppose a sense in which the divine idea is correlative with its product
even before it exists (temporally). Philoponus must maintain both these commitments so the
divine ideas can serve their purpose: to explain how God knows what he will make. For without
logical priority, the idea cannot explain the creature without presupposing the thing it is to
explain; and without some referential power, it is unclear how possessing the idea would count
as knowing the creature before its creation. (b) Philoponus seems to think the connection
between the divine idea and its product is something like a common intelligible content. Just as a
sculptor knows the statue he will make insofar as he possesses a Adyog or vonoig that
is formally identical to that in the statue, so too does God know what creature he will make by
possessing its Aoyoc. (c) However, this solution would face problems if Philoponus were to allow
that there existed things like prime matter, which would fall outside the intelligible: a God who
foreknows his products by having concepts could not foreknow creatures as individuals because
they would be constituted in part by a non-intelligible element (prime matter). One might expect
Philoponus to reduce creatures to their forms as far as possible to enable his account to work. (d)
That is in fact what we see: he makes several moves that, together, allow him to reduce creatures
to their properties considered as structured bundles. (e) It is plausible that Philoponus recognizes
the difficulty involved in productive foreknowledge with respect to individuals, and his apparent
solution is to reduce, as far as possible, the gap between the concrete individual and its divine
idea.

The fifth and sixth chapters deal with the divine ideas and individuality in Dionysius. I
begin, in Chapter Five, by showing that Dionysius’ approach to divine providence depends on
the idea that God cares for things by containing them in some sense before they come to be. To
talk about the “divine ideas,” for him, is to say that God possesses the things he will make in
advance. At the same time, Dionysius insists that God cannot be connected to his creatures in



any essential way. His worry is likely the same as Proclus’ and Philoponus’: were God to be in a
mutually defining relationship with the world, he would not be able to serve as its explanation,
for then his essence and activity would be explained as much by the world as the world by him. I
then make a claim about how seeks to meet both conceptual demands at once: he employs a
distinction between God in himself and God in his providential activities (or, in other words, by
his conflation of the first and second hypotheses of the Parmenides). God both precontains his
creatures by possessing their powers and knowledges in a higher degree and knows things in the
very creative act. Only in the former sense does he properly “foreknow” the creature, while, in
the latter sense, he knows his creatures as strictly concrete individuals. I spend the remaining
time in Chapter Five making the case that God, for Dionysius, prepossesses his creatures insofar
as he already contains, in a higher mode, their very same powers, or knowledges.

In Chapter Six, I complete the case begun in the fifth chapter. In the first part, I argue that
the relationship between God and his creatures is, for Dionysius, analogous to that between a
bishop and his subordinates. God complicates his own, perfectly simple activity so as to enable
others to join in, participating in his activity. God thus knows concrete creaturely activity, I
argue, by knowing his own activity; for they are, in one important sense, one and the same
activity. I end the chapter with a change in direction: while I have already shown, in Chapter
Five, that Dionysius is concerned with the CFP in at least an abstract, formal sense, I recognize
that the case would be stronger were he to show a positive interest in individuality. To make that
case, I argue, based primarily on a section, in the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, on the resurrection,
that Dionysius was likely philosophically committed to (and aware of the need of) the existence
of strict individualities. Given his interest in showing that all features of any creature come from
God, it becomes plausible to read his interest in the divine ideas and their transcendence in light
of his interest in the individual.

In the concluding chapter, I briefly synthesize what my study has brought out, discussing
the different approaches taken by the figures discussed in the thesis: Proclus is inconsistent but
generally attempts to secure individuality by making it a feature that things get from the henads;
Philoponus tries to reduce the difference between a thing and its intelligible content to nearly
nothing so as to avoid the problem altogether; and Dionysius takes a dual approach,
holding both that God precontains each thing and that he knows each thing as distinct from
himself insofar as he is its actual cause, produced through his creative act. Finally, I conclude by
considering some potential implications for patristic scholarship on this period and, more
tentatively, for contemporary philosophical theology.
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Chapter 1: Setting the Stage

1 — Introduction
This thesis examines the way in which three Byzantine thinkers—Proclus, John Philoponus, and
Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite (henceforth simply “Dionysius”)—characterize the logical
relationship between creatures and their antecedents in the divine mind. My primary aim is to
show that all three are implicitly interested in a philosophical problem, namely how one can

maintain the following claims simultaneously.

a) God productively foreknows (and intends to make) the things he makes.'

b) He does so without having to logically presuppose those very things.

Call this problem “the Creative Foreknowledge Problem” (henceforth “the CFP”).> All three
thinkers can plausibly be understood to construct their philosophical “systems” with it in mind.
My secondary aim is to show how they do so.

These aims need immediate clarification. My thinkers do not put the problem in precisely
these terms. They instead address it indirectly or under particular guises—as it is implicated in
other concerns. Two such concerns in particular are worth mentioning. First, the CFP is
implicated in the difficulties these thinkers face in their attempts to characterize divine
foreknowledge as productive. One can understand their difficulty thus. Most human knowledge

is speculative, presupposing an object. If I am to know the sapphires raining from the heavens at

! Note that, though I use the singular term “God” here, I am referring to both the Christian God and the pagan gods. I
use the singular term mostly to avoid cumbersomeness.

2 If ever there be an academic reader from whom this acronym elicits nary a chuckle, I shall know the time has come
to exit the schools.
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morn, there must be sapphires raining from the heavens at morn. This point involves logical
rather than temporal presupposition: if I am to know, right now, the sapphires raining from the
heavens tomorrow, there must, in some sense, be sapphires raining from the heavens tomorrow.
What matters is that my knowledge depends upon the objects rather than the reverse. But
productive knowledge—and especially divine productive foreknowledge—is different. It is
involved in the very intentional act by which its object is produced; and since the object depends
upon the productive act and the productive act involves productive foreknowledge, the
productive foreknowledge cannot depend upon the product for its content. It cannot, therefore,
stand in any essential relation to its object. To make it bear such a relation would be to make it
logically simultaneous with its object, evacuating any explanatory priority from it. At the same
time, if it is to be genuine knowledge of the object, productive foreknowledge must presumably
“refer to” its object in some sense. With these considerations in mind, one can put a slight spin
on the CFP, incorporating those broader concerns. How, the problem is, can one maintain the

following claims simultaneously?

a) Divine foreknowledge in some sense “refers to” (and to that extent is related to) its

products.

b) Divine foreknowledge is explanatorily and logically prior to (and to that extent unrelated

to) its products.

Further, all three thinkers, following a tendency common in the ancient world, explain how God

knows his creatures by positing “divine ideas,” antecedents in the divine mind according to



which God makes things. (In accordance with a common practice in contemporary theology, I
shall refer to this tendency as the “divine ideas tradition.”) It is from this angle that my thinkers
most directly consider the CFP, attempting to establish what relationship must obtain between the
divine idea and the corresponding creature in order for the idea to serve its function. On the one
hand, they want the idea to be somehow about the creature so that it can “reference” it. On the
other hand, they do not want the idea to receive its content from the creature since that would
compromise its explanatory and logical priority. While one can (I think) rightly understand these
thinkers to be concerned with the CFP as such, therefore, it is common to see them approach it
primarily as it connects with their attempts to correctly characterize the relationship between the
divine ideas and the creatures corresponding to them. In its final and most specific articulation,
then, the problem is something like this: in order to serve as a “grip” on the creature, allowing
God to intend it, the idea must somehow “refer” to (and hence relate to) the creature; but if it is
to explain how the creative act can intend that thing so as to produce it, it must be logically and
explanatorily prior to (and hence unrelated to) its object: how can the divine ideas manage both
tasks at once?

It is with this final articulation that it becomes possible to connect the CFP with the third
element from my thesis title: individuality. I use the term stipulatively. As I use it, “individuality”
is neither atomicity (i.e. mere indivisibility either physically or conceptually) nor particularity
(i.e. mere inability, in contrast with universals, to be present in multiple subjects). Rather, it is the

basic, incommunicable subjecthood enabling a thing to bear predicates as its own, stand as one

*Iam using the phrase “divine ideas tradition” without meaning to suggest that there is a single, coherent “tradition”
connecting all the thinkers who draw on artisanal models to explain providence. There is, nonetheless, some family
resemblance among the different thinkers who use such models, and it is likely that they were aware of one another
directly or indirectly; it is probably safe, therefore, to assume that they shared some sense of the shared promise and
difficulties of such a model. “The divine ideas tradition” is also a known shorthand in other areas of theology. See
Mark MclIntosh, The Divine Ideas Tradition in Christian Mystical Theology (New York: Oxford University Press,
2021).
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relatum in participated—participant relationships, and so forth. I take it that worries about how
God intends to produce a given creature before it is there to be intended can arise only if the
creature is assumed to be individual in this way—that is, because it is assumed to be utterly
distinct from, or other to, any ideas God might have about it.* In other words, the problem arises
due to certain presuppositions about individuality and creaturely otherness from God. One can
therefore reframe the CFP once more: how can God know and intend to create what, by
hypothesis, his ideas cannot be—namely the creature in its otherness from him and his ideas? Or:
how can the idea give God knowledge about precisely what is other in the product, that is,
precisely what the idea is not, except by a relation to it?°

Consider the following illustration. When a builder sets out to build a house according to
a blueprint, he already knows the character or form he seeks to reproduce in the building
materials. One can, as it were, “read off” the resulting house from the blueprint insofar as its
features are present in, or have “answers to” the house’s formal properties. By contrast, the fact
that it be this or that house cannot be read off from the blueprint. There is some fundamental
level on which it, as an individual, is “other than” its blueprint. And while one can say that the
blueprint is the blueprint of this or that house, one can only say so once there is this or that house
for it be to be the blueprint of. The situation is, if anything, even more difficult with respect to

God’s productive foreknowledge. Knowledge of this basic “otherness” of the house might be

* Here, I am using the term “creature” to mean not “animal” but “thing created.”

> One finds related questions, including how God or the One can produce “otherness,” at various points in the
scholarship on Platonism. See, for instance, Stephen Gersh, From Iamblichus to Eriugena: An Investigation of the
Prehistory and Evolution of the Pseudo-Dionysian Tradition. Studies zur Problemgeschichte der antiken und
mittelalterlichen Philosophie (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 49; John Rist, “The Problem of «Otherness» in the Enneads,” in
Le néoplatonisme. Royaumont 9-13 juin 1969.” Colloques Internationaux du Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique (Paris: Editions du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1971): 77-88; see also Gersh on
Neoplatonism and Derrida, Matthew C. Halteman, “On the Problematic Origin of the Forms: Plotinus, Derrida, and
the Neoplatonic Subtext of Deconstruction’s Critique of Ontology,” Continental Philosophy Review 39 (2006): 35—
58; A.C. Lloyd, The Anatomy of Platonism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998); and D. Gregory Maclsaac,
“The Origin of Determination in the Neoplatonism of Proclus,” in Divine Creation in Ancient, Medieval, and Early
Modern Thought: Essays Presented to the Rev’d Dr Robert D. Crouse, eds. Willemien Otten, Walter Hannam, and
Michael Treschow, 141-172 (Leiden: Brill, 2007): 163-171.
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supplied, in the ancient world, by acquaintance with the preexisting matter used in the making of
the product, but that option is unavailable if one is committed to the idea that God arranges for
even the very identity, or individuality, of things (as Platonists may want to do and Christians
certainly want to do) or if one is directly committed to the idea of God’s producing the matter of
things as well (as some late Neoplatonists may be and Christians certainly are). If he is to know
his product by analogy with the artisan, his ideas alone must supply the necessary reference or
antecedent to the creature.

Given this connection between the CFP and individuality, one can see how the way
creaturely substances are constituted might be a relevant topic for my thinkers as they attempt to
answer the CFP. Indeed, I shall suggest that Proclus and Philoponus do tinker with creaturely
constitution with an eye to the problem. Dionysius does so less clearly in contrast. Nonetheless,
given his insistence that there is direct, face-to-face encounter and cooperation (cuvepyia)
between God and creature, his belief that God bestows individuality on each creature in coming
to dwell in that creature, and his probable commitment to the idea that there exist basic
numerical identities, or hypostases, in creatures, he is most likely aware that such connections
between commitments on individuality and productive foreknowledge do exist.

My secondary aim in this thesis is historical. I suggest that these thinkers represent an
important transition in late antique philosophy and theology in two ways. First, they build upon
and transform the “divine ideas tradition” that they have inherited from their predecessors. While
some thinkers before them do hold that God knows what he will make before making it, these
three are among the first to wrestle with the difficulties involved in working out the mechanics,
as it were. Secondly, in doing so, they are also among the first to explore, however haltingly, the

connections between creative foreknowledge and the individual. That is not to say that these
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thinkers are necessarily the first to recognize these difficulties. I do not want to make such a
strong historical claim. Nor do I want to attempt to explain, for now, why they are among the first
to consider these difficulties, though I shall consider some possibilities in the chapters on the
respective figures and in the concluding chapter. It is enough for my purposes to note that the
shift occurs and that Proclus, Philoponus, and Dionysius represent a different “epoch,” as it were.
Additionally, by this time, Christians, concerned with Christology and the resurrection, have
already begun to work through how to characterize the concrete individual, for which they often
use the term “hypostasis.”® For that reason, it is especially interesting that these thinkers seem to
be working through individuality from a different angle, namely in connection with providence.
This secondary aim will remain mostly at the periphery, framing my attempts to establish that

and how my chosen thinkers respond to the CFP.

2 — Clarifications
A few implications and assumptions need to be mentioned here. First, I must reiterate that I am
dealing with productive, or creative, foreknowledge, not speculative, or “simple,”
foreknowledge.” This has important implications. While epistemology may come into the picture
from time to time, as it does in Philoponus, it is not primarily what is at stake for these thinkers.
What primarily matters is, rather, the logical relationship between God or his idea on the one
hand and the creature, or thing thought, on the other. Further, because logical rather than
temporal priority is at issue, I can sidestep certain issues that otherwise crop up around

foreknowledge, such as whether God is temporal. God could be temporal and have knowledge

¢ Johannes Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology and the End of Ancient Metaphysics: Patristic Philosophy
from the Cappadocian Fathers to John of Damascus (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020).

” The latter term is used mostly in analytic philosophical theology. See, for instance, Michael Robinson, “Divine
Providence, Simple Foreknowledge, and the ‘Metaphysical Principle,’” Religious Studies 40, no. 4 (2004): 471-483.
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that is logically prior to its product; or he could be atemporal and have knowledge that is only
posterior to its product. As it happens, for all three thinkers, God is in at least some sense
atemporal. But it is not necessary to dwell on that fact to address their thoughts on productive
foreknowledge.

Secondly, the CFP does not directly have to do with future actions—nor, therefore, with
free will, fate, or the extent to which providence is meticulous rather than general. What
concerns the ancients in this case is how God knows the thing he will make, not whether he
knows what choices it will make once he brought it into existence. Barring further assumptions,
there is nothing preventing one from seeing God as knowing exactly the things he will make
without having to commit to a particular stance on determinism. Again, that is not to say that the
three thinkers have no stance on this subject. They certainly do. But it is not directly relevant,
and so I shall largely leave it aside.

Thirdly, the fact that I am interested in individuality only in a very particular sense (and
even then only as presupposed by the CFP) has implications for how I handle the texts with
which I am working. Because the individuality that concerns me is subjecthood, or thisness—or,
from another angle, basic otherness—, it is not necessary to show that the figures I discuss are
especially worried about how providence extends to particulars (kaf’ ékaota) or indivisibles
(&topa) qua particulars or indivisibles. To the extent that universals are subjects with their own
predicates, enabling them to stand in relations to one another and enter into cause—effect,
paradigm—copy, or participatum—participant with other things, they too are individuals, and the
same problem applies to them. That means that evidence can be drawn from discussions about
universals as well those about particulars. Further, because I take it that my three thinkers are

aware that the CFP exists, and the CFP presupposes that the things have their own individuality
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and “otherness” from their causes, I take it, too, that my thinkers are aware that individuality is
among the factors involved in the CFP. I take myself to be entitled, as a result, to the following
inference: if a figure is concerned with the CFP, he is at least implicitly concerned with the
individual.

I consider this inferential, rather indirect approach legitimate—especially because I
consider my argument that the three thinkers take steps to build around the CFP solid—, but it is
still worth briefly discussing how my terms, “individual” and “individuality,” relate to the terms
in which my thinkers express themselves. In brief, my thinkers have no consistent terms for the
individual in the sense I take to be implicit in their thinking, but all three use terms around that
idea. Importantly, the Greek terms that come closest are not always (or often) those one might
expect. As I have mentioned, terms such as “Gtopov” and “kaB’ ékaotov” do refer to some
individuals (i.e. distinct, concrete subjects) but only qua particular or insofar as those
individuals, depending from the final rung in a genus—species taxonomy, carry no further
specifications but can only be described. These terms do not, therefore, pick out individuals qua
individuals. Further, they necessarily exclude Platonic forms and other Platonic causes, things
that would count as individuals in the relevant sense.

The terms that come closer to tracking the individual in its concrete subjecthood tend to
cluster around existence, subsistence, or substance. Proclus uses the terms “Onap&ig” for a
subject considered as subsisting in its own right, though only when the subject in question is
immaterial and can serve as a principle (e.g. monadic Soul or its derivative souls). And even
then, he often associates it with a subject’s existing in a certain mode or belonging to a certain

€6

kind.® He uses the term “Onootaoig” in much the same way. When it comes to material

8 Carlos Steel, “YTTAPZIZ chez Proclus,” in Hyparxis e Hypostasis nel Neoplatonismo: Atti del I Colloquio
Internazionale del Centro de Ricerca sul Neoplatonismo: Universita degli Studi di Catania, 1-3 ottobre 1992, edited
by F. Romano and D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki Editore, 1994), 79-100.
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individuals, Proclus has less clear terminology, perhaps because material individuals, as things
that become, are not beings (6vta, ovaion) in the strict sense. But, as I shall discuss in Chapter 3,
Proclus grants that everyday things (&topa) exist as products distinct from their producers, so he
is willing to grant them some individuality even if he never assigns a term to material individuals
as such. Perhaps the closest concept to “individuality,” however, is simply unity: Proclus seems
inclined to think that all individual subjects, particulars and universals alike, must first be “one,”
though he seems not to use a catchall term for the subjects that possess unity.

Philoponus is somewhat easier to characterize. He holds that, strictly speaking, universals
do not exist. For him, therefore, terms such as “substance” (o0oia) and “nature” (p0o1g) do not
primarily refer to membership in a class or kind owing to certain properties but to separate
existence and existents. He can thus use those terms simply to pick out the individual as such.
Because individuality comes, as it were, baked into substance, what makes a thing a substance
also makes it the individual substance it is. Philoponus also uses the term “0Oméotaoig,” which
serves as a rough synonym for “substance” and “nature,” picking out the concrete existent and its
existence as individual.’

Lastly, I come to Dionysius, whose terminology is the least clear. As I mention in my
chapters on him, he uses terms such as “@vo1¢” and “ovoia” to mean something like “&topov,”
or “kaf’ Ekaotov.” But unlike Philoponus, he seems to hold that there are universals, meaning
that one cannot simply identify substance or nature with the individual as such; it may simply

mean particular substance or nature. In his case, therefore, more than with the other thinkers, I

rely on my supposition that, if a thinker is clearly wrestling with the CFP, he is also implicitly

? For the original case that monophysites such as Philoponus equate nature and hypostasis, see Joseph Lebon, “La
christologie du monophysisme syrien,” in Das Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, eds. Aloys
Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht, 425-580. Band I, Der Glaube von Chalkedon (Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1962,
originally published 1951-1954).
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concerned with individuality as such. To strengthen the case, however, I also argue that, outside
the passages dealing with the CFP, he commits himself implicitly to something like
individualities or subjects in his ontology.

Another clarification is in order: in saying that these thinkers are interested in some way
in how divine foreknowledge extends to the individual, I am not implying they are modern
personalists or Scotists, interested in the individual because they see something infinitely
valuable in its otherness, its startling concreteness. While such an interest is perhaps inchoately
present in this period—Gregory Nyssen implies that at least humans are infinitely valuable, and
the debates around the bodily resurrection sometimes come close to thematizing it as well—, it is
clear that my thinkers do not even talk directly about the individual in my sense, much less do so
from a preoccupation with individuality. I take it that they are more interested in ensuring that
divine providence extends to everything. The problem is how, given that individuals exist as
irreducibly themselves and hence other from God and his ideas, God can know and intend them
before they come to be.

Some final clarifications should be made regarding the historical element in my thesis. I
assume that the scholarly consensus on Dionysius is basically correct: he is writing between the
mid-400s and 528-532; he is a Syrian monk or is familiar with the Syrian monastic tradition and
liturgy; and he is evidently acquainted with Late Neoplatonism if not with Proclus or Damascius
themselves.'” He can therefore be fruitfully set alongside Proclus and Philoponus as both their
contemporary and a fellow in a common intellectual milieu. Although he probably flourishes in

the period between Proclus and Philoponus, I have chosen to put him after the other two. I do so

10 Just for a sample, see Alexander Golitzin, “Dionysius Areopagites: A Christian Mysticism?” Scrinium 3 no. 1
(2007): 128-179; Andrew Louth, Denys the Areopagite (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1989), 2 and 10-14; Christian
Schéfer, The Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite: An Introduction to the Structure and the Content of the
Treatise on the Divine Names (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 12; and Rosemary A. Arthur, Pseudo-Dionysius as Polemicist:
The Development and Purpose of the Angelic Hierarchy in Sixth Century Syria. Ashgate New Critical Thinking in
Religion, Theology and Biblical Studies (Aldershot; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2008), ix—xii.
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because my case for Dionysius’ interest in the individual, which is somewhat more oblique, will
be more plausible after I have made my cases for the other two. Further, it seems natural to place

Philoponus next to Proclus since his thought more directly responds to Proclus’.

3 — Relation to scholarly literature

With these clarifications in mind, I am ready to discuss how my thesis connects with the
contemporary scholarship on these thinkers. All the elements making up the CFP are already
present in the scholarship on my three writers: (a) the need for the cause to be both immanent
and transcendent in relation to its effects to be provident over its effects; (b) the fact that the
Aoyoy, mapadeiypata, or similar antecedents in the divine serve to explain how and in what sense
God (productively) foreknows his effects; (c) the difficulty involved in explaining how a cause
could bring about something that, by its very nature, it does not contain: the effect qua that very
effect; and (d) the fact that all the above questions only get traction in the first place if one
assumes that providence produces or operates upon something that has its own, distinct existence
and identity.

In the past, however, scholars have tended to thematize those elements in relative
isolation. That is not to say that they have failed to recognize that the elements are connected.
They frequently make reference to such connections. For instance, E.R. Dodds notes the
connection, in Proclus, between the cause’s ability to be simultaneously transcendent and
immanent and its capacity to provide for the objects it cares for. But such remarks are generally
made only in passing while discussing the elements themselves. The relations among these
elements have not themselves been an explicit focus. The consequence is that it has gone

basically unremarked that, when considered together, they may form a single system to explain
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how divine providence cares for all things—and that despite the fact that, as E.R. Dodds puts it,
providence as a theme “bulks almost as large in Neoplatonism as does ... predestination in ...
Christian theology” from the same era." It has also gone unremarked, therefore, how the attempt
to combine these elements might face tensions such as the one that constitute the CFP. There are
two near exceptions to the rule, which I shall discuss shortly; but the exceptions simply prove the
point: few have attempted to clarify the connections among these elements in a way that would
allow one to see the challenges that might face the system comprising them and hence why my
writers might have needed to characterize the elements in certain ways.

My project thus contributes to the scholarship on Proclus, Philoponus, and Dionysius by
drawing together these disparate threads so as to bring out those connections. In this section, I
shall sketch the various scholarly conversations in which those elements have been treated. I
shall then briefly note what stands to be gained by my intervention. I shall then be in a position

to outline my thesis and commence the argument proper.

3.1 — Divine ideas and foreknowledge
Many scholars recognize that, for Platonists and Christians, God’s having Adyot, mapadeiypata,
or the like for creatures serves an important function in his care for creation. More particularly,
they seem to recognize that, if God produces things in accordance with, or “looking to,” certain
antecedent principles, it somehow explains in what sense God knows “what he is doing” in
making creatures. So common, indeed, is this idea that it rarely gets thorough commentary—at
least for the period in which my thinkers are writing. So, for instance, in an article on Maximus

the Confessor’s view on the divine Adyot, Jordan Daniel Wood says simply that the Adyot are

" E.R. Dodds, ed. and trans., The Elements of Theology: A Revised Text with Translation, Introduction and
Commentary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), 263.
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“the preexistent ideas” whose role in Dionysius and his earliest commentators is to serve as
paradigms.’ “A thing’s logos,” he says, “comprises and establishes [its] whole ontological
continuum,” i.e., “its nature, power, and activity.”"* And it does so by serving a “paradigmatic
function.”'* And because God’s paradigms for things are also connected with his will to produce
things, Wood seems to think, God knows the things he makes as he knows his own thoughts and
wills.” But how God knows the creature by knowing his own paradigms for the creature is left
unclear. The thought seems to be that we all know how a paradigm, blueprint, or model can serve
as proxy for the creature modelled on it.

One can find the same assumption in scholarship on my three writers. Torstein Theodor
Tollefsen, with reference to Philoponus, calls the Adyot “principles of knowledge” as well as
“principles of making.” God’s making is his “acting in accordance with” his “knowledge of
beings.”'® As is often the case in the literature, the relation between the knowledge and the
making is left imprecise, but the thought seems to be that God in some sense knows the beings he
will make. And, as with Wood, this knowledge of beings yet unmade somehow grounds the
practical knowledge of God in making, and both are made possible by God’s possession of the
paradigms of things. Christian Schéfer says that God can give each things its appropriate form
and place in the cosmic order “because each thing’s essence (oboia) and proper being is present
in God’s mind as [part of] a perfect ensemble of ideas.”"” He further notes with apparent approval

that other scholars, including Perl, have “observed” that Dionysius holds that there are divine

12 Jordan Daniel Wood, “Creation is Incarnation: The Metaphysical Peculiarity of the Logoi in Maximus Confessor,”
Modern Theology 34, no. 1 (2018): 86.
¥ Wood, “Creation is Incarnation,” 87.
* Wood, “Creation is Incarnation,” 87.
> Wood, “Creation is Incarnation,” 84.

18 Thorstein Theodor Tollefsen, “Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus: The Paradigm of the World and Temporal
Beginning,” in Platonism and Christian Thought in Late Antiquity, eds. G. Pavlos, Lars Fredrik Janby, Eyjolfur
Kjalar Emilsson, and Torstein Theodor Tollefsen, 100-114 (London: Routledge, 2019), 103.

17 Christian Schifer, The Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite: An Introduction to the Structure and the Content
of the Treatise on the Divine Names (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 96.
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ideas, or paradigms, specific to “individuals.”'®*Again, the suggestion seems to be that God
knows what he is doing in creating because he has a unique, infinitely specific blueprint for each

creature. And, again, how the forms serve that function is left unasked.

3.2 — Immanence and transcendence as necessary for providence and in connection with
knowledge

3.2.1— E.R. Dodds

Much classic and contemporary scholarship on Platonism has noted the emphasis figures
such as Proclus put on the fact that causes are simultaneously immanent in and transcendent in
relation to their effects. Only a few scholars, however, flesh out what they take this immanence
and transcendence to involve, explaining how it connects with providence and divine knowledge.
I shall note three scholars who seem to recognize this connection even if they articulate it only in
a rather diffuse way. I start with E.R. Dodds. In his commentary on Proclus’ Elements, he says
that Proposition 23, where Proclus introduces the participated—unparticipated distinction, is
rightly called “le théoreme fondamental du traité, que 1’on pourrait appeler théoreme de la
transcendence,” adding that it is, “at the same time,” his theorem on “immanence.”*® Dodds does
not say why it should matter so much that the cause be simultaneously transcendent and
immanent, but there are hints throughout his commentary. My suspicion is that, ultimately, it
matters because such simultaneity is necessary for providence. Providence functions by
establishing participatory relationships between causes and effects. But there are difficulties in
establishing the conditions for such a relation. “If,” Dodds says in the same passage on

Proposition 23, “participation is to be real, the Form must be immanent, and therefore divided; if

'8 Schifer, The Philosophy of Dionysius, 96, note 38.
 Dodds, Elements of Theology, 210. Dodds is quoting Emile Bréhier, Histoire de la philosophie, Tome I: Antiquité
et le moyen age; Fascicule II: Période hellénistique et romaine (Paris: Librairie Félix Alcan, 1927), 477.
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it is to be participation [in] one undivided principle, the Form must be transcendent, and
therefore not directly participated.”” Dodds explains this reasoning elsewhere. He identifies
“being in” an effect with being “conditioned by” that effect so that “the lower causes are in one
sense closer to their effect than the higher, as being more readily affected by them.”*'
Transcendence, for Proclus as Dodds reads him, is something like logical priority over and non-
relation to an effect, while immanence is logical simultaneity with and relation to an effect. Were
the cause to be “in” its effect only, it would be characterized by it and hence not the simple,
unchanging character that it must be “to give unity to the many immanent universals” seen in its
effects.” Therefore, it must be transcendent. But participation requires a relation, meaning that
there must also be an immanent cause. Therefore, to secure providence, Proclus, for Dodds, must
secure simultaneous transcendence and immanence in his causes—and it is in part for that reason
that Proposition 23 is the fundamental theorem in Proclus’ treatise.

While he is even less explicit on this point than on the connection between immanence,
transcendence, providence, Dodds does also hint that providence involves a divine
foreknowledge and that that foreknowledge in turn depends upon God’s containing, without
relation, the things that he makes. He says, in his commentary on Proposition 124, that Proclus’
view that the gods know their objects by knowing themselves first is akin to Aquinas’ (and
Dionysius’) view that God knows creatures by knowing their preexistent likenesses in him.* And
in his commentary on Proposition 30, he notes that Christian thinkers such as Aquinas use the

idea that the effect “remains” in its cause to explain how God knows creatures. While he does

not directly say that Proclus uses the idea that way, Dodds seems only a step away from making

* Dodds, Elements of Theology, 210-211.
# Dodds, Elements of Theology, 269.
2 Dodds, Elements of Theology, 210-211.
% Dodds, Elements of Theology, 266.
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such a suggestion: he has already suggested that Proclus thinks, like Aquinas, that God knows
creatures by knowing their preexistent likenesses in him, and he is fully aware that it is the

“remaining” that grounds creaturely identity with the gods or the One for Proclus.

3.2.2 — Jonathan Greig

In his book The First Principle in Late Neoplatonism, Jonathan Greig considers the
attempts made by the Late Neoplatonists Proclus and Damascius to square the idea that there
exists a causal synonymy between causes and their effects—generally secured by saying that the
cause in some sense anticipates the effects—with the equally important idea that the first
principle, being utterly simple, cannot anticipate its effects even in potency. In setting out his
account, Greig acknowledges that Proclus attempts to incorporate within his causal framework
both elements that seem to make causes relative to their effects and elements that seem to be
geared to ensure that the causes remain unrelated to their effects.* Greig supplies a partial
rationale. Proclus must do so in part because, unlike his predecessor Plotinus, he “allows for
enmattered, intelligible forms which are derived from intelligible Forms which exist in
themselves.”” These enmattered forms are numerically distinct from one another and the form
“in itself” and, further, are dependent upon their participants. Greig does not say whether there
are reasons for Proclus to take aboard such a commitment, but the effect is clear. Because
Proclus is already committed to these enmattered forms, he cannot hold that it is one and the
same cause that is directly present in each instance. Otherwise, it would not really be present “in”

each instance.

2 Jonathan Greig, The First Principle in Late Neoplatonism: A Study of the One’s Causality in Proclus and
Damascius. Philosophia Antiqua 156 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2021), 105.
 Greig, The First Principle, 102, 116.
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Greig hints at a connection between divine causal, providential knowledge and the gods’
precontaining the effects they produce by “anticipating” them. The One cannot be said to
anticipate the effects for which it (indirectly) provides; the reason is that, if it were actually to
anticipate them, it would have to have an implicit multiplicity, and its character, and capacity to
ensure that character is bestowed equally across its various instances, would be compromised. In
contrast, the gods do anticipate their effects.”® He notes that, for Proclus, the gods know all things
and hence provide for all things by precontaining them.?”” While he does not say so directly, Greig
is almost certainly aware that, for Proclus, there is some connection between the providence and
the need for transcendence and immanence in the relation between cause and effect. Again, his
entire book is about how, for Proclus and Damascius, the first principle does or does not contain,
or anticipate, its effects and how that same concern can be found in how they treat causes in
general. Greig goes a long way towards making the final step to stating something like the CFP:
all he would need to add is that the reason Proclus must maintain the unparticipated and
participated causes simultaneously is, in part, so that the cause can have the necessary priority to
avoid deriving anything from those for whom it is supposed to provide and, simultaneously, the

relation necessary to ensure it actually counts as providing at all.

3.2.3 — Ysabel de Andia
Ysabel de Andia seems to sense especially clearly the important link (at least in Dionysius)
between the fact that God has ideas, or paradigms, for things and the fact that God knowingly

determines which creatures will come to be.” “Les paradigmes,” as she puts it at one point, “en

% Greig, The First Principle, 190.
%7 Greig, The First Principles, 238, footnote 54.

28 Ysabel. de Andia, Henosis: L’union a Dieu chez Denys I’Aréopagite. Leiden; New York: Brill, 1996.
For her equation between “ideas in the divine mind” and the paradigms, see 157, 278, 286.
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tant qu’ils sont des prédéterminations ne sont pas seulement des modeles des réalités créées,
mais aussi la science des futurs contingents.” It is in possessing the paradigms that God
foreknows and determines each concrete thing in salvation history.*® She is, unfortunately,
somewhat less clear on the fact that the paradigms must be both immanent and transcendent in
order to perform their function in divine foreknowledge; but the idea is still there. The
paradigms, she says, are simultaneously paradigmatic and efficient, or creative, causes, with the
paradigmatic aspect answering to God as “in himself,” i.e. as precontaining and transcending his
effects, and the creative aspect answering to God in his role as “efficient cause.”' And these two
“moments” in the paradigms are somehow linked.*

But de Andia’s account never draws together, decisively or clearly, all these elements—at
least not explicitly—so as to conclude that the paradigms’ simultaneous immanence and
transcendence in relation to their effects is necessary for them if they are to perform their
function in God’s knowledge regarding the things he makes. Perhaps that is because she
implicitly divides the “philosophical” and “ontological” from the “theological” and “historical.”*
In treating the two as distinct, de Andia may have been tempted to treat questions about logical

or ontological priority as distinct from questions about divine foreknowledge.

3.2.4 — Eric Perl
Eric Perl, in his work on Proclus and Dionysius, never directly says that one must ascribe to the
cause both immanence and transcendence in relation to its effects to ensure it can provide for its

effects. He does, however, make claims that, taken together, paint such a picture. I shall consider

% de Andia, Henosis, 263
% de Andia, Henosis, 263-264.
31 de Andia, Henosis, 261-262.
%2 de Andia, Henosis, 261.
% de Andia, Henosis, 262.
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his argument in Theophany, his book on Dionysius. First, Perl insists that the cause must be
transcendent. That is, he clarifies, “it is not conditioned by its effects.”* It must remain so
because it is in being unconditioned that it can also be (productively) present to all its effects,
constituting its effects by bestowing upon them the properties, or determinations, that give them
their intelligible content.* That content, he claims, is the same thing as being, or existence.*® So,
in bestowing properties on its effects, the cause bestows existence on them. At the same time,
Perl claims that the cause must be immanent, where immanence is nothing more than the very
same productive activity viewed from a different phenomenological angle. Insofar as a cause is

t.*” Perl thus clearly claims, more so than

accessible to thought through its effects, it is immanen
most writers on Dionysius, Proclus, or Philoponus, that transcendence and immanence are in fact
necessary for providence. More than that, he explains why they are so: it is because they are the
means by which providence functions. Perl sees all the major Platonic figures his book treats—
Plato, Plotinus, Proclus, and Dionysius—as recognizing this same connection. In all essential
respects, he takes Dionysius to be in agreement with Plato, Plotinus, and Proclus.

It is worth noting that Perl also connects immanence, transcendence, and their relation to
providence with the Adyot, or mapadeiypoata. According to him, the divine ideas are the “defining
or determining principles which make things to be.”* They must therefore be both transcendent
and immanent in order to perform their function, and all that Perl says about the need for God

and causes more generally to be both transcendent and immanent with respect to their effects

apply to them. He has thus gone farther than other scholars working in this period.

% Eric Perl, Theophany: The Neoplatonic Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite (Albany: State University of New
York Press, 2007), 24.

% Perl, Theophany, 20, 45-46.

% Perl, Theophany, 5-10.

% Perl, Theophany, 19-20.

% Perl, Theophany, 29.
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In doing so, he has done an immense service for the scholarship by thinking through, even if in a
sometimes rather diffuse way, the connections among transcendence, immanence—in short, the
logical relation between the cause and its effects—and divine providence.

But even Perl never quite strings all these insights together or focuses on the connections
among them all in one place. My suspicion is that this fact is due in part to his peculiar take on
the God—world relation is involved. According to Perl, for Dionysius as for Proclus, Plato, and
the whole Platonic tradition, God is reality’s “whole content.” Further, the “various features ...
found in a thing ... constitute” its “entire intelligible content, all that there is in it for the mind to
encounter. And since to be is to be intelligible, they constitute the whole ... thing itself. A being
can be nothing but ... its intelligible determinations.”* All things’ intelligible content and, by
Perl’s own logic, all things, can be “nothing but” God’s “differentiated presence.”* So, while
Perl has in one sense brought all the elements involved in the CFP and its possible solution into
play, there is another, perhaps more fundamental sense in which he has not. Indeed, he arguably
dissolves the entire frame in which the problem could arise by dissolving its very elements. God,
Adyot, and creature are blended together so as to preclude any problems from ever forming.* I
shall return to Perl’s position at various points throughout the thesis. For now, I shall simply say
that, whatever his reason for not thematizing and systematizing the connections he clearly
recognizes, he ultimately leaves that work for another to undertake. My work, in some sense, can
be seen as taking up that challenge. Further, and finally, if I am right about Perl’s reasons for not
further elucidating the connections that he recognizes, I have yet further reason to thank him: it
would suggest that he implicitly denies individuality, in something very like my sense, to God

and creature alike; depending on the level at which one analyzes either, the apparently individual

% Perl, Theophany, 30-31.
“0 Perl, Theophany, 31.
1T suspect that is simply because there is nothing left to constitute a problem, but that is another matter.
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turns out to be collapsible into its other. Perl would thus be recognizing that there is some
implicit logical relation between God’s capacity for providence, his Aoyot, his knowledge
regarding creatures, and the individuality or non-individuality found in him and in creatures.
Having said all that, I take it I can now restate with greater weight what my work offers.
My thesis is, to my knowledge, the first scholarship (a) to work through all these connections
systematically and (b) to investigate the relation between divine antecedents and creatures in

these particular writers.

3.3 — Individuality
Finally, I should note the connection between my work and the growing literature on
individuality in late antiquity—even in my relatively narrow sense.* Richard Sorabji has shown,
in his book on the self, that there is a general interest in late antiquity in something akin to
numerical identity or subjecthood—particularly among the Stoics, though one can find
answering interests in some Peripatetics and Platonists.* More directly important for me is a

recent book by Johannes Zachhuber, in which he argues that Christological debates surrounding

“21f one simply looks at individuality or particularity in their broader senses, there is much more literature available.
For instance, there is the debate over individual forms in Plotinus—A.H. Armstrong, “Form, Individual and Person
in Plotinus,” Dionysius 1 (1977): 49-68; Paul Kalligas, “Forms of Individuals in Plotinus: A Re-Examination,”
Phronesis 42, no. 2 (1997): 206—227 and “Logos and the Sensible Object in Plotinus.” Ancient Philosophy 17
(1997): 397-410; P.S. Mamo, “Forms of Individuals in the ‘Enneads,’” Phronesis 14, no. 2 (1969): 77-96; John
Rist, “Forms of Individuals in Plotinus,” Classical Quarterly 13, no. 2 (1963): 223-23 and “Ideas of Individuals in
Plotinus: A Reply to Dr. Blumenthal,” Revue internationale de philosophie 92 (1970): 298-303; A. Petit, “Forme et
individualité dans le systéme plotinien,” Les Cahieres philosophiques de Strasbourg 8 (1999): 109-122; and
Christian Tornau, “Qu’est-ce qu’un individu? Unité, individualité et conscience de soi dans la métaphysique
plotinienne de 1’ame,” Les Etudes philosophiques 90, no. 3 (2009): 333-360. There is also the literature discussing
numerical identity in the resurrection and literature on the Stoics on numerically identical entities across successive
cosmic epochs. For some engagement with the Stoics (and, to a lesser extent, Christians) on these topics, see
Richard Sorabji, Self: Ancient and Modern Insights about Individuality, Life, and Death (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2006), chapter 3. For the Stoics, see A.A. Long, “The Stoics on World-Conflagration and Everlasting
Recurrence,” Southern Journal of Philosophy 23, no. 5 (1985): 13-37.

3 Richard Sorabji, Self: Ancient and Modern Insights about Individuality, Life, and Death. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006.
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Chalcedon gave rise to a new emphasis on the individual as hypostasis—something like a pure
numerical identity or subject in my sense. In John Damascene, on this account, one finds the idea
that even concrete ovaion subsist only in the individual, or hypostasis.** My own project cannot
be seen as directly following from Zachhuber’s, certainly not in any simple way: my questions
arise largely from difficulties surrounding divine foreknowledge, and I consider my writers’
motivations to tinker with creaturely constitution in that light, though Philoponus is certainly
also involved in relevant debates around Christology. Even so, my work could be seen as
building upon Zachhuber’s work. My work derives some plausibility from his case that an
interest in the individual is already underway. At the same time, my argument, if successful,
bolsters his case by showing that there are other spheres in which that interest is developing more
or less contemporaneously and in connection with other theoretical commitments. Perhaps

concern for providence is one contributing force in the development Zachhuber traces.

4 — Method

My method in this thesis has two major elements: argumentative and philosophical analysis on
the one hand and close reading on the other. I read all three authors as having certain
philosophical and theological commitments, some received from tradition and some possibly
reached by their own reasoning, and that they want to hold these commitments together as
coherently as possible. That is not necessarily to say that they are intentionally systematic. It is to
say that they are seeking philosophical and theological coherence, and one can therefore draw
out the presuppositions and arguments on which they depend for that coherence by examining

how they argue locally and how they combine the various elements in their broader thought. In

¢ Johannes Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology and the End of Ancient Metaphysics: Patristic Philosophy
from the Cappadocian Fathers to John of Damascus (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020), especially chapter 9.
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practice, that means that I look at the argumentative structure in individual passages, noting its
philosophical and theological premises and attending to the wider context in which a given
argument falls. I then compare relevant passages from across a given corpus. Often, it is possible
to find a passage that supplies explicitly the presuppositions that are left implicit in another
passage. And finally, where possible, I draw insights from the interlocutors with whom a thinker
is dealing: in my chapter on Philoponus, for instance, it is relevant that he could have made
certain argumentative moves against Proclus based on their shared assumptions about
temporality but did not.

At points, I employ other, subordinate methods. Where it is relevant, I do more traditional
exegetical work, drawing on historical context to elucidate a particular term or claim, especially
where my writers are engaged with one another. There are, further, certain points at which I
engage in my own philosophical argumentation, as when, in chapters three, four, and six, I
evaluate the responses to the CFP that I have found in my writers. While these other methods are
present, I use them almost exclusively as a supplement to the close reading and argumentative

analysis.

5 — Outlining the argument
My thesis comprises seven chapters. This chapter is intended simply to lay the groundwork for
the other six by (a) setting out the CFP, (b) explaining in what sense I think it can be found at
work in my three Byzantine writers, (c) connecting it with the related Greek vocabulary in their
corpora, and (d) overviewing the most relevant scholarship.
Chapter two and chapter three will form a single unit dealing with Proclus and, to a lesser

extent, his predecessors in the “divine ideas tradition,” or “exemplarist tradition.” I note the use
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to which figures such as Alcinous, Atticus, Philo, and Origen put the “divine ideas” in explaining
divine productive foreknowledge. In doing so, I hope to show that something new and distinctive
has begun by the time Proclus is writing: he attempting to explain how it is that the divine ideas
can fill their role despite the demand that they somehow both be “about” their objects and be
logically prior to their objects. They must meet the first demand to ground foreknowledge and the
second to ground foreknowledge. I then turn to Proclus himself, beginning the case that he is
interested in the CFP. I begin that argument in this chapter by making the claim that he can
legitimately be included in the “divine ideas tradition.” He, like others in that “tradition,” holds
that providential foreknowledge is possible because the divine in some sense possesses
antecedents to its products, antecedents whose possessing somehow counts as knowledge about
the eventual products.

In chapter three, I continue my case that Proclus is interested in the CFP. To do so, I first
examine his participatory ontology, noting its use in enabling providence to trickle down to each
and every thing. This frame, I argue, comes with two commitments that also happen to be
elements in the CFP: a numerical distinction between a cause and its effect and the need for the
cause to be in some sense “about” its effect (by anticipation) to serve its role in providence. In
the second main section, I note that Proclus introduces a distinction between participated and
unparticipated cause to maintain a “distance” between a cause and its effects. Proclus does so, I
argue, because he wants to maintain that the cause has logical priority over its effects—and that
precisely so that it can perform its providential function. Proclus, then, holds all the basic
elements making up the CFP and, indeed, seems to have found a way to begin addressing it.
Some challenges remain. In the third and final main section, I claim that, in his texts specifically

on providence, Proclus apparently recognizes the possibility that he might need to explain where
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the effect’s “self” comes from. His tentative solutions are to say that the gods provide the basic
unity that makes each thing a self and, with respect to material entities, that the One produces
prime matter to function as each thing’s basic individuality. Neither, I suggest, finally works; but
that Proclus is thinking with the CFP in mind seems entirely plausible despite that fact.

In chapter four, I turn to Philoponus. My argument runs as follows: (a) Philoponus tries to
maintain both that the divine idea has logical priority over the creature and that the divine has
some referential power with respect to the creature. Philoponus must maintain both commitments
so the divine ideas can serve their purpose: to explain how God knows what he will make. (b)
Philoponus seems to think the connection between the divine idea and its product is something
like a common intelligible content. Just as a sculptor knows the statue he will make by
possessing a Adyog formally identical to that in the statue, so does God know what creature he
will make by possessing its Adoyog. (c) However, this solution would face problems were
Philoponus to allow there existed things, like prime matter, that fell outside the intelligible: a
God who foreknows his products by having concepts could not foreknow creatures as individuals
because they would be constituted in part by a non-intelligible element (prime matter). One
might expect Philoponus to reduce creatures to their forms as far as possible to enable his
account to work. (d) That is in fact what we see: he makes several moves that, together, allow
him to reduce creatures to their properties considered as structured bundles. (e) It is plausible that
Philoponus recognizes the difficulty involved in productive foreknowledge with respect to
individuals, and his apparent solution is to reduce, as far as possible, the gap between the
concrete individual and its divine idea.

The fifth and sixth chapters deal with the divine ideas and individuality in Dionysius. As

with the previous thinkers, I begin by showing that his approach to divine providence depends on

32



the idea that God cares for things by containing them before they come to be. His talk about the
“divine ideas” is another way to say that God possesses the things he will make in advance. At
the same time, Dionysius insists that God cannot be connected to his creatures in any essential
way. (I appeal especially to the Divine Names, Chapter VII to show this.) I then discuss how he
attempts to meet both conceptual demands at once: by employing a distinction between God in
himself and God in his providential activities (or, in other words, by his conflation of the first
and second hypotheses of the Parmenides). God both genuinely precontains something of his
creatures by possessing their properties in a higher degree and knows things in the very act of
producing them. That argument is already sufficient to show that he is interested in the problem
that concerns me in this thesis, but I set out to show that, plausibly, he was also interested in
extending divine providence to individuals in a positive sense. To do so, I argue, based on
several different key passages in his Divine Names, that Dionysius was likely philosophically
committed to strict individualities in his ontology—knowingly so.

In the seventh, concluding chapter, I summarize the answers to the CFP that my thinkers
give and then consider the potential upshots my argument might have for the scholarship not
only on my thinkers individually but also on patristics and ancient philosophy scholarship on this

period in general.
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Chapter 2: Proclus and His Predecessors

1 — Introduction

This and the next chapter form a unit. In them, I make five main claims. First, Proclus follows
the divine ideas tradition in holding that providence knows what it will make by possessing
antecedents to the things it makes, and one can therefore include him in that tradition. Secondly,
he goes further than previous thinkers in the tradition in wrestling with how the divine ideas
secure divine creative foreknowledge. Thirdly, in the way he approaches the matter, he shows an
interest in the CFP as inflected by his Platonic commitment to a participatory metaphysic.
Fourthly, he is probably aware that the problem hinges on how he characterizes the “thisness,” or
bare subjecthood, that a thing must have to relate to other things. Finally, he proposes a solution,
suggesting that the gods bestow a basic unity, or identity, on things even before their
determination by Being.

In this chapter, I focus on establishing the first and second and setting the stage for the
other three claims. My first task is to trawl the divine ideas tradition before Proclus for examples.

In doing so, I hope to achieve two things: first, to illustrate the use to which the tradition before
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Proclus puts the divine ideas in securing divine creative foreknowledge; secondly, to show that
these earlier accounts face a common limitation: they assume that simply positing divine ideas is
enough to achieve the correct relation between idea and creature. This claim is important for the
next chapter as it allows me to show in what way Proclus represents a new stage in the tradition’s
development. It also prepares the ground for my chapters on Philoponus and Dionysius, lending
plausibility to the idea that these thinkers might be intentionally working through how to relate
divine ideas to creatures. After sampling the earlier divine ideas tradition, I turn to Proclus
himself. I draw evidence from his In Parmenidem and De decem dubitationibus circa
providentiam to show that, though it takes a slightly different form in him than in the previous
thinkers, he does employ the same basic approach as they do in characterizing divine creative
foreknowledge: God foreknows the things he makes by possessing their antecedents—that is,
their divine ideas.

These are uncontentious claims, for which there is considerable precedent in the existing
scholarship. My examples from the predecessors to Proclus have comes from other scholars,
Daniel Tolan, Thorstein Tollefsen, and John Dillon in particular.* Further, the idea that, for
Proclus, divine providence involves precontainment is rather benign, even if the exact sense in
which Proclus thinks the gods and other causes “precontain” what they produce involves taking
some interpretive stances.

If I offer anything new, it is in how I arrange these insights. In this chapter, that includes
drawing attention to the ways that Proclus might be said to belong in the same, exemplarist vein

as the previous figures and that, considered as a figure in that tradition, he represents a new

> John Dillon and Daniel J. Tolan, “The Ideas as Thoughts of God,” in Christian Platonism: A History, eds.
Alexander J.B. Hampton and John Peter Kenney, 34—52 (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press,
2020), 46-49; Daniel J. Tolan “The Impact of the Opoovaoiov on the Divine Ideas,” in Platonism and Christian
Thought in Late Antiquity, eds. Panagiotis G. Pavlos, Lars Fredrik Janby, Eyjélfur Kjalar Emilsson, and Torstein
Theodor Tollefsen, 129-150 (London: Routledge, 2019), Torstein Theodor Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology
of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), chapter 2.
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phase or developmental stage. Fortunately, this chapter need not be terribly novel on its own. Its
main purpose is to set up the next chapter, allowing me to make the more interesting claim that

Proclus can be seen to construct his system with an eye to something akin to the CFP.

2 — Sampling the Predecessors

Certain beliefs about providence are commonplace by the time Proclus arrives on the
scene. They are held even across traditions: Jew and Christian, Stoic and Platonist alike can
agree that God—however one goes on to elaborate his character—oversees the cosmos
providentially; that his providential care extends to everything, from the universal to the
particular; that his providential activities include his making the world and, to various degrees,
its contents; and, finally, that he knows what he is making before he makes it—that is, that he has
creative foreknowledge.* Similarly widespread is an appeal to imagery drawn from human
artisanship to characterize divine creative foreknowledge. For many thinkers in these traditions,
God knows what he will make because he possesses something akin to an “idea,” whether
“inside” or “outside” the divine mind, upon which he patterns his product. Though these thinkers
tend not to say as plainly why they rely on such an image, one can imagine the appeal: to the
extent that the product resembles or is identical to the idea according to which God makes it,
God already knows and possesses the product in knowing and possessing its idea.

I now turn to a few examples, starting with the (probably) second-century Platonist
philosopher Alcinous. In his Didaskalikos, Alcinous says the cosmos is ordered by three

principles: matter (0An), the ideas, or paradigms (tnv napadetypatiknyv), and the all-causal,

* There are obviously important differences as well. For instance, from fairly early on, Christian thinkers insist that
God creates the world (and each thing in it) from nothing, whereas pagan Platonist thinkers tend to be more
comfortable with talking as though there were something like matter as an object on which providence operates in
making the world.

36



paternal God (tr|v 100 nartpdg e Kai aitiov mavtwv Beod).”” He explains the relationship between
the forms and God thus:
Form is, in relation to God, his thinking (vono1ig); in relation to matter, measure (L€TpoV);
[and,] in relation to the sensible world, the paradigm ... For, in general, all that we can
conceptualize must come to be with reference to something whose model must preexist,
just as if one thing were to be derived from another, as my image derives from me; and
even if the model does not always subsist eternally, in any event, every artisan, having the
model within himself, applies its structure to matter.*
Alcinous seems to picture God as an intellect (vodg) or an intellective entity (voepov) whose
thoughts (vorjpata) or intellective activities (vorjoeig) serve as models for what he produces.®
Some caution is due here. Strictly speaking, Alcinous never says God himself makes things
according to these paradigms, leaving open the possibility that other agents, such as lesser gods,
produce things according to them instead. Nor does he say that the forms serve to secure creative
foreknowledge and, with it, providence. But both inferences seem plausible considering the
artisanal analogy. For the artisan, it is the vonoig that secures productive knowledge. He knows
what he will make because he possesses its form. So, too, does God know what he will make
because he has its paradigm in mind. I shall consider one other passage as supporting evidence:

“If the world,” Alcinous says, “does not arise from mere chance, it is born not merely from (ék)

something but also due to (61&) something—and not only this but also to resemble (mpoc)

47 Alcinous. Eseignement des doctrines de Platon, ed. John Whittaker, trans. Pierre Louis (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
1990), IX, Whittaker 20 (163,11-14).

8 Alcinous, Enseignements de Platon, IX, Whittaker 2021 (163,14-163,23): "EoTt 8¢ 1} i8éa &g pév mpog Beodv
vonotig a0Tod, g 6€ TPOg MGG vonTov MPATOV, G §€ TIPOG TNV DANV HETPOV, MG 8€ TTPOG TOV aigBnTov KOoHOoV
napdSetypa ... KaBoAov yap mdv o ywvopevov kot Emivolav mpog Tt 0@eilet yiveoBa, 00 daomep el [ydp] &mo Tvog
TL YEVOLTO, G &1’ oD 1) €PN eikmv, 8el 10 mapaderypa mpotnokeioBat €l te kai pr| €in €§w 10 mapadelypa, mavn
TIAVTOG EKAOTOG €V aUTR TO TAPASEIYHA {0XOV TAV TEXVITAV TV TOVTOL HopENV Ti] DAN mepttibnov. I owe this
reference to Jones, “The Ideas as the Thoughts of God,” 322-324.

4’ Alcinous, Enseignements de Platon, IX, Whittaker 21 (163,32-34): Eite y&p vol¢ 6 0g0¢ bnapyel gite voepov,
€oTv a0TQ vonpata, Kal TadTa aimvid Te Kal GTpemnta, €l 6¢ 10010, €ioiv ol id€éa1. Note that Alcinous makes a
distinction the demiurge, who is responsible for actually producing or ordering the cosmos, and the God on whose
thoughts the world is modelled. Depending on how distinct the demiurge is from the highest God, Alcinous may be a
slightly un-paradigmatic divine ideas thinker. I owe this point to John Dillon, “Logos and Trinity: Patterns of
Platonist Influence on Early Christianity,” Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplements 25 (1989): 5.
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something,” then there must be forms on which the world is modelled.” He is assuming that, if
the world is not to come about by mere chance, it must come about by some intent or to some
end. Whatever it means for things to come about by something other than chance, it involves
their having more than immanent causes. My suspicion is that he means the forms allow for
providential oversight.”' That suspicion is borne out by the fact that Alcinous thinks the forms are
divine thoughts and that one can read his argument as abductive: he posits divine ideas to explain
why there is a cosmic order rather than a mere churn, just one happenstance after another. Now,
it need not follow, from the fact that the world must be ordered by providential ideas, that the
divine must have ideas to know what he is doing; but it would be reasonable, not least because
such a picture would involve only a slight twist on the account from the Timaeus.**

The connection between the divine ideas and providence is still clearer in Atticus (whom,
sadly, we have mostly in fragments):

Knowing that God is, through his relation to the forms, all things’ “father and maker” and

lord and guardian and, based on the works themselves, seeing that the craftsman first

conceived (vofioat) what he was intending to make and then afterward applied the

conception’s likeness to the things made (t®v npaypdrtwv), [Plato] concludes ... that

God’s thoughts (vorjpoata) are prior to things, models (mapadeiypata) for the things that

come to be, bodiless and intelligible, always remaining identically the same, being first
themselves and then, to others, a partial cause, making them what they are.>

*® Alcinous, Enseignments de Platon IX, Whittaker 21 (163,38—41).

> 1 have been unable to find scholars who make this claim as such, though John Dillon seems to be pointing that
direction by translating “&ix 1” as “by the agency of something.” See Dillon, The Middle Platonists: A Study of
Platonism 80 B.C. to A.D. 220 (London: Duckworth, 1977), 281; and he comes closer in Dillon and Tolan, “The
Ideas as Thoughts of God,” 44.

>2 Certainly, that is how scholars such as John Dillon read him; so too Richard Sorabji, “Universals Transformed:
The First Thousand Years after Plato,” in Universals, Concepts, and Qualities: New Essays on the Meaning of
Predicates, eds. P.F. Strawson and Arindam Chakrabarti, 105-125 (London: Routledge, 2006), 110. See also
Alcinous, Enseignements de Platon, Whittaker 27 (167,13—15), where Alcinous says more directly that providence
cares for creation. See also A.H. Armstrong’s “The Background of the Doctrine “That the Intelligibles Are Not
Outside the Intellect,”” in Plotinian and Christian Studies (London: Variorum Reprints, 1979).

> Quoted in John Dillon and Daniel J. Tolan, “The Ideas as Thoughts of God,” 45. The text is Atticus, Atticos:
Fragments, ed. Edouard Des Places (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1977), Fragment 9, Des Places 69: Norjoag y&p 8gov
TPOG ADTA TAOV AMAVIOV ‘TATEPA Kol SUoupyov’ Kol 6eondtnv Kai KNdepova Kai yvopilwv €k TV Epyav Tov
TexviTnV ipoTEpOV Voficon 1008’ 6 péAAel Snpoupynoety, €10’ ot T6) vonBévTL KaTomy &Ml TV TpayudTey
TIPOCAYELWV TNV OHOIOTNTA, TAVTOV &1, T 10D B0l vorjpata TpeoPoTepa TV TPAYHATOV, TH TV YEVOLEVGOV
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Atticus makes a more explicitly artisanal analogy, but the thought seems to be much the same as
in Alcinous. Both agree (a) that God is either an intellect (vodg) or something that has an intellect
(voepov), (b) that the ideas are his thoughts or concepts, and (c) that the ideas function as
paradigms, enabling God to know what he will make.

I now turn to authors outside the pagan Platonic tradition, namely to those in the Jewish
and Christian traditions. In these traditions, as in the Platonic, there is a tendency to resort to
divine ideas or their equivalent to explain divine productive foreknowledge. Consider the
following passage from Philo:

For God, because he is God, understood in advance that a beautiful copy would not come

into existence without a beautiful model (nap&derypa) and that no sense-object would be

without fault unless it was modeled on the archetypal and intelligible idea. Having
resolved to create this, our visible world, he fashioned first the intelligible world, in order
that in fashioning the physical world he might be able to use an immaterial and most
godlike model, producing from this older model a younger copy that would contain
within itself as many sensible classes of being as there were in intelligible ones in the
original.>

Philo does not make clear, in this passage, why there must be an intelligible model for the

sensible world. Given that the intelligible world apparently needs no such model, it may have to

do with the sensible as such; perhaps the sensible, or material, needs such planning while the

Tapadelyata, ACOUATA Kol VONTE, ‘KOt TOOTH Kol ©oa0T®G €YoV’ Ael’, HAAOTA HEV KAl TIPOTKOS A0TX VT,
napaitia 8¢ kai toig &GAMoig Tod givan Towb0’ £kao®’ oldmep EoTi. ..

>* Philo of Alexandria, De opificio mundi. I use the following edition: Philonis Alexandrini Opera Quae Supersunt.
Volumen I: De opificio mundi. Legum allegoriarum (I-11I). De Cherubim. De sacrificiis Abelis et Caini. Quod
deterius potiori insidieari soleat, ed. Leopold Cohn (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1896), 1.4, Cohn 4,21-5,16: mtpoAafav yoap
0 Be0¢, Gte Be0g, OTL pipnpa KaAdv oOK &v ToTe yévorto Siya KahoD mapadeiypatog o08E TL TV aiofntdv
avumaitiov, 6 pr mpog apxEétumov Kal vontry i6éav anekoviabn, fovAnBeig tOV OpatOV KOGHOV TOUTOVI
Snuovpyijoat, TPoeEETHTOL TOV VONTOV, TV XpOHEVOC ROWHATEH Kol Be0e16e0TATH TapaAdelyaTL TOV COUATIKOV
anepydontal, TPeaBLTEPOL VEDTEPOV AMEIKOVIOHA, TOCODTA TIEPLESOVTH aiaBnTa yévn, doamep év ékelve vontd. My
translation is taken from John Dillon and Daniel J. Tolan, “The Ideas as Thoughts of God,” 42. Their translation in
turn is taken, with only slight modification, from the Loeb series: Philo: Volume I: On the Creation, Allegorical
Interpretation of Genesis 2 and 3, trans. F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker. Loeb Classical Library 226 (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1929).
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intelligible does not. On the other hand, it might simply be that Philo considers the k6opog
vOnTOg not to be a creation in the strict sense. Perhaps he considers it to be more like God’s
planning or “thinking up” what he will do before he does it. There is some reason to think so: not
much later in the same text, Philo compares God’s constructing the k0op0g vontog to an
architect’s planning out a city before building it. Indeed, he suggests it may be nothing but God’s
thinking things out (Aoylopog) in creating. But the fact remains that he uses language suggesting
craft when he talks about the intelligible world: God “molds it beforehand” (mpoe&etomov).
Maren Niehoff reads this language as suggesting the Adyot and kdopog vontdg are creations or
products, as does Harry Wolfson—though Wolfson seems to think it first existed from eternity
with God and then was given separate, intelligible existence before being used as a model.> John
Dillon and Daniel Tolan are ambiguous.®® And David Bradshaw seems to downplay the artisanal
language, preferring a reading on which the k6opog vontog is nothing but God viewed in relation
to creation.”” I myself suspect Philo is simply ambiguous on this point, at least in his language.
Luckily, I need not settle the dispute or even take a side for my purposes. Whether it be a
creation or a divine thought with a certain content, the intelligible model is supposed to serve a
role like the mental form in the craftsman’s case. Philo wants to say that, in some way, God’s

having a plan for creation entitles us to say that he knew what he was doing when he created.

> Harry A. Wolfson, “Extradeical and Intradeical Interpretations of Platonic Ideas,” Journal of the History of Ideas
22, no. 1 (1961): 11; Maren Niehoff, “Philo’s Role as a Platonist in Alexandria,” Etudes platoniciennes 7 (2010):
35-62.

*¢ John Dillon is ambiguous on this point. He says, on the one hand, that the ideas are, for Philo God’s “creation”
(159), but he immediately follows up the thought by talking simply of “the dependence of the Paradigm [i.e., the
ideas as a collective] on God” (159) and equating the “sum-total of the Ideas in activity” with “the active element of
God’s creative thought” (159). Daniel Tolan is similarly ambiguous. In the space of two brief paragraphs, he claims
that the Word, or Aoyog, in which the ideas are contained is “something created by God,” “God’s creative aspect,”
and “a second God.” Tolan, “The Impact of the ‘Opoovoiov,” 133.

> David Bradshaw, “The Vision of God in Philo of Alexandria,” American Philosophical Quarterly 72, no. 4
(1998): 494-495.
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Similar language can be found, finally, in the early Christian tradition. Following Tolan
and Dillon, I wish to note one in particular: Origen. His (admittedly few) words on the matter are
worth noting. He is among the earliest Christian thinkers to resort explicitly to divine ideas
language in talking about providence, and he seems to take the model as unproblematic. Here is a
representative passage from his Commentary on John.*

For I think, just as a house and a ship are built or framed according to architects’ plans,

the principle of the house and of the ship having their respective plans (tdmoug) and

reasons (Adyoug) in the craftsman; thusly, all things come about according to the reasons
made clear in advance by God in his wisdom ... And it must be said ... that God made
ensouled wisdom, entrusted to her the moulding and the forms for existence and matter
from the plans which exist in her, but I stop short of saying if this is also their essences.

Thus, therefore, it is not difficult to say that, roughly, the principle of beings is the Son of

God (Gpyrv @V dvtev eivon TOV Liov Tod 0g0D)...”°
Origen shares the artisanal imagery found in the previous three writers, but he goes a step further.
He says not only that God has ideas for the things he makes and that they come to be in
accordance with those ideas but also that it is his possessing those plans (tomoug) and principles

(Adyoug) that allows one to characterize his creative act as wise, connecting it with the biblical

idea God orders all things through Wisdom. Perhaps even more clearly than Alcinous, Atticus,

*8 Dillon and Tolan, “The Ideas as Thoughts of God,” 46—49; Tolan “The Impact of the Opoovaiov,” 129-150
(London: Routledge, 2019); Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology, chapter 2.

>? Origen, Band 4: Der Johanneskommentar, ed. Erwin Preuschen, vol. 4 of Origenes Werke. Die griechischen
christlichen Schriftseller der ersten Jahrhunderte (Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter, 1903), 1.19.114-116, Preuschen 24,1—
15: ... v kot TV coglav Kad ToDG TOToVG TOD GLOTAPATOS TAV &V AT VONUAT®Y T TAVTA yivReTal. olpoL yép,
QOTIEP KATH TOLCG APYLITEKTOVIKODG TOTOVG oikoSopeTTan 1 TekTaiveTal oikia Kai vadg, Gpynv THg oikiag Kal TG VEQDG
EXOVT®V TOVG &V T TeXVITN TOTOVG Kol AGYOLG, 0UT® TX CUUTIAVIA YEYOVEVAL KATX TOVG €V Tfj coeix
npotpavebéviag vmo Beod @V éoopévav Adyoug: »ITavta yap év coeig snoinoe « Kol AgKTéOV OTL KTioOG, TV’ 00Tmg
einw, Spl]JUXOV cgopiav 0 Bedg, aLTH snsrpswev Qo TGV &v AT TRV Toig odot ko Tf fiAn <n0(p0(0xsw Kai> v
TAGOW Kail T& €(6n, éyo 8¢ épitnpt €l Kol Tag ovoing. OV xoO\eT[ov psv 0DV Ty OTEPOV ElMETV dpXTV TAV BVTIWV givat
OV Liov 100 Beod, Aéyovia- | »Eyo eipt i apyn kai 10 téhog, T0 A Ko 10 Q, 6 TpATOG KAl 6 Eoxatog«. vaykaiov &¢
eldévon 611 00 Kot AV 6 OvopadeTan &pyn €0V aOTAG.

The translation is that of Tolan, “The Impact of the ‘Opoovoiov on the Divine Ideas,” 135. Origen also sets himself
elsewhere (Origen, De Principiis, ed. Paul Koetschau, vol. 5 of Origenes Werke. Die griechischen christlichen
Schriftseller der ersten Jahrhunderte 22 (Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter, 1913), I1.3.6, Koetschau 121-122.) against the
Platonists and their commitment to i5¢ag. However, as Tolan points out, given that Origen also clearly holds to
exemplarism after some fashion, the most natural reading would be that Origen is attacking a particular
characterization of the divine ideas—as outside the divine mind, say—rather than the doctrine of exemplarism
simpliciter. (Tolan 135-136) See similar discussion in Dillon and Tolan, “The Ideas as Thoughts of God,” 47.
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and Philo, then, Origen connects the idea that God has ideas for things to his wisely arranging for

and making the things he makes.
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3 — Assessing the predecessing

There are obviously important differences among these thinkers: Origen, for instance,
wants to avoid saying that the ideas or paradigms for things are “substances,” for any such claim
would come too close to the Platonic view, on which (according to one interpretation) the Ideas
stand “outside” the Demiurge.” In contrast, at some points, Philo seems perfectly comfortable
talking as though God had engaged in two creative acts, one whose product was intelligible and
another whose product was the sensible world. (Though it is certainly also possible to read the
KOO HOG vontag as the Aoyog and hence as merely God himself as seen in his creative activity.)
The Platonists seem to be comfortable with the idea that God simply impresses his ideas upon
matter, which acts as a (logically) preexistent object or patient for divine activity, while Origen
and Philo seem not to be as inclined to allow matter that role. Indeed, Origen is pretty clearly set
against doing so0.”'

But for all their disagreements, these thinkers have a notably broad agreement in other
matters. They all put the divine ideas, or their own answer to the divine ideas, to similar use.
They all think that God is, in some sense, intelligent. And they further think that God must in
some sense think up or possess thought or ideas on which to model creatures. Finally, it is clear,
at least in Atticus, Philo, and Origen, that these two commitments are connected. It is because
God has such ideas that one can say that he knows what he will make even before he makes it.
Both the Neoplatonists and theists like Philo and Origen have tradition-based reasons to hold
such a view: the Timaeus obviously lends itself to such a view, with the Demiurge looking to the
perfect models before making the world; and the Christian and Jewish scriptures similarly talk

about God as a personal intelligence who ponders things in his wisdom or his Adyog before

¢ Origen, De principiis 11.3.6, Koetschau 121-122. See also Mark Edwards, Origen Against Plato (Aldershot:
Ashgate, 2002).
¢t Origen, De principiis 11.1.4-11.3.7, Koetschau 110.
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speaking them into existence. But beyond these commitments, there is the fact that such a picture
makes intuitive sense—at least if one thinks that an artisan first comes up with an idea and then
sets out to implement that idea by molding his matter accordingly.

More tentatively, I suggest that these thinkers are all, on an intuitive level, appealing to
artistic imagery in an attempt to meet the difficulties involved in explaining how God knows
what he will make without having to depend on his creatures to explain his knowledge in turn.
All want to give God some priority over his products. Otherwise, in what sense does he provide
for or oversee them as opposed to simply watch them unfold? Yet all want things to come about
according to something like a plan. Merely mechanical production is not what they have in mind,
so God must have the things he wants to make “in mind” somehow before he makes them. One
can see how the artisanal imagery fits the bill at least on the surface: if the idea can “stand in
for,” or “proxy for,” the creature whose idea it is, God has an object for his creative knowledge
without having to presuppose the very creature that is supposed to be logically dependent upon
his (knowingly) creating it.

Such a solution, unfortunately, is insufficient. Here, as in the more general case, the CFP
rears its head. If it is to ground God’s foreknowledge, the idea must presumably have some
relation to the creature it corresponds to; otherwise, it is unclear in what way, in possessing and
knowing the idea, God would possess and know that creature. One might suggest that the idea
shares a content or character with the thing that will be made according to it, much as a model
house shares certain structural characteristics with the house made according to it. But such an
attempt falls short: the house made according to the model must always differ at least in the fact

that it has its own numerical identity and existence, a certain “otherness” from the model
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according to which it was made. In that respect, the model does not provide a “grip” on the house
except insofar as it is the model of the house and hence has already entered into a relation with it.

These earlier thinkers do not seem to notice, much less concern themselves with, such
problems. Notice that they put little emphasis on any transcendence that the models or divine
ideas might have with respect to their copies. Their emphasis is on the opposite: they want to
stress the way in which the ideas antecedently “refer” to their eventual products so that one can
say truly that they are “about” their products and can serve as the proxy or grip by which God
foreknows the things he will make.®* All the figures cited seem to assume that, once one posits
that God has the paradigms in mind, it naturally follows that God will be able to know and intend
the things that he makes. At best, they might think that the divine ideas, by the mere fact that
they are numerically distinct from and somehow prior to the things made according to them, can
explain the divine productive knowledge and intention toward creatures. It is because these
earlier thinkers do not delve into the difficulties involved that Proclus—and Philoponus and
Dionysius after him—are such pivotal figures: these latter figures realize the need to work out
the mechanics involved and, more particularly, the need to balance the ideas’ referential use with
their logical priority with respect to the corresponding products.

I wish to make one final clarification before proceeding. In this section, I have not been
making the claim that Proclus is the first to think through how the divine ideas are to secure
divine productive foreknowledge, the first to see the potential difficulties facing such an account,
or even the first to propose his solution. Others may well have begun to think through these

problems. What I am making is the weaker claim that Proclus is approaching the problem with

2 That is not to say that they do not care about transcendence. Philo clearly does: see Reydams-Schils, “Philo
Judaeus.” So does Alcinous, who may well introduce the secondary and tertiary causes into his system in part in
order to maintain the first God’s vorjoeig as not having their being in producing order in the sensible.
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more care than one sees in the previous thinkers; that should be sufficient for my purposes in this

chapter.

4 — Proclus the Successor
I now turn to Proclus. I argue that he follows in the divine ideas tradition. I also begin
laying the groundwork for the claim that, he, unlike his predecessors, has begun to think through
how the divine ideas are supposed to play their role: I note that he, unlike them, posits a
mechanism to explain how God, in possessing divine ideas amounts, knows the products he will
make. He considers the mechanism to involve self-knowledge, the cause knowing itself qua

cause and so knowing its effect in the bargain.

4.1 — Providence and God’s knowing what he will make
In keeping with the Platonic tradition and Greek pagan religion as he sees them, Proclus
assumes (a) that providence extends to all things and (b) that it produces and arranges the things
to which it extends.® Further, like his predecessors from the previous section, Proclus holds that,

in order to exercise providence over the universe, “God and the gods” must “know all things.”**

3 Proclus. Commentaire sur le Parménide de Platon. Livre III. Volume 111, Part 2: Texte et traduction, eds. and trans.
Concetta Luna and Alain-Philippe Segonds (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2011), 183 (954,22—-24) and 187 (957,17-25).
Henceforth, I shall give simply the abbreviated title (“In Parm.”), the book, and the volume/part and page number in
the Luna/Segonds edition, followed by the Cousin edition page and line number. I generally follow the English
found in Glenn R. Morrow and John M. Dillon, trans., Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides. Introduction
and notes by John M. Dillon (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987).

¢ In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds IV/1, 204 (968,12): Tov 6¢ Beov kai To0g Be00g Avaykn TGVt yiyv@OoKely... This is
hardly a new insight. Just to take one example of its acknowledgment in previous scholarship, consider Mark
Edwards’ mention of divine foreknowledge in a list of Platonic distinctives. “Platonism and Gregory of Nyssa,” in
The Byzantine Platonists, 284-1453, eds. Frederick Lauritzen and Sarah Klitenic Wear (Steubenville, OH:
Franciscan University Press, 2021), 32—47. See also Elements of Theology, Props. 121 and 124. These propositions
do not, strictly, say that knowledge in the gods is necessary for their providential activity; however, they do
apparently connect knowledge with providence. One can find the same connection implicit in Proclus’ Ten Problems
Concerning Providence: Proclus, Dix problémes concernant la providence, vol. I of Proclus: Trois études sur la
providence, ed. and trans. Daniel Isaac (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1977), I, §4. I shall cite this text from this point on
as “TP.” Where more precision is helpful, I include also Isaac’s page numbers and the section line numbers. I follow
Jan Opsomer’s and Carlos Steel’s translation: Jan Opsomer and Carlos Steel, trans., Proclus: Ten Problems
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Otherwise, as he puts it in his commentary on the Parmenides, their action would be the sort
attributable to “an irrational being and not a divine cause,” characterized by “necessity, not
intelligent forethought.”® One can find a similar commitment in his Ten Problems Concerning
Providence, where he describes the gods as having a knowledge that stands on a spectrum with
but is superior to sense perception, discursive knowledge, and intellection—a knowledge whose
defining characteristic is its providence.®

Further, Proclus takes it that, in order to have such knowledge, the gods must possess
something akin to divine ideas: the antecedent principles that “answer to” the things that are
made in accordance with them. These similarities can be seen in the following passage in the In

Parmenidem:

And if there is a single cause that orders all things, and ... it knows itself—that is, knows
itself as a cause—then it knows also the things [it causes], and will therefore also contain
the things which it knows. Then, if Intellect is the cause, it will also regulate all things
with respect to one another; for the demiurge ... is one, and the whole [world] is
multifarious, not all its parts possessing the same dignity and rank. Who is it that
measures out their ranks, if not he who established them all? Who is it that has set each
thing in its proper station ... if not he who produced them? Who is it that has ordered
them all in a single harmonious ordering, if not he who gave each ... its existence and
nature? If, then, he put them all in order and determined [their ranks], he was evidently

Concerning Providence. Ancient Commentators on Aristotle (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2012).

¢ In Parm. 111, Luna/Segonds I1I/2, 11 (790,28-33). See also TP I, §4.

In this way, he sets himself apart from Plotinus, for whom providence involves no knowledge of the objects of
providence. Proclus would certainly agree with Plotinus that the knowledge is not discursive; it involves no
“mulling,” or “planning.” But, because he wants to maintain genuine that the gods show genuine concern for the
things under their care, he must allow a kind of knowledge to them. Riccardo Chiaradonna, “Plotinus’ Account of
Demiurgic Causation and Its Philosophical Background,” in Causation and Creation in Late Antiquity, eds. Anna
Marmodoro and Brian D. Prince, 31-50 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015) and Enrico Peroli, “Divine
Causality: Demiurge and Providence in Plotinus,” in Fate, Providence and Free Will: Philosophy and Religion in
Dialogue in the Early Imperial Age, eds. René Brouwer and Emmanuele Vimercati, 231-248. Ancient Philosophy &
Religious 4 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2020).

% And see, too, that this knowledge involves containing some antecedent, just as an intellect foreknows a thing by
possessing its Adyog. TP 111, §§13—14. See also Parmenides’ Platonic Theology: Saffrey, H.D. and L.G. Westerink,
Proclus: Théologie platonicienne, 6 vols. Collection des Universités de France (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1968—
1997), L.XIV for the claim that the gods produce and contain all things in themselves and that this claim connects
with their extending providence to all things. Immediately after, he says they comprehend knowledge of all things in
themselves and that they produce the essence of all things from themselves. See, finally, Platonic Theology 1.X,
which says divine knowledge is of all things, even down to matter and things that “are not.”
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not ignorant of order and disorder in things, for otherwise his action would be that of an
irrational being and not of a divine cause, characteristic of necessity, not of intelligent
forethought. And if in thinking himself he knows himself, and in knowing himself knows
also the essence that he possesses—that he is an immovable cause and the goal of desire
for all things—he knows also those beings for which he is an object of desire, for his
being an object of desire is not accidental, but his very essence.

Either, then, he will be ignorant of his ... essence, or in knowing this he will also know
that he is an object of desire, and in consequence will know that all things are relative to
each other ... Knowing determinately the things that desire him, he knows their causes,
since he is looking at himself and not at the things dependent on him. And if his
knowledge of the causes of all things is not to be irrelevant, he necessarily determines the
order of all things in accordance with these causes ... Is it because he is going to create all
things that he thinks them, or does he create them all because he thinks them? But if he
thinks all things because he is going to create them, his inner activity ... will be inferior
to that which goes outside himself; it will be for the sake of something other than himself
that he knows beings, that is, he will know them for the sake of something inferior to
him. And if this is absurd, he is the maker of all things by his knowledge of himself. And
if this is true, he will make external things to resemble what he has in himself.*’

¢ In Parm. 111, Luna/Segonds I11/2, 10-12 (790,10-791,27): Ei &1} #oTv oiTiov &v TL TAVTO GUVTATTOV, &l pév
(’xyvooﬁv £owTo, MG 00K GAAO TL EoTon T[p(‘) a0ToD TO Kol £166¢ £auTd KaKeive Tod aitie giva adtiov drdpyov; "Eotan
YOp TGV &V Q) TAVTL YIYVOOKOVIWV EAUTX XEIPOV TO AyVOODV £auTo, GAAG Kai Kpeittov, Grep advvatov- el &¢
YIyvéoKov £auto, Sijhov 8Tt €180¢ auTod odtiov Bv 0ise Kai v éomv oiTiov, AoTe mePLE&el Kakeva [T] & yyvookel.
Ei &pa volg éomv aitiog, {f{} kai cuvtdEet mavta GAAARAOIG: €16 yop Snploupyoc, 10D avtdg, T0 6¢ miv mowkiAov €oTi,
Kol 00 TG adTHiG peTéxel T pépn méva Kai a&lag kai té€ewg. Tig <obv> 6 TV &&lav adT@Y peTpdv fi 6 VIooTATNG
avtd; Tig 8¢ 6 Taag Ekaotov Omwg €8¢l Kai i TG oikelag €5pag, MSL ey AoV, w6l 6¢ aeAnvny, O8L 8¢ TV yijy,
@61 8¢ TOV péyav odpavov, i O n(xpayay(bv avta; Tig 8¢ 6 ovvtaéag mavta Kai piav €€ adTdY Gppoviav dnoteAéoag i
0 Kol TT]V ovoiav EKAOTOLG Kal mv @Low 800G Ei Toivuv kal €ta&ev ad1og mavta Kal v déiav EKdoTmv (x(pa)plosv
oUTe TNV Taév Snnov TGOV MPAYPAT®V 00TE TiV atagiav I]YVOI]KS T0 YOp 00T To1EV dAGYoL (pucfswg nv, Kod o0
Beiag aitiag, kai avéykng i61ov, AN’ o0 voepdig mpopndeiag: nel kai el vodv £auTov 0idev £xvTdy, eibag 8¢ EauTov
kai Ty odciav fjv Ehayev 0idev 8L AkiviTov oiTidy €0TL Kol ZQETOV IOV, 0108 Kol 01¢ 0TIV 2PETOV: 0L yip KOTX
oL PePNKAG €TV EQEeTOG, GAAX KT’ obaiav.

"H odv ayvorjoel Tl ot kat’ odoiav fj TodT0 yvdoeTan kai 8Tt TévTo adTod e@ieTon kai Tive T TavTor: AV
YOp TIPOG TL TO HEV ETEPOV WPIOHEVAG EIGEVAL, TO 8¢ €TepOV AOPIOTWG 0VK EMOTAHHNG 810V KAl TTOAAG PAAAOV 006E
VONoERG: £i8mG 8¢ Mplopévag T égrépeva adTod, T aitia adTEV oidev Gte £ig fautov PAEMWY, GAA’ 00 T pet’
a0Tov. Ei 8¢ pn patny €el ta aitia T@v maviwv, Gvaykn SHmou Kat’ Kelva TavIev opilev v taév Kai o0Teg
glval TAVTeV AKIvITov aiTiov Mg adTé T6 eival nioy dpopilovia Ty TéEtv. TIoTepov obv S10TL EpeAle IOIETY GvTaA,
évonoev avuta, fj 5ot évoel mavta, 51 To0To LEIoTNOL TAvTa; AAA’ €l S10TL EpeAAE TIOLETY TAVTA, VOOIN TTAVTA, TV
gvbov évépyelav Kal Trv Tpog €XVTOV aTPOPTV Katadeeotépav £Eel TG €§w mpoiovong Kol GAAOL Eveka TV YVAO1Y
£&e1 TAV MAVTOV Kol T@V SeLTEPWV Xaptv eloeton T dvta- €l 6¢ TadTA GTOMA, TG VOETY £AVTOV TIOUNTNG 0T TAVTQV.
Ei 6¢ 100710, 101G év £aUT® T €E® MAPATIAN O TIOOEL TOLADTN YAP 1] KATX VOV TV TPAYHATOV TAEIS, THG HEV
évbov évepyeiag Nptiiobot Vv €€w mpoiodoav, Tiig 8¢ mavteAod TV 16e@V HoVASog TOV BAOV KOO0V, TGV 6
Slakekplpévav povadev T éviabba péprn Tod mavtag.

This passage is actually about the demiurgic intellect, not the One or the henads per se. Nevertheless, it
illustrates the general view Proclus takes when it comes to causes’ providential knowledge. See also In Parm. III,
Luna/Segonds I11/2, 22-23 (798,24-799,21).
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The argument in this passage is a bit tangled, but one can draw four main claims from it. First,
the “single cause that orders all things” knows itself as cause. Secondly, in knowing itself as
cause, it knows, in some indirect fashion, the things that it produces. Thirdly, its thinking must
logically precede the things produced. Fourthly, this precedence is to be explained by the fact
that the cause possesses a certain character: “what [it] has in [itself]” before producing anything.
That is, the manner in which the effect is antecedently present in the cause is as a character that
the cause itself already possesses—though it should be noted this point will need qualification
later.®

These claims all point to an implicit question raised by the other antique thinkers from
the last chapter: how is it that providence knows what it is doing when it produces things? And
Proclus answers the problem in much the same way as they: the cause must contain or possess
something antecedently “answering to” the world, so that we can say that providence made the
world “in accordance with” that something. It seems safe to conclude that Proclus, like his
predecessors, is interested in showing how it is that the divine knows and intends to make certain
things before it makes those same things—and hence before those things exist.*®

Proclus also provides, in this passage, a way in which to characterize things’ antecedents
in the divine mind. It is here that he differs from his predecessors. In the passage above, it seems
that what the cause knows in advance—what it precontains—is in fact its own character rather
than some freestanding “ideas” or “thoughts,” whose content differs from the cause itself. The

character that comes to be present in the things that are produced so as to resemble it are present,

%8 One can find the language of knowledge by precontainment in De providentia §§ 63—65 as well. The term in
question is “r) npoAnYng.” For De providentia, 1 use the edition by Daniel Isaac. Proclus, Providence, fatalité, liberté,
vol. 2 of Proclus: Trois études sur la providence, ed. and trans. Daniel Isaac (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1979).

¢ Further support can be drawn from the TP, where Proclus suggests that the antecedents in providence function
much as the Adyot in a productive intellect. See TP III, §§13-14.
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beforehand, in the cause itself. Consequently, he can say that the cause knows the effect (in
advance) by knowing itself.

There are two different ways in which such a claim can be understood based on the
passage. One might think about the relationship as akin to that between a blueprint and a house.
If the same pattern that is found in the house is also found in the blueprint, there is a sense in
which one knew the house even before the blueprint was put to use in making it—namely by
knowing the very same pattern that would end up being in the house. Alternatively, one might
think that the cause contains its effect in the sense that its effect is, by necessity, nothing but the
character found in the cause, diminished or reduced in intensity. One might say that the number
“ten” in some sense contains, virtually, the numbers “nine,” “eight,” and so forth. In considering
the number “ten” with various subtractions, one also has some idea what the number “eight” is.
So, too, the cause might be said to “contain” the various possible ways in which its own fullness
can be reduced. On either interpretation, cause x knows effect y not in the sense that there is a
two-term relation, with y already existing as the second term, but in the sense that x knows the
effect-types it can produce.”

There are good reasons to favor the second interpretation over the first: if Proclus were to
admit that the character found in the cause and that found in the effect are the same, univocal, he
would be forced to explain what makes the two the same. He would have to introduce, in other

words, a further principle.”! This is the so-called “Third Man Problem” from the Parmenides, and

7 Indeed, one could say that, in a sense, Proclus has anticipated both Dionysius and, through him, Aquinas. They too
say that God knows his creatures before making them in that as he knows the ways in which his own essence is
imitable.

"! Eric Perl, “The Presence of the Paradigm: Immanence and Transcendence in Plato’s Theory of Forms,” Review of
Metaphysics 53, no. 2 (1999): 357-359, recognizes this problem. His article discusses Plato, not Proclus, but Perl is
inclined to read Proclus as basically in agreement with Plato: Perl, Theophany, 22-24. Where Perl differs from me is
in thinking that the cause knows itself as cause not because its effects, or their characters, are derivable from its own
character but because its effects are nothing but the cause itself appearing as their constitutive character, or
“whatnesses.” I take it my own option is better because (a) it draws directly from passages like the one outlined
above rather depends, as Perl’s does, on a too-quick move from a contentious reading of Plato to a reading of
Proclus and (b) Perl’s option depends on the view that the whole of each participant is nothing but the appearing of
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Proclus, in order to avoid it, specifically states that the character in the cause and the character in
the effect are given the same name only in the sense that the latter is derived from the former.”” I
shall assume, going forward, that the latter is the more likely interpretation.

If it is correct that the latter interpretation better characterizes his account, then Proclus
has both a very powerful way to explain how and in what sense the divine “foreknows” all things
—for it is intuitive to think that the “plan” thus foreknown makes the resultant product rational in
some sense—and a motive for showing how all things are in some manner contained in the
highest causes—for providence can only intend the things that it precontains. To ensure that all
things fall under its purview, therefore, it is necessary that providence have the precontained

answer to each and every thing that it produces.

4.2 — An aside on an alternative interpretation
I must now make a brief aside in order to answer a potential interpretive challenge.

Consider the following passage from the In Parmenidem:

For in intelligising himself [God] knows all things whose cause he is, having more
accurate knowledge than if someone had apportioned him knowledge [about those]
objects ... [F]or knowing each thing on the causal level is superior to all other ...
knowledge. So then, his knowledge does not involve any trouble, because in his case the
knowing element remains in itself, and by knowing itself alone knows all other things ...
for he himself ... produces all things, and in his bottomless thoughts he contains causally
and in single simplicity the unified knowledge of all these things; it is as if someone had
constructed a ship and embarked men on it of whom he himself was the creator, and as if
he were to launch the ship on the sea and bring to bear certain winds upon it, ... and thus

the cause—a view that fails to make sense of Proclus’ talk of the recalcitrance and aptitude of the participant. Also
relevant is an argument made by Lloyd Gerson, who claims that Proclus’ solution to the “Third Man Problem” is to
posit a “minor real distinction” between at least certain causes (namely the forms, or ideas) and their essences. The
essence in the cause and in the effect are the same; the difference lies in the fact that, in the cause, the essence is
undiluted by mixture with other characters and that the cause gives its essence to the effects. While Gerson is not
thinking of the topic of foreknowledge, one might take his understanding of how certain causes contain and
anticipate their effects could be applied to offer an alternative to my view. His view, however, seems to fall afoul the
fact that Proclus specifically excludes the idea that causes genuinely share a property in common with their effects.
72 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds IV/1, 66 (880,3-12) and 7576 (886,3—13).
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he would send the ship off to be carried along, and he should be able to do all this by ...
conceiving of it; as if by the very fact of imagining [them], he were to produce the
external existence of all the things which he possessed within himself in his imagination.
It is obvious that he himself, then, would be the cause of all those things which would
befall the ship by reason of the winds on the sea, and thus, by contemplating his own
thought, he would both create and know what is external, not requiring any effort of
attention towards them. So too ... does the divine intellect, having all things’ causes,
simultaneously produce and know all things without leaving its own conning tower.”
This passage is similar to the previous one in several important respects: it suggests God knows
things because he knows himself qua cause and, hence, knows his effects as well. In
consequence, he has no need to turn his attention outward to know the things he produces. He
knows them because he already knows his own thoughts, from which it follows that he knows
the things whose character is in line with those thoughts. In all these respects, this passage
supports the previous one, strengthening the case (a) that Proclus does think about divine pre-

creation knowledge in terms akin to those found in the divine ideas tradition and (b) that this

knowledge is to be understood as knowledge that comes not through external awareness but by

7* In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds IV/1, 189-190 (958,23-959,10): a0T& yip 16 £uTOV VOELY 018 T avTa GV odTidg
0TV, AKPIBECTEPAV YVOHOWY EX@V 1] €l TAG GLGTOIXOVG TOTG YIYVWOOHEVOLG ADTE) TIC YVOOEIG AMEUEVE™ TO VAP €8
aitiag yiyvaoke #kaotov dong Kpatel Tig BAANG yvOoewms. ATpaypmy 0DV 1 yv&o1G, SI0TL TO ylyvBOoKoV &V
£0VTG pével Kal £auTo povov ei8og oide T évTa, Kal 00Te aioBfoewg odte §6&Ng A émotung Settan TPOG THY TRV
aioONTdY yvdov: adtog yap £0TLV 6 TabTA TAVTA TApAYeV Kai i aB0asolg éautod voroeat kot aitiav Kai év
GrmAOTNTL Pt ﬂSplSXEl VIOV TOVTQOV TNV nvmpsvnv yv@otv. Olov &l Tig vadv Karaoksuacapsvog éuPiBaoetev
avepmnouq glg a0V OV 0TIV a0TOg Unocmmc, Kol Tf] BoAdrn mv mv vadv smSom Kol &vépoug 61 tvag
napaydyol v AidAov téxvny Exav, Kai 0bteg agein gépecbar Ty vady Kai tadta ndvta a0t 1@ évvoijoa
nomoeley- olov €l gavtaoBeig 00Tw Tadta brooTAceley £kTOg & Ev8oBey v év adTd PavTacTIkGC, Sflov &1 6Tl
TAVTOV TAV niept TNV vadv ONO TAV AVER®Y €V Tf] BaAGTTN CUHMMTTOVIWY KOTOC EXEL TNV aitiav, Kail Tag ExvTtod
Bep®dv évvolag dpa Kol Tolel Kal YIyVOOoKeL T €§m Pndev Tig €m’ auth Seopevog emotpoeiic. Obtwm yap Omn Kol €1t
HEWOVHE Kal 6 Belog volg Exmv Ta¢ aitiag TV Mavtav &pa Kal OIoTNol Tdvta Kol Bewpel, P €E10TApEVOC TG
€autod MeEPLWTHG.

It is unclear exactly how far this is to be taken to refer to providence in general and how much to the divine
Intellect (vodg) in particular. In the previous passages, starting around Luna/Segonds IV/1, 177 (950,33), he makes it
clear that he is attempting to maintain, against various opponents, that providence oversees and knows all things. He
then turns from talking about providence’s coming from the gods (v ... yv@dow t@v 8edv: In Parm. 1V,
Luna/Segonds I'V/1, 185 (956,12) to its coming simply from God (6 8g6¢: In Parm. Luna/Segonds 1V/1, 187
(957,17).

Strictly speaking, this passage is dealing with Intellect rather than the higher hypostases (e.g. Being) or the
henads. However, it has to do with the Intellect not qua Intellect but qua god—that is, insofar as it has the One
present in it and, as a result, functions providentially. (In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds IV/1, 204 (968,16-20)) This
consideration, combined with the fact that Proclus refers to the Intellect as “God,” or “the divine” in this passage,
gives sufficient ground for thinking that the point being made is relevant to providential activity in general.
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self-knowledge. Indeed, this passage is perhaps even clearer in drawing the parallels between
divine providential knowledge and the analogy with a craftsman—albeit one whose mere
thoughts are enough to bring his craft into being.

There are, however, some notable differences between this passage and the previous one,
differences having to do with the manner in which the cause “knows itself qua cause.” In the
previous passage, the cause is said to precontain its effect in the sense that its character contains,
in some virtual sense, various different “reductions.” In this passage, in contrast, it seems that the
cause knows itself because it stands in a relation to an actual effect. Much as the imaginer knows
that he has produced a ship with sailors because his thoughts bring about corresponding realities,
the cause knows itself because it knows that it has brought about something as its effect. (One
can construe this knowledge either as inferential in some sense or as direct and by acquaintance.
Proclus would no doubt favor the latter, but little hangs on my showing that he definitely
intended one or the other.)

This account seems to stand in tension with that in the previous passage; indeed, it may
seem to undermine the latter. For the main reason for saying that the cause knows its effects by
knowing itself is that one can thereby explain how the cause knows and brings about its effects.
To serve that function, the “divine idea” must have explanatory priority over its effects; but if
one makes that self-knowledge relative to the effect, it no longer helps in explaining the effect.
Consider: qua substance, a man may have priority over his offspring, but qua father, he is
correlative with and so does not explain the offspring. If anything, they explain one another, the
father being father only insofar as the offspring is offspring.

One might attempt to reconcile this passage with the previous one, claiming that, as a

mere illustration and not a claim in its own right, it does not represent a genuine alternative view
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with respect to causal knowledge. There are two reasons, however, to take this passage at face
value. First, it is not an isolated instance. There are other passages that talk about causal
knowledge in the same terms, minus the illustrative flair. Take the following for instance:

But if God, in knowing himself to be the cause of those things subsequent to him, knows

also those things of which he is the cause, then we must take our stand also against

Aristotle, and show how Intellect according to him, in knowing itself to be the object of

desire for all things, also knows all things such as strive towards it, and in knowing itself

definitively also knows all things that strive towards it definitively. For there is no way in
which someone who knows definitely one side of a relation cannot also know the other
side. He also, then, will have a definite knowledge of all things, inasmuch as he knows
himself definitely.”
In this passage, it is made clear that a cause knows its effect by knowing that it stands in a
definite relation to that effect. Since a relation involves two terms, this causal knowledge must, it
seems, presuppose the effect. And there are other passages like it as well.”

Further, it is difficult to rule out or reconcile this passage because Proclus has obvious
reasons to maintain both that the cause knows its effect by knowing its own character, prior to all
relation, and that it knows its effect by knowing its own status as a cause, i.e. in relation to an
effect. On the one hand, to say that x knows y because it already possesses the character or
blueprint according to which y will be made allows Proclus to lean strongly into the craftsman

model. Just as the model in the craftsman’s mind is logically prior to and hence can explain the

thing made in accordance with it, so too does the divine essence qua imitable under a certain

7 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds IV/1, 198 (964,19-31): Ei 8¢ &1 yiyvaokwv 6 0g0¢ £autov aftiov via v pet’ adtov
YIYVOOKEL Kai Qv oftidg £oTtv, éviedBev otnodpeda kai pdg AploToTéAny Ko Seiopev 6nemg 6 kat’ adTOv volg
£aTOV i8¢ BvTa ROV OPEKTOV 018€ Kol TO TAVTa Hoa OpéyeTan adToD, Kol EXVTOV MPLOPEVRG EISME 016 Kai T
OpEYOHEVA 0OTOD MPIOPEVAEG: YAV YOp TIPOG TL BATEPOV WPLOPEVKG €160TA BhTtepov P €ldévat aplopévmg pnyavov:
TAVT®V YOp Kol €KEvog €t env eldnoty mplopévny ExuTov mplopévag eidmg. OOK &pa agaipetéov Tod vod TV
TAVIOV YVOOV EXOVTOG TV £00TOD YVAGIV fiv ExwVv 018e Kol &TL OPEKTOG 0TIV THOV.
7> For instance, In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds IV/1, 152 (934,34-38): 'Ex 8¢ Tfig €Ktng, 6TL VONTIKN TV &1’ a0THG 00
oLOTOlXWE, GAMG KOt adtioy: £auTHV yop voodoa Tapddetypa odoav, oide Kol T &’ a0Thg SeuTEPWG Kai TG EQUTHV
aitiav odoav eisévar.

Here, again, the cause (in this case the form) seems to know its effect because it knows that it is in fact
engaged in a certain activity in relation to its effect.
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aspect come logically prior to and hence explain this or that thing modelled on it. The difficulty
with such a view is whether it explains how the blueprint “hooks up to,” as it were, the product
that is in fact produced—not merely qua that character but qua different from or other to the
blueprint. On the other hand, to say that x knows y because x stands in a certain causal
relationship to it already would allow Proclus to say that the cause knows not only that it can
produce things according to a certain type but that it in fact does so—and that it knows them not
merely under a certain aspect, say qua this or that kind but qua particular, numerically distinct
effect.

I am not going to attempt to resolve this tension here. If anything, the fact that such a
tension exists in Proclus supports my thesis. For one thing, it shows that Proclus is aware that
providence somehow hangs on the way in which he construes the connection—if any—between
the antecedent knowledge by which providence functions and the things provided for thereby.
While he is happy to use language suggesting that a cause knows its effects by knowing its own
character prior to the effects—by knowing itself as possessing primitively the character it
bestows—Proclus is nonetheless aware that there are reasons to attempt to incorporate the
relative into providence. As will become clear in my next chapter, he arguably attempts to
maintain both providential relativity and unrelatedness by introducing the distinction between
participated and unparticipated causes. Secondly, the vacillation shows that Proclus is attempting
to hold two different thoughts in tension, one that relation is essential to providential knowledge,
the other that providential knowledge cannot stand in relation to what comes after it lest it cease
to be transcendent.

Whichever way one interprets Proclus on this point, the main point stands: he thinks that

providence, in order to produce things, must know them “in advance.” And he thinks that, in
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order to know things in advance, providence must have some antecedents to the things it makes.
Finally, it possesses those antecedents insofar as it already possesses within itself their causes.
All this is enough, I think, to show that Proclus can be seen as having something akin to a

“divine ideas tradition” picture in mind for providence and creative foreknowledge.
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Chapter 3: Proclus’ solution
1 — Introduction

Having argued, in the previous chapter, that Proclus belongs to the divine ideas tradition, I am
now in a position to make my next claims: that, in his attempt to show exactly how the divine
ideas secure divine foreknowledge, Proclus shows himself to be interested in something akin to
the CFP; and that he is likely aware that his solution to that problem hinges on how he
characterizes the “thisness” that all things must have in order to stand in relation to other things
in the universe (t0 dv). As I mentioned in the previous chapter, I make a final claim, namely
that Proclus proposes a tentative solution to the CFP: the gods assign each thing even its very
selfhood, enabling it to take up its place in the universe.

This argument comprises three main moves, corresponding to three main sections. In the
first section, I claim that Proclus is interested in the CFP. In making that claim I examine the
participatory framework according to which, for Proclus, the universe is structured. I suggest that
this frame is intended, among other things, to ensure that all things have antecedents in their
providential causes, enabling the causes to oversee the things under their care. At the same time,
I suggest, Proclus wants to avoid the implication that, in precontaining the effects, providence is
also antecedently related to those effects. It is in order to strike this balance that he posits the
distinction between “participated” causes, which relate directly to and hence “belong to” their
effects, and “unparticipated” causes, which remain transcendent and hence secure the needed
logical priority over their (indirect) effects. I end the section by claiming that, if one reads the
problem with immanence—transcendence while keeping in mind the fact that Proclus wants to
say the divine foreknows all things by knowing itself, it becomes at least plausible that Proclus is

actually interested in the CFP.
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In the second section, I note that this solution, so far, falls short. Things’ thisness—the
sheer, numerical otherness by which they are distinct from their causes and from one another—
remains unexplained. But Proclus is, I take it, aware that his system has such a shortcoming: he
wants to say that providence extends to all things even in this respect, arranging them and putting
them in their rank and file. He vacillates between two tentative solutions. On the one, the gods,
or henads, bestow on things the basic unity enabling them to receive further determinations,
stand in participation relations, and so forth. This solution remains within the general
participatory frame that Proclus prefers. His second solution, on the other hand, departs from the
participatory frame: “prime matter,” the basic, unitary stuff that receives all further
determinations and functions as the thisness for at least material things, is simply produced
directly by the One, who knows and intends nothing at all. In the third and shortest section, I
consider whether either solution works. I argue that they do not.

Since this chapter contributes to the scholarship on Proclus mainly by drawing new
connections among various topics in Proclus—immanence and transcendence, foreknowledge,
participation, prime matter, and even individuality—so as to draw attention to his concern with
the CFP, it inevitably covers territory that previous scholars have thoroughly explored. That
Proclus attempts to reconcile immanence and transcendence and that their reconciliation matters
for providence has been well established since E.R. Dodds and L.J. Rosan wrote their important
works on Proclus.”® Much the same can be said for my claims that Proclus wants to extend
providence to the individual, that the individuality at stake is something more like mere, basic
subjecthood than atomicity or particularity, and that the point where universal providence and the

individual meet is therefore crucially important for Proclus: Edward Butler makes more or less

¢ E.R. Dodds, ed. and trans., The Elements of Theology: A Revised Text with Translation, Introduction and
Commentary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933) and Rosan. See also David C. Schindler, “What’s the Difference? The
Metaphysics of Participation in a Christian Context,” Saint Anselm Journal 3, no. 1 (2005): 1-27.
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these claims across numerous articles.”” Finally, that the gods know things through their unity
and that this knowledge is what enables them to arrange things as individual and universal or
participated and participant has received treatment from Carlos Steel, Jan Opsomer, and Jonathan
Greig. In these and other areas, I build on (and, in broad strokes, agree with) previous scholars.
In arranging these elements in a new way, I contribute to current scholarship in four main
ways. I am, to my knowledge, the first scholar to suggest that Proclus develops and clarifies
difficulties latent in the divine ideas tradition.” I am also the first to explore thoroughly the
connection between Proclus’ idea that there must be antecedents in the divine cause in order for
providence to know its effects and his desire to maintain that the cause must be both transcendent
and immanent with respect to its effects.” Previous scholars have sometimes talked as though
Proclus posits the participated—unparticipated distinction to explain how a cause can be present
to spatially and temporally discontinuous participants.® This tendency obscures the fact that it is
primarily logical priority and simultaneity that are at issue. I attempt to bring that issue more
clearly to the surface. I am also, to my knowledge, the first to suggest that Proclus is aware that

participation leaves an unexplained “remainder,” which gap he attempts to fill by saying that the

77 See especially “The Gods and Being in Proclus,” 93-114 and “Polytheism and Individuality in

the Henadic Manifold,” 83—103. Jonathan Greig makes the same point if only briefly: Jonathan Greig, “Proclus’
Reception in Maximus the Confessor, Mediated through John Philoponus and Dionysius the Ps.-Areopagite,” in
Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes, Volume 3: On Causes and the Noetic Triad, ed. Dragos Calma, 117-167
(Leiden: Brill, 2022), 132. So does Carlos Steel: “Providence and Evil,” in All from One: A Guide to Proclus, eds.
Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martjin, 240-257 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017). See also, however, Marije
Martijn and Lloyd P. Gerson, “Proclus’ System,” in All from One: A Guide to Proclus, eds. Pieter d’Hoine and
Marije Martjin, 98-121 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 64. Martijn and Gerson suggest that it is at the
point where the immanent and transcendent meet that the system flounders.

78 Armstrong, A.H. “The Background of the Doctrine “That the Intelligibles Are Not Outside the Intellect.”” In
Plotinian and Christian Studies. London: Variorum Reprints, 1979; Lloyd Gerson, “Why the Intelligibles Are Not
Outside the Intellect,” in Platonism and Its Legacy: Selected Papers from the Fifteenth Annual Conference of the
International Society for Neoplatonic Studies, edited by John F. Finamore and Tomas Nejeschleba, 1-11 (Bream,
Lydney: The Prometheus Trust, 2019).

7 1t is talked about by other scholars, though. See, for instance, Jan Opsomer and Carlos Steel, “Introduction,” in Jan
Opsomer and Carlos Steel, trans., Proclus: Ten Problems Concerning Providence, 18-19.

% For instance, see Pieter d’Hoine, “Platonic Forms and the Triad of Being, Life, and Intellect,” in All from One: A
Guide to Proclus, eds. Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martjin, 98-121 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 108.
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gods bestow a pre-essential unity on things.®" Fourthly, in connecting divine creative
foreknowledge with individuality, I am treating a topic that has seen only brief treatment before:
A.C. Lloyd spends a few pages considering the difficulty involved; but my argument is more
thorough and, again, connects it with a desire to resolve something like the CFP in a way that
Lloyd does not.*

Before moving on to the argument proper, one final clarification is called for. Given my
dependence on Butler, my final claim—that Proclus offers a solution to the CFP involving the
gods’ bestowing on things the unity that their determinations presuppose—should not be
understood as claiming novelty as an explanation of how the gods bestow unity on things. The
novelty of the claim instead consists in the suggestion that Proclus posits the henadic bestowal of
unity as a solution to the CFP and in the drawing out of the problem that he still faces on this
account, considering that even the bestowal of unity on a thing by the gods seems to presuppose

a subject capable of receiving it.

2 — Proclus likely has the CFP in mind

In this section, I attempt to make plausible the idea that Proclus, being concerned with the
relation between transcendence and immanence in providence and with showing how providence

has ideas by which it directs all things, is also concerned with the CFP. The first step will be to

8 Ysabel de Andia does at least acknowledge an adjacent problem in her work on Dionysius: the problem is whether
the aptitude or receptivity displayed by effects in relation to their causes comes before or after their causes’ being
present to them. She claims that Proclus manages to overcome the problem, at least with respect to divine
participation, by making the receptivity and the granting instantaneous: “Proclus résout le probléme difficile,” she
says, “de savoir si c’est I’aptitude a recevoir les puissances divines qui rend possible leur presence ou si c’est par
leur presence et leur communication que celles-ci donnent aux étres I’aptitude a les recevoir, en disant que ces deux
operations sont simultanées.” Ysabel de Andia, L’henosis, 87. The problem with this resolution is that it neglects the
fact that the cause is supposed to be prior, at least logically, to the thing it explains: if it is supposed to explain not
only the character it grants to its recipient but the recipient’s very receptivity, then it does not help to say that the two
are logically simultaneous. Then one is left without a clear antecedent to the receptivity in the cause.

8 Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism, 159-163.
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examine how Proclus attempts to bring all things under providential oversight, which he attempts
to accomplish by appealing to the Platonic hierarchy. Because the universe comprises different
ranks, each participating in the previous and giving rise to the next by providing its own implicit
content, Proclus can ultimately say that all things, to the extent that they are precontained in their
cause, are known by the first, providential causes. Given that providence can, for Proclus, be
understood along artisanal lines, it is plausible to think that, in attempting both to maintain both
that the cause somehow “refers” to its effect by precontaining it and that the cause, nonetheless,
is not related to and so does not stand in a “referring” or “intending” relationship with its object,
Proclus has in mind something akin to the CFP. That conclusion, in turn, has implications for
how Proclus is to be read in relation to the previous divine ideas tradition and the thinkers

historically downstream from him.

2.1 — Precontainment

For Proclus, the world is a system comprising multiple levels, each linked with the one above it
and the one below it. “Providence,” in this system, is the manner in which each thing, except for
those on the bottommost rung (particulars), provides for the ones below it. A thing provides for
those below it by serving as their constitutive cause, or the principle that makes them what they
are. It does so by bestowing its own character on them so that they have a share in, or
“participate in,” it. And it is by making all things what they are through this relationship that the
highest principle(s) can be said to care for and arrange the world as a whole and all the things in
it. In addition, as mentioned in the previous section, it is by containing all things that the highest
causes, providence in the proper sense, can be said to “know” its effects “before” it brings them

about.
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To understand how Proclus sees providence as extending to things, one must understand
how participation in general works. We shall therefore begin by discussing the system as a whole
—how participation knits it together and ensures providence in general.

For ease, I shall leave off the reason for the different additions to the Platonic universe. I
shall only give an overview, noting the relationships among the different elements. Only later

will I return to why Proclus might have felt to posit so many different entities.

2.1.1 — Participation: an overview
Proclus makes numerous claims about how participation works, some argued for and some
inherited along with his Platonic framework. In general, these points seem intended to explain
two things: what accounts for the common character found in sensible individuals (e.g., how
Alexander the Great and Louis XIV are both human despite their being different in number and
various characteristics) and how the world came to be arranged in the hierarchy found in the
Porphyrian tree (e.g., how it is that humans are in some sense “higher” than irrational animals,
which are higher than plants, and so forth).

First, each thing—except the highest, the One—receives its character from some other
thing, which serves as its principle.?’ The initial reason for positing such principles is the need to
explain how different sensible individuals can have the same character. For instance, the fact that
Alexander the Great and Louis XIV are both human is explained by the fact that they both have a
share in, or participate in, “the human,” or “humanity.” It is this principle that makes them what
they are, and their humanity is thus derivative, coming not from themselves but from the

principle.

8 Properly speaking, the One is not a thing at all, but I refer to it as such here given the need to accommodate human
language.
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Secondly, the principle “bestows” its own character on its effects.® Thus, thirdly, such a
cause must already possess or “contain” the character that it bestows on its effect;* and fourthly,
therefore, the cause cannot produce anything greater than or equal to itself. It follows that the
effect cannot be “more than” the cause.*

Fifthly, the cause is understood to be distinct from its effects and from the participant
upon which the effect is bestowed.®” Since Proclus does not make this point as directly as the
others, I shall bring to bear some additional texts to support it. In Proposition 27 in his Elements,
Proclus makes it clear that the product or participant stands “as another thing alongside” its
producer.®® Similarly, in Proposition 30, he says that “if it [i.e. the product] be other than [the
producer], it is distinguished from it and separate.”® Finally, as I shall discuss at greater length a
little later in this chapter, each principle can only produce its effect in a (sensible) participant if
that participant is “suited for” and “cooperative with” it, suggesting that there is a real distinction
and relation between principle/cause and effect/participant. There would presumably be no need
to talk of the “fitness” of a participant or its cooperation if it had no identity except precisely as

the character bestowed by its cause.

8 Proclus, The Elements of Theology: A Revised Text with Translation, Introduction and Commentary, ed. and trans.
E.R. Dodds (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), Prop. 18. I shall cite propositions from Dodds’ edition simply as “ET,”
followed by the proposition. I tend to follow Dodds’ translation, generally making only minor changes. Where key
changes are made, I note them.

% ET Prop. 18.

SET Prop. 7: TIGv 10 mapakTiKOv GAAOL €0TL Tiig Tapayopévov Uoewe. Later in the same proposition, he provides
the following addition: “Again, it is impossible that the producer ever be inferior [to its product].” He goes a little
further, saying that the cause must be greater than its effect, for a key discussion of which see A.C. Lloyd, “The
Principle That the Cause is Greater than Its Effect,” Phronesis 21, no. 2 (1976): 146—156.

8 See ET Prop. 41: kai £00T00 GUVEKTIKOV DTIAPXOV, Kol 0UTwG £V €0t BV, G &v aitie T aitiatdv, 0L yap Og &v
TON®, 006 MG &V DIOKEIPEVE, Kol YOp O TOTOC TOD €V TOTR ETEPOG, KAl TOD LTTOKEPEVOL TO €V LTIOKEHEVE GV. Here,
there is pretty clearly a distinction made between the participated cause and its participant.

® ET Prop. 27: kai 10 Tapayopevoy Ao map’ adtd oy, 1 take it this should also settle the disagreement in the
literature over whether a participated form is merely the unparticipated form seen from a certain perspective (i.e.,
from a lower ontological rung), merely the element within the unparticipated forms that is participable, or a
genuinely numerically distinct entity produced by the unparticipated form. (Gerson, “Proclus and the Third Man,”
§§11-16 represents the second view; Radek represents the first.) Proclus seems to fall in the lattermost camp. The
thing produced by a constitutive cause is something completely new and numerically distinct. See also Prop. 30.

YET Prop. 30: i yap GAAo, Stakékprton Kai €0t Xwpig.
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In addition to the difference in level between sensible particulars and principles, there is
stratification within each group. Proclus notices that the sensible world is not “flat.” It has a
certain structure, with some things belonging to narrower, more specific, and loftier categories
than others. Animals are in some sense “higher” than plants, having a trait not present in their
vegetable companions—namely, animacy. Humans, in turn, stand out among other animals for
their reason. Yet in each case, there is not a clean break with the previous “rung.” Each level
presupposes and is included within the former. Humans are still animals, having their animacy in
common with gazelles and okapi. They are also still living things, sharing their life with both
non-rational animals and plants. One never finds an animal that is not also a living thing, though
the reverse is not true; there are many living things that are not animals.*

It is perhaps for this reason that Proclus holds that even the principles from which
sensible particulars derive their being in turn derive from other principles. There is an internal
arrangement among them, with some providing for others. This brings us to the sixth point:
principles are ranked according to their scope; the higher the principle is, the more universal are
its effects.” Proclus will see the fact that the category “animal” contains the category “rational
animal,” or “human,” as signifying that the principle “Life” is superior to the principle “Reason.”
This should not be understood as meaning that the superior principle is superior merely because
its participants or effects are greater in number (though that will also be the case for Proclus). It
is rather that some categories in the sensible realm seem to presuppose one another. Again, one
can find many things that have a share in Life but not in Reason, but there never appears a

particular that has a share in Reason but not in Life. It is therefore also true that there are liable to

? ET Prop. 57.
* ET Prop. 25; also Prop. 60.
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be more animals than there are rational animals, but the mere numbers are less the point than the
fact that the latter category presupposes the former.

Along with this rule come some related but distinct ones, the most notable being that
higher principles always go before and cooperate with lower principles. The lower principles
depend upon their superiors to bring about their own effects. Life’s activity presupposes Being’s
activity, which is why one never finds living things that are not also beings.**

This insight lets us circle back around to what led to the point in the first place. The more
complex a thing is, the more principles are involved in its making: Louis XIV receives his
rational nature from Reason, his animacy from Soul, his living from Life, his bare existence from
Being, and so forth. (It also follows that the “lowest” rungs in the hierarchy reflect the highest in
being the simplest: stones, receiving their character from Being and the One only, are simpler
than plants, animals, and humans.®)

Seventh, Proclus holds that superior principles provide for inferior principles in a way
analogous to but not the same as the way principles in general provide for their participants.
Even the principle “Humanity,” if it is to exist, must participate in Being. And all things, whether
the daffadowndilly in the vase by the window, the Life in which it shares, or even Being, must be
have a share in unity. Unity alone, as that which makes each thing a thing in the first place, is
without any principle superior to it.

It should be noted that a complication arises when Proclus attempts to clarify in what
sense the highest cause and principle, the One, “produces” and “contains” its effects. Proclus
sometimes talks as though the One cannot contain the things it causes; and his usual reasoning

for this denial seems to be that, because its single character is unqualified unity, the One must

2 ET Prop. 57, Corollary.
* ET Prop. 58.
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also be perfectly simple. As perfectly simple, it cannot contain, even virtually, any multiplicity
within itself. That means that it cannot, for instance, have any activities (evépyeia), precluding
any relation with its effects.** Perhaps more important for our purposes, it cannot possess any
even notional “subsections” or “regions” that might serve as the exemplar for the sundry
characters that arise among its effects. I simply note that, despite this apparent snag in his
otherwise pristine system, Proclus holds that the One is still in some sense a cause and therefore
must in some sense contain its effects. Taking the One in its causal aspect, therefore, the
participatory system I have been describing in this section holds all the way from the One to the

lowest participants in its unity.

2.1.2 — The roles in the hierarchy

There are, roughly speaking, four “roles” in the hierarchy. First, there are sensible
particulars, which have no character on their own. They take their characters, including what
they are (e.g. a human, a dog, a sunflower), from the principles in which they participate.
Sensible particulars or participants are the everyday objects with which we humans are familiar.

Second, there are the principles known as “monads.” They are the principles that first
possess a given character, which they then bestow on all their participants. Proclus introduces
them in Proposition 21 in his Elements:

Every order has its beginning in a monad and proceeds to a manifold coordinate

therewith; and the manifold in any order may be carried back to a single monad.

Since, then, in every order there is some common element, a continuity and identity

thanks to which some things are said to be coordinate and others not, it is apparent that

the identical element is derived, by the whole order, from a single originative principle.
Thus, in each order or causal chain, there exists a single monad prior to the manifold,

1t does, however, still somehow manage to “produce” the henads and “Limit” and “Infinitude.” How it does so is
unclear. See Greig, The First Principle, “Chapter 5” and “Conclusion,” especially 311.
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which determines for that order’s members their unique relation to one another and to the
whole...”

Perhaps the most familiar example is “Man,” which serves as the monad that ultimately explains
the common element, “humanity,” in all humans.
Proclus adds two other roles: self-complete substances and irradiations from those

substances. Proclus introduces both in Elements Proposition 64:

Every original monad gives rise to two series, one comprising substances complete in
themselves, the other comprising irradiations which have their substantiality in
something other than themselves.

For if the outgoing proceeds by a declension through terms akin to the constitutive
causes, from the wholly perfect must arise things complete in their kind, and by these
latter the things incomplete must be mediated in due sequence: so that there will be on
order of substances complete in themselves, and another of incomplete substances. The
latter are upon such a level that they belong to their participants: for being incomplete
they require a substrate for their existence. The former make the participants belong to
them: for being complete they fill the participants with themselves and establish them in
themselves, and for their substantial existence they have no need of inferior beings.
Accordingly those substances which are complete in themselves, which by their
discrimination into a manifold they fall short of their original monad, are yet in some
wise assimilated to it by their self-complete existence; whereas the incomplete not only
as existing in another fall away from the monad which exists in itself, but also as
incomplete from the all-completing monad. ..

From this it is apparent that of the henads some proceed self-complete from the One,
while others are irradiated states of unity; and of the intelligences come are self-complete
substances, while others are intellectual perfections; and of souls some belong to
themselves while others belong to ensouled bodies, as being but phantasms of souls. And
S0 not every unity is a god, but only the self-complete henad; not every intellectual
property is an intelligence, but only the existential; not every irradiation of Soul is a soul,
but there are also reflections of souls.”®

> ET Prop. 21: TIdoa 1&g amod povasog dpyopévn mpogioty eig mAfiBog i povast ovotoyov, Kai néong tdéeng 0
TAfBog gig piav avayeton povésa. ... émel obv KaB’ Ekdotny TAEY 0Tl TIg Kal Kolvevia Kol CUVEXELH Kol TAUTOTNC,
SU fjv kad Tade pév opotayi] Aéyetan, SHAoV ag Ao dG dpyic KeL T&oT| T TAEEL TO TATOV. E0TV Bpa HOVAG pia
mp0O 100 MANB0LG KaB’ EKAOTNV TGSV Kal POV TOV Eva AOYOV TOTG €V aUTH] TETAYHEVOLG TAPEXOPEVT TIPOG T GAANAX
Kai Tpo¢ TO OAOV.
? ET Prop. 64: TIaoa apyikt} povag S1Ttov 0Qionoy apldpdv, Tov pév adToTEAGY DMOOTACERY, TOV 8¢ EANGIYEDY
€v £TEPOILG TV DIIOOTACIV KEKTNHEVOV.

Ei yap kab’ bpeotv 1 tpdodog 81 @V oikelwv 101G HTIOOTATIKOIG AiTIONG, KAl GO TAV MAVTEAEI®V TX TEAELX
Kol 610 TOOTV HECKV TO ATEAT] TIPOELOLY EDTAKTWG DOTE Ol HEV ETOVTOL AVTOTEAEIG DTTOOTATELG, ai 8¢ GTEAELG. KOl
abton pév yivovron §én tév petexoviwv (AteAelg tap odoat Séovial TAV DOKEPEVRV ig TRV £autdv Drap&v)- ai ¢
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In addition to giving rise to the principle below it—Being to Intellect, Intellect to Life, and so
forth—each principle also gives rise to two different “series.” The first are those that exist
without needing to exist “in” another. That is, they are self-standing substances in their own
right. These hypostases belong to the same rank and class as their respective monad and have the
same character. Each individual soul is, qua soul, the same as the monadic Soul that generates it.
The difference is in their scope: while the monadic Soul has (indirect) effects over all material
participants that in any way display “soul,” the various minor souls all have more or less limited
scopes—caring for one particular body, say.

The other series comprises entities that Proclus calls “irradiations.” These entities possess
the same character as the corresponding monad and the perfect, participated terms but, unlike the
latter two kinds, cannot exist on their own. They must exist “in” something else. It seems safe to
assume, following Greig, that these entities are the same as the “implanted potency” that Proclus
mentions in Proposition 81:

Every separately participated thing is present to its participant through a certain

inseparable power, which it implants [in the latter].

For if it itself exists separately from the participant and is not in it, as something that

subsists in itself, then there must be a medium holding them one to the other, [one] more

akin to the participated [than to the participant] yet actually being in the participant. For if
the former is separate, how can it be participated by that which contains neither it nor any

emanation from it? Accordingly, a potency or irradiation, proceeding from the
participated to the participant, must link the two; and this medium of participation will be

£aUTEY TO0D01 T peTéxovTa (TEAELon yip oDoon TANPoDol pév £auTtdv ékelva kai £5padovaty &v éavtolg, Séovtan 6&
0082V TAV KaTaSeeoTépwV £ig THV LMOCTAGIY THY EAVTAV). ai Pév 0DV avTOTEAETG booTdaelg, it v eig MAf{Bog
S1GKPLOY ENATTOHEVAL THG APYIKTG 0OTAV PHOVASOG, S1a TV avToTEAR Drtap&iv Opo1obvTal T TPOG EKElVIV: ATEAETG
kai ¢ &v &ANoLg elvon THG KaB®’ adThv DPeTTOONG Kal T¢) ATEAET THG TIAVTA TEAELOVOT|G GPECTAKAOY.

Cor.: €k 81 ToUTOV avepOV OTL Kol €VAdeg ai PV a0TOTEAEIG Ao TOD €vog pofjABov, ai 8¢ EAAGpYELg
EvOoemV: Kal VOgG ol pév oboion atoTe)els, ol 82 voepal Tiveg TeAeldTNTEG: Kol Yuyal ol pév éautdv oboal, oi 82
TGV PUYOLPEVGV, O IVSAAPATA POVOY 0DaaL Pux@V. Kai 00Twg obte oo évaolg Bedg, GAN’ ) 0Do1MSENG PoVoy,
oUte oo Yoyig EANapg Puxn, GAN’ €o0Tt Kail T €i60Aa TOV YPuxQV.
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distinct from both. There will be three things: that through which the participation takes

place, the participated, the participant.”
In this passage, the participated is distinct from both the participant and “that through which the
participation takes place.” It seems natural to read the “separate participated” as identical with
the participated form mentioned in Proposition 24 and the “self-complete substances” from
Proposition 64. It would then seem natural to read the “incomplete” irradiations as the
“inseparable powers,” which function as something akin to essential properties in the participant.

An illustration might help to pull all these elements together. The principle known as
Soul gives rise both to self-complete substances, namely particular souls, and irradiated
“animacy,” which is akin to souls except for the fact that it can only exist “in” the ensouled
subject. This irradiation functions as the particular “animacy,” or self-movement, that the
particular soul grants to the body for which it cares.”® The body, in this case, is the “sensible

particular.”

2.1.3 — How this structure ensures the gods contain all things
As should be clear from the discussion above, Proclus takes great care to construct a system in
which every element derives its character ultimately from the One. Each and every character—
everything that each thing is—is contained in its own character. As a result, the gods, considered
as the particular “ones” deriving from the One, know all things in advance in knowing their own

character and, further, can be said to arrange all things in their respective places in the universe

7 ET Prop. 81: IT&v 10 X0ploTig peTexdpevov Stk Tvog dywpiatov Suvdpeag, fiv évoidwaot, 16 petéxovTl ndpeoty.
€1 yap [xal] a0t xwplotov LNApYEL TOD HETEXOVTOG KOl 0UK E0TIV €V EKEIV®, OG TNV DNOCTACY €V £aUTR

KEKTNHEVOV, 8ET 81| TIVOg aDTOIg HETOTNTOG OLVEXOVOTG Ba&TEpOV TIPOG BATEPOV, OLOIOTEPAG TG HETEXOHEVE KALTOL €V

a0TQ TG PHETEXOVTL OVOTG. €l YOP EKETVO XWPLOTOV EOTL, IAOG TOVTO HETEXEL, UNTE AVTO EKEIVO EYOV PNTE GAAO QT

adTol; SuVaLG dpa &’ ékeivon kai EAAoIG i TO peTéyov poeABodoa cuvaEel ApEn: Kai TO pév Eotan St ob 1y

HEBEEIG, TO 8¢ peTeyOpEVOY, TO O PETEXOV.

%8 Proclus suggests as much at In Parm. V1, Luna/Segonds 37 (1062,22-33).
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by bestowing their respective characters on them. There are three channels along which their
providence can pass: that from superior to inferior monad, that from monad to particular
hypostases, and that from particular hypostases to sensible particulars. Let us take each in turn.

First, when a monad produces its various particular counterparts, it passes along its
selfsame character to them. The difference is not in quality but in universality or scope: the
monadic Soul gives its character, directly or indirectly, to all things that can participate in it; by
contrast, the particular souls to which it gives rise only oversee and bring animacy to those
individuals that participate in them. It is easy to see how the monad precontains its direct effects:
the character in them is identical with the character originates.

On the other hand, when one monad gives rise to the next, it does so not by simply giving
it the same character in a derivative fashion. Rather, the inferior monad, in constituting itself,
attempts to imitate the superior monad.” The result is a different character rather than merely a
less universal one. For instance, Being gives rise to (Intelligible) Intellect. When the Intellect
imitates Being, it falls short. Being is simple; in contrast, Intellect comprises multiple forms, all
distinct from one another and from the whole. The unified character present in Being has become
“refracted,” with distinctions and imperfections arising where there were none.

There is one sense in which the character seen in the inferior monad is novel.'”
Intelligence is not found in Being; it first appears in the monadic Intellect. That makes sense.

After all, were the character found at higher levels, the Intellect would no longer be the monad

from which all “intellectual” things derive their intelligence. It would, in fact, be merely another

?? ET Prop. 99. See also discussion in John Whittaker, “The Historical Background of Proclus’ Doctrine of the
avBunootata,” in De Jamblique a Proclus: Entretiens sur I’Antiquité Classique XXI, 193-230 (Vandoeuvres-
Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1975). Reprinted in John Whittaker, Studies in Platonism and Patristic Thought (London:
Variorum Reprints, 1984).

190 See, relatedly, D. Gregory Maclsaac, “The Origin of Determination in the Neoplatonism of Proclus,” in Divine
Creation in Ancient, Medieval, and Early Modern Thought: Essays Presented to the Rev’d Dr Robert D. Crouse,
eds. Willemien Otten, Walter Hannam, and Michael Treschow, 141-172 (Leiden: Brill, 2007): 163—-171.
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participant in the same order.'”" At the same time, there is a sense in which the character found in

102 T see how, let us return to the illustration from

a given monad is found in the superior monad.
earlier: white light has its own character. It is not the mere sum when one adds up the other
colors. Nonetheless, it does contain the other colors in the sense that, if one were to pass it
through a prism, it would break, revealing the other colors that were within it. There is also a
sense in which one could say that one can derive the various colors from the white light by
subtracting from it in various ways. As the numbers one and nine are contained within the
number ten, so the red and the blue lights are contained within the white light—and, by analogy,
the complex character found in Intellect is contained within Being as a reduction. If one bears
this illustration in mind, it becomes clear that, even if there is one sense in which the character
found in the lower hypostases is “novel,” it is perhaps more correct to say that the character is
merely the character already found in the superior—with a few tweaks and reductions.

Here, I would like to make an aside, returning to the problem I flagged earlier. Having
introduced the idea that the monads, with respect to their peculiar characters, are self-
constituting, Proclus has left himself the resources to hold that the One somehow contains its
effects without compromising its perfect simplicity. He could argue that, while the One does not
possess the effects’ characters in the sense that it does not exhibit the same reductions in unity
that they do, it does contain them in the sense that their most basic (and, on a certain level, their
only) character, namely their unity, is already present in its own unity, even if how they are one—

their declension from pure unity with all the particularities that entails—is not.'** Proclus would

simply need to allow, as he already implies elsewhere, that its perfect unity consists in a certain

' Dodds, Elements of Theology, 252.
192 This whole difficult situation is noted by Gersh, Iamblichus to Eriugena, 50-54.
1% Objectors I have in mind include Andrew Radde-Gallwitz in his “Pseudo-Dionysius, the Parmenides, and the

Problem of Contradiction,” in Plato’s Parmenides and Its Heritage, Vol. 2, eds. John Douglas Turner and Kevin
Corrigan, 243-254 (Atlanta: SBL, 2010), 247-249.
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intensity and that all other characters are simply its own character displayed at lesser intensities.
Indeed, I think that it is implicit that he does hold that, so far as its character is concerned, the
One contains its effects in this sense: the henads, or gods, being simply lesser “ones,” would not
be able to contain their effects in their own unity if simple unity were, as such, contrary to
containment for Proclus. The sense in which he wants to maintain that the One cannot contain its
effects but the gods can will come clearer, I think, when one considers my discussion in section
on “év” and “npo.”

With that aside finished, let us return to discussing the different senses in which
participation can occur. Participation in its final form occurs between sensible, material things
and their principles. This form is simultaneously the paradigm for participation in general and the
odd one out among the three kinds that Proclus discusses. It is paradigmatic in that the common
characters found in sensible things were the reason for positing forms in the first place (and, by
extension, all the other true causes). It is the odd one out in that, unlike in the other cases, it
involves a character being given to a thing that lacks any determinate character; it has no
character in itself, unlike both particular hypostases (which have their own character even if it be
derivative) and monads (which have their own character insofar as they constitute themselves by
imitating their superiors). There is also the fact that the character is not the same in both cases:
unlike with the particular hypostases, the character the sensible participant receives is different in
that it is in an effect.'® While it is distinct from the other ways in which participation works, the
participation of sensible particular in hypostasis still serves much the same purpose as the others:
it allows an approximation of the character of the One to be extended to entities on the lower

rungs.

1% See ET Prop. 18 for the idea that the same character is different in the cause and the effect because the former
possesses the character “primitively” while the latter possesses it “derivatively.”
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All three channels ensure that all things receive their character, in the final instance, from
the One: the One produces its particular hypostases, the henads, which in turn bestow irradiated
unities upon all possible sensible particulars. In addition, the One gives rise to Being, which in
turn gives rise to Life, which gives rise to Soul, which gives rise to Nature. Since each monad
arises from the previous as an enervation or reduction, it receives its character from the previous
as well; and, in passing on its character to its own particular counterparts—monadic soul to
Particular souls, for instance—it passes its character on to the sensible particulars as well. Each
rung and kind in the universe, therefore, save the sensible particulars themselves, serves some
role in passing along the effects already precontained in the One to the things below it. Even
more important is the natural conclusion that all the characters found in all things are

precontained within the One.

2.1.4 — Numerical distinction and receptivity

There remains a final complication. As noted in the overview, Proclus assumes that the
material participant—as with other participants—is distinct from both its cause and the effect
that the cause produces in it. Obviously, this presents a potential challenge: whence comes the
very substratum on which the cause operates? In this section, I shall explore this topic further,
both strengthening the case that the participant (though not qua participant) does have a
numerical identity logically distinct from and prior to its participation in a given cause and
showing that Proclus has a way to attempt to make even this receptivity come down from

above.!®®

1% In doing so, I am going against some scholars for whom there is no subject distinct from the cause’s activity or

operation. To put it as L.M. de Rijk does, there is no “subjectum participationis.” L.M. de Rijk, “Causation and
Participation in Proclus: The Pivotal Role of Scope Distinction in His Metaphysics,” in On Proclus and His
Influence in Medieval Philosophy, eds. E.P. Bos and P.A. Meijer, 1-34 (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 16, note 58. He seems
to think this must be the case because, as he rightly points out, the participant qua participant does not preexist
(logically or temporally) its participation. Other scholars in this camp include Eric Perl and Dirk Baltzly. See Perl,
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The point from which to start is that Proclus builds an “other” to the hypostatic hierarchy
into his system. Each form can only operate on the subject if it has been made into a suitable
substratum by the previous, superior hypostases. And, at the far extreme, even the most universal
hypostases can only operate on something because it is there to be operated upon in the first
place—that is, it is a subject that can stand in a participatory relationship with them, having

received from them a certain “irradiation.” For Proclus, then, the universe something like this:

Theophany, 24-25. So too thinks Dirk Baltzly, “Mereological Modes of Being in Proclus,” Ancient Philosophy 28
(2008): 395-411. I do not address their arguments at length because I do not see their position as clearly following
from the texts they comment on. Later in this chapter, however, I briefly point out how any view on which there is
no subject for the participation must stand in tension with Proclus’ recourse to the language of cooperation between
the participant and its causes.

74



One

Being/Form

Soul/Life

Intellect

Animals

Living things

Things in general

Matter

Within this picture, it is not enough that there be descending hypostases. When it comes to
producing the material world, at least, there must also always be a subject “there” and
susceptible to the forms and other causes.

I shall now bring to bear some texts from Proclus as evidence. In the In Parmenidem, in a
passage dealing with the relationship between the forms and the matter on which their images are
impressed, Proclus makes the claim that it is not the forms alone that determine or bring about

their participants. Rather, they only bring about or produce their participants in cooperation with

those same participants.'®

[E]very ... agent works upon that which is by nature susceptible to its actions, that is,
upon what is able to receive its action, so that when the Demiurge will create something
with a certain character, the subject that is fitted to receive it, whatever the character may
be, by its very aptitude presents itself as a collaborator with the agent that can create ...
[A]ll things would be alike if each thing came to be according to divine creativity alone.
For since that creativity is always the same and present to all things, unless there were a
difference in the aptitudes of the subjects how could we explain their variety ...?'"’

1% This point tells against de Rijk. Contrary to what he says, there must be some sense in which the participant is
logically presupposed by the form. Otherwise, it would make no sense to talk about its receptivity as a factor in the
form’s ability to bring about a form-copy in it. It would be enough to say that the form produces these form-copies
and that they are lesser than and distinct from it.

%7 In Parmenidem IV, Luna/Segonds 10 (842,37-843,12): mp&Ttov pév yop név 10 mo1odv £ig 1o mabelv megukog v’
a0Tod ToLET Kal €ig T0 Suvapevov avTod Katadeésaobon Ty évépyelav, Hote Kal 6 SnpIovPYOG TL TOLOHTOV TIONCEL: TO
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In this passage, Proclus makes it clear that, in order for a creative agent to bring about its effect,
it must have a subject on which to operate. The form Man can only bring about “manhood” if
there be a subject, x, in which it can bring about that effect. Additionally, the subject must be
receptive to the form; the form cannot simply bring about any effect it will. It can only operate
upon its subject to the extent that the subject itself is cooperative with it. Even though it has no
character on its own, the subject has its own, peculiar integrity, including an ability to receive or
resist the form. All these considerations suggest that the subject is not merely a negative image,
representing the bound to the cause’s own power. It is, rather, something that stands “beside” and
in relation to the causes that operate upon it.'®

This is a potential complication for Proclus. He is attempting to maintain three claims

that stand in apparent tension:

&¢ émnbelov €ig 6TIO0V S1ix TG EMTNEEIOTNTOG AVTIG EAVTO TIPOCAYEL TG oo SuVapEVE, TODTO 8E 81’ EPéceng:
1 yop ipocérevaoig dpesty Exel 10D @ mpdoeloty aitiay. "Enetta kol mévta v GoadTog eiyey, &l katd povny EKaotov
éytyveto v Belav moinowv- ékeivng yop @ootog E0TOOTG KAl i1 THpovOTG, €1 HT| Tapd THV TOVTOV
émnderdnta yiyvolto 1o Sidpopov, mobev adToig 1 EaAAayr| Kai O T HEV ®oaUTKG Al HeTEXELY, T) 8¢ GAAOTE
GAAGG;

Note that this passage actually says only that every creative (demiurgic) agent works upon what is receptive
to it. However, I take it to be clear from Proposition 72 in the Elements that even principles that fall higher upon on
the ontological ladder than the demiurgic principles need to have their subject “prepared” for them:

And the principles which bring into existence the prerequisite foundations for other gifts are causes in
relation to more effects, since they generate even the receptivity which is a condition for the specific forms’
presence. ... From this it is apparent why Matter, taking its origin from the One, in itself lacks form; and
why body, even though it participates in Being, is in itself without participation in soul. For Matter, which
is the basis (Onokeipevov) of all things, proceeded from the cause of all things; and body, which is the basis
of ensouled existence, is derived from a principle more universal than soul, in that after its fashion it
participates Being.

T 8¢ 1@V MPOUTOKEPEVOV GANOIG DTTIOCTATIKX TTAEIOV®V XITIX €0TLV, DELOTAVTX KAl TG mTnSel0TnTOqg
TIPO THG TAV €8V MAPOLOING. ... €K 8T TOVTOV PavepPOV S10TL 1] pev AT, €k Tod £vog booTiod, Kab’
avTtnyv €idoug €oTiv Gopog: TO 8¢ oRdpa Kab’ aTo, €l Kol T0D OVTOG HETEDKE WUXTIG AHETOXOV EOTLY. T HEV
yop BAN, Oriokeipevov oDoa TAVTKY, £k To0 TAVTeV aitiov TipofiAbs: T0 8¢ odp, DToKeievoy 8v TAG
YUXDOEWDG, €K TOD OAMKOTEPOL THG WLXTG DPEDTNKE, TOD BVIOG OMOOUV HETATYOV.

I am therefore confident that there need be no worry about whether the rule that demiurgic causes need a subject on
which to operate can be legitimately applied to other causes.

1% See also ET Prop. 79, which shows that an agent (moodv) can only act on what has the necessary capacity to be
acted upon. If one ask whether the One is an agent, note Prop. 26, where it is at least called a producer (100 néviev
TIOPOKTIKOD).
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a) All things fall within providential oversight.

b) Providential oversight functions through participation, with the thing overseen
“precontained” in the thing that is caring for or overseeing it.

¢) Each participant is distinct from its cause.

Even if Proclus succeeds in showing that all things derive their character from the One through
the channels mentioned in the previous section, it is not clear that he succeeds in showing that all
things derive from the One. For it seems that there is an irreducible “otherness” to the subject on
which at least creative causes operate. Whatever that is, it is not explained by the cause, which
only bestows its character upon the subject by cooperating with it. If the “otherness” found in the
subject is not somehow attributed to an antecedent in the divine, it cannot fall under providence.

Proclus recognizes the problem: in the In Parmenidem, shortly after the passage I cited
above, he asks where the very receptivity found in things comes from. His response is not,
however, very illuminating: he says that receptivity to the forms is to be attributed to a cause
prior to the Demiurge, namely a cause that is both creative, or demiurgic, and “paternal.”'® This
cause is what prepares the subject (bnokeipevov) on which the Demiurge operates. Ultimately,
however, if one asks what makes matter ready to receive the work done by the Demiurge, one
must simply say that it is due to the fact that the subjects on which it works have “a desire for the
Good.”"?

Fortunately, Proclus addresses the same problem elsewhere in his corpus. See the

following proposition from the Elements:

' In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds 11 (844,13-15). I also take it that Proclus’ willingness to answer the question
“Whence the subject’s receptivity?” is a plausible reason to doubt Lloyd’s claim that matter is, for Proclus,
dissolvable into a “composition of causes.” Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism, 117-119.

"0 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds 13 (845,15-24).
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Proposition 71: All those characters which in the originative causes have higher and
more universal rank become, in the resultant beings, through the irradiations which
proceed from them, in some fashion, substrates for the more particular principles. The
irradiations from the superior principles thus receive the processions from the lesser
principles, while the irradiations from the latter are founded upon those from the former
... [S]uccessive rays strike downwards upon the same subject (T0 a0TO ... UIOKEIPEVOV),
the more universal causes dffecting it first, the more specific ones supplementing the
former by bestowing their own gifts upon the participants.

For if the more determinative causes cooperate before the secondary causes, being
present through their superfluent power even to things with a less perfect receptivity (toig
ateheotépav €xouaot Thyv émndelotta), irradiating upon even these, whereas causes
subordinate in rank confer their gifts later, then it is plain that the irradiations from the
superior causes, being the first to occupy the common participant (10 petéxov
apeeTépav), serve as a support for the gifts given by the subordinates, which use these
irradiations as a foundation and act upon a participant prepared for them by the more
general principles.'"'
If a participant be receptive to one principle (i.e. can take on its character), it must have received
a different, more basic character from another principle. For example, a thing must first be in
order to be a living thing; in order to be a rational animal, it must be an animal, and so forth.
Soul can only bring about its effect on a body because the body has the necessary prerequisite:
existence, which it receives from Being. And even Being can only bring about existence in its
subjects because the way has already been prepared for it by the very highest principle, the One.

Each character that the participant receives thus becomes its receptivity to the next character,

coming from an inferior principle.

" ET Prop. 71: TIavta T év Toig dpynylkoig aitiolg OAKaTépav Kal vreptépav Ty Exovia £v Tolg GnoteAéopuaot
KOTX TAG &1 a0TAV EAAAMPELG DTIOKEIHEVA TIWG YIVETOL TAAG TV HEPIKOTEPMV HETASOOEDL: Kol ai HEV GO TV
AVOTEP®V ENNGPYEIG DTIOSEKOVTAL TG €V TAV SEVTEPMV TIPOOSOLG, EKeTvan 8 i TovTwV E6palovial: Kal 00T®
niporyodvTon peBé€eig GAAO GAAwY, Kol Ep@aoelg AL €n’ GAAXG GvaBev €lg TO adTO POITAGY LTIOKEI|EVOV, TGV
ONKOTEP®V TIPOEVEPYOUVIWY, TAV 8E HEPIKWTEPMV €Ml TG EKElVAV EvEPYELNG TOG EXVTAV PHETAGOTELG XOPTYOUVI®V
TOIG PETEYOLOV.

el YOp T& aiTldTEPA TIPO TAV SELTEPWV EvepYET, S1 EPLOVGINY SUVAHEMG KA1 TOTG ATEAEGTEPQV EXOVLTL TNV
€mSe0TNTA MAPOVTIA Kol EAAGUTIOVTO KAKEIVOLG, T 6€ DEEPEVH KATA TNV TGSV SebTepa yopnyel T &’ adTdV,
SfAov GG ol TAV LTIEPTEPOV EANAHPIELG, TIPOKATAANHBEVOLOOL TO HETEXOV AHOOTEP®Y, EMEPEISOLOL TACG TAV
VPEIPEVQOV HETASOOELG: ol 8 Talg A’ ékelvov Eppaceaty DOBaBpoig xpdvial, Kal SpdaV €ig TO PETEXOV,
TIPOELPYUTHEVOV UTT EKEIVOV.
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There is one final clarification that should be made. There are two senses in which the
form needs a bmokeipevov on which to operate. First, there is the sense in which it refers to the
immanent forms produced in the participant by the previous hypostases. Life needs there to be
something to which Being has already given being and so forth.""> Secondly, there must be
something there to receive the activity at all—especially if the participant is to be distinct from
its cause. It functions more like an Aristotelian subject. I shall call these Orokeipevov-1 and
vnokeipevov-2. Alternatively, when referring to the Greek is less important, I may simply
translate the single Greek term differently, the former as “substratum,” the latter as “subject.”

Strictly speaking, all I have shown is that Proclus attempts to show how both the
character belonging to things and even the very receptivity that constitutes them as receptive
substrata on which other causes can operate—their “otherness” to the cause in one relevant sense
at least—can all be traced back to their antecedents in providence. I have shown that
vnokeipevov—1, being nothing but an irradiated character, is precontained by providence, but
vnokeipevov-2 still remains to be explained. That suggests a gap remains in the system. I shall
return to this point later in this chapter, when I claim that Proclus has a would-be solution to this
problem. For now, however, it is enough to say that, even if there is such a gap, it does not take
away from the fact that Proclus does indeed try to explain how each thing—both its character

and, at least in sense, its receptivity—is precontained within and so foreknown by providence.

2.1.5 — How participation is meant to secure providence
The whole system can be understood as an attempt to ensure that providence is extended

to each thing. That is, nothing comes about by chance; each thing is “precontained” in its causes

"2 ET Prop. 71.
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and brought about in accordance with them." To that end, he must ensure that the causes have
an impact all the way from the topmost to the bottommost rung.

On its face, participation explains how providence functions by explaining the identity
between the cause and its effect. Because the cause “precontains” its effects, it already possesses
the very character that will be present in its effects. This character serves as a “grip,” as it were,
allowing Proclus to say that the individual participant is preconceived or anticipated by the cause
insofar as its character is already known. When it produces the effect, it knows exactly what will
be produced—namely, the character it bestows.

Let us return to the In Parmenidem given our discussion in this section. As shown in the
previous section, Proclus attempts to explain the manner in which all things are known by
providence—by its containing all things. As discussed in this section, he spends considerable
effort in building a philosophical system in which the universe forms a single, enormous
hierarchy, with all effects ultimately contained in their causes.

I take it that, in showing that providence extends to all things by containing all things in
advance, Proclus is not merely interested in showing that providence extends causally to all
things. Instead, it seems probable that he is interested in showing that providence contains all
things in part because it is in this manner that providence can also foreknow all things and hence
said to arrange them according to its good design. He does not, to my knowledge, say exactly
that, but he comes close in the passage I have already cited. In the In Parmenidem, he makes it
clear that he wants to maintain that any providence worth the name requires a cause that knows

its products by knowing their precontainment in itself."* If one frames things in the terms used

"3 In Parm. 111, Luna/Segonds 111/2, 10-12 (790,10-791,27).
" Tbid.
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by the divine ideas tradition, he is attempting to show how all things are ultimately already

“referred to,” have their “answer” or “proxy” in the divine mind.

2.2 — The divine idea is not essentially “of” its effect

At this point, I turn to discuss a point I mentioned earlier: that Proclus is concerned not
only with showing that providence “anticipates” its effects—and so foreknows them—but also
with showing that this precontained effect is not somehow correlated with the effect so as to
presuppose it logically.

To demonstrate this point, I shall consider a distinction that Proclus draws in his Elements
and his In Parmenidem: the distinction between the “participated” (petexopévov) and the
“unparticipated” (&peBektov) cause. This distinction serves an important function for Proclus. In
introducing it, he hopes to avoid two problems that might otherwise appear in his account: his
concern is (a) that, if the form becomes “related to” its effect, it cannot function in the same way
in relation to all its effects and (b) that, the form, if its nature becomes correlative with its effects,
no longer has explanatory priority over those effects. His main purpose is thus to avoid making
the form—and, by extension, any other true cause—correlative with its effect. By attributing
providential oversight to the unparticipated cause while delegating any correlation with the effect

to the participated cause, Proclus seeks to avoid these problems.

2.2.1 — The participated and the unparticipated

Let us begin by looking at Elements, Proposition 23:

Every unparticipated produces from itself the participated, and every participated
substance is linked by upward tension to unparticipated existences.
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For on the one hand the unparticipated, being a monad (as belonging to itself and not to
another and as transcending the participants), generates the things that are participated.
For either it must remain fixed in sterility and isolation ... or else it will give something
from itself, in which the receiver becomes a participant and the given attains substantial
existence as a participated term.

Every participated term, on the other hand, becoming relative to the certain one by which
it is participated (Tivog yevopevov 0@’ o0 petéyeton), is secondary to that which in all is
equally present (tod naolv 6poing mapovtog) and has filled them all from itself. That
which is in one is not in the other, while that which is present to all alike (10 §¢ n&owv
®oaVTOG TPOV), that it may illuminate all, is not in any one but is prior to them all (iva
Ao EAAGUTT, OVK €V €Vi é0Ttv, GAAK TIpO TAV TGvtwV) ... [For] a principle which was
in all (év n&owv 6v) would be divided amongst all and would itself require a further
principle to unite the divided; and further, all the particulars would no longer participate
the same principle but this one and that another, through the diremption of its unity. And
if it be in one out of all, it will belong not to all but to that one. Inasmuch, then, as it is
both common to all that can participate and identical for all, it must be prior to all: that is,
it must be unparticipated.'

The first thing to note is that the “unparticipated” is the same as the “monad” for its order or
series. It is therefore worth returning briefly to Proposition 21, where Proclus characterizes the
role of the monad in the universal hierarchy:

Every order has its beginning in a monad and proceeds to a manifold coordinate
therewith; and the manifold in any order may be carried back to a single monad

" ET Prop. 23: TIav 10 Gpébektov DeioTeoty @’ €autod Ti PETEXOHEVH, KOl IO oi PETEXOpEVAL DITOOTAOELS Eig
apeBéktoug LIAPEEIG AvaTeivovTal.

TO pév yap apébtektov, povadog €xov Adyov Gg €autod OV Kal 00K GAAOL Kol OG EXNPNHEVOV TGV
HETEXOVT®V, Aroyevva T& petéxeoBon Suvapeva. fj yop &yovov éot&eton KaB’ anto, Kod o08EV av €xot tipov: §
Swoel T &@’ éovtod, Kol TO pev Aafov petéoye, 10 8¢ §00&v HITEOTN HETEXOHEVMG,.

1O 82 PETEXOHEVOVY TIY, TIVOG YEVOPEVOY D@’ 0D HETEXETAL, SEVTEPOV £0TL TOD ALY OOlwg TPOVTOG Ko
TIAVTA &’ EXVLTOD TANPOOCAVTOG. TO HEV YOp €V éVi BV év Tolg GAAOLG 00K €0TIV: TO € MAOIV MOADTMG TAPOV, Tva
Ao EAAGUTT], OUK €V €Vl €0TLV, GAAX TIPO TAV TAVTIWV. 1| YOp €V Tioiv é0Tv 1 év éVi TV TAvIeV T| Tpo AV
TMAVI®V. GAAX TO pEV €V dawv Oy, peploBev eig mavta, mdAv &AAov v Séotto Tod 1O peplobev évifovtog: Kol 0OKET’
v 10D avtod petéyol mavia, GAAG TO pEV GAAOL, TO 8¢ GAAOL, TOD €vOG HePLoBEVTOG. €l 8¢ év vl T@V MAVTwY, OVKETL
TV MAVTOV £0TaL, GAA’ £VOG. €l 00V Kal KOWVOV TAV PETEXEY SuVapéveY Kol TO adTO TAVTIWY, PO TAV TAVIWY
gotan 10010 8¢ dpédexTov.

I have altered the translation in this case because Dodds’ own translation here involves too much quick,
unspoken interpretive work. Most important is that Dodds chooses to translate the phrase “Tivog yevopevov 0’ ob
petéxetan” as “becoming a property of that particular by which it is participated.” (Dodds, Elements of Theology,
27.) By calling the participated term a property, Dodds implies the participated term in this proposition is among the
incomplete participated terms, those participated terms that depend on a substrate for their existence. He thus rules
out that the difficulty Proclus has in mind might be one involving the self-complete participated terms as well as
their incomplete counterparts.
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For the monad, being a principle, generates the appropriate manifold. Hence a series or
order is a unity in that the entire sequence derives from the monad its declension into
plurality.

And in the reverse direction the manifold may be carried back to a single common cause

... For that which is identical in every member ... did not proceed from any of the

members ... Since ... in every order there is a certain commonality, continuity, and

identity (Tig Kai Kowvwvia Kai cuvéxela Kal tavtdtng), due to which things are said to be
coordinate or not, is it clear that the identical element is derived by the whole order from

a single originative principle. Thus in each order or causal chain there exists a single

monad prior to the manifold.''

The monad explains why all the members belonging to a given order or series share the common
element characteristic of that order: why all souls are souls, why all healthy things are healthy,
why all ducks are ducks.

I take it that Proposition 23 is intended to continue the thought from Proposition 21.
Although it uses the term “unparticipated,” it is still referring to the monad heading a series. The
difference is that, in Proposition 23, Proclus is considering the monad under a particular guise: in
order to function as a monad in relation to its order, the monad must also be “the unparticipated.”
That is, it must not stand in a participation relationship with the participants that derive their
character from it.

Proclus cannot leave the matter there. For one thing, he holds that sensible particulars

(and particulars belonging to lower rungs in the hypostatic hierarchy) receive their character

through participation, so there must still be some entity or entities to stand in that relation to the

116 ET Prop. 21: I&oa TGE1g &mod povadog dpyopévn gig mAfiBog i povasdt abotoryov, kai meong tééewg 1o mAf0og
€lg piav dvayeton povada.

1] HEV Yap pHovdg, apxfig €xovoa Adyov, amrmoyevva T0 oikelov éavuti] AT Bog: 810 kad pio oglpd Kod pio
TG&1g, | 6AN Tapd Tg povadog Exel TV €ig T0 AT Bo¢ LTIOBaCY: 0L Yap €T1 TAE1G 00SE Oelpd, TiG HoVASog &ydvou
pevovuong Kab’ avTny.

10 8¢ mATBog avayeTon AWV €ig piov TV KOWNV TGV OHOTAYAV TAVI®V aitiav. TO yap v mavtl 16¢ TAnBe
TaOTOV 00K G’ £VOG TAV v T TANBet Thev Tpdodov Eoye: ... émel oDV Kab’ ék&otnv TEE 0Tl TIg Kai Kovavia kai
OLVEYELX KOl TAUTOTNG, S fijv Kal TaSe pev opoTayf] Aéyetal, Tade §¢ Etepotayii, SHAOV GG Amo kG apxiig fiKel maon
T Ta&eL TO TaTOV. €0TV Gpa HOVAG Hia Tpo Tod TARBoUC.
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participants. Further, because he is committed to the idea that the monad/unparticipated does
somehow explain the common character seen in a particular order or series, Proclus must find a
way to explain how it provides for that order or series without a direct participation relationship
with the participants.

That is the reason that Proclus posits the “participated” cause. These entities are produced
or generated by the unparticipated term, have the same character as the unparticipated term, and
stand in participation relationships with the individual participants belonging to the relevant
order.""”

Proclus spends considerable time in this passage explaining the reason for positing this
distinction, though it is, at first, less than perspicuous. If, he says, the form were present merely
“in” all the different participants, it would somehow be “divided” so as to have only one “part”
in each participant. And if that were the case, then either there would be nothing actually in
common among the participants—since each would have a different element explaining its
character—or there would be a new commonality, some feature held in common by the cause
and its participants, that would need explaining.

On its own, this proposition is not as clear as it could be about what problem the
distinction is intended to solve. One can easily see that the distinction is supposed to distance the
unparticipated, transcendent form—that which is actually common to all participants in a given

order—from the participants, but why that should be necessary is not immediately clear. Why

7 1t should be noted that the language in this passage provides further evidence against reading the participated and

the unparticipated form as merely the same entity viewed from different “perspectives,” as Radek Chlup has
suggested: the monad “generates” (&moyevvd) the participated term. In other passages, such as Proposition 27, it is
clear that, when one principle produces another, its product “stands alongside it as something other than it.” It is
reasonable to assume that what holds for relations between principles belonging to different orders holds for
relations between principles belonging to the same order. See Radek Chlup, Proclus: An Introduction (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2016), 100-104. Eric Perl holds a view similar view to Chlup’s on this topic. See Perl,
Theophany, 22-25.
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assume that, in order to be present in all its participants or effects, the cause must be “divided”

among them? Further, in what sense would it be divided?

2.2.2 — The sail cloth problem

My suggestion is that the problem is related in the various references that Proclus makes
to the manner in which a cause, when it is present in a participant, becomes “related to” its
participant. What Proclus is attempting to avoid is an “immanence” in which the cause becomes
correlative with its effect. He needs the cause from which all the participants derive their
common character to be “the same for all” (10 a010 Mévtwv), and this capacity to be the same
with respect to all is somehow compromised if the cause turns out to be correlative with its
effect."® In the coming section, I shall explain why, I take it, Proclus thinks as he does on this
matter. First, however, I must consider some alternative readings. Previous commentators have
noted that the problem discussed in Proposition 23 bears some resemblance to the “sail cloth”
problem from the Parmenides. Indeed, some have identified the two.'” Before arguing for my
own reading, therefore, I shall briefly argue that, whatever the problem is that Proclus wants to
avoid in Proposition 23, it is not simply the “sail cloth” problem, at least not in a naive form. In
doing so, I hope to support my own interpretation and head off potential objections.

In the relevant passage in the Parmenides, Socrates, wanting to say that a form can be
present in all its participants at the same time, likens it to a day: just as the same day can be
present to all things under it, so too can the same form be present to different participants.

Parmenides objects. To say that one and the same form is present to all its participants as a day is

118 That is not to say there are not other concerns involved. For instance, in the In Parmenidem IV, Proclus seems to

be concerned that the form must not be essentially tied to its instances lest they exhaust its power. (Luna/Segonds 78
(88729-34)) Perhaps the idea is that, by connecting the cause’s power with determinate potential effects, one would
render its potency finite in some way.

7 A.C. Lloyd, The Anatomy of Neoplatonism, 69; E.R. Dodds, Elements of Theology, 210-211.
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present to all the things on which its light falls, he thinks, is like saying that one and the same sail
cloth is “shared” by all the different objects that have been placed under it. The sail may be
present to each thing in some sense, but each thing is not in contact with the cloth as a whole.
Rather, it is in contact with only one part. Similarly, the day is not present to all its objects as a
whole but only in part: different daylight falls on this leaf, that bird on the windowsill, and the
blind mole. As such, the day is present in a different way to each. If either the day or the cloth
image is taken as a strong analogy for the way in which the form is present to all its participants,
it turns out that the form, too, is present only “in part” and “in a different way” to each
participant. Socrates is confounded and moves on to a different metaphor for participation.'*

As certain scholars have noted, the sail cloth problem “arises only when participation ...
is taken to be a relation between material bodies, like a single sail cloth covering many
people.”"?! If one keeps in mind that the form is immaterial, one can say that the form is
“immanent” in as many different, spatially-separate instances as one likes without implying that
it is located in space. Proclus would have known this response was available to him. Plotinus

makes it in his Enneads,'**

and, in fact, Proclus himself makes the same response in the In
Parmenidem.'* As long as one keeps in mind that one is using the term “in” in a non-spatial
sense, Proclus is perfectly happy to say, as he does in the In Parmenidem IV and Elements
Proposition 98, that there is some sense in which the form is both present in its participants and

not present in them.'** Given these considerations, it is peculiar that Proclus should bring up and

even give ground to what appears to be a similar problem in Elements Proposition 23. Why

120 Plato, Parmenides. 1 follow the Loeb: Plato: Cratylus. Parmenides. Greater Hippias. Lesser Hippias, trans.
Harold North Fowler. Loeb Classical Library 167 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1926), 213-217
(130e-131e).

12! Pieter d’Hoine, “Platonic Forms and Being—Life-Intellect,” 115.

122 Bor instance, Ennead V.2.2.20.

'3 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds 43-45 (864,12-866,23).

124 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds 63-72 (878-883). See also In Parm. IV, Luna/Segonds 33-34 (859,7-21).
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introduce a new distinction between the participated and the unparticipated?'*> My suggestion is
that the problem concerning Proclus in Proposition 23 is different from the sail cloth problem
from the Parmenides—at least if the latter is understood as a challenge having to do with how
forms can be at multiple spatial locations without ceasing to be one. His apparent acceptance, in
the Elements, that the sail cloth problem presents a genuine issue would make little sense given

his conclusion in the In Parmenidem.

2.2.3 — My reading of Proposition 23
I am now in a position to begin laying out my own reading. First, let us return to

Proposition 23:

Every participated term ... becoming related to a certain thing, by which it is participated,
is secondary to that which is present to all in the same fashion and has filled them all
from itself. For that which is in one is not in the others, while what which is present to all
in the same fashion, that it might illuminate all, is not in any one but is prior to all. For
either it is in all, or is in one from them all, or is before all. But a principle that is in all is
divided amongst all, and there would need to be yet another [principle] to unite the
divided; nor will all the participants participate in the same principle any longer, but this
one would participate in this principle and that one in that, the unity being divided. And if
it be in one from among all, it will no longer belong to all but to one. If, then, it is both
common to all those able to participate in it and the same in relation to all, it will be
before them all...'*

The relevant distinction is between that which becomes relative to a certain thing, by which it is
participated (Tvog yevopevov 0@’ o petéyeton) and that which is present in the same way to all
the things that are filled with its character (100 o Opoiwg mapovTog Kal mavta &’ ExVTod

nAnpooavtog). If it is to be “common to all that can participate in it” (kowvov T@®v petéxely

Suvapévwv) and “the same for each” (a0TO Gvtwy), it must be “before all” (mpo TGV MAvTwY).

12 For this reason, I doubt Jonathan Greig (The First Principle, 102-103) is correct in thinking the distinction
indicates that Proclus implicitly accepts the sail-cloth challenge—at least if the challenge is understood to consist in
the apparent difficulty with having a single form present at different locations in space.

26 ET Prop. 23.
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In Proposition 24, Proclus draws the distinction in slightly different terms. In this
proposition, the unparticipated “is relative to all and not to a certain one” (100 néviwv 6vtog Kai
00 Tvog), while the participated “is relative to a certain one and not to all” (tTivog dv Kai o0
navtwv). Finally, Proclus expresses the distinction in yet a third, slightly different way later in
Proposition 24: the unparticipated is “the one before the many” (év mp0 t@v mMoAAGV), while the
participated term is the one “in the many” (10 6¢ peteydpevov €v 101G TOAAOIG).

In these passages, Proclus seems to use the genitive to suggest relation in a broad sense. It
is in this broad sense that Proclus is perfectly happy to allow that the unparticipated can be
“related to” the participants in its order. The prepositions “év” and “np0,” on the other hand,
connote relation in more specific senses. To say that a constitutive cause is “év” another entity in
this sense is to say that it is correlative with it. That is, they are in some regard mutually defining;
hence, qua relata, they are, as it were, on the same footing. Some illustrations might help. Take
Grendel’s dame. She is only a mother because she stands in relation to another individual:
Grendel. Thus, her motherhood—or at least her being Grendel’s mother—is explained by a
property that Grendel has, namely being her son. She thus has her being qua Grendel’s mother
“in” Grendel.

If I am correct about how Proclus uses the term “év,” some other things that he says begin
to make more sense. For instance, it begins to make sense why he would want to avoid saying
that the monad is “in” the participants belonging to its order. Let us return to Grendel’s dame for
a moment. The fact that she is Grendel’s mother has no logical priority over the fact that Grendel
is her son; indeed, the former fact presupposes the latter. Consequently, her being his mother
cannot explain his being her son. Or take another illustration: a knower is only a knower insofar

as the thing he knows is known. His status as knower is logically dependent upon or
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simultaneous with the object. Thus, it is logically, at least, dependent upon the object qua known
and does not explain, in any constitutive sense, its character as known."” Proclus cannot accept
that the relationship holding between the monad and the participants in its order is a correlation
as in these two illustrations, for the whole point behind positing a monad is that it has logical
priority over the participants so as to be able to provide an explanation of the kind that a mere
correlative of the participants cannot.

In addition, it begins to make sense that, if the unparticipated term were to be “in all” (év
naow 6v), it would somehow become “parcelled out amongst all” (peproBev €ig mévta). If to be
“in” a participant is to be correlative with that participant, to say that the unparticipated is “in all”
means that it is correlative with each participant severally. And, insofar as it is correlative with
each participant, its character is also exclusive to that participant. Consider another illustration.
King Lear has three daughters: Goneril, Regan, and Cordelia. King Lear also has a relation
property corresponding to each. Call these properties “being-Goneril’s-father,” “being-Regan’s-
father,” and “being-Cordelia’s-father.” There is a sense in which Lear’s being Goneril’s father
presupposes Goneril and her being his daughter. Because Goneril’s own character as “being-
Lear’s-daughter” explains, in part, Lear’s “being-Goneril’s-father,” the relation necessarily
involves—logically presupposes in fact—Goneril and her character. Consequently, it cannot be

the same as Lear’s relation to any other individual. In being dependent upon their respective

27 Proclus is ambivalent towards the idea that the knower and the known are distinct. He ostensibly follows Plotinus
in claiming that the knower qua knowing and the known qua being known are, in some sense, identical. This
commitment presumably helps him to avoid skepticism. On the other hand, he thinks each level knows only itself by
strict identity. Each thing knows things on other levels by possessing an answer to them. For instance, the Demiurge
knows the intelligibles by containing, or possessing, his own forms; and the soul knows the demiurgic Adyot by
containing soulish Adyot. Even within a particular rung, the knowing and known elements are distinct, as Being
knows itself qua intelligible only through its intellective aspect. On the whole, then, Proclus’ system seems more
inclined to distinction between the knower and the known. See Pieter d’Hoine, “Platonic Forms and the Triad of
Being, Life, and Intellect,” in All from One: A Guide to Proclus, eds. Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martjin, 98-121
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 103. It is perhaps because this distinction remains present in Proclus that
his successor, Damascius, feels compelled to draw the distinction even between the thing known and the
knowledge’s content in the knower: Sebastian Gertz, “Knowledge, Intellect and Being in Damascius’ Doubts and
Solutions Concerning First Principles,” Ancient Philosophy 36 (2016): 479-494.
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relata, the properties/relations by which Lear is father to his three daughters are also
incompatible with the other relata.

As with the property “being-Grendel’s-mother,” these properties presuppose their
respective relata. But notice something else now: King Lear’s being Goneril’s father cannot
explain his relation to Cordelia not only because it presupposes its relatum but also because it is
necessarily a relation that Lear cannot have with Cordelia. King Lear’s being a father then turns
out not to be a single relational property, in which respect he is the same in relation to each
daughter; rather, it is multiple properties, each “colored” by its association with a different
daughter and hence inapplicable to the others.

If King Lear is to explain why he is father to Goneril, Regan, and Cordelia, he must have
some character that does not presuppose them. He must have some character that explains (a)
how his daughters are dependent upon him for their character qua daughters (b) without his
character qua cause being dependent upon their character qua daughters. Additionally, with
respect to this character, he must be the same in relation to each daughter. Otherwise, his
providential act would, again, be affected by the objects—at least insofar as it is sensitive to the
fact that they are distinct objects—and so cease to be genuinely logically prior and hence
explanatory.

It is at this point that I return to how Proclus uses “rtpé” in Propositions 23 and 24. Once
it has been established that “év” is used to connote a correlation, it is natural to read “np6” as
connoting a relation in which one term has priority over the other: to say that the unparticipated
term is “before” the participants is to say that its character is logically prior to theirs in some
way. It is independent, not needing them for its own character as Grendel’s mother’s character

qua mother is dependent upon Grendel’s own character and existence. And because it is
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independent, it is the same in relation to each effect because, qua that character, the cause is a
cause simply by being itself. Or, to bring the discussion back to something closer to Proclus’ own
terms, consider how the hypostasis “Life” relates to its participants. One cannot define living
things without at least implicit reference to Life, but the reverse is not true. One can readily
define Life without being able to “read off” from it the various individual living things or lives.
Or take the form “Humanity.” One cannot explain individual humans such as Socrates and
Aristotle without reference to Humanity, but the individuals Socrates and Aristotle are not, in the

same way, immediately implied by Humanity.

2.2.4 — Participation involves correlation

Now, there would be an apparently simple solution for Proclus if this were the whole
picture. He could simply say that the monad possesses a certain character, which it then
“transfers,” as it were, to the participant. Its possessing that character would then be logically
prior to its participant’s possessing the same character. It would still be a correlative so far as its
character as participated went, but it would not have the property that it donates due to its
correlation with the participant.

The difficulty is that participation, for Proclus, is not a “donation” in the sense that a
cause, possessing some character, “transfers” that character to a participant.'® As Proclus makes

clear in his Elements Proposition 27, the producer is not parcelled out or reduced even in

128 This rules out, I think, the reading suggested by Lloyd Gerson in his article “Proclus and the Third Man,” Etudes

platoniciennes 8 (2011): 105-118, according to which the form has an odoia that it shares in common with the
things on which it bestows that character.
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“physical generation or generative causes.”'* Further, as he says in both the In Parmenidem and
the Elements, the character in the cause and the character in the participant are distinct. Whatever
character the participants receive is not the same as the character the cause possesses. Both these
textual considerations rule out reading participation as a transfer. Though one can talk about the
effect on the subject as a gift, it is not a gift that passes from one hand to the other. When one
gives a gift in the everyday sense, the giver by necessity does not keep what he gives; that is not
the case with the character given by the cause to its products, which “remains” in the cause.

Nor does the cause “produce” a character in its participant so that the latter simply
“possesses” the character in its own right. If the form somehow came to be “lodged” in or
“transferred to” the subject, the latter would no longer need the former in order to be what it is.
That is how certain causes function—namely, those within the same rank: a human receives its
human form from another human; but once the gift is given, the new human no longer needs to
the former in order to continue to be human. It has its own human form now, a form that belongs
to this human and not to the parent. In contrast, the character given by the constitutive cause, in
Proclus, functions differently: the character belonging to the participant is always and by very
nature derivative.

Proclus himself gives the answer in the In Parmenidem. “[TThe common element in the
many instances,” he says, “is [their] being derived from the same term,” the “same term”
referring to the monad." Proclus suggests that the common feature belonging to all the members

in a manifold is a relation to a single relatum. To have a property derivatively (kat péfe&wv) is

WET Prop. 27. One can find an analogous idea in Christian thought, where it appears as the “doctrine of the

undiminished giver,” for which see Lewis Ayres, “The Holy Spirit as the ‘Undiminished Giver’: Didymus the
Blind’s De spiritu sancto and the Development of Nicene Pneumatology,” in The Holy Spirit in the Fathers of the
Church: The Proceedings of the Seventh International Patristic Conference, Maynooth, 2008, eds. D. Vincent
Twomey SVD and Janet E. Rutherford, 57-72 (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2010). For more on the undiminished
giver in non-Christian Platonic thought, see R.E. Witt, “Plotinus and Posidonius,” Classical Quarterly 24, no. 3/4
(1930): 198-207, especially 206-207.

'3 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds (880,10-11; see 880,3-12 for necessary context).
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to stand in a certain relation to something that has that same property in its nature (ka8’ Ondp&v).
To have the property “blue,” in the everyday sense, is to stand in a participation relationship with
something that simply is blue. Thus, when one looks at a blueberry and a blue jay and sees that
both are blue, the common thing one sees is their standing in a certain relation of derivation to
something that has blue as its own, non-derivative character.

A final note: all this is not to say that there is no character that the cause genuinely
bestows on its participants. Through the participated term, the unparticipated “implants” a power,
a certain property or character, in the participant. These are genuine powers: things like
ensoulment in bodies for instance. But they are not numerically the same in each instance, nor
are they the same character as what belongs to the participated or unparticipated terms—though

there may well be a genuine resemblance to that character.

2.2.5 — What the “npo” relationship must involve
It is now time to consider, with a little more care, what it means for the unparticipated
term to stand “before” rather than “in” the participants. In the discussion in the previous sections,
I have suggested what the relationship must involve in order to fill its argumentative role for
Proclus: the unparticipated term must
a) relate to all the relevant participants in such a way as to anticipate them with respect
to their common character and
b) relate to the participants in a way that avoids making it correlative with them so in
any way that would compromise its logical priority. That is, it must stand in an
asymmetrical relation with them.

If one manages to secure b) without a), one ends up explaining only some desiderata. If one

secures a) but not b), on the other hand, one has gotten the right elements on the table—the cause
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and all its effects—but has lost the explanatory power. In making the cause correlative with its
effects, one has made it logically simultaneous with them. It now derives its character from them
as much as they their character from it. It cannot, therefore, serve as their source or origin; for
they would already need to exist to give it its character, which is what must already be there if it
is to explain them. Neither, then, can the unparticipated term or its character serve as the “grip”
by which the cause knows its effects before the effects come to be.

In what way is the unparticipated related to the participants by being “before” them? I
would make two suggestions. First, the participants are related to it as its (indirect) derivatives.
In that (again indirect) sense, the unparticipated is related to the participants, namely as that to
which they are all related as its derivatives. Although the unparticipated term does not directly
cause its participants to possess their character, it does give its character to the participated terms,
which is what enables them to “pass on,” to the extent possible, that character to the participants.
Thus, it is possible to attribute their character, ultimately, to the unparticipated form even though
It does not have any direct efficient causal relation with them. Second, the unparticipated term
relates to the participants by being what they ultimately resemble. An illustration might help.
Suppose you are sitting in the Ashmolean Museum and are rather taken by John Everett Millais’
Mariana. Being a somewhat skilled painter, you decide to try your hand at copying it."*' The
copy turns out beautifully, and you hang it in your parlor. A few weeks later, your friend visits
you and sees the copy. She is inspired to try her own hand at painting. Because she is less skilled,
though, she decides that an attempt to copy Mariana itself is beyond her. Your own copy,
however, is cruder, with more obvious brushstrokes and unsubtle shadowing, so your friend

decides that she should copy it instead. Her hope is that, in approximating your work, she will

131 This is obviously purely hypothetical: the author makes no claims to any skill whatever in painting or the other
visual arts.
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also approximate the original Mariana. Suppose that she does this multiple times, ending up with
several copies based on your copy. These ultimate copies resemble, in some sense, the Mariana,
though they have no direct paradigm—copy relationship with it. They resemble it by standing in a
paradigm—copy relationship with your copy, which in turn allows them to resemble Mariana. Yet
there is a peculiar relationship between the ultimate copies and the original: the whole “chain”
along which the resemblance “travels” is made possible by the fact that the first painting exists
and has a certain, resemblable character in its own right. Similarly, the unparticipated is
resembled by the participants simply by being itself. It does not stand in a paradigm—copy
relation to them, which would make it a paradigm for them. There is no difference between the
unparticipated-being-resembled-by-x and the unparticipated-being-itself. If it gives them
something, it is by giving them something to resemble, which they are then directly enabled to
resemble by the participated terms.

The main disanalogy here obviously arises from the fact that, with the paintings, the
analogues for the participated terms—your first copy—is itself a copy. In contrast, the
participated terms are not copies. They are somehow identical in character to the unparticipated
term, the only difference being that they do stand in paradigm—copy relationship with
participants. In this respect, another illustration is perhaps nearer the mark. Consider a blueprint.
It has a character in its own right. That character is not dependent upon its being a blueprint for
anything. Now, suppose that one were to make two copies of the blueprint. Now there are three
blueprints: one original and two derivative ones. All possess the same character, which enables
them to serve as blueprints of things. Next, suppose that the two replica blueprints are used as the
blueprint for a house each. Now, it is true that the two replica blueprints have become correlative

with the houses for which they serve as blueprints; in fact, they now function as blueprints
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precisely in that they are correlative with the houses in this way. Meanwhile, the original
blueprint is not the blueprint for those houses; it is not correlative with them. Even so, it is in
some sense responsible for them insofar as they are based on the character found in the two
replica blueprints, which are derived from its own, original character. Despite the fact that the
houses were not directly based on the same blueprint, they were based on blueprints whose own
character they received first from the original blueprint.

The replica blueprints are linked to the original blueprint by an identity relationship: they
are formally the same. The things built according to the replica blueprints need not have the same
character; they stand in a “copied—from” relationship to their respective replica blueprints and
thereby resemble the original blueprint. And resemblance, as Proclus and other Platonists from
his era hold, is an asymmetrical relation. The replica blueprints can be resembled by their copies,
but they cannot do so without also standing in the original-copy relation, in respect of which
relation they do not have logical priority. But the copies can stand in a resemblance relation to

the original blueprint without its standing in a reciprocal relation to them.

2.2.6 — What the participated—unparticipated distinction does
Proclus employs the unparticipated—participated form distinction in order to enable himself to
make both the claims he wants to make about the divine ideas and their role in divine productive
foreknowledge. He can say that the copy is anticipated by the unparticipated form in that the
latter possesses, in advance, the content that will later make an appearance in the participant; this
is a bit like saying that one knows the portrait in advance because one knows the likeness that
will appear in it. As the same time, he knows that to know the participant (and the

effect/irradiation that takes up lodging in it) as effect/participant means to know its cause not qua
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substance but qua cause/participated—that is, as in relation to the effect. So, he introduces the
participated form, whose content does involve its belonging to that recipient. For instance,
Socrates was known qua man in advance by the form Man. But he is also known qua concrete,
actual effect and individual by the participated cause, which knows him as its direct effect
because it knows itself as his cause.

I wish to put forward one final point as evidence for my claims. In setting out his own
philosophical system, Proclus engages in polemics against other philosophical schools; and
certain among these polemics make best sense if one grants the claims I have been making so far
and, in turn, support my claim that Proclus was concerned with the relationships among the
divine ideas, productive foreknowledge, and simultaneous referentiality and transcendence. In
his commentary on the Parmenides, Proclus has a lengthy passage contrasting the Neoplatonic
position on providence with the positions taken by its rivals. He mentions two groups. The first
“is concerned to preserve” divine providence and “its relation to matter.”*** The second instead
emphasizes providence’s “unrelatedness” (10 &oyetov), compromising its providential and
creative power."* In contrast, Plato “preserves [both] on a non-relational level [its] providential

aspect ... and [its] transcendental aspect as knowing and providing for ... secondary entities.”"*

Preserving as he does, then, both these aspects simultaneously, it is natural that he should
have demonstrated, [in] raising difficulties, that it is absurd to allow a relationship
between the patterns and their participants; and in the present argument, that if one
preserves the Forms themselves completely without relativity, without adding in what
way they are both transcendent and yet penetrate through all things, and are everywhere
as regards their providential aspect, while being nowhere [as regards] their essence, then
... they [cannot] have causal and transcendental intellection [concerning] our affairs.'*

132 In Parm. 1V, Luna/Segonds 130-131 (921,12-14): ot pév 10 mpovontikov T Beiag aitiog peta oxéocwg éviiov
QUAQTTOVTEG,.

' Luna/Segonds 131 (921,15-22).

13 Luna 131 (921,22-26): AAX’ 6 ye IIAGTevog AGYog Kal TO TIPOVONTIKOV T@V €186V T@V Belwv ... doxetov Tpel,
Ko TO €ENPNHEVOV YVOOTIKOV TAV SEVTEPMV KAL TIPOVOT|TIKOV.

'35 In Parmenidem IV, Luna/Segonds 131 (921,28-922,1).
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Proclus never names his targets in this passage, but it seems likely that they are the Stoics and the
Peripatetics respectively.'*® That is not remarkable in its own right. One would expect him to
engage in what is, by the time he is writing, a longstanding debate over providence." What is
interesting is that, in this passage, Proclus hints at why, in attempting to establish the most
satisfactory position on providence, he feels the need to strike the proper balance between
transcendence and immanence. In particular, it is notable that he thinks a successful account, like
Plato’s, will secure divine knowledge as both providential (and cognizant) and non-relative to its
objects. Both the Peripatetic and the Stoic fail to provide satisfactory accounts because, in
different ways, they fail to secure one aspect or the other.

My suggestion is, though Proclus never quite says this, that one main problem with the
Stoic and the Peripatetic accounts is that they fail to secure, respectively, divine foreknowledge
and divine foreknowledge. This fact is more obvious with the Peripatetics: Proclus explicitly says
that, by failing to maintain some relation between the causes and their effects, also surrender the
ability to say that the causes know their effects. And that he thinks so makes sense. For the
Aristotelian, God is thought thinking itself. God takes no thought for other things and receives
nothing from them. So, while things are ordered by providence in a sense—they circle around
God, desiring him and attempting to become like him as far as their own natures will permit—
there is no divine plan according to which things unfold. Things within the world are left to their
own devices.

For the Stoic, in contrast, the world unfolds with divine involvement at each step. More

specifically, it unfolds according to the immanent principles, or Adyot, found in all things. These

1% See Introduction from Jan Opsomer and Carlos Steel, “Introduction,” in Jan Opsomer and Carlos Steel, trans.,
Proclus: Ten Problems Concerning Providence, 2.

137 Robert W. Sharples, “Threefold Providence: The History and Background of a Doctrine,” Bulletin of the Institute
of Classical Studies, Supplement 78 (2003): 107-127.
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principles, however, are inseparable from the very processes they are to explain.'*® They are, as it
were, along for the ride. Consider, for instance, the enmattered redness in some particular apple.
In one sense, its presence does explain why the apple is red. But because it has no existence
except as the redness belonging to that apple, it is every bit as dependent on the apple as the
apple is on it. There is little room for oversight, as it were. As with the Aristotelian, it is difficult
to see how the Stoic (at least on such a picture) could say that there is anything like a divine plan
for the world. Because there is so little distance between the Adyot and their supposed effects,
how things unfold seems to be an inexplicable brute fact more than something that can be
attributed to beneficent oversight—at least if one thinks, like Proclus and his predecessors do,
that providence involves something like forethought.

This reading clarifies certain things in the Proclan corpus. Proclus often talks about the
need for the forms and other true causes to be both immanent and transcendent, but the reasons
he gives in such passages can be hazy.'* But it becomes much clearer on this reading. If (a)
Proclus thinks providence requires productive foreknowledge, which (b) is secured for him by
something like the divine ideas, and (c) the divine ideas need to be both related to their effects to
be referentially useful and unrelated to their effects to explain how the divine knows its products
before they come to be, then it would make perfect sense for him to conclude that (d) the Stoics
and the Aristotelians, by failing to secure the necessary transcendence and immanence for the
divine ideas, also fail to secure divine foreknowledge and hence divine providence. This reading

helps to clarify what is at stake in these passages from the commentary on the Parmenides; the

% In Parm. IV, Luna/Segonds 78 (888,5-9).

%7 Consequently, the explanations made by commentators likewise tend to be hazy. Take, for instance, E.R. Dodds’
comment on Props. 23 and 98: Dodds, Elements of Theology, 210-211 and 251-252. Dodds says, in his commentary
on Prop. 23, “If participation is to be real, the Form must be immanent, and therefore divided; if it to be participation
of undivided principle, the Form must be transcendent, and therefore not directly participated.” He does not explain
why, once Proclus has done away with the idea that a form is spatially located, he cannot have one and the same
form equally present to all its instances.
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passages from the Parmenides, in turn, show that Proclus certainly does connect divine
productive foreknowledge (and hence providence) with his concern with transcendence and
immanence.

A second reason can be supplied. This one is perhaps more intuitive and has to do with
Proclus’ and other Neoplatonists’ desire to attribute something like real forethought and
knowledge to providence. The reason is that, if there is nothing like a blueprint in the artisan’s
mind, anticipating the product, it seems difficult to say that the artist really intended to produce
the art or that she can be held responsible for the product. One can say that an artist intends to
produce a sculpture because, before there is any trace of a sculpture in the block of marble on
which she works, she already has in mind the form of the statue that she will produce. If, on the
other hand, the form of the statue came into her head only as she was going along, as if the
marble were giving her the idea as much as she was imparting the form to the marble, her

preconception would serve no such role. So too with the gods in Proclus.

3 — Divine ideas and the concern with immanence—transcendence

So far, my argument in the last chapter and this has shown that Proclus is concerned with
holding two different commitments that seem to stand in tension. He wants to say that all things
in the universe are contained in advance by their causes. All things must therefore be, in some
way, anticipated by providence. On the other hand, he wants to avoid concluding that, because
the cause anticipates its effect, it is therefore, qua cause, related to its effect in a way that would
compromise its explanatory priority.

This tension is interesting in its own right, but it takes on additional significance when

one considers that Proclus wants to say that providence knows what it is going to make.
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Providence must be able to intend its effects. When that is kept in mind, it becomes clear that the
problem has to do not merely with whether the cause contains a certain potency for producing
the thing that it does in fact produce but with whether that potency can be understood to “refer”
to the effect in advance. Like the k0opog vontog in Philo or the ideas in Alcinous, the effect-as-
precontained-in-the-cause, the cause-qua-imitable, functions as proxy for the effect, allowing the
cause an intentional “grip” on the effect without presupposing its existence.

If one rereads the problem in this way, it sounds more like this: Proclus wants to say, on
the one hand, that there exists some idea in the divine mind that “refers” to the object so that, by
intending to make something in accordance with that idea, the divine mind intends to make that
very copy or object. On the other hand, Proclus wants to avoid making the cause qua cause
relative to its effect, which would presuppose the effect and so render the cause without much
use in explaining it.

His concern is, in other words, with something very much like the CFP. If that is correct,
then Proclus is in fact advancing the divine ideas tradition in a very important way. His
predecessors posited the divine ideas in order to explain how God knows what he will make
before he makes it, but they did not do much work to explain how such a system works. In
contrast, Proclus does set out to provide such an explanation by fleshing out the manner in which
the “divine ideas” are not mere, particular blueprints but a character precontained in the divine
itself—and imitable by various possible participants.

Proclus also parts ways with his predecessors in wrestling more clearly than they did with
the proper logical relationship between the “divine ideas” and their effects. He, unlike them, sees
the possible problems in trying to get the “proxy” for the intended object to “hook up to” the

effect in the right way. On the one hand, Proclus wants the self-knowledge in question to be

101



logically prior to its being directed towards certain effects or products. Hence his interest in
stating that God creates things because he knows them rather than knows them because he will
create them—that is, the explanation runs from the “idea” or “blueprint” to the thing made
according to it rather than the reverse. On the other hand, he thinks that causal self-knowledge
requires a precontained correspondent to the effect. These two desires stand in tension since the
latter might be taken to imply that the cause, in order to know its effect, must stand in an
antecedent relation to something, either the effect itself or something, like the divine idea, that

can stand in for the effect, serving as a “proxy.”

4 — A problem and would-be solutions: the henads and the One
In brief, the problem is as follows: participants must derive their character as distinct

from somewhere, but they cannot derive their character from that in which they participate. The
reason they cannot get their character from the things in which they participate is that, on the
Platonic framework, the participant only receives what is the same from that in which it
participates, so that, for instance, Socrates receives his humanity but not his pallor from the
Human—and even if he had no other characteristics than being human, he would still be
different from the Human insofar as he is a copy and not the original, an effect and not the cause;
and that difference cannot be explained by the fact that he is caused by the Human, which only
causes in him what, in him, is identical with it—namely, his humanity. Besides, even if it were
possible for a Platonic cause to precontains the participant as such, the result would be that the

participant contains nothing distinct from the form—a fact that would collapse the distinction
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that was implied in the first place. To put it in other words, Proclus wants to but cannot explain
difference.'*

In general, this problem does not come into the foreground because Proclus can defer the
problem further and further up (or down) his system. The fact that Life requires a substratum on
which to operate is not a problem because that substratum is supplied by the Forms, whose work
in the subject make it suitable for operation by Life. But, as I shall attempt to show, the problem
eventually arises when one tries to ask how the subject as such is established—that is, when
Proclus is forced to ask how the cause produces the very individuality presupposed by all causal
operation.

What I am referring to as “individuality,” though not answering to a single term used by
Proclus, does pick out a concept in his work. My suggestion is that he comes closest to the
concept when using the term “unity.” To establish that he uses “unity” to gesture at something
like what my term “individuality” picks out, I turn to his Ten Problems Concerning Providence.
There, in a passage in which he explains how it is that providence knows and arranges all things,
he says the following:

Just as of all perceptible things there must be some ... criterion and likewise of the Forms

prior to the perceptible things there must be some other criterion which discerns them—

for if one part were to discern one object, another part another, it would be similar, as
someone says, to “me perceiving this thing and you another”—thus there must be
something prior to the Forms, having a unitary knowledge of both universals and

individuals. For how could it otherwise order some things as participants, others as
participated?'"

149 And that is the case even though Proclus did think about the need for causes to explain difference, unlikeness,

likenss, sameness, and so forth. See, just for one example, Pieter d’Hoine, “The Forms of Likeness and Unlikeness
in Proclus,” Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium of Ancient Philosophy 29 (2014): 1-37.

TP 1, §4,25-33, p. 57: Et enim, sicut sensibilium omnium oportet esse impartibile aliquid iudicatorium, et
specierum que ante sensibilia aliud et has discernens—si enim alio aliud, dicit aliquis, simile ac si hoc quidem ego,
illud autem tu sentias—sic oportet esse aliquid ante species, unam habens cognitionem universaliumque et
individuorum; aut qualiter ordinabit hec quidem ut participantia, hec autem ut participata?
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Proclus thinks that, in order for providence to establish the kéopog, it must possess a character
that is more universal and hence extends to both particulars and universals, both forms and
perceptibles, both participants and their participated terms. And the only thing that these have in
common, he says, are their “being one.”'** Although Proclus does not extend his move here to
things beyond &topa and universals, it seems clear from the Elements that all things, up to and
including the hypostases, are dependent upon unity from the One. It seems reasonable, then, to
think that he holds that each thing is, logically speaking, first a unity and only then established as
belonging to a particular t&&1g or standing in participatory relations with other things.

That unity is supposed to function as the prerequisite for entry into participation relation
already suggests that unity functions as something somewhat like individuality in the sense I
have been using the term. But it is another passage that makes the connection clearest. In the
seventh problem concerning providence, Proclus considers whether one might ask “why one
thing has come to be in this particular rank in the universe and that thing in another.” Again, he is
allowing that there might be a distinction to draw between a thing and its particular character, its
rank, its role as participated or participant, and so forth. His initial reply is simply to say that
there can be no further investigation into the matter, for “to ask this question is to ask for a
principle for a principle. The only principle for such things is the universal order. One should not
look for a principle prior to it in cases involving things that have nothing prior, for there is

1 143

nothing [prior] at all.** He seems to be rejecting the question entirely, though he recognizes that

one can ask it.

142 Steel and Opsomer, Ten Problems Concerning Providence, “Introduction,” 18-22; Steel, “Providence and Evil,”
in All from One: A Guide to Proclus, eds. Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martjin, 240-257 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2017).

3 TP VII, §48,1-10, p. 111: Et non querendum iterum propter quid hoc quidem in hoc ordine factum est universi,
hoc autem in alio, et hoc quidem delectatur, hoc autem tristatur propter principium sui ipsius consistentie aut id quod
preter naturam superducens aut quod secundum naturam consistenti secundum ipsum: nam hoc querere est querere
principium principii. Principium enim solummodo talium est universi ordo, quo non oportet prius querere in non
habentibus aliquid prius neque totaliter entibus.
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Nonetheless, it soon becomes clear that Proclus does recognize that the question can be

asked. It might not be appropriate, but it is conceivable and sufficiently intelligible to warrant a

reply:

If ... something from elsewhere and having a prior existence comes into this order ... it is
necessary to ask in [that thing’s] case ... about its merit and about its being in agreement
with its rank and about what connects it with its rank—otherwise the one would be
connected in vain with the other. Everything that does not enter into a rank, however, but
originates in it, is in unison with its order, even if there is nothing which brings them
together. And therein consists the principle of merit for that thing, namely to be bound up
with the order from which it has taken its origin. For the fact of having originated it
receives no merit. For everything that is in accordance with merit is attributed to
something pre-existing, but this thing did not exist at all before its coming into being in
such a way as to make it possible for us to ask about the merit of its coming into being.
Therefore ... for those who exist prior to their order [in the universe] their order is in
accordance with merit; for those who originate from a certain order [their order] is not in
accordance with merit, but is the principles of what is [for them] in accordance with
merit. For what is in accordance with merit is posterior and not first.'*

Proclus is not only aware that there might be a distinction between the individual and its rank in
the universe; he even admits that there is a certain (purely hypothetical) sense in which one
might ask how one came to be placed in one t&&1¢g rather than another. He admits that, if one
somehow existed before one came to be in a given cosmic rank, there might be legitimate
concerns about whether one deserves to belong to that rank rather than another. His response

takes the issue seriously. If one originates within a certain rank, he says, one can have no claim

on where one is put because one does not, in actual fact, have an existence prior to existing in

" TP VII, §48,12-31, pp. 111-112: Si autem aliquid aliunde et prius ens venit in ordinem, in isto quod secundum
dignitatem et quod ad ordinem consonum inquirere necessarium et complicans ambo, non frustra aliud alii
complecti. Omne autem quodcumgque non in ordinem intrat, sed ab ordine fit, concordat ordini, et si nichil sit
conducens; et hoc est ipsi le secandum dignitatem: ordini colligari a quo gentium est; ipsius autem quod est factum
fuisse dignitatem non suscipit: omne enim le secundum dignitatem attribuitur preexistenti; hoc autem non erat
totaliter ante generationem, ut utique et eam que secundum dignitatem quereremus generationem. Quare ... entibus
quidem ante ordinem ordo secundum dignitatem; hiis autem qui ab ordine non secundum dignitatem, sed ordo
principium eius quod secundum dignitatem: nam le secundum dignitatem posterius, sed non primum.

105



that rank.'* Notice that, even though Proclus does not consider the question to be appropriate to
ask in the end, he never denies that it is, in some sense at least, a sensible question.'*® His
response is to say that, in actual fact, there are not cases in which the individual “first” came to
be in one rank and then came to be in another rank so that one might ask about whether the
assignment was merited. But that does not preclude the conceptual possibility, which suggests
that Proclus is willing to entertain that, notionally at least, there is a distinction to draw between
the individual that stands in participation-relations, possesses certain characters, and so forth, and
the particular rank and relations that it possesses. Each thing, at least logically speaking,
possesses some individuality or self that is able to enter into relations, bear properties, and so
forth. I take it that this something is filling the same logical role as my “individuality.”

Although Proclus himself does not state that the unity that all things possess is the same
as the individuality that they must possess in order to enter into certain ranks and relations, it
seems plausible: in the very same treatise where he entertains the latter concept, he also holds
that it is the former that enables providence to assign things to and arrange things in their
respective ranks and roles. Given that identification is plausible, it also becomes plausible to see
Proclus as attempting, in his Ten Problems, to fold even the individuality presupposed by
participation relationships under providence. And the manner in which he attempts to do so is by
appealing, as one might expect, to participation. He claims that providence knows all things

through its being one, namely its existing as an individual thing in the universal hierarchy:

> In an unexpected way, this argument anticipates the non-identity theodicy proposed by Robert Merrihew Adams,

“Actualism and Thisness,” Synthese 49, no. 1 (1981): 9-10 and Vince R. Vitale, Non-identity Theodicy: A Grace-
Based Response to the Problem of Evil. Oxford Theology and Religion Monographs (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2020), 179-180, 190-191.

146 T suspect that Proclus is responding to the Stoics here. For the Stoics, the world repeats in endless cycles. In that
context, questions may arise as to whether the same individual, being numerically the same across different cycles,
might end up in a different rank in different cosmic epochs. Proclus certainly knew of the Stoics, and his own
tradition allows that souls might migrate into higher or lower animals, so it would not be unnatural to ask this sort of
question.
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Beyond all [other knowledges], however, is providence’s knowledge. It exists above
intellect, having established itself in an activity prior to thinking [i.e. pronoia] due to the
One alone, according to which every god is said both to exist and to exercise providence
over all things. By this One, according to which all exists, providence knows all things ...
If, then, it is according to its being one that providence is that which is said to be and
imparts what is good to all things, and if this [good] is the same as the One, it is due to
the way that it exists as providence for all that it also knows the things for which it
provides. It is therefore by being one that providence can know all things, i.e. by the fact
that it does not pertain to wholes more than parts, not more to which is according to
nature than to what is contrary to nature, not more to forms than to the formless.'"’
To know them as “one” is to know them not according to their properties nor even according to
their rank or kind in the hierarchy but simply as what bears some “unity” or “identity” from the
One. The problem is that even the implanted unity arising from the henads is only a
vnokeipevov—1 and must still take up its residence in a bmokeipevov—2 unless one is willing to

collapse the distinction between the subject and the effect produced in it. (I shall consider that

latter possibility later.) From these passages, we can learn the following three things:

a) There is a “thisness” to things
b) A thing’s “thisness” is established by providence

¢) The henads supply a “unity” that does double duty as “thisness”

[ am now going to show that Proclus attributes providence to the henads, or gods, and
that they exercise providence by irradiating things with their own characteristic: unity. In order to

do so, I shall first need briefly to characterize the henads. The gods, or henads, are the One’s

“ TP 1, §4,1-25, pp. 56-57: Ultra autem has omnes est providentie cognition, super intellectum existens et uno
solo, secundum quod et est unusquisque deus et providere omnium dicitur, in ea que ante intelligere operatione
sistens se ipsum. Hoc itaque uno, secundum quod et consistit, cognoscit omnia ... Si igitur secandum le unum
providentia hoc est quod dicitur et dat omnibus bonum, hoc autem idem et le unum, a qua existentia providet
omnium, in hac et cognoscit que providentur: uno ergo habet cognoscere omnia; hoc autem idem huic: nichil magis
esse totorum quam partium, eorumque que secundum naturam quam eorum que preter naturam, specierumque et
eorum que sine specie.
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answer to participated forms, particular souls, and so forth. Like their counterparts in the lower
ranks, the henads fill two different roles: first, they pass the One’s character down to the lower
monads, which are their direct participants. Secondly, they irradiate unity-states upon the various
concrete particulars that require unity in order for Being to be able to operate upon them.

As discussed earlier, each monad generates participated terms that are the same in quality
though not in scope. So, all particular souls, for instance,” originate “from one primal Soul,”
while “to intellective essence belongs an intellective monad,” the particular “intelligences
proceeding from a single Intelligence and reverting thither.” Finally, “for the One which is prior
to all things[,] there [are] the henads, and[,] for the henads[,] the upward tension linking them
with the One.”'*® If the henads function like the other particular hypostases, then they are
responsible for implanting the unity that their participants enjoy. It would not be unreasonable to
think that Proclus is attempting to say that the very individuality that things have, logically
presupposed by their possessing any character or place in the cosmos at all, is attributable to the
gods.

One can perhaps see how such a view comes out most clearly in Proclus’ views on
theurgy. It must be noted that I am not being entirely original here. I am echoing Radek Chlup
and Edward Butler, who have likewise noted that, in theurgy, Proclus attempts to connect the
highest levels—the henads—with the lowest—individualities—through providence.

What, exactly, theurgy is depends on which accounts one believes. By some accounts,
such as that found in Porphyry, theurgy consists in the methods by which one attains union with
the gods. It is decidedly non-manipulative. On the other hand, some practitioners seem to have

considered theurgy from a more instrumental angle, using its rites to perform various miraculous

8 ET Prop. 21. ... Kol Tf Té&el 16V Puyadv mépeoty €k pidg te &pyeoBon Puyiig Tfig mpdng Kol gig TARBOG Yuy&dv
vrofaiverv kKol 10 TAT00g €ig Tiv piav avayely, Kal tfj voepd ovoig povada Te elvar voepav Kai vowv AT Bog €§ évog
vob TipoeABOV Kal €lg €Kelvnv EMOTPEQPOV, Kail TOTG EVAOL TEV €I TO €V AVATAOLY.
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feats. Julian, for example, is supposed to have employed it to bring rain in drought.'* On either
picture, the same basic picture is present: the world is crisscrossed with sympathetic connections
linking individuals back to the gods, whose character flows through these connections as
channels.™ In some ways, this system functions just like participation in general does. Each god
has a unique character, or i510tng, which it bestows on certain beings; the creature receives an
immanent answer to that character (o0vOnpa, ovpfoAov); and the creature must, as in standard
participation, be prepared and receptive in order to participate (directly or indirectly) in its god.""
However, there are also some very important differences from standard participation. Perhaps the
most important is that, while participation generally involves some characterizable likeness
between the participant and the participated, the connection between a god and its “series” is not
so easily pinned down. In a treatise on theurgic rites, Proclus says this.
Why do heliotropes move together with the sun, selenotropes with the moon, moving
around as far as able with the luminaries of the cosmos? All things pray according to their
own station and sing hymns, either intellectively or rationally or naturally or sensibly, to
the heads of universal chains. And since the heliotrope is also moved toward that which it
readily opens, if anyone hears it striking the air as it moves about, he perceives in the
sound that it offers to the King [i.e. the sun, or the sun god, Helios] the kind of hymn that
a plant can sing."?
Similarly:
The lotus also shows such a sympathy. Before the sun’s rays appear, it is closed, but as

the sun first rises, it is slowly unfolded, and the higher the light goes, the more it is
expanded, and then it is contracted again as the sun goes down ... One can also see that

7 See Stang, “No Longer I”, 125.

*® Hence the sympathy (cupna®ij) among all things mentioned in ET Prop. 140.

51 ET Props. 140, 142-143.

12 proclus, Sur I’art hiératique, in Joseph Bidez, ed., Michel Psellus: Epitre sur la Chrysopée: Opuscules et extraits
sur I’alchimie lat météorologie et la démonologie, 139—151. Vol. 6. in Catalogue des manuscrits alchimiques grecs,
edited by J. Bidez, F. Cumont, A. Delatte, O. Lagercrantz, and J. Ruska (Bruxelles: Maurice Lamertin, 1928),
148,10-18: "H m6Bev AoTpoma eV NAlw, oeANVOTpOMIa 6€ GEANVI] GLUYKIVETTOL GCUUTIEPITOAODVTR €¢ SOV TOIG
100 KOGHOL PwaoTijpolv; Ebyeton yap mévta Kotd v oikeiav T(S(Ew Kol DRVET TOLG YEHOVOG TV OEp@Y OAGV T
voepcoq | AoyIK®G iy (puchoq i mdenrmq Kol T0 r])\lorpomov & Eotv ebAvToV, TOUTE Kiveltal Ko, i 81 Tig avTod
KOTQ TV TEPLOTPOPTIV AKOVELV TOV aspa TARGO0VTOG 016G Te TV, Dpvov &v Tva 81 100 £xov To0ToL GLVROTOETO TE
BoaotAel npocayovtog, v Sovaton gutov Luvelv. I follow Radek Chlup’s translation on Proclus: An Introduction,
130.
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stones inhale the influences of the luminaries, as we see the sunstone with its golden rays
imitating the rays of the sun; and the stone called Bel’s eye (which should be called the
sun’s eye, they say) resembling the pupil of the eye and emitting a glittering light from
the center of its pupil.'
There is something different about the participation involved in cases like this. Participation as
outlined earlier makes a certain “logical” sense. Humans can all trace their humanity to the form
Human, and all beings can trace their being back to the hypostasis Being. But it is far less clear
what common character the sun god bestows on the lotus, the lion, the sunflower, and certain
precious stones. I adduce two points to clarify what is going on. First, is must be reiterated that
Proclus is a practicing theurge. He believes that the gods had revealed certain rites at which
reason would never have arrived.”™ He is thus committed to the idea that certain natural
substances, for instance, have inscrutable links to the divine and, through the divine, to one
another. Second, as he puts it in the Elements, “Every god is a beneficent henad or unifying
excellence” (T1ag pev Bedg vdg éotiv dyaBoupyog 1] &yabBotng évonoldg), meaning that it
possesses a peculiar goodness (Tt g &yaBdtntog iSiopa) that it bestows on different participants
in different ways.'*® For instance, certain gods are associated with purgation or purification, and
one can therefore expect to see purgative tendencies “in souls, animals, vegetables, and

minerals.”"® Both these points together suggest that Proclus is interested in explaining how and

why different beings can be united by a single theurgic, sympathetic character that cuts across

33 Proclus, Sur I’art hiératique, 149,12-25: Kai 6 Awt0¢ 8¢ mapiotnot v cLpnGOeav, HEPVKAG PV TIPO TGV
NALOKGVY aOy®V, S1amTuaoopevog 6e TG PERa ToD AoV TPATOV PavEVTOC, Kol doov bobTo TO PAG,
¢€amAovevog, Kol adBig ouvay6pevog, £ SOOIV 16vTog ... AAAX kai AlBoug ZoTiv i8€lv Talg TV PLOTPV
QTOPPOLALg EUTIVEOVTOC, MG TOV HEV ATV TAIg XpLCOEISETTY AKTIOY OPAUEV TRG NAIOKAG AKTIVAG HIHODHEVOV, TOV
&¢ BAou mpocaypeopevov 09BaApov kal oxijpa mapafAnciov Exovia kopaig 0PBaAp@Y Kal €K pEaN ThG év a0Td
KOPING OTIATIVOV GQLEVTH OQG, OV paaly NAiov xpfivatl kaAely 0pBaApov. Radek Chlup’s translation, Proclus: An

Introduction, 131.
154

For the same reason, humans cannot think their way all the way up to the highest gods. Instead, the gods
themselves must help one. Rebecca Coughlin, “Theurgy, Prayer, Participation, and Divinization in Pseudo-
Dionysius,” Dionysius 24 (2006): 152-157.

%5 ET Prop. 133

136 ET Prop. 145: ¢v Yuyaig €0t KGBapoig kal v {oolg Kai €v @uToig Kal év Aifoig. ..
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any apparent ontological categories."” This is consonant with the idea that the Good stands
above hypostatic Being in the cosmic hierarchy; the gods, being particular goodnesses and so
being hyperessential, can bestow a character that is hypo-essential and so wholly unaccountable
in ontological terms.

Radek Chlup takes the cuvBrjpata that the gods implant in creatures to be analogous to
“the immanent ‘forms in matter’ (or logoi),” reflecting “the gods themselves.”"® I take it that
Chlup is basically correct. One can draw a further conclusion. Given that the gods are
hyperessential unities, what they possess by nature and pass on to creatures through participation
is their own, unique character—their being that very god and no other, by which they are distinct
from other gods without being different from them in any intelligible way. One possible
implication to draw from this fact, as suggested by both Chlup and Edward Butler, would be that
it is this o0vOnpa that constitutes each thing as that very thing. If they are correct, then the
ouvOnpata might seem to offer the conceptual resources Proclus needs. He can now say that the
gods explain even the very fact that things occupy a certain place in the cosmic hierarchy—
participated or participating, particular or universal, and so forth.

The difficulty with such a view is that whatever pure individuality the gods may have
would seem not to be something they can pass on to their participants. To be sure, if there is a
special character that each god possesses and that it can pass on to creatures, then one has an
answer to how there might be a subject “underneath” the properties, as it were—one that,
moreover, would fit the bill for a pure, (ontologically) characterless bnmokeipevov. However, the

character thus given would still be something that (logically) needs a subject that can receive it.

7 Chlup, Proclus: An Introduction, 131133 says something similar. For this reason, Butler claims that theurgy
presents the necessary “empirical” element in Proclus’ otherwise empty logical system. “The Gods and Being,” 94—
96. One may not be able to say just what the similarity is between a sunflower and the sun, but one knows that there
is some such connection.

138 Chlup, Proclus: An Introduction, 131.
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As Proclus admits, even the gods cannot act upon a thing without its cooperation,'*® meaning that
it must have a certain receptivity to or fitness for the divine illuminations. Whatever individuality
the ouvBrpata manage to secure, therefore, is not the vmokeipevov—2 that would be needed.

And, indeed, if Proclus does see the fact that things are ordered individually as explained
by the gods and their illuminations, he is not entirely settled on that solution. In the Elements and
the Parmenides, as mentioned earlier, he ultimately attributes things’ basic passivity, receptivity,
and, perhaps, numerical identity to prime matter—at least for material things. (How individual
souls or intelligences are to be understood as individual when their whole self is seemingly
nothing but the character produced by the unparticipated cause, or monad, is not at all clear since
Proclus rejects Plotinus’ solution of positing intelligible matter; but that is a different problem.'®)
Prime matter stems from no other source than the One—not even the gods produce it.'*" Unlike
all other causes, the One somehow produces that its participated terms, the gods, need in order to
have something on which to operate.'® It alone produces its own participant—indeed, the most
basic participant, the ultimate Omokeipevov for all characters, including Being and the hypo-
essential ouvOrpata. To put it another way, the One somehow produces its own other. Note how
difficult it is to fit such a productive activity into the general participatory frame on which

Proclus relies. His scheme generally involves four terms, each numerically distinct from the

others:

Y7 TP 1V, §§22-25. Vanderkwaak notes passages in Proclus’ commentary on the Timaeus where Proclus seems to
maintain more explicitly than elsewhere that prime matter remains outside the gods’ sway, presumably because it
serves as the basic substrate for their activity: “A Shrine for the Everlasting Gods,” 111-113.

%0 Riggs, “On the Absence of the Henads.”

1 ET Prop 72, Cor.; Prop, 59, where he admittedly describes matter as “last of beings” but probably means it is first
among things that in some very broad sense are even if they do not participate Being; for if it did participate in
Being, it would not be produced only by the first, i.e. the One. Certainly, he cannot mean to say that any actually
existing substance is simple: even body has form after its fashion. Finally, see the Commentary on the Timaeus I
226.15-22, where it is said explicitly that the gods do not produce the first and most primal matter. This is noted by
Matthew Vanderkwaak, “A Shrine for the Everlasting Gods,” Dionysius 37 (2019): 87-113. In Parm. VI,
Luna/Segonds 39 (1064,7-12).

162 For further discussion, see Greig, The First Principle, 181-186.
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a) the unparticipated term,
b) the participated term,
c) the participant, and

d) the character implanted in the participant by the participated term.

In keeping with this scheme, Proclus assumes (a) that the cause in a participation relation
operates on a participant that is distinct from itself and (b) that the cause can bestow on its
participant only a character that it itself possesses. If the One produces matter “below” the unity
irradiated by the henads, then it seems clear that matter is not characterized by unity. Its only
“character,” if it can be called that, is its basic identity as distinct from the One (and from the
other terms in the hierarchy)—an identity that, as its identity, presumably cannot be in the One.
And even were such a thing possible within the participatory frame, it would necessitate
smuggling difference into the One, which Proclus is loath to do.

Here is where the entire system might seem to teeter. At each level, Proclus has been able
to defer the problem to another level. But once it reaches the One and its ultimate participant,
prime matter, the problem becomes stark: how can a thing’s very identity as distinct from its
cause be anticipated in that cause? For, presumably, its being other than its cause, if that
otherness has any content at all, must not simply be the same as what is found in the cause. It
might be that Proclus envisions the One as simply producing matter without presupposing a
recipient, or participant, to operate upon. But it would then be obvious that the production does

fall outside the usual participatory scheme. For the One would not then be producing simply by
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offering its own character to a participant; it would be producing the very difference from itself

that must be presupposed in order for the participatory scheme to work.'®

5 — Evaluating Proclus

I have attempted to make plausible the case (a) that Proclus was aware that there is
something like individuality, (b) that he wishes to bring that individuality under divine
providence as something that it can foreknow and hence arrange, and (c) that the closest he
comes to suggestion a solution is in suggesting that there is something like an immanent unity, or
oLvOnpa, that the gods bestow on each thing prior to its various intelligible characters or
assignment to a particular t&&ig. Now, I wish briefly to consider some difficulties with this
solution. There are two in particular worth mentioning. First, Proclus is committed to the idea
that the character found in a hypostatic cause and the character seen in material particulars (or in
any other individual on which a cause bestows its character) are distinct. There is no single
property in which both the cause and the effect share. As he puts it in Proposition 18, “The
character as it pre-exists in the original giver has a higher reality than the character bestowed: it
is what the bestowed character is, but is not identical with it, since it exists primitively and the
other only by derivation.”'* His reasoning is as follows: “If [the property in the giver and

participant] had a common definition, the one could not be, as we have assumed, cause and the

163 1t is worth noting that matter is described as the “substratum of all things,” which could be taken to suggest that,
like the One, it is not included in the inventory of all things: “fj pév yap OAn, Onokeipevov oboa méviwy, £k Tod
névtwv aitiov mpofjAbe...” One ought not to read too much into this line, but it is worth noting that Proclus seems
occasionally to be tempted to fall into the sort of language that would seem to make matter an opposite number to
the One, existing outside along with it outside of all things. One can see the temptation: neither the One nor matter
has any intelligible content; they present themselves as logically necessary posits without any content. If there is any
difference between them, it lies not in their positive character but in what Emile Bréhier calls “la notion de
direction.” Emile Bréhier, “L’idée du néant et le probléme de 1’origine radicale dans le néoplatonisme grec,” Revue
de Métaphysique et de Morale 26, no. 4 (1919): 461. It is far from clear whether such a notion is enough to
distinguish the nothing above being from the nothing below being.

164 ET Prop. 18: 100 8§00£vTog &pa 10 év a0t 1¢) SeS@KOTL TTPOLTIGPYOV KPEITTOVKG 0T Kal OTiep €kelvo pév oy,
GAN’ TaOTOV EKEIVY - TPOTHOG YOP E0TL, TO 8€ SEVTEPMIG.

114



other resultant; the one could not be in itself and the other in the participant...”'® Further, it is
only by saying that the cause’s and the effect’s characters are actually distinct that Proclus avoids
the Third Man Problem. That is not to say that a given term is applied equivocally to the cause
and its effects. It is applied, rather, a¢’ évog,” or “mpog £v.”** That is, one can use the term for
both cause and effect because it names, from two different angles, the same relation: that
between the cause and the effects to which it gives rise. But it is to say that there is not a single
character shared among the effects qua members in the same series or between the effects and
their cause. Given that fact, one might ask whether Proclus accomplishes what he sets out to
accomplish in his attempt to explain providential knowledge via precontainment—that is, if I am
correct and the explanation depends on the cause’s possessing in itself a property that gives it a
“grip” on the property in its effect rather than on the mere fact that it, as cause, stands in a
relation to an actual effect. But Proclus might reply that there is one sense in which the character
in the effect is simply the character in the cause reduced in some way. It has no additional
content, meaning that, if one considers it “quantitatively,” as it were, there is nothing in it that is
not already present in the cause. There thus remains a sense in which the creaturely character is
already present and could be foreknown by reference to the character found in the cause.

Even if Proclus manages to avoid the first problem successfully, there is a second
problem. Even if the character belonging to each individual is fully contained in its cause, the
individual itself, as the very subject on whom the character is bestowed, is not so readily

explained. A constitutive cause can only bestow what it already is, or possesses, and it is difficult

165 ET Prop. 18: &N’ &l pév 6 adTtog AGYog, 00K Qv £T1 10 pév aitiov €in, 1o 8¢ anotéheopa: 008’ &v 10 pév kab’ avto,
T0 8’ éV TQ) LETOOKOVTL.

1% For a helpful discussion of this form of predication in Proclus, see Pieter d’Hoine, “The Forms of Likeness,” 1—
37 and “Proclus and Self-Predication,” Epoché 23, no. 2 (2019): 461-470; and, for a general overview of the use of
&’ €vog Kai pog v predication in late Neoplatonism in general, see Jan Opsomer, “Syrianus on Homonymy and
the Forms,” in Platonic Ideas and Concept Formation in Ancient and Medieval Thought, edited by Gerd Van Riel
and Caroline Macé, 31-50 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2004).
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to see how it can contain the very otherness, or identity, by which its product is posited as
distinct from it and hence able to enter a participation relationship with it.

At this point, I should mention an important possible objection. I have been operating on the
assumption that the forms—and, by extension, true causes in general—relate to their objects as
numerically distinct things. They give their participants “being” in that they give their
participants their determinate characteristics, but the participants themselves are already there,
distinct objects ready and receptive to the informing act.

But an objector might point to passages in which Proclus seems to suggest that the form
produces the very participant on which it operates. If the participant has no existence prior to the
effect produced in it, it would be natural enough to assume, as do scholars such as L..M. de Rijk,
that the participant is nothing other than the irradiation the form bestows upon it. In that case, the
picture would shift. Rather than merely bestowing a character on an already-constituted subject,
the form would be constituting its participant altogether. Such an objector might note passages
such as the following:

And let us not separate ... the pattern and the creative principle (10 mowodv), but rather

combine them in one and contemplate both together; for the paradigm by ... its very

essence brings into being that which is modelled upon it (O@ioTnpL T0 TPOG AVTO
ytyvopevov), and the creative principle, in creating by ... its very existence and in making
like to itself whatever comes into being, and providing to it secondarily whatever is
within itself primally, also establishes itself [as a] paradigm.'®’
Such passages need not, I think, be taken as evidence against the reading I have defended in this
chapter. Even when Proclus says the form (or any other cause) produces its participant, it is clear

that what he means is that the form informs the participant. Consider an amazon river dolphin:

among its essential characteristics are life and movement. Without them, it is no dolphin at all; it

'¢7 In Parm. IV, Luna/Segonds 114 (910,23-33).
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is, at most, dolphin-shaped stuff. However, as soon as the body is prepared by participating in
Life (and perhaps in Soul), it becomes receptive to the form “Dolphin,” which immediately
begins to operate upon it. In that instant, what was once mere delphiform stuff becomes a living
dolphin. Insofar as one can say the form brings about a dolphin where there was no dolphin
before, one can say the form does indeed “produce” the dolphin. But what the form does not do
is produce the vmokeipevov (-1 or —2) on which it operates—nor does it produce the dolphin qua
living thing, qua being, and so forth. So, the objection fails, and the problem remains.

To conclude this chapter, I wish to point out, once more, how much further than his
predecessors Proclus goes in wrestling with just how the divine ideas—in his case, the
antecedent in providence to its effects, namely its own unity—fill their role in divine
foreknowledge. Perhaps most important, though, is that, in doing so, he sets the stage for those
who come after him. Philoponus and Dionysius receive the impetus to think through very clearly
how to characterize the divine ideas in connection with their own positions on divine
foreknowledge. More than that, they are given a departing point. Proclus has shown that to
wrestle with the divine ideas is to wrestle with how to ensure that they are both prior to (and
hence unrelated to) their effects and about (and hence related to) their effects, and the thinkers

who respond to him take up, I take it, the same concern.
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Chapter 4: Philoponus

1 — Introduction

John Philoponus was a grammarian, philosopher, and Christian theologian who lived in
the fifth to sixth centuries A.D. He was trained in Neoplatonist thought in Alexandria, where he
studied under Ammonius.'® In keeping with his training there, his earliest philosophical works
are mostly Aristotelian commentaries. Later in his career, whether because he became Christian
or because he felt it was now demanded by his prior Christian commitments, he wrote strongly
polemic texts against Proclus and Aristotle: De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum (Against
Proclus on the World’s Everlastingness) and De aeternitate mundi contra Aristotelem (Against
Aristotle on the World’s Everlastingness).'® Still later, Philoponus moved on from polemics
against pagans and began to engage in debates within Christianity—in particular, siding with the
miaphysites against the Chalcedonians in his Arbiter and writing apparently divisive works on
the Trinity and the resurrection.'”

Despite his wide and apparently shifting interests, there are certain threads that run
through his thought. One such thread is divine productive or providential foreknowledge, and it
is on this thread that I intend to focus in this chapter. In many ways, Philoponus is wrestling with

the same concerns and difficulties as the figures discussed in the last chapter. Like them,

168 Richard Sorabji, “John Philoponus,” in John Philoponus and the Rejection of Aristotelian Science, edited by
Richard Sorabji, 1-40 (London: Duckworth, 1987), 1.

167 The Greek term is aiS16tng, which is, in Proclus and, to an extent, Philoponus, used to refer to things that exist
temporally but without any beginning or end. See Michael Share’s introduction to his translation, page 7. I have
therefore opted to translate it as “everlastingness” rather than “eternity,” as has been common.

170 Sorabiji, “John Philoponus,” 5; John Philoponus and the Controversies over Chalcedon in the Sixth Century: A
Study and Translation of the Arbiter, trans. Uwe Michael Lang. Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense (Leuven: Peeters,
2001), 1-7.
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Philoponus is committed to the idea that providence cares for, intends, and arranges all that there
is. And like those figures, Philoponus thinks that God can provide for creatures because he
foreknows them and that he foreknows them because he possesses the Aoyot, or divine ideas,
according to which he makes them. Finally, much like Proclus, Philoponus is aware that there are
difficulties involved in such a picture. He is concerned, in particular, with how the ideas on
which creatures are modelled both anticipate and remain fully transcendent in relation to their
products. In some ways, the concern may be even more central for him than for Proclus. If he is
Christian by the time he writes the CP, he may see himself as committed to the idea that God
creates all things from nothing and that God, in some strong sense, knows what he will make."”!

My claim in this chapter is that his philosophical system, to the extent that he has one, is
constructed to meet those demands. In particular, it is constructed so as to identify the creature
with its intelligible, formal content so that any need for an additional individuality is obviated.
There is nothing “left over,” nothing that God does not already know by knowing the creature’s
intelligible content. There is also, therefore, nothing to the creature that is left unexplained by
God’s will that a creature with its intelligible content exist at a certain time.

I take the second argument from the CP as a starting point. In that argument, Philoponus
wishes to maintain that the divine ideas, which he calls “Adyot” or “vonjoeig,” are logically prior
to the creatures made according to them. He wishes to maintain their logical priority in part from
a desire to avoid making God dependent upon his creative activities: to make God dependent
upon those activities would also be to make God dependent upon his creatures, and such a
suggestion would be impious. But he has another motive as well: Philoponus wants the divine

ideas to be logically prior to creatures because he needs them to fill a certain role in providence,

7' While I do tend to assume Philoponus is a Christian from early on, my analysis does not depend on that
assumption. His arguments against Proclus in the CP could have been made by a pagan Platonist with “personalist”
sympathies as well as by a Christian; his views on universals seem to remain quite consistent even into his later,
more theological works; and, except in the Arbiter, Philoponus seems not to rely on theological authority.
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namely as proxies whose possession constitutes divine productive foreknowledge. By knowing
the divine ideas, God knows what he will make; and this thought is open to Philoponus because
the divine ideas do not depend for their being on the very things they are invoked to explain.'”
Having shown that Philoponus is interested both in maintaining the divine ideas as logically prior
to creatures and in holding that the ideas have some power to “refer” to creatures, I conclude that
it is reasonable to think Philoponus is interested in the CFP: how to allow God’s ideas to refer to
things without presupposing those very things and compromising the ideas’ priority.

Having established that claim, I can move on to explore the way in which Philoponus
constructs his system to address the problem. What enables the divine ideas to function as
proxies for creatures is the “intelligible content” they share with those creatures. Just as it is the
intelligible content that makes the form in a human craftsman’s mind formally identical with the
forms in his products, so too is it the intelligible content that makes the form in God’s mind
(formally) identical with the forms immanent in his creatures. He knows his products in advance
by possessing concepts (vorjoeig) whose intelligible content matches up perfectly with what he
ends up producing. This case can be made using passages from the CP, the Arbiter, and certain
passages from the commentaries.

In order to strengthen this case and, secondarily, to suggest that Philoponus might be
formulating his solution at least in part as a response to Proclus, I finally turn to an important
way in which Philoponus, in proposing his solution, stakes a claim with respect to divine
providence and its scope; namely, by drawing a strong analogy between divine foreknowledge

and providence and human craftsmanship, he makes it necessary to show that each and every

72 One might say, with Matthew Levering, that the divine ideas are not that “by which” God knows but simply are

“God’s knowing.” But such a solution hardly works for Philoponus, for whom the divine ideas must ground God’s
knowledge whether or not he ever creates them. For Matthew Levering’s discussion of this conception of divine
foreknowledge, see his Engaging the Doctrine of Creation: Cosmos, Creatures, and the Wise and Good Creator
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2017), especially Chapter 1.
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thing falls within “the intelligible.” For if God is an intellect and foreknows creatures by
containing concepts that somehow “answer” to them, it seems that his providence can only
extend to what can be known, without remainder, through its intelligible content. Therefore, in
order to maintain his view with any plausibility, Philoponus must find a way to show that
creatures are constituted so as to be entirely intelligible. And, as I attempt to show, Philoponus
makes certain conceptual moves that enable him to do just that: he replaces prime matter with
extendedness, corporeality, or three-dimensionality, enabling him to claim that things comprise
nothing but their essential properties taken in sum.

Finally, I draw some conclusions. First, I note that there is a plausible case to be made
that Philoponus is formulating his thoughts around this problem at least in part as a response to
Proclus. Secondly, I consider whether Philoponus ends up succeeding in his endeavors. I argue
that he does not: while the intelligible content may be the same in the divine idea and a given
creature, Philoponus still recognizes an inexplicable numerical distinction between the two. Not
even when he introduces the concept of hypostasis (bnootaoig) does he provide an analysis of
the concrete reality or actuality of each thing, how its numerical distinction is to be explained,
and how it could be anticipated (and hence intended) in the divine ideas.

Before proceeding, I should mention how my argument relates to current scholarship. My
purpose is constructive and exploratory. I therefore hope to build upon or add to rather than
correct other scholars. I shall mention them where their scholarship is relevant, but it is worth
mentioning the most important ones from the outset."”? Frans De Haas has written an excellent

book on the milieu in which Philoponus develops his argument that prime matter is best

178 A few other scholars whose work is connected with mine but who do not come up directly in my argument are

Greig, “Proclus’ Reception in Maximus,” 117-167; Torstein Theodor Tollefsen, “Proclus, Philoponus, and Maximus:
The Paradigm of the World and Temporal Beginning,” in Platonism and Christian Thought in Late Antiquity, eds.
Panagiotis G. Pavlos, Lars Fredrik Janby, Eyj6lfur Kjalar Emilsson, and Torstein Theodor Tollefsen (London:
Routledge, 2019), 100-114.
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understood as extension.'”* I have found his work helpful, and what I argue here should be
compatible with his claims. Christophe Erismann and Dirk Krausmiiller have both made the
argument that Philoponus is a bundle theorist at least with respect to sensible substances.'” I take
them to be essentially correct, though I do make a slightly different argument for the same
conclusion. Riin Sirkel and Owen Goldin have explored the role that “forms” play for
Philoponus, and I owe to them the insight that Philoponus never denies that there exist demiurgic
Adyot prior to sensible particulars.'”® Finally, there is some resemblance between what I suggest
—that Philoponus conceives God as something akin to a demiurgic intellect—and a suggestion
that Koenraad Verrycken makes in his thesis."”” Verrycken suggests that Philoponus is operating
on a theology on which God is not “beyond being” but is himself the first being. One reason
Neoplatonists might have wanted to preserve propertyless prime matter is that the One is meant
to have a wider scope than Being, but such a consideration drops away if the first principle is

Being. My work is compatible with and could be seen as further support for his suggestion.'”®

7% Frans A.J. De Haas, John Philoponus’ New Definition of Prime Matter: Aspects of Its Background in

Neoplatonism and the Ancient Commentary Tradition (Leiden; New York; Koln: Brill, 1997). Sorabyji, also offers

useful comments. Sorabji, “John Philoponus,” 18-23.

173 See Christophe Erismann, “John Philoponus on Individuality and Particularity,” in Individuality in Late

Antiquity, eds. Alexis Torrance and Johannes Zachhuber (Farnham, Surrey; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2014): 143—
159; Dirk Krausmiiller, “A Conceptualist Turn: The Ontological Status of Created Species in Late Greek Patristic
Theology,” Scrinium 16 (2020): 242; and Krausmiiller, “Philosophia Ancilla Theologiae: Plotinus’ Definition of
Sensible Substance and Its Adaptation in John Philoponus’ Arbiter,” Vigiliae Christianae 73 (2019): 153—156.

17 Owen Goldin, “Philoponus and Forms,” in Contextualizing Premodern Philosophy, eds Katja Karuse, Luis
Xavier Lopez-Farjeat, and Nicholas A. Oschman, 56—73 (New York: Routledge, 2023); Riin Sirkel, “Philoponus on
the Priority of Substances,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 54, no. 3 (2016): 351-372.

77 See Philoponus’ New Definition, 290-291; Koenraad Verrycken, God en wereld in de wijsbegeerte van Ioannes
Philoponus: De overgang van een Alexandrijns-Neoplatonische naar een christelijk schepingsleer, I-111.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Louvain, 1985.

178 T found his suggestion only after my argument was mostly in place. I cannot say my idea arose from his work,
though it is certainly consonant with it.
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2 — Rehearsing the argument of CP I

In CP II, Philoponus recounts the following argument by Proclus:

If the world’s pattern (mapdaderypa t1od kOapov) is eternal (aickviov), and if its essence is
to be a pattern ... then, since it exists eternally, it is eternally a pattern. And if being a
pattern is present to it eternally (gi 62 10 mapadeiypatt adTd eivar aiwving), there must
necessarily always (dei) be a copy (gikav) too; for pattern is relative to copy (mpog yap
eikova 10 mapaderypa). But if the copy did not exist, when it did not exist, neither would
the pattern exist ... for neither of a pair of things described as correlative exists if the
other does not. If, then, the pattern is eternally a pattern (10 mapdaderypa aiwving
napadelypd €0tv), the world always is (del éotiv 6 K00pH0G), being the copy of an
eternally existing pattern.”

While the argument as stated does not mention forms or their everlastingness, Philoponus makes
it clear that Proclus’ argument also assumes (a) that the pattern according to which the world is
made is a form and (b) that the forms are eternal.'®

With those additions in mind, Proclus’ argument (as Philoponus presents it) can be stated

more formally as follows.

1) Forms are eternal.
2) It is essential to forms to be patterns.

3) Therefore, forms are eternally patterns.

177 John Philoponus, De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum, ed. Hugo Rabe (Leipzig: Teubner, 1899), 24,2-24,15: €l
o 0 mapESelypa 100 KOGHOL AiOVIOV Kai TODTO €0Twv 10 Ti MV givat adTé O MopESeLypo Kai 00 Kot
OLPPEPNKOG EAAX K’ aOTO TaTNY Exel THY SOPAVLY ADTE eiva napa&ewpa v, S10TL aidVIOV 0TIV TG Elvar,
aiwving dv ein dimou mapadetypa. ei b€ T0 Mapadeiypatt adTH ewou alovieg mdpeatiy, €in &v €€ &vaykng Kol eikav
del- Tpog yap eikova 0 mapddetypa. i 8¢ 1 eikav 00K fv, 6T 00K RV, 008 EoTal, 8Te 0VK £0TaL KAV, Tva pr] Kol
TO MOPASEYHA T K1) €ikOVOG TTapaSetypa TV yodv pog GAANAX Aeyopévwy o0dev Batepov €éoTv Batépou pn 6vTog.
€l Gpa 10 mapadelypa aioving mapadelypd €0, del €0Tv 0 KOGPOG, €KV TOD ainving Ovtog AV mapadelypatog.
Two points should be made about my citations. First, I am mostly following Share’s translation. Second, when citing
the Contra Proclum, 1 generally include the argument and section from Share’s work followed by the page and line
numbers from Rabe. I will refer to the work simply as “CP.”

18 CP 11.1, 25,20-26,18: Tob [MAGT@vog iséag elvar TéV dvitwv Kol mapadeiypota Hrodepévou. ..
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4) Further, a pattern is a relative, and relatives always logically presuppose each other’s
existence; in this case, the relatives are pattern and copy.

5) If a form is eternally a pattern, then, its copy is eternally presupposed to exist.

6) The world’s pattern is a form.

7) Therefore, the world is eternally presupposed to exist.

8) Since the world is eternally logically presupposed to exist, it must everlastingly exist.

Or, more simply: if to be a form is to be a pattern and a pattern always logically presupposes its
copy, one cannot say that the form exists without also saying that its copy exists. Granting that
there is such a pattern for the world, then, the world must always exist.

There are obviously problems with such an argument if one makes the distinction, as
Proclus himself does elsewhere, between what is eternal, or timeless (ai®viog), and what is
merely everlasting (&el or &id10¢). That a cause is timeless need not mean that its effect is without
temporal beginning or end. However, Philoponus elects not to raise that point against Proclus.
Instead, he makes an argument to the effect that the forms are either substances or “certain
principles or concepts” and that, on either construal, they are not essentially patterns and hence
do not, qua forms, logically presuppose their copies.

Philoponus first considers what follows if the forms are substances (ovoiag). He makes
three sub-arguments in connection with this hypothesis, all variations on the same idea: it simply
follows from the fact that the forms are substances that they are not essentially patterns; for, if
they are substances, “it is clear that they do not have their being in relation to something else; for

a substance is something self-subsistent, needing nothing else for its existence.”'®!

181 CP 1.3, 33,15-33,17: Ei toivuv ovoiat elev T £i8n, §fAov, o¢ 00k év oyéoet Tf mpog AAov Sedpevoy gig brap&ry
10 €ivan Exel adBumooTatov yap Tt xpfipa i) odoia kai 008evog EAAov.
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“[1]f the Forms do not have their being and existence in being patterns,” it follows that
“there is no necessity that ... the world ... should always (éel) exist” merely “because the Form
in relation to which the world came to be is eternal.”'® The form can exist first as a substance
and secondarily and accidentally as a pattern. “If there is a copy, a pattern must exist,” true; “but,
even if a pattern exists,” as long as it is “not merely as a pattern but ... also a substance, there is
no necessity for a copy to exist as well.”'®® Philoponus provides the following illustration:
The king himself is the royal portrait’s subject, but this does not mean that as soon as the
king exists [the portrait] must also exist. It is one thing for the king ... to be a man,
another for him to be the portrait’s subject. Whenever he is a subject, then in every case
there is also a portrait, just as whenever he becomes a father, a son is always implied ...
But there is not immediately ... a [royal portrait’s subject] as soon as a king exists, just as
someone is not immediately a father and a master... as soon as he is a man.'®
The thought seems to be that a substance such as a human is only ever accidentally or
inessentially a relative. That makes sense: plausibly, a thing must exist in order for one to say
that it has entered into this or that relation. It should be noted that, while Philoponus talks about
substantial priority in temporal terms, the relevant priority is ontological or logical. It is because
a man is essentially a man and only inessentially the portrait’s subject, say, that even a man who
happens to be a subject is still essentially a man “before” he is a subject. The fact that he can
preexist his own portrait temporally only serves to illustrate the point.

Having argued from the Platonic assumption that the forms are substances, Philoponus

considers another hypothesis. Perhaps one might “claim that [the forms] are not substances but

82 CP 11.4, 35,14-35,17: €i 8¢ &v 16 eivan mapadeiypota 0 eivat kKai THY DMdoTacty £xovoty Ta €18n, 00K &pa
Avaykn Tig i8€ag, mpog v 6 KOGHOG YEYOVEV, aimViou oodnq Kol TOV KOGHOV Gel givat..

183 CP 11.4, 36,1-36,4: obong yop TAG eikOVOg &vaykn avou Kol TO mapa&deypa, o uny, ei Kol 1o mapddetypa €in, pn
O¢ TopéSetypo 8¢, GAN” 8Tt Kol ovoia, Kol TRV eikdva glvan Gvayk. .

184 CP 11.4, 36,4-36,15: énel kol TG B(xol?\u(nc; elkOvog avTog O Bacrl?\suc éonv napaéiswp(x GAN’ 00K O(VO(YKI‘] o 6
lvan Tov [30(00\50( kal TV eikova avTod gival, ST[SI Kot GAAO Ti €0TV 1) [30(017\81 1 [30(017\81 avﬁpwnco glvan, Ko’ GAAO
8¢ TL 10 elvan eikdvog T[O(p(xéiaypom otav yop n MAPGSELY I, TOTE GOVEGTIY AVTLG Kol n elKOV: GoTEP, OTAV TIATNP
YEVITAL, GUVETILVOETTAL TTAVT®OG Kal O LIOG, 0V pnv apa 6 £lvan PactAedg e000G 0Ty eikdvog T[ap(xéislypa Qomep
008’ Gpo ¢ givan Tig &vBpwmog eDBHG oty kal Tathp Kol Seondtng 1 $£€106 A TL TGV VIO TX TPAG TL.
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certain creative principles and concepts (Tivag Snpiovpyikodg Adyoug Kal voroe€ig) in accord with
which the creator frames things (ka8’ &g 6 Snpiovpyog ta dvta cuviotowv)—for what else could
they be if they are not substances (ovoion)?”'® His reply is largely the same as the previous one.
“If [the] products exist, the principles in accordance with which they came into existence must in
every case exist as well, but things will not in every case follow upon the principles.”'*® To
support this claim, he turns to everyday examples: “A shipwright or a builder,” he notes, “may
possess the principles for building a ship or a house but not yet be creating based on them. The
principles’ being (elvan) consists in their being concepts (vorjoeiq) ... but when the creator acts in
accord with them, it follows for them to be paradigms.”'®” As with the human artisan, so with
God: he may possess the principles according to which he makes things without logically
presupposing the things themselves.

At this point, Philoponus takes himself to have shown that the divine ideas, whether
understood as substances or principles in the divine mind, need not be essentially related to or in
any other way logically simultaneous with their products. But he goes further. There is reason, he
thinks, to hold that the ideas are prior to their products.'®® He starts from what he considers an
uncontroversial claim: that God foreknows all things.'® In characterizing foreknowledge, he
follows Plotinus, citing this passage: “if ... the future is already present [to God], it is necessary

that it be present as having been thought out beforehand in preparation for later.”'*® Philoponus

185 CP 11.5, 36,17-36,20: Ei 8¢ 00k o0oiag adTdg elval griooucty GAAG Tvag Snploupylkouc Adyoug Kai vonoelg, ko’
8¢ 6 SnuovPYOS T vt cuvioTnow (Ti yap &v kai elev &AAo, €t pr ovoio lev;). ..

18 CP 1.5, 36,24-36,27: &V ydp GMOTEAEOTPATOV BVIOV AvAyKN TEVTKG Kai Tovg Adyoug eival, kad’ obg Tadta
YEYovev, 00 pnyv 1oig Adyoig T mpAyHOTX TAVI®G EPeTal. . .

87 CP 11.5, 36,27-37,4. énel kol vomnr]yov Kol 0iKoSOp0V EVOEXETAL VEQDG TIVOG T} 0IKIOG TOVG )\oyouq EXOVIQ PHNTI®
SNHI0LPYETY KaT AOTOLG: TO P&V yap Elvat TOTG TOLOVTOIG 7\0y01q &V TQ VON|0E1§ TIVAG OTOVG EVOL DYECTIKEY,
TapakoAovBsT 8¢ avToig 1O napadeiypaoty ival, Stav Kot adTodg 6 Snovpydg Evepynon.

188 They not only need not “exist alongside” (cuvinépyewv) the things made according to them (t& npdyporta); they
must actually “preexist” (mpoUndpyetv) their products.

187 The word for “foreknowledge” here is “mpoyvaoig.”

%0 CP 11.5, 39,11-39,13: i 00v {8 népeoTiv T pEAAOV, Gvaykn 0DTOG TAPEIVAL MG TIPOVEVONIEVOY €lg TO
Uotepov...
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takes Plotinus to mean that “what is future is present to God” (t0 péAhov 0e@ mdpeotv) in that
God “[thinks] even things that do not yet exist (6Tt T voglv kai T pime évra).”'”" While he
does not spell out in detail what he means by this claim, Philoponus is likely returning to the
analogy with artisanal knowledge: God possesses certain concepts, which he “thinks over” and
then implements making creatures. God can know the creature before making it because its
intelligible content is already present in the corresponding “concept.”'** Finally, Philoponus
concludes that, since foreknowledge amounts to a knowledge before a thing comes to be, it must
also be the case that “the principles ... should be foreknown and preexist” the things made
according to them.'® To put the argument more succinctly: (a) God foreknows all things; (b) he
foreknows them by possessing their principles; (c) and if God foreknows things by possessing
their principles, then their principles must preexist them. At very least, this priority must be
temporal. But given that Philoponus holds God to be eternal (and hence timeless), it makes little
sense to read to him as meaning that God or his thought is temporally prior to the creature.
Further, because the foreknowledge at issue is productive foreknowledge and Philoponus does
not want God to be dependent upon creatures for his foreknowledge, it seems likely that, once

again, the priority is ontological, logical, or causal.

3 — What we learn from the argument of CP II
There are a few implications to be drawn from CP II. I first want to draw out the

implications for Philoponus’ views on God, divine productive foreknowledge, and divine

1 CP 1.5, 39,25.

172 Philoponus cannot mean that God has foreknowledge from within time, for he, like his interlocutors, is
committed to God’s being eternal. (It is for that very reason that he has to argue that a transition from second
potentiality to second actuality is not a temporal change.) Nor can he mean that God sees all things at once in an
eternal present, for the manner in which things are present to him is “as provided for with an eye to later.” This
foreknowledge takes temporal location into account in a way that Boethian foreknowledge does not, and it is also
tied to God’s practical knowledge, putting it in contrast with Boethius’ God’s purely speculative foreknowledge.
%3 CP 115, 41,8-41,11: &vaykn ... TGV peAAdviwy éoeaBon mposyvdobai te Kol ipoindpyey TodG AGyoug. . .
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providence. I shall then be in a position to begin drawing out the implications for Philoponus’

interest in the relationship between the Adyot and their products.

3.1 — God, productive foreknowledge, and providence

Notice that Philoponus actually makes two arguments in CP II. The first—that the divine ideas
do not entail their products—assumes that one can draw a legitimate distinction between
(second) potentiality and (second) actuality in God. Whether he makes things in accordance with
the forms or with “certain principles or concepts,” God must be understood to “transition” from
merely having the capacity to produce things according to the divine ideas to actually doing so.
(Philoponus makes this commitment explicit in CP IV, where he chides Proclus for failing to
make this distinction with respect to God and makes an elaborate argument to the effect that
divine perfection can be maintained even if God has certain second potentialities.'**)

The stronger argument—that the divine ideas must precede their products as the
principles by which God foreknows what he will make—relies on the assumption that God’s
productive foreknowledge can be rightly understood as strongly analogous to a human

artisan’s."” God foreknows and produces things by possessing their principles, and those

principles can be understood as “concepts” (vorjoeig). Like the forms in the artisan’s mind, they

174 CP 1V. In contrast, Proclus identifies the act by which the One produces all things with “activity by being,” or

essential activity. For the idea that Philoponus was specifically attempting to avoid such a picture by making God
out to be an intellect which could then implement its concepts or not, see Orna Harari, “John Philoponus,” in The
Routledge Handbook of Early Christian Philosophy, ed. Mark Edwards (Abingdon; New York, NY: Routledge,
2021), 604-605.

17 E.M. Macierowski and R.F. Hassing, “John Philoponus on Aristotle’s Definition of Nature: A Translation from
the Greek with Introduction and Notes,” Ancient Philosophy 8, no. 1 (1988): 73—100. If Macierowski and Hassing
are correct in their suggestion that Philoponus intentionally replaces Aristotle’s definition of nature (@0o1g) with one
that implies the existence of an external producer, then then it seems that Philoponus has a general interest in
defending a picture of God as artisan and in redefining philosophical terms in such a way as to comport with that
picture of God. See especially 85-87. See also Seymour W. Feldman, “Philoponus on the Metaphysics of Creation,”
in A Straight Path: Studies in Medieval Philosophy and Culture: Essays in Honor of Arthur Hyman, eds. Ruth Link-
Salinger (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1988), 78-79, who likewise sees, in Philoponus,
a tendency to portray God as a divine artist or artisan. Though Feldman’s case is slightly more intuitive than textual,
it is nonetheless worth noting because it is likely tracking something in the text.
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can be implemented or not as God wills. This commitment to a strong analogy between divine
and human productive knowledge impels Philoponus to characterize God as something like an
intellect—more specifically an intellect that can contain concepts or principles without
immediately implementing them. At very least, he must characterize God as having an intellect.

This second argument has important implications when combined with another
assumption that Philoponus seems to make, namely that God, in order to exercise providence
over things, must have them present to his productive foreknowledge. He never makes this claim
directly, but it seems implicit in several passages. In CP II, when he argues for the claim that the
productive principles or concepts must precede the corresponding creatures, Philoponus cites as
evidence the fact that God foreknows all things and the fact that “all things benefit from the
providence that flows from” him."”® From that point on, he treats the two claims as if they were
one and the same. Perhaps most notably, when he sums up his position, despite the fact that his
topic has apparently been, for the most part, the manner in which things are present to God’s
foreknowledge, Philoponus says that his topic has been “common doctrine about providence.”'’
For Philoponus, then, God’s foreknowledge and his providence are closely linked if not
identified. This makes sense: at very least, to exercise providence, God must know what he is
doing. That is an assumption he shares with his interlocutors. And his own craftsman model
suggests it: it is through his foreknowledge that the sculptor “provides for” the marble as he
forms it into a statue.

That the foreknowledge at issue is productive rather than merely speculative is supported
by three considerations: (a) Philoponus is talking about providential knowledge, which would be

the providence involved in guiding and arranging the world, not merely knowledge about what

% CP 1.5, 37,16-37,20.
¥ CPIL.5, 10.
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will happen in the future. On this point, he agrees with Proclus and Plotinus. (b) Philoponus
appeals to specifically productive images: shipwrights and builders. (c) Providence consists at
least in part in creating things from nothing."® All these considerations suggest that Philoponus
considers God’s providential ability necessarily to involve a productive foreknowledge. And he
is certainly not interested in what is sometimes called “simple foreknowledge,” through which
God knows things by receiving from them their intelligible content, which would put his

knowledge logically posterior to the thing known.'”

3.2 — Concern with the logical priority of the Adyot
I now turn to the implications that can be drawn from CP II about Philoponus’ interest in the
logical relationship between the divine ideas and creatures.

First, Philoponus clearly wants to maintain that the Adyot have logical priority over
creatures. While his examples—the king and his portrait, the man who becomes a father—all
involve temporal priority relations, mere temporal priority is clearly not what Philoponus hopes
to secure for the Adyot. For one thing, the Adyot are eternal. They cannot, therefore, have
temporal priority; to attempt to give them such priority would be to mistakenly treat them as
temporal. Further, Philoponus says that what matters to him is that the Adyot not necessarily be
napadeiypata as well and, hence, that they need not entail products made according to them.*”

Temporal priority is largely beside the point for him—or secondary at any rate.

%8 CP IV.9-VI.10.

7 As mentioned in my introductory chapter, this term is mostly used in Anglophone philosophy of religion. See, for
example, Robinson’s paper, “Divine Providence, Simple Foreknowledge.”

% Ope can see a similar thought already in his earlier work. For instance, he distinguishes between what he calls
“temporal” and “natural” priority in his commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. See Philoponi (Olim Ammonii) In
Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, ed. Adolfus Busse. Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca XIII/1 (Berlin and
Boston: De Gruyter, 1962), 117,16-118,4. (All citations of the commentary on the Categories will be from Busse’s
edition.) By showing, in the CP, that ideas are not only paradigms, he shows that they have a natural priority. I take
natural priority to be functioning in tandem with logical priority, seeing that, for Philoponus, nature and Adyog (tfig
ovoiag/evoeng) are closely linked.
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Secondly, Philoponus seems to be interested in the logical relationship between the Adyot
and creatures beyond its immediate usefulness for his argument against Proclus. Philoponus
could easily have taken a simpler argumentative route than he does. As mentioned earlier, for
Proclus, what is eternal is atemporal, meaning that it need not—indeed, cannot—be temporally
present alongside its effect. That may be how a temporal cause works—the kettle is being heated
only so long as the fire is doing the heating—but it is not how an eternal cause functions, at least
on the assumption that eternal causes exist and can have temporal effects. If he were merely
interested in refuting Proclus, Philoponus could easily have chosen to point out this logical slip
on Proclus’ part and move on to his next refutation. He would not even have to commit himself
to the distinction to do so; it would be enough to show that the argument is unsound based on
Proclus’ own commitments.*”' Instead, he chooses to focus on whether the paradigms are
essentially paradigms. That he opts for this approach suggests that Philoponus is concerned with
the broader issues brought up by the argument; he has some reason to go well out of his
argumentative way to think about the logical relation of the divine idea to the creature. And that
fact, in turn, suggests that establishing the logical priority of the Adyot over their products is itself
of some importance to him.

Now, I turn to why Philoponus wants to maintain that the divine ideas have such priority.
In CP 11, the Adyot are supposed to serve as the means by which God knows and provides for
things. However, to fill that role, they must be logically prior to their products. Were they
logically simultaneous with creatures—were they relatives—they would presuppose the
creatures. God would then be dependent upon creatures for his knowledge about them. Worse
still, creatures would become essential to God: for if the divine ideas were relative to creatures,

and the divine ideas themselves are essential to God, then God himself would be relative to

0! That said, Philoponus does seem to think that the eternal is atemporal. CP V.4, 114,20-115,13; CP V.4, 116,1-23.
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creatures.”” Finally, if God were made relative to creatures in this way, he would no longer be
able to serve as their creator in at least one important sense: he would no longer be God without
his creatures, meaning that he would no longer be logically prior to them either. How he could
then serve as the one who preexists them and explains their existence is unclear.

That something like these worries exercise Philoponus can be seen by looking at other
places in the CP. In CP IV, Philoponus makes it clear that, in possessing the Adyot, God has a
knowledge that derives nothing from the creatures he makes according to those Adyor.*” In CP I,
he gives a clear reason for wanting to maintain such a position. There, he says that, were God to
derive his character from his creatures, he would not in fact be their creator; he would not
explain them more than they explain him.*** He does not make an explicit connection, in these
sections, to divine foreknowledge, but there is a plausible conceptual link: Philoponus wants to
avoid any sense in which God derives his creative knowledge from something outside himself
because it is that foreknowledge that allows him to function as a providential carer for all things.
Again, an analogy can be made with human artisanry: on a broadly Aristotelian picture like the
one with which Philoponus is working, the human artisan derives nothing from his product. If he
is its maker, he and his ideas for it must preexist it, explaining it rather than the reverse.

Similarly, if God is to be creator, God must derive nothing from his creatures.

3.3 — That and why Philoponus cares about making the forms referential
Given his strong commitment to a picture on which God is to be understood as akin to a
craftsman, knowing his products in advance to the extent that he possesses their Aoyot,

Philoponus is also committed to something like a referential power in the divine ideas. They

2 CP1.6; 1V.12, 85,27-86,13; IV.12, 87,3-88,6.
%% CP 1V.15, 102,9-102,15.
* CPL6.
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serve as the means by which God knows what he will make—though without presupposing the
very thing to be made. They must be such that, by referring to and knowing them, God also

knows the things that he will make in accordance with them.

3.4 — Philoponus cares about the CFP

So, it turns out that Philoponus wants to hold both (a) that the divine ideas in no way
logically presuppose creatures and (b) that they have a referential power, enabling them to serve
as the means by which God knows creatures even without presupposing their existence. Further,
the difficulty in maintaining both theses at the same time is due to the fact that the creature has
its own numerical identity, which cannot be easily represented by or subsumed under the divine
idea involved in its making. It is reasonable to conclude that Philoponus cares about something
like the CFP. Further, whether or not he clearly sees himself as responding to Proclus on this
particular problem, his wrestling with the difficulties involved is certainly refined as he sets
himself against Proclus, suggesting that his thinking on the matter is potentially occasioned by
an engagement with the tradition Proclus represents.

At this juncture, I wish to present one more reason for thinking Philoponus cares about
the proper logical relationship between God’s productive knowledge and the creatures known
thereby. I present it second because it is weaker evidence on its own but can serve as support for
the evidence from the CP. In his commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, Philoponus says that
knowledge (¢motpn) is a relative (mpog t): it logically presupposes the thing known (10
é¢motntov). Considered as relatives, therefore, knowledge and the known are logically
simultaneous—though not when considered as distinct entities.*” Philoponus admits that there

might be exceptions. For instance, an artisan who thinks about making a door must, in some

205 Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, 122,25-123,10.
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sense, know the door before it exists.””® However, he does not expand on the thought, and it
remains unclear how he reconciles this claim with his broader claim that knowledge is a relative.

The fact that Philoponus is already considering the relationship between knower and
known—and indeed connecting the matter with productive knowledge, as evidenced by his
bringing up artisanship in this passage—suggests that he is very much aware that there are
potential difficulties involved in explaining how one can have knowledge about things that do
not logically (or temporally) exist yet.””” It is plausible that Philoponus would have had these
considerations in mind later on, in the CP, when putting forward his views on how God
foreknows what he will make. I take it that, if Philoponus had these difficulties in mind later on,
it becomes that much more plausible to read him as interested in those difficulties in themselves
and not merely as elements in his argument against Proclus on the world’s everlastingness.

One might point out that the knowledge under consideration in the Categories is
émotnun rather than vodg, or another term more fitting for divine knowledge, and therefore ask
whether I am making a legitimate connection here. In response, I would note that Philoponus
seems not to be using the term “émotiun” in a technical sense. Rather, he seems to be using it to
refer to knowledge broadly, so broadly as to include the knowledge a craftsman has about his
soon-to-be products. But even assuming he is reserving the term émotpun for use in a narrower
sense, he still clearly considers a discussion of productive knowledge relevant to his discussion
of the émotun—émotntov relation. So, even if he were keeping the two discussions technically

distinct, he would still be drawing a clear association between the two. It still seems plausible,

206 Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, 119,3-119,15. The discussion goes on till 119,25, with
some interesting concessions to those who might object that one does not know what one will make till one is
actually making it.

297 1t also helps my case that Philoponus seems not to be using the term “¢motun” in a technical way. He is happy
to talk about émaotnpn with respect to a craftsman’s thinking about an artwork before making it, and it is fairly clear
that the craftsman does not have demonstrative knowledge about an artwork that he has only conceived in his mind
through visualization (pavtacio: Philoponus, In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, 119,19).
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therefore, that Philoponus has these connections in mind when he discusses the relationship

between God’s vorjoeig and the things thus known and produced.

4 — Philoponus’ answer: how the divine mind knows

As discussed already, Philoponus holds that the divine ideas are what enable God to
foreknow things without presupposing them. In order to support this conception, Philoponus
draws a strong analogy between God’s productive foreknowledge and a human craftsman’s
knowledge. Just as the craftsman knows things in advance by possessing the right concepts, so
too does God know what creatures he will make by possessing the right concepts. (One key
difference is that the human craftsman cannot produce the matter on which he works. But
otherwise, the two cases are structurally the same.) In both cases, what Philoponus seems to
suggest is that productive forms can in some way serve as “answers to” the things made
according to them. What that something might be is not, however, immediately clear.

Philoponus provides the best clue in his Arbiter. Although the Arbiter is written later than
the CP, there is little reason to think that, on this point, much has changed between the CP and
the later text. Philoponus’ views on creaturely constitution remain basically the same, and his
views on Aristotelian abstraction seem to remain more or less the same as well. And the
likelihood is even higher given that he refers to God’s creative principles (dnutovpyikoi Adyor)

even in his Aristotelian commentaries.**® In Arbiter §16, in a passage dealing with the principles

208 See, for instance, Ioannis Philoponi in Aristotelis De anima libros commentaria, ed. Michael Hayduck (Berlin:

Reimer, 1897), 307,34-308,1. One can see a similar idea already present in his master, Ammonius, who, in turn,
considers the idea to go back at least to Porphyry: “0 yap 8npiovpyog mavta €yel map’ €autd T TAviov
napadeiypata, olov oy &vBpwmov Exel ap’ EXVTE TO £100G TOD AvBPMOTOL, TIPOG & APOPHY TavTag Toel” (41,20~
23). Note that, although he talks of the paradigms being “alongside” the demiurge, he seems to mean nothing more
than that the ideas are “in” the demiurge: Ammonius immediately switches to asking whether “the forms are in the
demiurge” (eioiv év 1& Snuovpy® ta €i6n). Ammonius in Porphyrii Isagogen sive V Voces, Commentaria in
Aristotelem Graeca, ed. Adolfus Busse (Berlin: Reimer, 1891), 41,24-25. It is also worth noting that Ammonius
wants to say that the demiurge produces in accordance with reason—in fact, in accordance with a “rational
disposition” (kaB’ €§1v Aoykrv moiel: 42,3). On that point, there is some apparent similarity with Philoponus.
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according to which things are made, he says this about the relationship between the artisan’s
mental blueprint and the artifact:
the common and universal intelligible content ... when realised in many subjects,
becomes many, existing in each completely and partially, as the intelligible content ... in
a ship-builder, being one, becomes many ... when it is realised in many subjects. Thus
also the doctrine in a teacher ... when it is realised in those who are taught, is multiplied
in them, becoming inherent as a whole in each one.*”
Given the discussion from earlier in this chapter, it is natural to read the form in the artisan’s
mind as analogous to God’s vonjoeig. The form in the artisan’s mind is numerically distinct from
the form that the artist brings about in the artifact. However, they share a common “intelligible
content.”*"” Assuming that Lang is correct in taking this “intelligible content” to be a thing’s
Aoyog Tfig ovoiag/eVoswc, the content or Adyog is both God’s plan for a thing and the account
abstractable from it.*"!
One can find the same principle in the Contra Proclum. In the ninth argument,

Philoponus considers whether a form can ever survive its substrate, moving, for instance, from

one substrate to another. In the conclusion to that thread, he says,

Finally, it should be noted that Ammonius seems to deny that the forms before the many are to be identified with
God’s thoughts simply: “008¢ yap GmA&G voroelg adTd eivar Tod Snpovpyod BovAetat, BAAG TGVTKG 00ing vonTég,
TPOG 8§ APOPAVTX TOV SNHIOLPYOV GG TIPOG BPXETOTIOVG EIKOVAG T& T O oy’ (42,16-19). Whether this
constitutes a genuine difference from what Philoponus means when he says that God’s paradigms for things are his
vonoelg is unclear, but it may suggest that Philoponus is wanting to do away with the idea of something higher than
the demiurge.

2% Arbiter §16, p. 187. See also the following Greek fragment of the Arbiter preserved in John of Damascus: ‘O y&p
KOWVOG Kai KaBOAOL ... 0DV v TOAAOTG DITOKIHEVOLG YIVOHEVOG IOAAN YiveTal, OAOKNEPOG £V £KAOGT® KOl 0DK GO
Hépoug DMIAPXWYV, GOTEP Kol 6 &V T¢) vauTmnyé Tod mAoiov Adyog eig v mANBOVETON &v TOAAOTG DTTOKELEVOLG
ywopevog. Obte 8¢ Kal 10 €v 1@ S16a0KAA® Bedpnpa €v Ov 1@ 16ie Adye, 6tav év Toig SidaoKopEévolg yivetat,
OLHTANBOVETON aOTOIG OAOV €V EKAOTE Yvopevov. Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, Vol. 1V, ed. Bonifatius
Kotter. Patristische Texte und Studien 22 (Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 1981), 50,5-10.

1% Greek fragments surviving in some manuscripts of John of Damascus’ Liber de haeresibus have the phrase “tfig
100 avBpomov puoewg Adyog,” leading Lang to believe that the Syriac phrase that he translates as “common
intelligible content of nature” (§16, p. 187) is itself a translation of the Greek phrase “6 kowvog Adyog tiig PVoE®G.”
He takes the latter phrase to mean the same as “Adyog 11|¢ oboiag,” deriving ultimately from Aristotle. See Lang,
John Philoponus and the Controversies, 55-57. For his brief discussion of the fragments, see Lang, John Philoponus
and the Controversies, 21.

21 Thid.
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[T]he heat in the fire, being active and naturally equipped to heat its surroundings,
generates other heat in the surrounding air; and, just as a theorem is formally the same (10
adTO pév 0Ty Kat’ €180¢ Bedpnpa) in the teacher and the pupil, but not, for all that,
numerically the same (o0 pnyv kat’ &p1Bpov 1o ad10), and the one in the teacher is the
efficient cause of the one in the pupil, and [the one in the pupil] is caused [by it], so too is

the heat in the fire, which is numerically different from the heat in the air, its efficient

cause.’'?

What is interesting in this passage, for present purposes, is not the claim it argues for but the
evidence it appeals to. Philoponus thinks that, when one immanent form gives rise to another, the
two are numerically distinct but formally identical. Note that, despite the slightly different terms,
this is the same principle Philoponus evokes in the Arbiter. While this passage is not sufficient
on its own to suggest what Philoponus has in mind, it gives a pretty clear picture if considered
together with the Arbiter passage. Likewise, the Arbiter passage becomes plausible support for
reading what Philoponus is doing in the CP because, despite its being a later work, it can easily
be seen to say much the same thing as this passage from the older text.

We can conclude that what the craftsman’s form and the form in the product have in
common is their “formal identity.” But since they are numerically distinct forms, what
Philoponus means by “formal identity” is best understood as “having in common an intelligible
content, which can be abstracted from them.” Finally, because Philoponus draws a strong
analogy between divine and human concept use and craftsmanship, it seems likely that he thinks
that what the divine ideas share with creatures is, likewise, a certain intelligible content. When
God thinks up what he will make, even “before” he determines that he will make something, he

has the intelligible content already present to him. When he finally determines to make

212 CP IX.11:353,9-16: 1] &v 16 mupi Beppodtng Spactiprog oboa kai Beppaively megukuic Té Mopakeipeva GAANY év
T6) TIAPAKEEVE® GEPL yEVVE BeppoTTa: Kol MG &V 16 Si8aoKAAR T€ Kol T¢ padnTij T adTo pév éov Kat’ £180g
Bedpnpa, o0 PNV Kot dplBpov 10 abTo, Kal €0TV TO pHEV €V TG S18a0KAAR TONTIKOV aiTov ToD &v ¢ pabntf,
aitiatov 8¢ €kelvo, oBTw Kal 1) év 16 mupi BeppoTng S1dpopog odoa Kot AptBudv TG &v ¢ dépt BeppoTnTog
TIOUNTIKOV €0TV QUTHG aiTiov.
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something according to those ideas, it seems fairly natural to think that he has gotten what he
was after, that his actions have at least not gone amiss, if the product ends up “looking like” what
he thought up. That seems especially true if there be no “remainder,” no content in the product

that is not already there in the divine idea.

5 — A difficulty for this answer
At this point, I take myself already to have established that Philoponus cares about something
like the CFP. I have also sketched his solution. But the case can be further strengthened by
showing that these commitments are woven into Philoponus’ broader thinking. To make that
case, I am now going to mention some difficulties that Philoponus faces by modelling God on a
craftsman and the solutions he proposes to those difficulties.

First, I wish to return to the assumptions Philoponus makes in CP II. I have mentioned a
few already. I now add another. If providence requires productive foreknowledge and things are
present to God’s productive foreknowledge insofar as he possesses certain principles or concepts,
it seems to follow that, if God does not possess the concepts or principles for something, he
cannot foreknow it and cannot, therefore, exercise providence over it. That fact suggests, though
Philoponus never makes the claim in so many words, that God’s providential activity—at least
his creative providential activity—can only extend to those things for which God possesses the
principles or concepts.

In making these claims about providence’s nature, Philoponus also makes an implicit
commitment to certain claims about providence’s scope. If (a) God is an intellect, (b) his
productive foreknowledge consists in his possessing certain concepts, or intelligible principles,

and (c) he must productively foreknow his creatures in order to exercise providence over them,
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then it seems to follow (d) that his providence can only extend to things with intelligible
contents. Anything else would fall outside divine foreknowledge, meaning that God could not
intend to produce it and that its creation would fall outside his care.

This view gives rise to a problem if combined with assumptions that at least some
Neoplatonists held: namely that certain positions in the cosmic hierarchy are occupied by non-
intelligible “entities.”*'> Foremost among these are particulars and prime matter, the latter serving
as the former’s basic numerical identity. If God’s providential foreknowledge and intention
extend only to the intelligible, God cannot be said to intend prime matter or, by extension, the
individual. Obviously, Philoponus would be unhappy with that implication: he is clear in CP II

b N3

that God “brings into existence” “even the most individual things and extends its providence to
all things.”** In CP 1V, he says much the same.*" So too CP XVI1.*'® He says directly in CP XII
that God creates matter;*"” and he would certainly not want to say that God does not know the
matter he is making. His model is, after all, that of a skilled craftsman who knows even the
matter of his making.*"® It is doubtful that he would have missed the implication of his own
views on this point; so, presumably, he has in mind some way to avoid the implication despite
his decision to reduce providence’s scope to the intelligible. Perhaps the most natural way would
be to claim that creatures are wholly intelligible, with no remainder that an intellective
providence might miss. In the next section, I shall attempt to show that, elsewhere in the Contra

Proclum, he shows that he has commitments that supply precisely the conceptual resources to

accomplish such a task.

3 Note: when it comes to the gods and individuals, Proclus says one must have miotig, not érmotnpn.

2% CP 115, 38,1-39,1: kai adTd TGV GVIOV TO ATOPOTOTA TOPGYEL TE Kal YIVOOKEL Kal €Ml TavTa TV avtod Slateivel
npovolav. He is citing Proclus and Plotinus here, but he clearly agrees with it, having introduced their conceptions as
“common.”

1 CP 1V.13, 90,1-91,25.

#1¢ CP XVI1.3, 573,15-573,20.

*7 CP 1X.9; XI1.1, 468,1-468,7.

28 CP1X.9.

139



Before doing so, however, I must first consider a potential concern with my argument so
far: Philoponus, one might rightly point out, never directly says that he wants to suggest a picture
on which God is a demiurgic intellect. Rather, he frames his argument as working from within
the assumptions that Plato might make. That is true enough. But it is clear that Philoponus favors
the idea that God knows things in this artisanal fashion. In the passage in CP II, he moves past
making his (purely negative) case from within what he takes to be Plato’s options. He takes his
view on foreknowledge to be a “common” one, which he seems to endorse; and he considers that
view to be directly tied to the idea that the divine ideas are “concepts” (vor|o€ig) in the divine
mind. If he is remaining within what he takes to be Plato’s position, he has little reason to make
the positive argument at all; that he does so, in combination with the fact that he seems to
endorse the conception he puts forward, suggests that, at this juncture, Philoponus is moving into
something closer to his own views. Further, he is selective when it comes to choosing passages
from Proclus and Plotinus. He tends to cites passages in which the two pagans make providence
sound more personalistic, with foreknowledge involving a divine knowledge, even if one that is
“above intellect.”*'” Philoponus is likely propping up his own argument by appealing to points at
which his opponents appear to be closer to his own position. Further, elsewhere in the Contra
Proclum, especially CP 1V,** Philoponus is clearly committed to the idea that God contains
secondary potentialities. Finally, he makes the same claims about divine ideas, sometimes using
slightly different language, in both his earlier work (e.g. the Aristotelian commentaries) and his
later work (e.g. the Arbiter), suggesting an enduring interest in and commitment to such a

providential picture.

7 CP11.5, 37,22-38,20; 39,2-39,19.

20 At CP IV.9, 79,4-79,6, he says explicitly that the creative principles of things are always within God.
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6 — An attempted solution
Having argued that Philoponus’ response to Proclus in CP II depends for its plausibility on his
success in folding all things into the intelligible, I am now ready to discuss one way in which he
does so: by changing how “prime matter” is understood. More specifically, Philoponus redefines
prime matter so that it becomes merely one more form among many—namely, a substantial
quantity (o0o1®8e¢ TooOV) that he refers to variously as “body simpliciter” (&nA&¢ odpa),*!

“unqualified body” (t0 Grolov odpa),” “body in general” (6Awg 10 oAuQ), “corporeality,”*

and “three-dimensional extension,” or “three-dimensionality” (t0 Tpixfj StoTtaTov).”
Before laying out the argument Philoponus makes for this redefinition, it will be helpful
to explain the historical background in brief.>** In doing so, I hope to foreground the reason for

the belief that prime matter, as commonly understood, is something other than form and hence

not intelligible.

6.1 — Matter in the forerunners
Arguably, a belief in prime matter can be traced to Aristotle, though it is far from

uncontentious that he himself holds that there is such a “stuff.”?*® To understand how the view

21 Cp X1.3, 413,23; 414,4.

22 Cp XI1.3, 414,19.

23 Philoponus, Arbiter, §41, p. 209
24 CP X1.3, 412,16.

2% For a much fuller account, see De Haas, John Philoponus’ New Definition.

226 Just to name a few scholars involved in the debate over whether Aristotle holds there is such a thing as prime

matter, see William Charlton, “Prime Matter: A Rejoinder,” Phronesis 28, no. 2 (1983): 197-211; Sheldon Cohen,
“Aristotle’s Doctrine of the Material Substrate,” Philosophical Review 93, no. 2 (1984): 171-194; Russell Dancy,
“On Some of Aristotle’s Second Thoughts about Substances: Matter,” Philosophical Review 87 (1978): 372—-413,;
Daniel Graham, “The Paradox of Prime Matter,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 25, no. 4 (1987): 475-490;
Barrington Jones, “Aristotle’s Introduction of Matter,” Philosophical Review 83, no. 4 (1974): 474-500; Hugh R.
King, “Aristotle without Prima Materia,” Journal of the History of Ideas (1956): 370-389;

H.M. Robinson, “Prime Matter in Aristotle,” Phronesis 19 (1974): 168—-188; and Friedrich Solmsen, “Aristotle and
Prime Matter: A Reply to Hugh R. King.” Journal of the History of Ideas 19, no. 2 (1958): 243-252. Charlton,
Jones, and King challenge the “traditional view” in different ways, while Cohen, Graham, Robinson, and Solmsen
defend the traditional (though Graham thinks it ultimately results in an incoherence in Aristotle).
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arises, one must first recall why Aristotle introduces the terms “form” (idog, poper)) and
“matter” (0An). Aristotle initially introduces the distinction between matter and form to explain
change. Broadly, in each change, there must be two elements: something that is gained or lost
within a certain category, such a quality or quantity, and something that persists through the
change. When I cook eggs, the eggs lose one quality, coldness, while gaining another quality,
heat. The eggs themselves remain substantially the same. In fact, it is because there is something
that undergoes the change—in this case the eggs—that one can call it a change at all.**’

A similar logic applies to changes from one substance to another. Suppose one beats a
sword into a plowshare. Just as in the case of the eggs, something is lost and something gained.
What is lost is one form: the sword’s form; what is gained is another form: the plowshare’s form;
and what persists through the change is the bronze. In the change, one composite substance—the
sword—operishes while another substance—the plowshare—comes to be.””® In cases like this,
where the change is from one substance to another rather than an alteration occurring within the
same substance, Aristotle refers to the thing undergoing the change as “matter.”

Matter is relative to the change in question. Relative to the change from sword to
plowshare, the bronze is matter. But the bronze is also the form for what composes it. On the
Aristotelian picture, all things ultimately comprise the four elements (i.e. air, earth, fire, water).
So, bronze is form relative to the elements but matter relative to plowshares beaten from swords.

Later commentators notice a potential puzzle in Aristotle. On the one hand, Aristotle
makes matter out to be a something that persists through change. That means that, in general,
matter will be a substance with its own character. On the other hand, Aristotle also says that the

elements change into one another. If he posited that they never underwent substantial change but

7 Two important passages in which Aristotle discusses the need for matter in order to explain change are his
Physics 17 and 1 9. Aristotle, Physica, ed. and trans. W.D. Ross (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1950).

28 1 am aware that it is contentious whether Aristotle thinks artifacts are substances in the proper sense. I opt for
artifacts because they make for an easier illustration, not because I wish to make a commitment in the debate.
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were simply arranged in different ways or changed in their relations to one another, there would
be no issue. But since he claims that they do indeed change into one another, there must be some
matter that persists through their changes into one another. This consideration leads some
commentators to posit a characterless “stuff” that underlies all changes, serving as the necessary
logical “other” to all forms. This “stuff” they call “prime matter.” **°

By the time Philoponus is writing, the assumption that there is something like prime
matter has become common, showing up in the ways different philosophical schools characterize
providence. In particular, it makes it impossible to attribute fully exhaustive providence to the
divine intellect, or vodg. Knowledge pertains to the (intelligible) forms, so prime matter, having
no intelligible features, cannot be known even by intellect, even the divine intellect.*** Since
particulars are constituted in part by their matter and the vod¢ cannot know or produce matter, the
voi¢ cannot know or produce particulars either. At most, it can extend its providence to the forms
that also have a part in constituting the particular.**!

Different philosophical schools react differently to this implication. The Peripatetics
simply accept that divine providence extends only to the universal or formal level, not to the
particular. Neoplatonists like Proclus, in contrast, attempt to salvage providence for particulars
by attributing providence to a cause superior to vodg. Proclus in particular does so by attributing

matter to the One, the first principle.”** But for Philoponus, who wants to identify God as (or as

possessing) an intellect, there must be another solution.

27 Richard Sorabji, Matter, Space, and Motion: Theories in Antiquity and Their Sequel (London: Duckworth, 1988),
chapters 1-7; De Haas, Philoponus’ New Definition, 20-45; Miira Tuominen, The Ancient Commentators on Plato
and Aristotle (London and New York: Routledge, 2014), 121, 148.

20 At least not qua intellect. Proclus would say that the Intellect (meaning the hypostasis from which particular
intellects arise) knows things outside the intelligible insofar as it is divine, participating in the henads.

%1 1t is also for this reason that he must say that, while individuals and their matter have causes, they have no
paradigms.

%2 Proclus, ET Prop. 59.
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6.2 — Replacing characterless prime matter with extension

In CP XI, Philoponus makes three-dimensional extension replace bodiless, characterless
prime matter as the ultimate “stuff” that underlies all other properties and that persists through all
changes in sensible particulars. The precise route by which Philoponus arrives at his conclusion
is not essential here. What matters are two clarifications he makes. First, he says that extension
falls under the Aristotelian category “substance,” being a constitutive “part,” or “element,” in the
substance rather than something that is added to it.>** This move allows him to avoid
characterizing extension as an accidental quantity, which would have to inhere in something
more fundamental than itself—something like the characterless prime matter in which some of
his predecessors and contemporaries believe. Secondly, Philoponus holds that, even when it
serves as prime matter, extension is a form.*** To call it matter is not to set it in a strictly separate
category from other forms but merely to say that it stands as a substratum relative to them.**
Making this move opens new possibilities for Philoponus. For instance, it becomes possible for
him to construe the form—matter composite (and hence the individual) as comprising nothing but

forms. Philoponus can thus extend divine providence to the individual without having to worry

23 CP X1.5-6, especially but not only 423,12—-424,10. In doing so, he is following the Commentators, among whom
it had, by this time, it has become common to consider certain properties, in particular those that “complete” or
“constitute” the substance, as belonging to substance. A common example was the whiteness in snow. See
Simplicius, Simplicii in Aristotelis Categorias commentarium, ed. Carolus Kalbfleisch. Commentaria in Aristotelem
Graeca 8 (Berlin: Reimer, 1907), 48.33-49.9, cited in De Haas, Philoponus’ New Definition, 207.

% He spends several paragraphs arguing for the conclusion that there is nothing incoherent about the idea that forms
can underlie other forms as their bmokeipeva. See CP X1.7. At 427,9, he goes so far as to suggest that it “is a certain
form” (€186¢ ti ¢oTv); and, while he sometimes says that the three-dimensional is “informed,” he makes it perfectly
clear that, in calling it so, he does not mean to say that it is composite but is, rather, something like a “simple bulk”
(&mAoig Tig ... 6ykog: 428,5-428,10). For a fuller discussion, see also De Haas, Philoponus’ New Definition, 254—

279.

2% Cp X1.7, 427,5-427.9. Note: Philoponus also considers the objection that to make prime matter into three-

dimensionality is to make one form that on which other forms are “founded.” He spends several paragraphs arguing
that this is an acceptable claim. See CP XI.7. In the end, though, he simply says that this upshot is acceptable to him.
See, relatedly, Marina Schwark, “Simplicius on the Individuation of Material Substances,” Elenchos 40, no. 2
(2019), 401-429. According to Schwark, Simplicius agrees with Philoponus. That Simplicius and Philoponus should
both come to this idea suggests that it may be a relatively important idea descending to them from their shared
master, Ammonius. (416) See also Krausmiiller, “Philosophia Ancilla Theologiae,” 157.
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about introducing some unintelligible “stuff” that might end up troublingly falling outside divine
providence’s reach.**®

It is now time to consider what construing prime matter as extension enables Philoponus
to do. At various points in the CP, Philoponus commits himself, sometimes more explicitly and
sometimes less so, to the idea that things are constituted by their forms, which are in turn
understood to be their essential properties. It is his claim that prime matter is extension that
enables him to do so. For, once prime matter is just another form, it becomes possible to construe
the particular form—matter composite as exhaustively constituted by forms.

I shall take a little space now to consider the evidence that things are constituted by their
forms and that those forms are their essential properties. In an aside in CP I, Philoponus
considers an argument by certain unnamed interlocutors to the effect that the relationship
between God and world is like that between the sun and the light found in the solar sphere. (That
is as opposed to the solar rays.) In his reply, Philoponus says the following:

[T]he substantial light that coexists with the sun ... is what informs (eiomoidv ... éotv)

and completes (cupTANPTIKOV) the sun’s nature (pOoewg) ... But each thing’s essence

(10 i v €ivan) and substance (ovoia) is governed by its form (katd O £186¢ £0T1v). And

nothing is its own creative cause. Neither ... does the sun create its own light, since it is

informed and has existence thanks to it.>>’

If the sun is not explicitly equated with its essence and nature in this passage, it is nearly so.
Philoponus seems to take the claims (a) that the sun’s light informs and completes its nature and

(b) that the sun’s light informs and completes it as functionally the same in meaning.**® And its

2% As Maria Varlamova notes, Philoponus thus makes matter into a “something,” with its own Adyog. “Philoponus’
Dispute Against the Eternity of the World and Its Influence on the Byzantine Philosophy,” Scrinium 13 (2017): 389.
27 CP 1.6, 16,25-17,4: TIpOg 8¢ 10 Gmo 1od fAiov HrOSetypa Qapev: €nesn 0 e&¢ StTtov éotiy, TO PV év avTh
ovvunooTav Tfj Tod HAlov opaipa oumcopsvov Q&G €160TO0V T €0TLV Kl GUPTANPWTIKOV TG ToD NAlov POOEMC,
<O¢> mavTi T SHA0oV: EKGoToL 8¢ TO Ti AV elvon Kai 1] odoia KaTd TO €180G £0TIv: 00SEV 8¢ aTO £auTod 0TIV
SNHLPYIKOV adTov- 018’ 6 TiAog Gpa SNOLPYOG £0TY TOD 1810V PWTOG KAT” AVTO eiSomoOVEVOG KAl TO glvat

Exav.

%8 Here, I am echoing an argument from Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology, 155.
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essence or nature, in turn, is pretty clearly being constituted by, at very least, what would be
called its completive forms, such as its light.**

Similarly, in CP XI, Philoponus describes fire (and its essence) as comprising at least
heat and lightness, water (and its essence) as comprising wetness and coolness—in each case
combined with three-dimensionality or corporeity.**® (It should be noted here, also, that while
Philoponus does talk about the sun as the substratum for the forms elsewhere in this passage, it is
clear that it is constituted by them; it seems more natural to read them as its parts or elements,
which exist “in it” only in the sense that it is only in the bundle that the individual properties
have existence.)

Now for the passages in which the forms in question are equated with properties.
Elsewhere in CP I, Philoponus says, “[T]he sun, inasmuch as it is informed by it, naturally
possesses its light inseparably; for forms are inseparable from their substrata.”**' Here, the sun is
serving as the subject in which the forms inhere, suggesting that the forms under discussion are
immanent forms. Philoponus makes clear elsewhere that such immanent, inseparable forms

include things like the particular whiteness in a swan’s plumes, suggesting that the forms under

239 That Philoponus uses the term “completive” (cupnAnpwtikdg) to mean those properties that are “parts of” and so

constitute a substance is likely on the basis of his familiarity with the distinction in Plotinus and the Aristotelian
commentary tradition, especially as represented by figures such as Simplicius and Ammonius. For discussion of this
distinction in Plotinus, see Riccardo Chiaradonna, “Plotinus on Sensible Particulars and Individual Essences,” in
Individuality in Late Antiquity, eds. Alexis Torrance and Johannes Zachhuber, 47-62 (Farnham, Surrey; Burlington,
VT: Ashgate, 2014); Pauliina Remes, Plotinus on Self: The Philosophy of the ‘We’ (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), 38—40, 68—72. For the same distinction the commentators and the Cappadocians, see
Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Transformation of Divine Simplicity
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 162—-169 and Francesco Ademollo, “The Anatomy of Primary Substance
in Aristotle’s Categories,” in Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, Volume 60, ed. Victor Caston, 145-202 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2022), 177-183. As the citations in the secondary literature show, the thinkers who talk
about “completive” properties disagree over what all is included in the set of completive properties. Some seem to
think it includes only definitional, or essential, properties, while others seem to think it includes necessary but non-
definitional properties. What is consistent is that, if a property is completive, it is a part of and constitutive of the
substance. Thanks to Brendan Harris for pressing this point.

20 CP X1.6, 425,17-425,22.

21 CP 1.8, 20,28-21,30: 6 pév yap fAog Gte eidomolodpevog € atod eikOTwg dydploTov EXeL TO PRG: GXOPIOTA YOp
1o €161 1OV DOKEPEVAV . . .
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consideration are properties.*** Further, Philoponus says, “No substratum [causes] the form that
informs it ... nor ... its own ... affection (éBouvg) or accident (ovppepnkotog).”** In this quote,
Philoponus seems to put the “forms,” in this case, in the same general bag as accidental
properties. That fits well with what we know already, cementing the idea that, here, Philoponus
has in mind essential properties.

Taken together, the fact that things are constituted wholly by their forms and the fact that
the forms under discussion are properties suggest that things are wholly constituted by their
essential properties. One last clarification must be made, however. In the last citation less one,
Philoponus says that the sun is the subject in which the properties inhere. That might seem to
suggest it is a logical subject somehow prior to rather than constituted by them. It seems to me
the best way to read this passage so that it coheres with his commitments elsewhere is to
interpret “sun” to mean the concrete property bundle. The immanent properties cannot stand on
their own; they can only ever appear in connection with concrete clusters comprising various
other properties, all ultimately founded on extension.

I would like to use one more passage as evidence for the idea that things are wholly
constituted by their properties, including, when it comes to sensible things, their extension. The
following is from CP XI.

[J]ust as the [differentiae] ‘irrational’ or ‘mortal’ do not exist on their own but it is [only]

coupled with ‘living creature’, that is, with ‘ensouled, sentient [creature]’, that they

achieve existence—by ‘living creature’, I do not mean the genus but the one that actually
exists and that becomes part of the composite [organism]—ijust so do the heat or lightness

in fire and everything else that makes up the substance of fire—and similarly the wetness
and coldness that are constitutive of water and, [in the case] of earth and air, the

2 CP 9.11, 347,19-23 and 352,13-17.
23 CP 1.8, 21,3-21,6: 008&v yap TGV OIOKEWWEVOY SNovpylkov aitiov €0ty 10D £idonolodvtog avtd gidoug, GAN’
008¢ 10D i5iov aBoug Te Kol oL PEPNKOTOG TOINTIKOV KITIOV 0TIV TRV EXOVIOV ODSEV.
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characteristics which are differentiae of their body—also take their existence in body

plain and simple, [or] the three-dimensional.***

This passage makes clear the role extension plays in any concrete thing. All the other properties
that constitute fire’s essence inhere in extension as in a substratum, and it is in such a bundle that
fire’s essential properties form the concrete fire.

Some care should be taken here. Strictly, what Philoponus says is that “everything that
makes up fire’s substance ... takes its existence in ... the three-dimensional.” He does not
explicitly say the three-dimensional is among the properties making up fire’s substance, or
essence, but it seems a natural interpretation. There are two reasons for thinking so. First is that,
when Philoponus talks about the substance “rational animal” in the passage cited above, the
distinction he draws is not between properties included in the definition and those not included
but between more or less basic properties. “Irrational” and “mortal” can only assume existence in
a living creature, but anything that is by definition an “irrational, mortal animal” will also have to
be living. If fire’s heat and lightness are analogous to “irrational” and “mortal,” its extension is
the corresponding analogue for “living thing.” It thus seems likely that Philoponus’ point is
simply that extension serves as the basis for the other properties constituting fire’s substance, not
that it is something other than a substantial property.**

Secondly and more positively, Philoponus appears to consider fire’s heat and lightness

and water’s coldness and wetness analogues to the “characteristics which are differentiae of the

2% CP X1.6, 425,13-425,22: &omep yop O Ghoyov fj 0 Bvntov kab’ éavtd pév oby veiotatal, cuvdualopeva 8¢ 16
{®®, TOLTEOTIV TQ EPPOX® aioBnTIK®, TV Vmap&v AdapPdavel (Aéyw 8¢ (P oD 1@ yEvel, GAAG @ év rdp&et 1jon, O
Kol pépog Tod ouvBETou yivetat), oltm 61 Kal To €v mupl Beppov fj kobeov Kal 60’ Gv TV 1ol MUPOG GUUNANPOODOV
ovoiav, Opoiwg Kal TO BYPOV Kal TO Puxpov, GmeP CLUTANPAOTIKE 0Ty ToD BSUTOG, KAl Yiig Kol Gépog T&
XOPOAKTNPLOTIKA TOVT®V Sla@opal DIIAPXOVIH COHATOG £V TG GMAGDC oMUt T& TpiXf] SiaoTatd v HNOCTACY
AapBaver.

% One can find further support from John Philoponus, John Philoponus and the Controversies, §30, Lang 199,
where Philoponus says that body and soul belong to different genera, namely the bodily and the incorporeal. I follow
Lang’s translation. From this point, I will cite it simply as “Arbiter,” with the section and page number from Lang.
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body” of earth and air. The language here suggests that extension is analogous to the properties
associated with the genus, which would still be included in the definition. As he says in the
Arbiter (and likely holds in the CP), man is not merely rational and mortal. Man is a rational,
mortal animal.**® Assuming that, as in the passage from CP XI, “animal” is taken to mean a
composite of soul and the body, corporeality must enter into the human definition even if only
implicitly. So, too, it seems probable that fire’s essence is to be hot, light body.**” These two
considerations supply sufficient reason to think that any apparent distinction being drawn
between “everything that makes up fire’s substance” and the fire’s extension is due to looseness
in Philoponus’ language rather than to his intending to exclude extension from fire’s substance.
There is one sense in which the fire’s bodiliness may not belong to its definition. One might
think that, properly, a definition includes only a thing’s most characteristic properties, or
iotntec. For fire, those properties are lightness, heat, and most especially brightness.** In this
sense, animality, which is common to multiple natures and so cannot serve as an essential
differentiating characteristic, would not be an especially good i610tng.>* But it is also clear that,
in another sense, animality does come into what it is to be a particular animal such as a human.
So it would be reasonable to assume, too, that fire’s bodiliness enters into its definition in at least
this looser sense—even if its bodiliness is not an especially distinctive characteristic.

Additional support for my claim can be drawn from the Arbiter, where Philoponus makes
it clearer that he considers a thing to be its nature or substance and the nature, or substance, to be
the thing’s essential properties taken in sum. A brief note on method: although the Arbiter was

likely written later than the CP, it can play a supporting role here. I have already noted the

¢ Arbiter §12, p. 183.

247 1t is certainly the case that Philoponus sees the elements as body. For instance, In CP XI.3, he talks about the
change of one element into another as the change of bodies into one another.

8 Arbiter §41, p. 208.

% Hence why things are not usually named by their matter, which everything else has too, but by their forms (in the
relative sense). See CP IX, 371,3-371,8.
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passages in the CP in which Philoponus seems to hold that things are nothing but their bundled
properties. That should be sufficient for my purposes. However, seeing that he uses rather similar
language and even examples in his later work may lend some small additional plausibility to my
interpretation—especially when taken in combination with the very similar understanding of
three-dimensionality as the basic substratum of the internal, formal structure of things.
In the Arbiter, 8§12, Philoponus asks whether an individual is identical with its nature. He
answers in the affirmative, making the following, very brief argument:
[N]othing which exists is other than its nature (or substance). For if the nature (or
substance) of man is rational and mortal living being—for the definitions of things are
indicative of their substance—but man is other than his own substance, then man will be
other than rational and mortal living being. But man is nothing else than rational and
mortal living being. And how should man thus be other than himself?**
Strictly speaking, what this passage claims is only that a thing is not to be understood as other
than its nature. Philoponus takes it as a given that a thing is nothing other than its essential
properties. He then reasons that, since a thing’s definition indicates what its nature is and
definitions consist in certain essential properties, a thing’s nature must be its essential properties.

Finally, since a thing is nothing other than its essential properties and its nature is its essential

properties, a thing cannot be “other than” its nature.

20 Arbiter §12, p. 183. Note that Lang’s translation leaves off articles, meaning that it could sound as though

Philoponus is talking about “man” in general, in the abstract, or in the universal. Unfortunately, I am not versed in
Syriac and cannot check the original language myself. But I think context is enough to rule out that reading.
Philoponus is clearly talking about whether things that exist are other than their natures, and he is a particularist, as I
shall discuss later on; and his examples include the sun and Christ, which are both particulars or indivisibles. Both
points mean that he is almost definitely not talking about universals here. Many thanks to Brendan Harris for noting
that one could read the passage as about “man” in general.
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Based on this reasoning, Philoponus takes a further step. “Man,” he says, is the same as
“man’s nature.””' Likewise, the sun is its nature, and Christ is his nature.*** And so on for any
other thing (“each existent”) one might care to name.*>

In Arbiter §13, one can find further evidence for the idea that a nature or substance
consists in its essential forms or properties, taken in sum (rather than severally):

If multiple ... natural faculties are seen in the sun, such as, e.g., its brightness and heat

andl,] againl,] its three-dimensional extension and spherical shape, its circular motion

and whatever else of the kind, even then there is no need to say that there are multiple
natures of the sun. For nothing of the kind by itself makes the nature of the sun.

Brightness is also in fire, and spherical shape in many others, and again circular motion

in the whole sky, and three-dimensional extension in each body, but the sun is none of

those. But what is a joint product of all that has been mentioned[—]this is the sun’s
nature (or substance), which is not to be seen in anything else and makes the one sun and
its one nature.”*
Finally, I present Arbiter 841. This passage is necessary to bring up because it may be taken
either to present a challenge to my reading or to support it, depending on how it is read.

[T]he compound of all the constituents of the subject, this we call “nature and substance.”

For example, we say that brightness is a property of fire ... but not the nature of fire;

lightness is even more specifically a property of fire, but not the nature of fire. Rather[,]

that which is made up of all these together, of which fire is constituted, along with the
corporeality underlying them[—]this is the substance and nature of fire.>
Here, as in CP XI, there is some clarificatory work to be done. It might appear that he is saying a
thing’s essential properties are added to the corporeality, or three-dimensional extension, to make

up its substance, or nature. Such a reading would count against my interpretation. But, as with

CP XI, the better reading is that corporeality is functioning as an essential property, even if one

=t Arbiter §12, p. 183. I have very slightly altered Lang’s translation purely for euphony. There should be no change
in meaning.

»2 Arbiter §12, p. 183.

23 Arbiter §12, p. 183.

% Arbiter §13, pp. 183-184.

5 Arbiter §41, p. 209.
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that differs from the others in functioning as a substratum for the rest. I present two reasons for
thinking so. First, the passage from Arbiter §13 clearly shows that “three-dimensional extension”
is among the forms making up the sun’s nature. Secondly, as with CP XI, it seems clear that
Philoponus is simply using terms in slightly different ways in different passages. He sometimes
talks as though natures were wholly constituted by their substantial differences (the properties
that are most properly called their i616n1eg); but he makes it clear that three-dimensionality
belongs to each body’s nature and that the sun (as, presumably, also with the elements) is body.**®
In conclusion, Philoponus has taken steps towards making his ontology consist entirely in
intelligible entities: individuals are nothing but their essential properties, and their properties
have an intelligible content—just the moves that Philoponus would need to make in order to fold
all things under God’s intellective providence. This conclusion achieves two things for my
argument in this chapter. (a) It strengthens the case for my claim that, for Philoponus, God knows
creatures in advance simply by knowing their intelligible contents. Secondly, it suggests that
Philoponus’ arguments in the CP are more systematic than they might at first appear: in his
argument with Proclus, he is intentionally reworking concepts such as individuation as supports
for a picture on which providence can be ascribed, without remainder, to a creative intellect.
There is thus an undercurrent to his argument about whether the world is everlasting: he is
suggesting his preferred position on providence as a viable alternative to that held by Proclus.
That Philoponus is being more systematic than it might at first seem matters for my argument in
one last way: it matters because it suggests that the other sections in the CP where Philoponus
supplies the resources to support his argument in CP II are linked with his aim, in CP II, to show

how the Adyot secure divine productive foreknowledge. If that be true, it renders more plausible

¢ For the former, Arbiter §41, p. 208; for the latter, see the previous cited passage: the sun’s nature includes its
“three-dimensional extension,” which is a property it shares with other bodies.
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my contention that what Philoponus is doing in CP II is, among other things, working through
how to deal with the difficulties involved in establishing a relationship between the Adyot and
creatures, enabling the Adyot to do the work he wants to assign them.

I should pause to consider an objection here. One might still think I have overstepped my
evidence. And it must be admitted that it is impossible to say with certainty that Philoponus is
intentionally deploying concepts such as three-dimensionality in order to support his arguments
against Proclus in places like CP II, much less whether he is intending to deploy them to set his
own providential picture over against Proclus’. However, I take it that the case is legitimate—
and that for the following reasons. It is unlikely the connections among individuation,
providence, and his arguments in CP II and elsewhere would have escaped Philoponus. And
there are reasons to think he would intentionally deploy the concepts in such a way. For instance,
while Philoponus himself never says, in the CP, that he has divine knowledge or providence in
mind when he subscribes to the idea that prime matter is merely another form, it would certainly
be natural for the thought to have crossed his mind. Other philosophers, including Proclus
himself, had already been wrestling with the difficulty, and Philoponus almost certainly would
have been aware. And it certainly seems that Philoponus connects providential foreknowledge
with the intelligible in a way that suggests he himself sees the further connection between his
views on prime matter and providence. Certainly, it is more than coincidence that he happens to
argue for concepts that happen to serve exactly the conceptual role demanded in order to make
his views on providence work. It is therefore at least plausible to think that the view on which
prime matter is a form would have commended itself to Philoponus for its usefulness in this

connection, which he happens to have deployed more directly in his argument in CP XI.
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7 — Evaluating Philoponus
I take myself to have shown that, plausibly, Philoponus cares about the CFP and that he
builds his ontology with an eye to dissolving it. The next task is to ask to what degree he is
successful. In this section, I claim that Philoponus, despite his best efforts, never manages to
avoid certain difficulties. In order to make this evaluative claim, I need to introduce the
distinction Philoponus draws between common natures and particular natures. And that
distinction, in turn, will be easier to draw after noting that Philoponus is an ontological

particularist. To that lattermost task I turn now.

7.1 — Particularism
Philoponus holds that all substances, properly speaking, are particular. Apparently
common things like “humanity,” if they can be said to exist at all, exist only “in the mind,” as
concepts that have been abstracted from particular substances.”” One can find Philoponus
expressing this position most clearly in his later, theological treatises. Consider, for example, the

following fragment, purportedly from a treatise written by Philoponus in a treatise on the Trinity:

[S]pecies and genera are posterior to particular individuals, and ... each common thing is
constructed by our intellect from particulars. For this reason, the ancients called such
things posterior and intellectual beings. For, correctly speaking, Peter, John, and every
individual man are animal and substance, and the same goes for this horse and that ox.
However, these names [i.e. “animal” and “substance”] passed from these ... to ... genera
and species, that is, from things which subsist in substance to those which are inferred by
our intellect. That is why ... Aristotle ... says: the universal either is nothing or is
posterior. Nothing, because no universal is a proper existence, as our idea about them is
not, correctly speaking, a substance. Particulars are called principle and first substances,
whereas that which is said of many, i.e., genera and species, is called substance only in a

%7 See Philoponus, In Aristotelis de anima commentaria, 1.1, Hayduck 37,17-38-17 and I1.5, Hayduck 307,20—
308,2; Arbiter §23, pp. 191-192; Erismann, “John Philoponus on Individuality”; and Zachhuber, The Rise of
Christian Theology, chapter 6, especially 163—166. For brief discussion of whether Philoponus is to be read as
holding that universal concepts are formed in the soul by abstraction, see Sirkel, “Philoponus on the Priority,” 366.
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secondary way. And this is why, when we speak not metaphorically, but properly, we call

hypostases ‘substances’.*®

One can find much the same thought already present in Philoponus’ earlier work, though he is
generally less committed to the claim that universals are genuinely “nothing.” For instance, in his
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, he says, “For since nature, in making each particular thing
(for it makes, as we have said, not one among the things universal), has brought certain ...
principles into each thing’s coming to be and has brought the same principles into all things
likewise, it is plain ... that the common and universal is posterior and takes its substance from
the particular things’ coming to be.”* Here, “nature” means something like “the natural order,”
or the cosmos.*” Philoponus thus seems to mean that, in the natural world, there are only
particulars. It is for that reason that what is common must also be “posterior.” One can find
similar examples in his other commentaries.*®!

Notice that, even when he calls universals “nothing,” as in the fragment above,
Philoponus does not completely rule out common natures: he simply denies that, if they do exist,
they are “proper substances.” Elsewhere in his corpus, he seems inclined to think there are two
broad categories into which things fall. One is “substance,” which includes both substances

proper and the elements, or parts, constituting substances proper. The other is “accident.”** It

2% Translation by Christophe Erismann, “John Philoponus on Individuality,” 148. He is citing Albert Van Roey, “Les
fragments trithéites de Jean Philopon,” Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica 11 (1980): 135-163. Erismann does not
mention whether he is translating from Van Roey’s Latin or directly from the Syriac.

%7 John Philoponus, Ioannis Philoponi in Aristotelis Physicorum libros tres priores commentaria, ed. Hieronymus
Vitelli. Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca XVI (Berlin; Boston: De Gruyer, 1887), 15,20-24: énel yap 1 001G
€KaoTov TeV Kotk pépog molodaa (006EV yap TV KabBoAov Tolel, MoTep elopev), mapéAafe T00Gade TIVRG GPYOG
€1¢ TNV EKAOTOL YEVEDLY, Kl T TAVTIWV TAG QUTAG ApXAG OPOoIwG TapEAafE, TO Kowvov SnAovoTL TodTo Kal KaBoAou
VOTEPOV €0TL KA €K THG TAV KATA HEPOG TIPAYHATOV YevETdews DEEoTn. Found in Erismann, “Philoponus on
Individuality,” 151. I have tweaked Erismann’s translation.

%0 See CP II1.7, where Philoponus denies that there is a “universal nature” but allows that one might use the term
“nature” to mean the harmony among all the elements making up the world.

%61 For which see, e.g., Erismann, “Philoponus on Individuality.” Also CP II1.7, where he makes it clear that he
thinks universals exist “only in thought.”

%2 Arbiter §§8-10, pp. 179-182. Such a division likely arises from Philoponus’ reading of Aristotle, whom he also
takes to divide things into substances and accidents, the latter category including all the non-substance categories.
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would be perfectly natural for Philoponus to assign universals to the latter category. Indeed, in
places like his CP, he seems inclined to just that tack, suggesting that the universal may exist “in
being thought,” presumably as a concept (¢vvowx) that can be abstracted from particulars and, in
turn, related to those particulars.*® Insofar as they exist only in being thought, they are relatives
or the like, not substances.

It is finally time to turn to the distinction between common and particular natures.
Philoponus famously introduces this distinction in the Arbiter, chapter four and elaborates on it
in chapter seven. “[E]ach nature,” he says, “is called ... what it is, not in a single ... but in a
twofold manner.”*** First, the term “nature” can refer to the “common nature,” meaning the
“intelligible content (Adyog Tfi¢ o0oiag) common to participants in the same substance, as every
man is a rational and mortal living being.”**> Secondly, it can refer to the “same common nature
[as it] exists in the individuals and assumes a particular existence in each ... and does not fit with
anything else but this [thing] alone.”**® This he calls the “particular nature.””” Some immediate
clarifications are in order. While Philoponus still talks about a “common nature in each
individual,” T take it to be fairly clear that he is not merely talking about the same, abstract
intelligible content under a certain aspect—namely as considered in association with one
concrete individual, say. Rather, he is talking about the concrete substance, or ovoia, in which
the universal nature is “instantiated.” That he is doing so is supported by a few considerations.

First, Philoponus makes it clear that “nature,” in his second sense, means the same thing as

See Sirkel, “Philoponus on the Priority,” 353—-354. The passages on which Sirkel draws include In Aristotelis
Categorias commentarium 49,10-16 and 49,19-22.

2% Philoponus, In Aristotelis de anima commentaria 38,3—4: évvonuotkov £oTiv- £xel yop TV UTOGTACY &V Q)
voeloBat, wg pévtol kab’ abtod BPeoTnKOg 0BGV €oTl. A little later on (38,15-16), he says that what we express
when we give a universal definition is nothing but our concept of things (v y&p &vvolav fjv €xopev nepi 1OV
npaypatev 6piiopeda). In his commentary on the Categories, he clarifies that what we predicate of things is also
our concept of their substance: In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium 58,13-59,1.

264 Arbiter §22, p. 191.

5 Arbiter §21, p. 190.

¢ Arbiter §22, p. 191.

%7 See, for example, Arbiter §§23-25, pp. 192-193.
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“hypostasis,” except that it considers the particular nature “in itself,” not in connection with its
accidents; and since hypostases are concrete entities, such as Christ, Peter, and Paul, the
particularized common nature must also be a concrete entity.*®® To the extent that there is a
notional distinction to make between hypostases and particular natures, it is not with regard to
their relation to the common nature: Philoponus describes both the particular nature and the
hypostasis as the “existence proper to,” or “particular” to, “each individual” and as that in which
the common nature takes it existence.”® It makes little sense to talk about a more particular
intelligible content as that in which another intelligible content exists—and, more positively, it
seems that an intelligible content needs a concrete particularity in which to have its existence—,
so the fact that the common nature takes its existence in the particular nature suggests the
particular nature is a concrete entity. Thirdly, one can come at the matter through the passages I
cited earlier: Philoponus explicitly says that individuals such as Christ and the sun are their
natures. He cannot mean that the individual is the common nature. That, he says, is simply a
common Aoyog, which, given his particularism, is either a mental concept or nothing at all. So, it
is most natural to read the passages in which Christ, “man,” and the sun are identified with their
natures as claiming that those individuals are their natures in the second sense, again suggesting
that particular nature is concrete—and, indeed, that the particular nature is the concrete
individual. And finally, there is the following, rather curious argument made by Philoponus when
introducing the distinction in the first place:

[T]he ... common nature, such as ... man, by which no man is distinguished from
another, when it exists in each individual, is then proper to [that individual] and not

68 Arbiter §§21-23, pp. 190-192.

67 Arbiter §23, p. 192 for hypostasis; Arbiter §23, p. 192 for particular nature. In this reading, I differ from
Zachhuber, who wants to read the hypostasis as more distinct from the particular nature. My sense is that Zachhuber
thinks the term “particular nature” picks out something different from “hypostasis,” whereas I think the two terms
refer to the same entity, the difference being only that the term “hypostasis” has a different sense, or connotation.
The Rise of Christian Theology, 152—154.
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common to anyone else ... For the rational and mortal living being in me is not common
to anyone else. [It is for this reason that], when a certain man suffers ... it is possible for
individuals [belonging to] the same species to remain without suffering. When Paul dies,
it is possible that no other man dies with him.*”°
The argument seems to be something like this. The humanity found in, say, St. Stephen is
destroyed when he is martyred. If the humanity found in him were universal humanity—
humanity as found in each and every human—then that would mean the universal humanity
would die along with St. Stephen. Obviously, though, there are still other humans around after he
and his humanity are extinguished. So, whatever “humanity” is destroyed when St. Stephen is
killed, it must not be the universal humanity. Instead, Philoponus suggests, it is a particular
humanity. He makes a similar argument with respect to Christ: if the common divinity became
enfleshed when the Son became enfleshed, then the Father and the Spirit would have been
enfleshed along with him.””* While it is possible to read this argument as being about a particular

272 it seems

concept—ideas about St. Stephen being in some way unable to exist in his absence—,
far more natural to read the claim that, “when Paul dies, it is possible that no other man die with
him” as about a concrete substance, Paul, who can genuinely undergo death, than about a
particular intelligible content linked with him.

In sum, Philoponus uses the term “particular nature” as one among various ways to refer
to the particular, concrete substances one encounters in daily life: Paul, the maidenhair fern
drooping on my bookshelf, the seagull stealing chips from the kebab stands on St. Giles’, and so

forth. It is also worth noting that one must therefore be especially careful when reading

Philoponus on this topic: when he talks about natures, he may be talking about either the nature

70 Arbiter §22, p. 191.

21 Arbiter §23.

72 Such a reading is certainly possible. Philoponus talks about concepts as reliant on their referents’ existence in
various passages. For discussion, see Erismann, “John Philoponus on Individuality,” 153—155 and Riin Sirkel,
“Philoponus on the Priority,” 363-371.
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in the abstract, as the common nature found only in concept, or in the concrete, as comprising the
tropes that together constitute the individual.

One final point should be mentioned before I move on. Philoponus’ particularism extends
to properties in general. Just as humanity only exists in particular humans, so whiteness exists
only in particular white things: the moon, that snowflake on the windowsill, the swaddling
clothes in the nativity set the church down the road breaks out every December.?” To use
contemporary philosophical terms, Philoponus holds that concrete properties are tropes.””* While
he does not so clearly outline it as he does with other universals, such as species and genera,
Philoponus most likely holds that there are “merely conceptual” universals for properties such as

“white” as well as for natural kinds.

7.2 — Problems for the account

Let us now turn to the evaluation proper. Philoponus’ basic response to the CFP is to reduce, as
far as possible, the distance between the creature and its own intelligible content. In doing so, he
makes the traditional divine ideas approach look much more plausible. After all, there is no
articulable character by which the individual created differs in content from the corresponding
Aoyoc. What, exactly, one might ask, is missing from the Adyoc? What unexpected element in the
concrete individual is unaccounted for? Presumably, nothing at all. Having produced a creature,
God would find nothing in the creature that was unexpected.

Even so, some difficulties remain. For one thing, if the individual is identical with a

particular nature, the Adyog alone is not enough to allow God to know and intend this particular

3 Note, for instance, the references in footnote 245 of this thesis.

274 For one of the first figures to introduce the concept in contemporary anglophone philosophy, see D.C. Williams,

“On the Elements of Being 1.” Review of Metaphysics 7, no. 1 (1953): 3-18; and “On the Elements of Being I1.”
Review of Metaphysics 7, no. 2 (1953): 601-625.
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nature. After all, Philoponus holds that particular natures that “share” in the same common nature
cannot be distinguished by their intelligible content. Even if one takes Philoponus to use the term
“particular nature” to refer to the common nature considered as in connection with the concrete
individual, the problem would remain; for it is only as associated with that individual that it
becomes possible to think the common nature as in connection with it. Philoponus could not
simply say that the individual can be known as particular because God knows the additional
properties that distinguish a given particular nature from other, formally identical particular
natures: at least in the treatises discussed in this chapter, he makes it clear that the particular
nature is the individual substance; any other properties that happen to tag along with it are
accidents, not the substance itself. They would therefore not give a grip on the substance, not
unless they could already be associated with it.

All these worries, are relatively minor, however. Philoponus could simply say that God
has a particular Aoyog for each thing. He certainly flirts with that idea in his later writings.*”
Having already argued that there is no need for non-formal stuff such as matter, if Philoponus
were to take this tweak onboard, he would have a very potent position indeed.

Even so, the CFP would remain. For all he attempts to reduce the difference between the
creature and its intelligible content (and hence between it and its creative Adyog), the fact remains
that he still has to admit that the Adyog is not the creature itself. It can explain and include
reference to all the intelligible characters found in the thing, down to any peculiar properties it
might have, but, in the end, it cannot contain reference to the fact that the creature is a concrete

other. To that extent, he still cannot say that God has, prior to creating, an intended object that

logically entails its product without deriving its content from that same product.

7> Albert Van Roey, “Les fragments trithéites,” 135-163.
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Chapter 5: Dionysius on precontainment

1 — Introduction

There is very little information about the figure who writes under the name Dionysius the
Areopagite, but most contemporary scholars agree that he was a Christian, probably living in the
Fifth Century and conversant with both the Neoplatonist tradition and Syrian Christian liturgy.
His thought bears clear influences from Proclus, whose philosophical terms Dionysius adopts

(and adapts) and whose argument that evil has no proper substance he repeats nearly blow for
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blow in his treatise On the Divine Names.”’® It is also clear that, like his near contemporaries
Proclus and Philoponus, Dionysius is (a) committed to the idea that God provides for his
creatures and (b) is interested in describing how God oversees his creation through his
providential activities. Like them, too, he wants providence to extend to each and every thing:
God arranges principles, sources, and establishes each thing, down to the particular.””’

In this and the next chapter, I attempt to show that Dionysius, again much like his near
contemporaries, is interested in the CFP. He implicitly responds to it by suggesting that God
knows the creature both in himself (that is, transcendently) and in his going out to the creature in
the creative act (that is, relative to the creature as creator to creature or cause to effect). I also
claim that, based on how Dionysius characterizes divine precontainment, divine procession,
synergy between creatures and God, and hierarchy, it is possible to give his response a fuller
characterization: God foreknows the creature in himself insofar as he possesses, though in an

infinitely higher degree, the same powers and knowledges as the creature. In possessing them,

276 Pseudo-Dionysius, The Divine Names, IV. Except where noted, I use Suchla’s edition: Corpus Dionysiacum:

Band 1: Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita: De Divinis Nominibus, ed. Beate Suchla (Berlin; New York: De Gruyter,
1990). I shall cite The Divine Names as “DN,” followed by the chapter and section. Where more precision is
necessary, I also include the page and/or line numbers from Suchla.

Regarding the connection between Proclus and Dionysius, see Hugo Koch, “Proklos als Quelle des Pseudo-
Dionysius Areopagita in der Lehre vom Bosen,” Philologus 54 (1895): 438-454 and Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita
in seinen Beziehungen zum Neuplatonismus und Mysterienwesen: eine litterarhistorische Untersuchung.
Forschungen zur christlichen Litteratur und Dogmengeschichte, Band I, Heft 2/3 (Mainz, F. Kirchheim, 1900), 1—
276 and Josef Stiglmayr, “Der Neuplatoniker Proklus als Vorlage des sog. Dionysius Areopagita in der Lehre von
Ubel,” Historisches Jahrbuch 16 (1895): 253-273 and 721-748. More recently, see also H.D. Saffrey, “Un
lien objectif entre le Pseudo-Denys et Proclus,” Studia Patristica 9 (1966): 98-105 and “New Objective Links
Between Pseudo-Dionysius and Proclus,” in Neoplatonism and Christian Thought, ed. Dominic O’Meara (Norfolk,
VA: International Society for Neoplatonic Studies, 1982), 64—74; and Carlos Steel, “Proclus et Denys: De
I’existence du mal,” in Denys 1’ Aréopagite et sa posterité en Orient et en Occident, ed. Ysabella de Andia (Paris:
Institut d’études augustiniennes, 1997), 89-108. Lilla Salvatore has argued for connections between Damascius and
Pseudo-Dionysius: “Pseudo-Denys 1’ Aréopagite, Porphyre et Damascius.” In Denys I’Aréopagite et sa postérité en
Orient et en Occident: Actes du Colloque International, Paris, 21-24 septembre 1994, edited by Ysabel de Andia,
117-152. Paris: Institut d’études augustiniennes, 1997. This connection, however, remains more tenuous.

7 For instance, DN XI.3, Suchla 220,1-3: Kai €t pév £étepotnta kai Sidkpiowy 6 tadta Aéywv @noti vy EKGoTtou v
OVIV 1810 T Kol T T TV 006€ €V TRV VTV OV, Omep €0y, €0€AeL TOTE AMOAAVELY, ODK v 0VSE TETG TPOG
10010 GVTIPTIOopEY, GAAX Kol TaTnV elprvng €peaty dnogavoipeda. See also DN VIIL.7 for the idea that God
maintains each thing’s nature (p0o1g); DN V.7 for the idea that each thing has its own nature and Adyot; and DN
VIIL.9, Suchla 207,4-5 for the idea that God preserves each being in its particular form, by which it is accustomed to
be.

163



God knows exactly what his creatures, constituted by those same powers and knowledges and
the corresponding activities, will be like. Further, since the activities that constitute creatures are
actually a sharing in the singular, concrete activity in which God is always engaged, God always
knows the very activity that does come to constitute the creature. He knows the creature in the
creative act, on the other hand, insofar as he knows his own concrete act as rendered complex or
differentiated so as to include creatures as cooperants. It is in the former sense that he knows
creatures strictly in advance and the latter sense in which he knows them as particular.

As a mercy to my readers, I have divided this argument into two chapters. In this chapter,
I focus on establishing (a) that Dionysius shows an interest in the CFP and (b) that, for him, God
possesses, in a higher mode, all creaturely powers and knowledges. I shall reserve till the next
chapter my argument for the claim that God knows things in his going out to them.

Note that the argument in these chapters is more conjectural than those in the previous
chapters. Dionysius never explicitly thematizes the individual as such, not even in the broad
sense in which I have been using the term (though, as I argue in the next chapter, he does imply
that he has a position on individuals). Much less does he explicitly talk about the manner in
which he thinks the divine idea relates to the individual or how this connection relates, in turn, to
divine causation. As a result, my argument involves drawing elements from across the Dionysian
Corpus in order to construct what I take to be a picture in which all those elements form a
coherent whole.

Such an approach is warranted on the following grounds. First, Dionysius is a relatively

systematic and certainly a sophisticated thinker. So, if

a) he is interested in the CFP,
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b) the CFP is a problem only on the presupposition that creatures have their own
individualities, and

c) Dionysius holds that there are such things as individuals in the relevant sense,

then it is plausible to think

d) that Dionysius recognizes a connection between the individual and the CFP.

Further, if the manner in which Dionysius seeks to secure divine foreknowledge in DN VII is
echoed elsewhere in his corpus in his distinction between God in himself and God in his
activities, it is plausible that the echoes are intentional: Dionysius is probably connecting his
ideas about the relationship between God and creation and his views on divine foreknowledge. A
second point favoring this approach is that Dionysius is clearly connected with the previous two
thinkers with whom we have been dealing. He is their rough contemporary, probably knows and
responds to Proclus, and is generally interested in related subjects.*”®

My argument begins with the passages in the DN in which Dionysius most explicitly
discusses the manner in which God foreknows the creatures he will make: DN VII and V. On a

straightforward reading, Dionysius thinks that God knows creatures in advance by possessing

their paradigms. His insistence that God derives his knowledge about creatures not from the

278 Philoponus was among the first to cite the Dionysian Corpus directly (in his De opificio mundi), so he was
certainly acquainted with Dionysius as an author. John Rist suggests that Philoponus may even have known
Dionysius personally or, at any rate, known who he was. For the reference in the De opificio mundi as well as thes
speculations on the relation between Philoponus and Dionysius, see John Rist, “Pseudo-Dionysius, Neoplatonism
and the Weakness of the Soul,” in From Athens to Chartres: Neoplatonism and Medieval Thought: Studies in
Honour of Edouard Jeauneau, eds. Haijo Jan Westra (Leiden; New York; Koln: Brill, 1992), 136, note 7. Ronald
F. Hathaway makes a similarly tentative suggestion to that effect in Hierarchy and the Definition of Order in

the Letters of Pseudo-Dionysius: A Study in the Form and Meaning of the Pseudo-Dionysian Writings (The
Hague: Nijhoff, 1969), 5, 12.
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creatures themselves but from his own nature suggests that Dionysius is aware that the divine
ideas must be logically prior to their products. At the same time, he clearly wants to attribute to
God genuine productive foreknowledge, both in the passages under consideration and in his need
to consider biblical passages in which God shows clear, concrete intentions towards creatures.
So, the divine ideas must also have some referential power. Along the way, I note that Dionysius
is not clear on how exactly he thinks the paradigms meet these two demands. Indeed, he seems to
suggest at least two approaches at once: on the one hand, he thinks that God knows creatures as
he “precontains them.” On the other hand, he sometimes talks about God as knowing creatures as
“from him,” which I take to mean something like “relative to him as their cause.” There is thus a
tension in Dionysius when it comes to this subject.

My next move is to suggest that this tension is not a bug but a feature: Dionysius thinks
God knows things both by “precontaining them,” or possessing their non-relative paradigms, and
by knowing them as “being from him,” as his actual effects in the creative act. To make that
reading plausible, I turn to examine the Dionysian system as a whole, looking first at how
Dionysius understands God to “precontain” creatures or their ideas and secondly at how he
understands God to “go out to” his creatures in the creative act, rendering himself, to that extent,
relative to them. God precontains his creatures by possessing the same powers that they will
possess, though he possesses them in an infinitely more intense mode. That is to say that he is
able to engage in the same activities as his creatures, producing at least the same effects as they
do. To the extent that his powers are the same powers as those in creatures and those powers
constitute creatures, he knows the creatures themselves. God “goes out to” his creature in
enacting his creative powers, becoming present to it in his providences. In doing so, he

establishes himself as in contact with his creature, making himself relative to it as cause to
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caused, creator to creature. To put it another way, he knows the very act in which the creature
shares; hence, he knows the creature as the particular cooperant in an activity in which he
himself is practically involved.

Given (a) that his explicit discussion of the divine ideas and divine productive
foreknowledge display this tension and (b) that his system of providence seems fitted to answer
to both poles of that tension, it seems likely (c) that Dionysius intentionally includes in his
system the resources to enable the divine ideas to achieve both their purposes, being both
transcendent and relative to their particulars.

Before I proceed, I should make a few points about method and my relationship to the
current literature. First, I assume Dionysius to be Christian. This is admittedly a contentious
point. Beyond the fact that Dionysius was probably a Platonist-trained writer and familiar with
Syrian rites, scholars can agree on little. Some scholars think him a Christian who merely uses
Platonic terms. Others say he is a pagan philosopher seeking to pass off his thought as Christian
so as to preserve the Platonic tradition in an increasingly hostile empire.””® Some consider him a
Chalcedonian, while others see him as a miaphysite; still others think he is simply an elderly

monk seeking to avoid unwelcome controversies.® I doubt we can make much further progress

279 Those who take him to be obviously Christian include Golitzin, “A Christian Mysticism?”, 128-179; Vladimir

Lossky, Essai sur la théologie mystique de I’Eglise d’Orient (Paris: Aubier, 1944); Louth, Denys the Areopagite;
and John Rist, “Pseudo-Dionysius, Neoplatonism and the Weakness of the Soul,” in From Athens to Chartres:
Neoplatonism and Medieval Thought. Studies in Honour of Edouard Jeauneau, eds. Haijo Jan Westra (Leiden; New
York; Koln: Brill, 1992), 137. Some take him to be Christian but then read him without substantive reference to his
Christianity. For instance, see Perl, Theophany; and Sarah Klitenic-Wear and John Dillon, Dionysius the Areopagite
and the Neoplatonist Tradition (Abingdon: Routledge, 2007). For those think him likely only ostensibly Christian,
see Hathaway, Hierarchy and the Definition of Order, 21-29; Tuomo Lankila, “The Corpus Areopagiticum as a
Crypto-Pagan Project,” Journal for Late Antique Religion and Culture 5 (2011): 14-40; Anders Nygren, Agape and
Eros, trans. Philip Watson (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1953); and Jean Vanneste, Le mystére de Dieu:

Essai sur la structure rationelle de la doctrine mystique du Pseudo-Denys I’Aréopagite (Desclée de Brouwer, 1959).

280 . . . . . .. , .. . .
For discussion regarding his supposed miaphysitism, see René Roques, Lunivers Dionysien: structure

hiérarchique du monde selon le Pseudo-Denys (Paris: Aubier, 1954); for the claim that Dionysius is a “radical
dyophysite,” see Istvan Perczel, “Christology and Eucharist in Two Redactions of Pseudo-Dionysius,” in The
Metaphysics and Theology of the Eucharist: A Historical-Analytical Survey of the Problems of the Sacrament, ed.
Gyula Klima, 1-29. Historical-Analytical Studies on Nature, Mind and Action 10 (Springer, 2023).
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without more evidence, though scholars such as Ernesto Sergio Mainoldi have recently shown
that it is still possible to make headway.?®' But I see no solid reason to doubt Dionysius’
commitment to Christian doctrines is genuine: his corpus is filled with references to Scripture, he
shows considerable interest in the resurrection and insists that Christ became in essence human,
and, even if his Christology and his salvation history remain somewhat underdeveloped, he
nevertheless sees them as important enough to bring up throughout his corpus.*®* One may very
well have doubts about how healthy his debt to Platonism is or whether he has what Vanneste
calls a concrete, experiential faith, but that is not a reason to doubt his sincerity.*** For all those
reasons, I take myself to be warranted in taking seriously his faith—at least insofar as it involves
assent to certain commitments regarding the resurrection and Incarnation.

Secondly, I largely sidestep two debates in recent Dionysius scholarship: that over just
how “negative” Dionysian theology is and that over whether Dionysius draws a systematic

b NS

distinction between God “in his essence” and what are called his “energies,” “activities,” or

“powers.”** Regarding the first, I can only say that I am aware that some scholars think

%81 Ernesto Sergio Mainoldi. Dietro “Dionigi L’Areopagita”: La genesi e gli scopi del Corpus Dionysiacum (Rome:
Citta Nuova, 2018).

%2 For Dionysius’ engagement with biblical and especially Pauline thought, see Maximos Constas, “Dionysius the
Areopagite and the New Testament,” in The Oxford Handbook of Dionysius the Areopagite, eds. Mark

Edwards, Dimitrios Pallis, and Georgios Steiris (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022), 4863 and Charles Stang,

Apophasis and Pseudonymity in Dionysius the Areopagite: “No Longer I.” Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012.

%83 Jean Vanneste, “Is the Mysticism of Pseudo-Dionysius Genuine?” International Philosophical Quarterly 3, no. 2

(1963): 286-306 and Vanneste, Le mystere de Dieu, 51. See also Hathaway, Hierarchy and the Definition of Order,
xv. He says, on Epistle VIII that, “even in his most Christian moment,” Dionysius “cannot completely hide the ‘echo
of Neoplatonist technique discerned by Vanneste.” (xv)

284 Those who see a clear distinction include Vladimir Lossky, Essai sur la théologie mystique de I’Eglise d’Orient
(Paris: Aubier, 1944), 70 and “La théologie negative dans la doctrine de Denys 1’ Aréopagite,” Revue des Sciences
philosophiques et théologiques 28, no. 2 (1939): 204-221 and Alexander Golitzin, Et Introibo ad Altare Dei:

The Mystagogy of Dionysius Areopagita, with Special Reference to Its Predecessors in the Eastern

Christian Tradition (Thessaloniki: ITatpiaxpyikov Ipupa Iatepikwv MeAetwv, 1994), 49-50, 57-58, 71, 85, 111;
Torstein Tollefsen, The Christocentric Cosmology of St Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2008), chapter 4. More nuanced but sympathetic to this reading are Louth, Denys the Areopagite, 87 and John
D. Jones, “An Absolutely Simple God? Frameworks for Reading Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite.” The Thomist 69,
no. 3 (2005): 371-406. Those opposed include Stephen Gersh, “Ideas and Energies in Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite,” Studia Patristica Vol. XV, ed. Elizabeth Livingstone (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag Berlin, 1984), 297—
300, especially 298-299; Eugenio Corsini, Il trattato ‘De Divinis Nominibus’ dello Pseudo-Dionigi e i commenti
neoplatonici al Parmenide (Turin: G. Giappichelli, 1962), 135-136. For discussion about this division, see Wiebke-
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Dionysius’ God so utterly beyond creaturely existence that he cannot even be considered a
something at all, cannot enter into relations or have properties. It would take an entire doctoral
thesis unto itself to properly enter into this debate, refute opposed positions, and fully support my
own. I shall therefore make only relatively brief arguments in connection with this debate and
then only so far as necessary to flesh out what I take to be his position on the divine ideas. It is
worth noting, however, that, if I am correct about Dionysius, if my account is compelling, it
should have some bearing on the debate.

As regards the second debate: all that I need to show is that Dionysius holds that God in
some sense precontains, “in himself,” and non-relatively, his creatures and that he nonetheless
becomes related to them. If the term “energies” and its synonyms are taken simply to mean “God
as providentially related to creatures,” not certain uncreated non-substantial entities distinct from
God, I am content. Given that fact, I should not have contend with either the (primarily
Orthodox) scholars, who, following Vladimir Lossky, take Dionysius to be a proto-Palamite or
the scholars who, following Eugenio Corsini, say that such an ontological distinction is not
present and that Dionysius should instead be seen simply as blending the first and second
hypotheses from the Parmenides in a single subject. God is both knowable and unknowable,

involved and not involved.

2 — Foreknowledge
With those points in mind, let us proceed. Dionysius comes closest to laying out his full position

on divine foreknowledge in DN VII. There, Dionysius asks in what sense God knows things

Marie Stock, “Naming the Unnamable: Dionysius on the Divine Names,” International Journal of the Platonic
Tradition 15 (2021): 134. Andrew Radde-Gallwitz thinks similarly, saying that Dionysius is probably intentionally
blurring any clear distinction between God “in himself” and God in his act. Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, “Pseudo-
Dionysius, the Parmenides, and the Problem of Contradiction,” in Plato’s Parmenides and Its Heritage: Volume 2:
Reception in Patristic, Gnostic, and Christian Neoplatonic Texts, eds. John Turner and Kevin Corrigan (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), 246.
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given that he “has no intellective activities” (o0y €xwv voepag évepyeiag). His answer is that God

knows in a transcendent manner. Dionysius characterizes this transcendent knowledge in the

following passage.
Accordingly, the divine mind holds together all things in its transcendent knowledge
about all things—precontaining all things’ knowledge in accordance with all things’ cause
in itself; knowing the angels before they came to be and producing the angels; and
knowing and bringing to be all beings, if I may say so, from within and from the very
source—and this, I think, is what scripture means when it says, “He who knows all things
before their coming to be.” For the divine mind does not know by learning about beings
from beings but from itself; and it prepossesses and precontains in itself, causally, all
things’ knowledge and essence—not apprehending each severally but, according to the
cause’s singular precontainment, knowing and holding together all things...**

It is possible to draw a few conclusions about divine knowledge from this passage. First, even if

God does not have (merely) intellective activities, there is some sense in which it is legitimate to

say he does know things.*® Dionysius says that God has yv@&oig and even describes him as

having “thoughts” (vonjoeig)—though, given his denial that God has intellective activities, he is

probably using the latter term only in a loose sense. It makes sense that Dionysius should ascribe

25 DN VII.2, Suchla 196,12-196,21: Hote 6 B€iog voig TAVTO GUVEXEL T TIGVTOV EENPNIEVT] YVOOEL, KATX TNV
TIAVTOV aiTioy €V EQUTE TNV TAVIWV EINOV TPOEIANPAG, TIpiv dyyEAoLG yevéaBan eldag Kal mapaywy dyyéAoug, Kai
MavTa T Ovia €viobev kal an’ avTiig, v’ 0btwg einw, TG apxig E16mE Kai gig ovoiav Gywv. Kai Todto oipat
apadI86vaL 1O Adylov 6moTav ONotv «O eid®¢ T& MAVTH TPV YEVEGEMG aDT@V». OV yap €K TV OVImV & Ovia
HovBdvav oidev O Biog vodg, GAN’ ¢€ ahTod, Kai &v aTd Kat’ aitiov TV TavTey eidnoy kol odoiav mpoéyel kol
TIPOGULVEIANQEV, 0L KOTX i6lav €kdoTolg EmPBAaAA®Y, GAAX KaTa piav Tiig aitiag meployny Ta TavTa ei6a¢ Kol
OGUVEXWV...

%8 See also DN VII.1, Suchla 193,13, where Dionysius refers to “t@v Beiwv ... vorjoewv. Even in the Mystical
Theology, the furthest he goes in negating the divine is to say that God is not an intellect (... éoTiv o0te vodc) and
does not have intellection (o0te ... vénow €&xel). Corpus Dionysiacum. Band 2. Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita. De
Coelesti Hierarchia. De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia. De Mystica Theologica. Epistulae, ed. Giinter Heil and Adolf
Ritter (Berlin; New York: De Gruyter, 1991), 149,1-2. (I shall abbreviate “The Mystical Theology” as “MT.” All
references are to the Ritter edition, cited according to conventions I have established for the DN. I shall use the same
edition for the Epistles, The Celestial Hierarchy, and The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy. The abbreviations for the latter
texts will be “CH” and “EH,” respectively.) Dionysius does also say that God does not know beings qua beings
(olte o yivaokel & dvia, T Ovta éoTiv), but that need not mean more than that he knows them in a mode above
intellection. (MT V, Ritter 150,3) It must be admitted that Dionysius also suggests that God, since he is beyond every
substance, must also be beyond every knowledge (yv®do1g): DN 1.4. But given that even humans can attain, by divine
aid, a knowledge that merits the name “unknowing” (adyvwoia), it seems probable that God simply possesses a
similarly elevated knowledge. (Ep. I) In connection with that idea our &yvwoia has positive content, see Janet
Williams, “The Apophatic Theology of Dionysius the Pseudo-Areopagite — I1,” Downside Review 117/409 (1999):
238-240 and 242-243.
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knowledge to God. If he be a Christian, he must deal with a tradition that ascribes to God
intentional, rational action and even dialogue with creatures. But even if he were a pagan
attempting to pass as Christian, he would still have to grapple with the Christian desire to talk
about God as possessing something like intentional thought. A second thing this passage shows is
that the knowledge Dionysius ascribes to God is foreknowledge: it is the knowledge by which he
knew angels, for instance, “before they came to be” (1mpiv &yyéAovg yevéaBon). Thirdly, the
foreknowledge at issue is productive foreknowledge.®” When the scriptures say that God knows
all things before their coming to be, Dionysius claims, they mean that God “knows and brings to
be all beings...” In making this suggestion, Dionysius (a) intentionally includes productive
foreknowledge as a key element within divine foreknowledge, (b) identifies foreknowledge as
essentially productive, or (c) simply slides from foreknowledge in general to productive
foreknowledge without feeling the need to keep the two conceptually distinct. On any
interpretation, Dionysius takes divine foreknowledge in general to be closely linked with
specifically productive foreknowledge. Finally, the fact that Dionysius says that the knowledge
God possesses is “knowledge according to the cause,” or “causal knowledge” (kat’ aitiav),
suggests that he is interested in identifying divine knowledge as foreknowledge and that
foreknowledge as productive.

This passage also makes important claims about the logical relationships among God as
knower, his productive foreknowledge, and creatures as known. Most important for our purposes
are the following. In DN VII.2, Dionysius says “the divine mind does not know all beings by

learning from them” but instead knows them “through itself as cause and principle.”** Secondly,

%87 John of Scythopolis reads him this way. See his scholia in Paul Rorem and John C. Lamoreaux. John of

Scythopolis and the Dionysian Corpus: Annotating the Areopagite. Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1998), 204-205. I shall cite John’s scholia using Rorem and Lamoreaux’s page numbers rather
than by the scholia’s numbers.

%88 DN VII1.2, Suchla 196.
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he says that God “does not take his knowledge about beings from them” but rather “provides to
each their knowledge about themselves and about others.”*® I take it that Dionysius is making
the same point in each case: the divine knowledge is in some way logically prior to the creatures
it takes as its objects, and it must be so if it is to fill its role in securing for God his status as the
one who “brings things into being.” Such a connection makes sense given that the knowledge at
issue is a productive foreknowledge that produces its own objects. Much like Proclus and
Philoponus, Dionysius wants to ascribe logical priority to the divine mind and knowledge in
relation to their objects in order to secure the causal priority God enjoys with respect to
creatures. For were he to receive his knowledge from creatures, God would not have the
foreknowledge necessary to provide for them. The reason is that, insofar as he is knower only
thanks to the known, the known constitutes him as knower—in fact, makes him a knower. Just to
the extent that he is a knower, then, God is not in a position to provide for creatures “before”
they come to be—that is, unless his knowledge is such that it comes logically prior to the object
known. (Before I move on to the next point, I should note that Dionysius’ insistence that God
knows things in a way that is logically prior to them and their existence lends further support to
the idea that Dionysius should be read as taking God’s knowledge to be productive
foreknowledge.)

In this passage, lastly, Dionysius offers some insights into how he thinks divine
foreknowledge works. For Dionysius, God knows things insofar as he knows himself: “knowing
itself, therefore, the divine wisdom knows all things.”** More particularly, God knows all things
in knowing himself because he is all things’ cause. So much is clear. But there are some apparent

tensions in how Dionysius wants to cash out these claims. On the one hand, he seems to think

% DN VII.2, Suchla 197,7-9: ... o0k €k TGV dvtev MUeTon TV aOTAV yv&o1v, GAAX Kol a0ToIg EKAOTOIG TG aVTY
Kai GAA01G TAG AWV YVOOE®G EaTOn XOpTYOG.

20 DN VI1.2.3, Suchla 197,3: ‘Eautiv obv 1j Osia cogia yivookovoa yvooetot évta. Dionysius repeats the thought
several more times in the next few lines.
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that God knows himself as cause in a sense involving no relation to effects. God somehow
“prepossesses” his effects, his creatures, without having to stand in relation to them as cause.
How that is supposed to be understood is not clear. One way to understand it would be to say that
God knows himself as cause in that he knows his own power to produce such and such effects.
Since that would seem to make the knowledge’s content dependent logically on the creature,
however, I consider it doubtful that Dionysius has such a picture in mind. Another way would be
to understand God as possessing some property or plan whose character is identical with what
appears in the resultant creature. Possessing and knowing such a property or plan might be taken
to count as possessing and knowing the creature. It serves as a “proxy.”

On the other hand, Dionysius uses language suggesting that God knows things insofar as
he is their actual cause and source—that is, insofar as he actually produces them and hence
stands in relation to them as cause to effect. “For if,” he says a little later in DN VII, “according
to a singular cause, God bestows being on all things, in that one, same cause, he will know all
things as being from him and as preexisting in him; and, therefore, his knowledge of all things
will not owe to the things themselves.”*" Here, the emphasis is not entirely on the things’
preexisting in him; it is just as much on his actually having brought them into being, due to
which act he knows them as “being from him.”

The tension is deepened by the fact that there is yet a third way in which Dionysius talks
about God’s knowledge in this passage. He compares God’s knowledge to light, which
“precontains knowledge about darkness according to its cause in itself, not knowing the darkness

from another but rather [knowing it] from the light.”*** On this picture, God seems to know

21 DN VII.2, Suchla 197,5-8: Kai yap &l kot piov aitiov 6 8edg ot 1oig odot tod eival petadidnot, Kotk Ty
alTNV EVIKNV aitiav gloeTon Tavia ©¢ €€ abTol dvta Kal év a0TH TPOUPECTNKOTH KAl 0UK €K TGOV OVI®V ANYETAL TV
a0tV yv@dolv. Emphasis mine.

%2 DN VII.2, Suchla 196,21-197,2: &omep Kai 10 ¢&¢ Kot aitiav év £autd v €i8notv 100 okdToug TposiAngey odK
GAAobev €lbag TO 0KATOG T} GO T0D PWTAG.
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creatures by knowing what he is not. Taken strictly, such a picture works only if the creature is
understood to reflect God as something akin to a negative image. But given that creatures are not
merely nothing and do in some sense resemble God, it is doubtful that Dionysius wants to be
strict with the analogy. On a different interpretation, God knows things because they are what he
is—existent, living, and so forth—though they possess his same character(s) in a much lesser
degree and so are characterized by various reductions from his divine fullness. To put it the other
way around, God precontains creatures to the extent that he possesses the same character they
possess but in a transcendent fashion. Dionysius’ talk about “precontainment,” especially
combined with his claim from DN V that God has within himself the “paradigms” in accordance
with which he makes things, might suggest such a reading.

Notice that these three characterizations involve different commitments with respect to
creaturely integrity and individuality. The second characterization in particular seems to involve
God in a relation with something other than himself. It is comparatively easy to see how God
might possess certain properties non-relationally, or non-relatively, and hence know his creatures
in advance without presupposing them; it is much harder to see how he could know things by
being their productive cause without presupposing the creatures as his effects. Later in this
chapter, I shall argue that Dionysius sets up a system in which God knows in both ways at once,
knowing creatures transcendently by precontaining their characters, knowledges, or powers and
immanently by going out to them as their cause. For the time being, however, all I wish to note is
that this tension exists in Dionysius and that, in any case, he is providing a way to understand

how God knows things in advance.

3 — Divine ideas

174



The next step in my argument is to show that Dionysius understands God as knowing things in
advance by possessing their paradigms. That he does so is a relatively uncontroversial point, but
it is worth analyzing the relevant passages with some care regardless.” The key passage is in
DN V.8. In this passage, Dionysius has just described the sun as somehow containing “within
itself, as a unity, all its participants’ causes,”*** through which, among other things, it nourishes,
perfects, and enlivens perceptible substances.*”® Having claimed such a causal role for the
creature, he turns to the creator:
Much more so must it be conceded with regard to [God, considered as] the sun’s and all
else’s cause, that [he] precontains all beings’ paradigms according to a singular, hyper-
essential unity, since he produces even substances in accordance with a departure from
[his own?] substance. We call “paradigm” those essence-producing principles that
preexist unitarily in God, which theology calls predefinitions—and also divine and good
volitions, which determine and produce beings—in accordance with which the One
Above Essence predefined and led all beings [into being].**
This passage puts Dionysius in the “divine ideas tradition.” Although Dionysius never says
explicitly that it is because God possesses these paradigms, or principles, that God knows what
he is doing when he creates, it is possible to interpret Dionysius thus. In DN VII, Dionysius says

that God knows his creatures by knowing himself as precontaining their causes. In DNV, he

suggests that the paradigms are the causes God precontains: he associates them with the causes

293 Benjamin DeSpain, “Seeing One’s Own Face in the Face of God: The Doctrine of the Divine Ideas in the

Mystical Theologies of Dionysius the Areopagite and Nicholas of Cusa,” in Christian Mysticism and Incarnational
Theology: Between Transcendence and Immanence, eds. Louise Nelstrop and Simon D. Podmore, 29-46
(Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2013), 37-39; Alberto Del Campo Echevarria, “La teoria platénica de las

ideas en Bizancio (ss. V-XI): Principios, desarrollos e inversion final de la ontologia clasica” (Doctoral thesis
Universidad Complutense de Madrid, 2010); Lossky, Essai sur la théologie mystique, 92; Daniel Soars, “Divine
Ideas and the Dependent Nature of Creation,” Medieval Mystical Theology 30, no. 1 (2021): 49.

24 DN V.8, Suchla 188,2-3: &g T6V TOAGY PETEXOVIWV O €1¢ HAI0G aiTiog &v £auTé 1oVoeISHE Tipoeiinge.

> DN V.8.

2% DN V.8, Suchla 188, 3-10: TOAAQ ye p&AAOV €mi Tii¢ Kol a0 ToD Kol TévTev aitiag TpobeeoTdval T& MAVIKY TAV

VIOV TRpaSEly ot KAt pioy DTEEPOVOIOV EVROLY GLUYXWPNTEOV, EMEl Kal 00OTaG TapAyEL KOTA THV GO oboing
ExBaoty. TTapadeiypata 6¢ gapev eivon TodG v BEG) TGV VIV 0DG10TO10UG Kol éviaing TpodPesTdTag Adyoug, 0Dg
1 BeoAoyia TpooplopoLG KOAET, Kal Bela Kal ayaBa BeAnpata TV OVIOV APOPLOTIKA KAl TOMTIKA, KB’ 00g 6
VMEPOVO10G T OVTA TAVIX KAl TIPODPLOE KAL TIOPIYAYEV.
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precontained in the sun and holds that they produce creatures. On those grounds, it is reasonable
to infer that Dionysius is, like Philoponus and Proclus, following earlier thinkers in the “divine
ideas tradition.” God knows creatures in advance because he knows his paradigms for them and
brings them about according to those paradigms—without having to presuppose the creatures
made according to them.”” In some sense, God’s knowing the paradigms counts as his knowing
the creature.

I would like to take a moment to rule out a possible reading from the outset. One might
think that God’s knowing the paradigm for a creature counts as knowing the creature because the
creature just is the paradigm transposed to a creaturely level. That is roughly how Meister
Eckhart seems to read the relationship between divine ideas and creatures, and one might try to
read Dionysius in the same way.**® Three considerations count against such a reading. First,
Dionysius denies that the ideas are substances or beings in their own right.*® Secondly, if
Dionysius thinks that God knows things from himself alone yet feels free to say that God knows
things by possessing their divine ideas, he presumably thinks that the divine ideas are God under
a certain aspect. Certainly, they do not present themselves as subjects on which God could

operate. So, assuming God is distinct from his creatures, his paradigms are also best understood

7 See John of Scythopolis’ scholia on Epistle IX, where he says that Dionysius is putting the idea of paradigms to
use to ensure that God’s providence not entail the existence of a coeternal creation: Rorem and Lamoreaux, John of
Scythopolis, 262.

2%8 See discussion in of this aspect of Eckhart in DeHart, “The Creature Makes Itself,” 421-425. DeHart, Vladimir
Lossky, and Georges Florovsky consider such an identification problematic. Paul DeHart, “Improvising the
Paradigms: Aquinas, Creation and the Eternal Ideas as Anti-Platonic Ontology,” Modern Theology 32, no. 4 (2016):
611-613; Georges Florovsky, Creation and Redemption: Volume Three in the Collected Works of Georges Florovsky
(Massachusetts: Nordland Publishing Company, 1976); Lossky, Essai sur la théologie mystique, 91-92. For further
discussion of Lossky’s worry, see Levering, Engaging the Doctrine of Creation, chapter 1.

#? DN V.9, Suchla 188,11-12 and XI.6. There might also be a connection with the Alexandrian Neoplatonists here.
Philoponus, in considering how one might characterize the idea, likewise seems to think the natural options are that
the ideas be substances or principles. See, relatedly, DN V.2. Golitzin sees Dionysius as eliminating the whole
Proclan ko6apog vontog in so doing. (Et Introibo, 57-58.) See also Corsini, Il trattato, 44, 51-52. Vanneste, Le
mystere de Dieu, 26, on the other hand, thinks the divine energies or activities are themselves beings “dotés d’une
véritable causalité.” Further, “il leur confére une véritable existence en tant que puissances ... ou participations de
Dieu, qui, dans 1’échelle des étres, précédent les participants.” He interprets the language of “gifts” in DN II.5 and
“first ones” (t& mp@ta) in DN X1.6 as referring to the forms. (27)
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as distinct from creatures. Thirdly and finally, Dionysius explicitly distinguishes between the
ideas, or paradigms, and their “images and semblances” in creatures.*” More probable is that, in
some sense, a paradigm functions, as in Philoponus, as a proxy for the corresponding creature.

If I am correct that Dionysius holds that God must be simultaneously related to his
creatures in his divine knowledge, so that we can say he knows them before they come to be, and
unrelated to them because logically prior to them—and if Dionysius holds that God knows his
creatures in advance by precontaining the corresponding divine idea—then one might expect the
tensions in Dionysius’ position on divine foreknowledge to appear in his talk of the divine ideas.
And indeed, such tensions do appear. For, on the one hand, Dionysius thinks God “precontains”
the paradigms “in one, hyper-essential unity” (kata piav drnepovoiov évwatv), not as relative to
the various activities by which he proceeds to create the corresponding creatures.’® On the other
hand, Dionysius thinks the paradigms are “principles that produce substance” (o0o10mo100¢ ...
Aoyoucg) and “the divine and good wills that ... produce all beings” (kai Belo kai dyaBax BeAr|pata

TV VIOV ... TONTIKG).**”

These latter descriptions shift the emphasis away from God in
himself, prior to his engaging in the creative act, and towards God in his benevolent, creative
relation to creation.*” (Much the same tension appears in DN VII.4, where Dionysius suggests
that God, as Logos, extends to all things as well as contains the Adyot beforehand in himself.***)

That this tension reflects the tension in DN VII strengthens the case that Dionysius connects the

divine ideas to divine foreknowledge. More important for our purposes, it also suggests that

%0 DN VIL.3, Suchla 197,21-22: eik6vag Tvig Kol Opotapata v Bgiov ... mapadsypdtov. See also DN 11.7,
Suchla 132,15.

%' DN V.8, Suchla 188,5.

%2 DN V.8, Suchla 188,7-9. Ernesto Mainoldi reads the matter similarly: “In [DN V.8] ..., le idee-esemplari non
risultano essere altro che il molteplice esercizio della volonta divina nel creare gli esseri.” “La teoria delle idee nello
pseudo-Dionigi Areopagita,” in Theories of Divine Ideas: From the Church Fathers to the Early Franciscan
Masters, eds. Tommaso Manzon and Irene Zavattero, 31-48 (Rome: Aracne, 2022), 35. It is possible to read
Matthew Levering’s account of Thomas Aquinas in a similar light. Levering, Engaging the Doctrine of Creation,
Chapter 1: “Divine Ideas.”

%% Contrast with Philoponus, for instance, who would want to distinguish the will from the divine idea, or Adyog.
%4 DN VIIL.4.
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Dionysius, like Proclus and Philoponus, has reason to work out how the divine paradigms relate

to their copies.

4 — God’s knowing things by precontainment and as from himself

Let us begin with the sense in which Dionysius thinks God precontains creatures. In this
section, I make two claims in that connection. First, it is plausible to think that, when Dionysius
says God precontains creatures, he means God possesses, though in a more intense form, the
properties he will bestow on creatures when he creates them.*”

I must pause here to define my terms. By “properties,” I mean something like “powers”
(Suvapeig), whether they are enacted or not.*”® Such a reading is plausible for a few reasons. The
primary reasons are textual. Dionysius himself says, in DN VIII, that God gives things their
power to intellect, engage in discursive reason, perceive, live, and even belong to a certain ovoia,
or evo16.>” Dionysius even goes so far as to say that God gives simple creaturely existence itself
(adT0 ... TO €lvan) its power to exist. Based on these passages, it is reasonable to think that
Dionysius considers such essential properties to be, in some sense, activities with corresponding

“potencies.” (That is not to suggest that they are necessarily “in potency” before use. Some

%3 1t is also possible to frame the matter in different terms, saying that God possesses a different property than
creatures but that the property lies along the same spectrum, sharing something in common with the other properties
along that spectrum. So one might say that “intuition” (vonoig) and “perception” (aiobnoig) are two different
properties in one sense—they have different scopes for instance—and, in another sense, the same property in
different modes: they are both forms of knowledge (yv@o1g). I doubt the difference matters much for my purposes: if
one calls intuitive and perceptive mindedness different properties but allow that they share a common character
along a spectrum, I can still make the same point.

As Radde-Gallwitz has pointed out, Dionysius thinks God possesses his properties absolutely, or non-
relationally (&oyétwg), meaning that they cannot be merely relative to creatures, whether by analogy or due to their
productive relation to the corresponding creaturely properties. Radde-Gallwitz, “Pseudo-Dionysius and the Problem
of Contradiction,” 248-250.

%% Dionysius uses no single word to capture all the things that might be called “properties” in contemporary
parlance. Following the Aristotelian and Neoplatonic traditions, he uses various terms for different kinds of
property: “quality” (mo1d1ng), “quantity” (moootng), “accident” (cupfefnkdg), and so forth. He occasionally uses the
term i610tn ¢ (peculiarity), which means something like “special property,” or “characteristic,” which perhaps comes
closest to “property” in the etymological sense, but it extends equally to characteristic activities.

%7 DN VIIL.3, Suchla 201,18-21.
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powers are associated with essential activities, or properties; a magpie cannot be a magpie unless
it is exercising its capacity to live. And Dionysius seems to think that God himself must always
be engaging in good activity because to do so is essential to him.**®) Later in the same passage,
he applies much the same to what might be considered more paradigmatic instances of
properties: God “makes fire’s inextinguishable powers and water’s ceaseless streaming and
marks out the atmosphere’s flowing and sets the earth upon nothing.”*” Here, again, Dionysius
seems to consider properties to be roughly the same as potencies and their activities. It must be
admitted that Dionysius does not, as far as I know, ever suggest that other properties—such as
mere qualities, accidents, and affections—are also powers or activities, but it would not be an
unreasonable assumption. After all, God gives to each creature its power simply “to be.” If being
(accidentally) snub-nosed and pink with shame are genuinely among the ways the creature is at
all, they are presumably among the powers Dionysius sees God granting to creatures.

Further support for an identification between properties and powers (in potency or in act)
appears in the EH, where Dionysius describes the angels as having certain characteristic
properties. The term Dionysius uses is “i610t¢,” and he describes the angelic iSiotnta as
including “their seeing the divine illuminations” (tfig mtoAvBeapevog adT®V €ig TG BeloTdTog
ENapyelg idiottog) and “knowing the divine goodnesses” (x0T@V ... T@V Belwv ayabdv

vonoeng).*"?

These characteristic “properties” are also characteristic activities, namely those by
which angels are best characterized as angels. In the CH, Dionysius uses the term in relation to

an example from the perceptible world: fire, he says, has numerous i§10tta, including being

“invincible, unmingled, separating, unchanging, elevating, penetrating, lofty ..., moving other

%8 DN V.21, Suchla 169,16: év Bed tayaBov drapéic éonwv.

%7 DN IX.5, Suchla 202,15-16: kai TG T0D TTUPOG SLVEHELS GoBECTOVG TIOLET Kol TG TOD BEKTog EmpPpodtic
avekAeintoug kot v depiav x0ov opilet kat v yiiv €’ o08evog i8plet.

10 FH IV.7, Heil/Ritter 100,14-15.
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things, comprehending...”*" Once again, things that we might call properties and things we
might be more disposed to call activities, powers, or disposition are treated as belonging to the
same list, suggesting that, for Dionysius, they are not, on this level, entirely distinct.

One additional, contextual consideration can be used to support this reading. At least
certain Platonists identify (essential) properties with powers and their activities, meaning that
such a position is already within the Platonic tradition on which Dionysius draws.*'* Plotinus is
one such example. Proclus is another.*"* While this evidence is weaker than that coming from the
textual considerations, it does help show that reading Dionysius in such a way is not implausible.

My second claim in this section is that one can better understand how Dionysius portrays
divine foreknowledge in DN VII if one sees God as precontaining creatures by possessing their
powers in a higher mode or degree. Insofar as the creature is constituted by its powers and their
enaction in certain constitutive activities, such as existing, God already knows and possesses the
creature in and possessing the same powers and knowledges. There are two ways one might see
this solution working. On the first, God knows what the creaturely power or activity is in
advance because he knows exactly what it will be like. There is some precise likeness between
the activities so that, even if they are not numerically identical, God knows what it would be like
for the creature to have such a power and engage in such an activity. On the other view, the
knowledge is practical: God knows what the creaturely act is like because it is, on some level, his
act as well, insofar as all creaturely activity involves sharing in his own provident activities. His
knowledge would then be akin to the knowledge one has of the acts in which one engages before

one engages in them, as I know my next stroke with the oar before it comes to be. I do not, for

811 CH XV.2, Heil/Ritter 52,18-20: &xp&tntov &1y Slakpitikov dvadrointov, avagopov 6&0mopoy, DYmAov ...
KIVITIKOV £Tépav, TeptAnntikov. The suggestion that all these and many of the other activities and powers of fire can
be thought of as properties comes towards the end of the passage, at Heil/Ritter 53,2—4.

%12 At least “completive” properties. See Chiaradonna, “Plotinus on Sensible Particulars,” 47-62.

%1% Jan Opsomer, “The Natural World,” in All From One: A Guide to Proclus, eds. Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martjin
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 139-166, especially §7.4.3.
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now, seek to adjudicate between the two interpretations. Nor is it clear that one must decide
between them.

I should also note that, in making this argument, I am necessarily staking a claim in
certain, thorny debates in Dionysius scholarship, namely those about how God relates to creation
and whether he is such as to possess powers or properties.*'* Chief among the interpretations
with which mine conflicts is one popularized in contemporary scholarship by Eric Perl, though it
goes back at least to C.E. Rolt.*"* As Perl reads him, Dionysius holds that God is not a “particular
something,” a certain one among all beings (11 t@v 6vtwv).*'® As the one who supplies properties
to all things, he himself has no properties.*"” For the same reason, he cannot stand in any
determinate relation to things so as to be able to act upon or interact with them. To do so, he
would have to be a thing among things, and that he cannot be. Since my purpose is not primarily
to refute Perl but to explore how Dionysius sees the divine ideas as serving their function, I shall
focus on making my own interpretation seem plausible rather than on undermining his reading. It
is necessary to note at the outset, however, that I am aware that these conversations are

underway. I shall return to them in the next chapter.

%14 This debate is explicitly present in Perl, Theophany; Jones, “An Absolutely Simple God?”; Timothy Knepper,

Negating Negation: Against the Apophatic Abandonment of the Dionysian Corpus (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books,
2014), especially chapter 1; and Mark Edwards, “How Negative Is the Theology of Dionysius the Areopagite?”
Verbum Vitae 41, no. 3 (2023): 601-621. It is at least implicit in Golitzin, Et Introibo, 185 and 189-190 (insofar as

God’s capacity to act historically is assumed); and Lossky, Essai sur la théologie mystique.

%1% C.E. Rolt, Dionysius the Areopagite on the Divine Names and the Mystical Theology (London: Society for

Promoting Christian Knowledge; New York: The Macmillan Company), 1920.

%16 Such language does appear in the Dionysian Corpus. One can find it, for example, at DN VII.3, Suchla 198,7: Kai
00K €0t TL TV dvtwv; and MT, Ritter 150,2: 008¢ TL 1@V Ovtwv éotiv. But Perl takes this language to indicate that,
because God is not counted among beings (évta) and has no essence, he must therefore not be a something at all.

%7 The point goes much further than this: since God is not a determinate being, he cannot enter into any relations
with creatures and so, arguably, cannot act within the world in determinate ways. He is the producing of things, their
having of their various properties, but he does not himself act in the world in any way that we would recognize as
action. Certainly, he is not capable of I-Thou relations of the sort that seem to be presupposed by the Christian
scriptures. My argument has implications for this scholarly conversation but will not directly tussle with it.
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5 — Containment and Ortepoyn
5.1 — Introducing vnepoyr

To make my case, I first turn to the DN. In this treatise, Dionysius discusses the “names”
that the Christian scriptures use to talk about God, placing a particular emphasis on what he calls
the “conceptual names,” which include such terms as “Wisdom,” “Life,” and “Goodness.” I
focus on the chapter on “Wisdom,” where Dionysius demonstrates how such names are to be
understood when applied to God. I do so primarily because, while Dionysius lays out his method
more fully elsewhere, he is particularly clear in applying it in this chapter. It is also useful to start
here because the chapter is relevant to my theme. I shall argue that, properly understood,
Dionysius thinks the divine names denote two properties: the divine power to produce a
corresponding power or property in creatures and the very same property found in creatures but

in a higher, more intense, or more divine mode.

5.2 — Negation and vmepoyn
Dionysius starts DN VII by saying that one can rightly praise God “as wise and as
Wisdom Itself,” by which he seems to mean more broadly that it is appropriate to say that God is
wise or to say that God is Wisdom Itself.*®* Not much later in the same argument, however, he
cautions the reader that there is a danger in using these terms. He warns that, in “familiarly
taking the things above us, wrapping them in what is customary to perception, and comparing the
divine things to what is within our ambit, we are deceived,” so that we end up “chasing after the

divine and unspeakable reason (Adyov) according to [mere] appearance” rather than according to

%8 DN VII.1: Suchla 193,5-7: kai ¢ GOQRV Kai ¢ adTocogiav Vv ey, p&AAOV 8¢ GG TROTIG COPInG DIOCTATIKTV
Kol UTEp Mdoav coeiav ... iepodoav.

A brief terminological note: I shall take “Wisdom” and “Wisdom Itself,” when used as names for God, to mean the
same thing.
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reality.’" (He suggests elsewhere that a similar danger is present when we attempt to apply
conceptual terms to God.**) Dionysius is not clear on what this danger consists in, but it seems
to be something like this: because one can say that God is wise and that creatures are wise, or
that God has wisdom and that creatures have wisdom, one might conclude that the terms “wise”
and “wisdom” have the same meaning in both cases and that divine and creaturely wisdom are
the same in all respects. But, Dionysius thinks, the divine wisdom is not the same in all respects
as creaturely wisdom; so, if one understands the term “wisdom” in its usual sense when one
hears it applied to God, one will be misled.

Given this risk, Dionysius says that it is often better to speak in apparently privative
terms—to say, for instance, that God is not Wisdom, not Mind.**' In using such privative claims
or terms—especially when they are applied to God in combination with the corresponding
positive claims or terms—, one guards against the temptation to think one can, based on the
properties seen in creatures, grasp what God is like in himself. Dionysius suggests that this is
why the scriptures call the divine wisdom “foolishness” (pwpiav); and it is on the same grounds
that he himself calls God “mindless” (&vouv).**

Having said that negations are better than affirmations in talking about God, Dionysius is
careful to note that, when such apparently privative terms are used in their properly theological
sense, their function is not actually privative—and, in fact, not even negative. In DN VII.2, he
says the following.

[A]s I have said many times, the divine things must be intellected as befits the
divine. For [the terms] “mindless” and “imperceptible” must be attributed to God

7 DN VILI.1, Suchla 194,7-10: oikeiog fipiv té& vnep fudg napodapfavovieg kai 16 ouvtpoee v aicnoewy
€VIAAOpEVOL Kal TOTg KaB’ 1pdcg T Bela mapafaiiovieg dnatopeba Katd 10 @avopevoy tov Belov Kai anoppntov
AOYOV HETOSIOKOVTEG.

320 See, for instance, CH 11.3.

21 «“Mind” and “Wisdom” are only examples. The point applies to all the Divine Names.

%22 Suchla 194,5; DN VII.1, Suchla 194,16.
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according to transcendence (ka’ briepoynv), not according to deficiency (o0 kat’

EM\ewnv)—just as we apply “irrational” to the one above reason, “imperfection”

to the super- and prior-to-perfect, and “intangible, invisible darkness” to the

unapproachable light in accordance with its superiority to visible light.**
Dionysius is making two distinct claims here, one broader and one narrower. The broader claim
is that, when one ascribes some apparently privative term to God—at least when using them in
the correct, theological manner—, one is not making the claim that God lacks some property.***
Neither, presumably, would Dionysius want to hold that one is making a claim to the effect that
“it is not the case that God is x,” which would be true even if there were no God. Nor is it
plausible that God is being ascribed a privative property, “not-x,” given that Dionysius would
have to allow those same properties to creatures as well as God—up to and including “té& o0k
Ovta” mentioned at several points in his corpus—, and he seems inclined to think the property
one ascribes to God in using a given privative term is peculiar to him.** The narrower claim is
that the apparently privative terms are in fact positive in meaning: to ascribe them to God is to
make a claim about a positive property that God has. More particularly, Dionysius seems to think
that, in making such claims, one ascribes to God the very same property whose absence the

privative term would normally denote—but understood in a mode fitting for the divine. To return

to the particular property at issue in DN VII, God is not “mindless” in the sense that plants or

%23 DN VIL.2, Suchla 196,8-12: AA\’ 8nep £@nv moAAGKig, & Bela Beonpendg vontéov. To yap Gvouy Kai
avaioBntov kab’ vepoyny, o kKat’ EAAewy émi Beod TakTéov Homep Kol TO GAoyov avatiBepev 16 Bniep Adyov Kai
MV ATéAe1av TG DrepTEAET Kail TIPOTEAEi® Kol TOV Gvat] Kai AOpatov yvoeov 16 @aTi T¢ Anpocite Kab’ briepoxnv
100 0paTOoD PWTOG.

324 One finds the same principle in DN 1.2; DN II.1, especially Suchla 125,16; and CH I1.3-4. See, relatedly, the
following passage where Dionysius says the theologian interprets terms use of God in their transcendence sense: DN
VII.1, Suchla 193,14-194,1; VII.2 Suchla 196,8-12; CH IL.3.

3 DN 1V.10, V.1, XIL.4. It is also worth noting that, in Epistle VI, Dionysius makes it very clear that one does not,
by pointing out that something does not possess some property, show that the subject possesses any other particular
property. That God is “not white” tells us nothing about what he is, even if “not-white” is supposed to be a cipher for
some particular, non-privative property. (Ritter/Heil 164,1-10)
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nonexistent things (T ovk dvta) are mindless: lacking in mind. Rather, he has a faculty or
property that can be considered mind in a transcendent mode (Omepoyn).**®

A brief aside is necessary here. I am aware that there is an alternative interpretive option I
have not ruled out so far: that the transcendent property to which Dionysius refers is a causal
property such as the ability to produce certain properties in creatures. Timothy Knepper is
probably this view’s most prominent proponent.*” On this interpretation, the sense in which God
possesses a property in a transcendent mode is ultimately no different from the sense in which
God is named “from his gifts to creatures.” For argumentative flow, I shall return to this point
after having set out my own reading.

With the claim that God has mind in a transcendent mode, Dionysius is free to make an
interesting move. He goes on to spend nearly the entire chapter detailing in what transcendent
sense God does have mind, telling his reader what the divine mind (6 8€log vodg) is like, how it
operates, and how the knowledge (yv®o16) appropriate to it differs from perception («ioBnoig),
human reason (Siavowa, émotipn), and intuition, or intellection (vonoig).**® I have discussed
those passages already, so there is no need to do so here. What matters is that, having used

negation to avoid ascribing mere creaturely properties to God, Dionysius is apparently perfectly

happy to return to positive attribution, only this time with the additional insight that the positive

%26 To suggest that, when it comes to God, not to have some property x is not an absence or lack is to traffic in mere,
empty honorifics. It only comes to be a genuine honor if the (apparent) claim that God is not x is taken to be
pointing to a different property altogether (e.g., to the power to produce mind in other things) or as suggesting that
God possesses the property normally denoted by the term but in a higher mode.
%27 Knepper, Negating Negation, 1-8. Knepper denies the divine names are “attributes,” but he seems to be
responding primarily to Alexander Golitzin, whom he takes to be using that term to relegate the divine names to
God’s periphery or, worse, the created sphere. (3—4, 19-25) Another worry seems to be that, if the divine names are
“attributes,” they fall into the merely linguistic sphere (34) Knepper himself wants to say the names are “part of the
nature of God” (4), which I take to mean they are at least something like properties.

Eric Perl may be read as holding a similar view, one on which God just is the power and act by which he
makes creatures. See Perl, Theophany, 46, especially in conjunction with Perl, Theophany, 27.
%28 Jan Opsomer, “Proclus,” in A History of Mind and Body in Late Antiquity, eds. Anna Marmodoro and Sophie
Cartwright (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018), 129-150 discusses the “gnostic” continuum on which
perception, intellection, and discursive knowledge all fall for late Platonists.
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attribution must be understood in a “higher” sense. In Scholastic terms, he seems to think that the
apparent via negativa is actually, on a deeper level, a via eminentiae.*”

In this interpretation, I am pushing back against much recent scholarship, which tends to
make Dionysius more strictly apophatic in his approach.** Eric Perl, for instance, would say that
God possesses no properties whatever, causal or otherwise. If God has a “transcendence,” it is in
the sense that he is the very production or determination by which creatures have properties.®"
God, on positions such as these, could not be said to have a property such as “wisdom,” or
“knowledge,” consisting in an actual power that God implements in his activities in relation to
creatures. But the manner in which Dionysius talks about the divine mind in DN VII lends itself
to a different interpretation. Having said God is “mindless,” Dionysius clearly does not deny that
God knows beings.** Rather, he insists that God knows in a mode that is somehow superior to
creaturely knowing in all its forms. If he were simply interested in saying that God has nothing

like what we might call knowledge, he would hardly have had to spend so much time talking

%27 For scholars who discuss the via triplex in connection with Dionysius, see Mark Edwards, “How Negative Is the

Theology of Dionysius the Areopagite?” Verbum Vitae 41, no. 3 (2023): 602—-603; Michel Corbin, “Négation et
transcendence dans I’ceuvre de Denys,” Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théologiques 69, no. 1 (1985): 41-76;
see, opposed, Gregory P. Rocca, O.P., Speaking the Incomprehensible God: Thomas Aquinas on the Interplay of
Positive and Negative Theology (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2004), 22-25, who thinks
the “transcendent way” is actually the negative way considered in terms of the reason for the fittingness of negation.
I tend to agree with Corbin; Dionysius does not have an obviously distinct negative way; it is a via eminentiae. See
also O’Rourke, Pseudo-Dionysius, 14-18 and 33-35 in Rocca’s corner. I find I am in basic agreement with Janet
Williams, “The Apophatic Theology of Dionysius the Pseudo-Areopagite — II,” Downside Review 117/409 (1999):
240. Williams also considers our unknowing to have a positive content. (238-240) This content shows up in the
ecstatic untidiness of our thought and language. (242-243) Finally, see Denys Turner’s second chapter in The
Darkness of God: Negativity in Christian Mysticism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), where he
holds that God transcends human speech because he genuinely contains in an infinitely higher degree all the
perfections he bestows on creatures.

%0 By contrast, it has become increasingly common to see Plotinus as something like a personalist about the One.
Thanks to Mark Edwards for drawing my attention back to that point in this connection!

%1 perl, Theophany, 26-27.

%2 Indeed, even at his most apophatic, Dionysius only ever denies that God knows his creatures “qua beings.” This
is a point that Rosemary Arthur misses. This is understandable if she follows, as she seems to, Luibhéid’s
translation: “God does not know things as they are.” While it is probably right—Dionysius is probably following
Proclus in holding that God knows all things in a mode fitting his nature, not theirs—it is misleading insofar as it
might suggest that God just does not know things except in an “indirect” way.
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about the manner in which divine knowledge works and how it stands above creaturely
knowledge.

That Dionysius does indeed consider the divine knowledge to be knowledge in a
particular mode is further suggested by the fact that he immediately follows his discussion in this
passage with a claim about the angels: “For the scriptures say also about the angels, too, that they
know the things upon the earth, not knowing them according to perceptive activities, though they
be perceptible, but according to the power and nature proper to the godlike intellect.”*** Angels,
like God, possess a knowledge beyond the human sort; but they, too, can be said to know things
because they, like God, have a knowledge that transcends and somehow includes knowledge in
its lower forms.** I shall return to the manner in which higher modes contain lowers modes in
the next section. For now, what I wish to draw attention to is that Dionysius considers this
afterthought on the angels to be relevant to his claims about God. He seems to be suggesting that,
just as angels know perceptible objects in a mode higher than perception, so God knows even
intellectual things in a mode higher than intellection. The point would be irrelevant if Dionysius
intended to say that, unlike angels, God cannot be said to know things at all. Considering all the
above points, I think the best way to read Dionysius is as holding that God possesses the same

property in a higher degree or with a greater intensity.

%8 DN VIL.3, Suchla 197,14-16: Kai y&p kol To0¢ dyyéAoug eidévar gnot ta Adyia ta émi Tiig yFig o0 kat’ aiobnoeig
adTa yvookovtag aioBntd ye dvra, kat’ oikeiav 6¢ tod Beoer§oig vol dvvapv kai gvoy. Note that Dionysius says,
in CH XV.3, that terms derived from human perception are ascribed to angels primarily as a way to speak of their
heavenward activities. However, clearly, there is also a kind of providential activity: to say they know things on
earth is not only to say they know things in heaven.

%4 On this point, I am in agreement with Perl, Theophany, 91-92.
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6 — Considering some objections while strengthening my case

There are some passages where Dionysius seems to deny that God possesses the same
properties as his creatures. I shall have to address them to show that they pose no threat to my
argument. Consider the following passage from DN II: “All divine things,” Dionysius says,
“even those revealed to [creatures], are known only in their participations. They themselves,
whatever they be according to their proper source and foundation, are beyond mind (vodv) and
every substance and knowledge.”** Yet that is not to say that they cannot be known, full stop.
Dionysius makes it clear here and elsewhere that one can know them.** What it does mean is
that they cannot be known in an intellective sense. What one knows in connection with them
intellectively can be “nothing other than the powers—divinizing or essentiating or enlivening or
enwisening—flowing towards [creatures] from [God].”** It is for that reason, “seeing nothing
exactly like to all things’ elevated (because altogether transcendent) cause,”* that one eventually
seeks to “break free” from all intellectual activities to look upon God himself. Let me put these

claims in slightly different terms:

1) The divine things are never known in themselves because they are beyond intellective
knowledge.
2) One can know the divine things “in their participations,” i.e., as the “powers” flowing

from God.

%% DN 11.7, Suchla 131, 5-7: TTavta yap té Oela, kol doa fpiv EKMEQavTaL, Toig HETOXHIG HOVALS YIVOOKETAL. ADTX
8¢, omoid mote €0TL Kotk TNV oikelav apynv Kai iGpuaoty, OTEP vodv €0TL Kal ooV 00TV KAl yv@dov.

%% DN 1.4, Suchla 115,6-10; DN VII.1, Suchla 194,10-15; DN VIL.3, Suchla 198,12-15.

%7 DN 11.7, Suchla 131,9-10: o08&v £tepov voodpev f Ta¢ &ig fpdg €€ avThg mpoayopévag Suvapelg éKOewTIKAG R
ovo10mo1006 | {woydvoug T copodmpoug.

%% DN 11.7, Suchla 131,11-12: o0epiav ... fug akpipédg eugepnig £0Tt Tff Tavtwy EENpnuévn Kotk ooy HIepoyV
aitig.
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3)

There is no exact likeness between God in se and his effects, whether the latter term

refers to the divine energies or the corresponding creaturely properties.

I take it that the third claim is intended to explain why the knowledge one can derive about the

divine things from their participations is not the same as knowing them in themselves. That

reading is supported by the manner in which Dionysius elaborates the third claim further on.

For neither is there an exact likeness between the caused and the causes; but the caused
possess derivative images of the causes, while the causes themselves transcend and
remain above the caused according to the account (Adyov) of their proper principle. And
that I may use examples suited to us: joys and pains are said to produce enjoyment and
pain but themselves are neither joyed nor pained. And the fire, which heats and burns, is
not said to be burned or heated. And if one should say that Life Itself is alive ({fjv) or that
Light Itself is enlightened (@wtiCecBat), one would not speak correctly, by my reckoning,
unless one meant these things in some other sense, [meaning] that the properties found in
the caused (T t@v aitiat®v) exist beforehand, abundantly and essentially, in the

causes.>

Here, Dionysius is running two arguments simultaneously. The first works like this.

1)

2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

One can only know a thing as it is in in se “from,” or “via,” another thing if there is an
exact likeness between the two.

If two things have distinct properties, there is not an exact likeness between them.
Qua cause and qua caused, the cause and the caused have distinct properties.

So, there is no exact likeness between the cause and the caused.

God is cause in relation to creatures.

Therefore, there is no exact likeness between God and creatures.

339

DN 11.8, Suchla 132,14-133,4: O06¢ yap €otv akpipng Epeépela Toig aitiatoig Kai Toig aitiolg, GAA Exel pév T

alTIOTa TOG TOV aitiov évéexopévag eikovag, adTH 6& Ta aiTix TV aiTlaTdV EENPNTOL Kal DTEPISPLTAL KATK TOV THG
oikeiag apyfig Aoyov. Kai tva tolg kab’ rjuég xpriowpon mapadeiypaoty, ndovai kai ADmon Aéyovtot montikal Tod
fideoBon kai Avmelobo, avtal 6¢ oGte fidovton obte Avmodvtat. Kai 10 mhp Beppaiov kai kalov ob Aéyeton KaieoBan
kol BeppaivecBor. Kai Cfjv €l 11 pain v adtolenv fj potileobol 10 adTo@®G, 00K 0pBRG EPET KATH TOV EHOV
Aoyov, i pn mou kaB’ Etepov Tadta ginot Tpdmov, 6Tl TEPIOaMOE Kol 0VOIWEDE TPOEVESTL TX TAOV KITIATAV TO1G

aitiolg.
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7) One cannot know God in se from creatures.

This argument has to do with the subjects possessing the properties at issue: respectively God
(possessing t&x Bela/Tax TGV aitiat@v 101G axitiolg) and creatures (possessing T TGV aiTIHTAV, as it
were, 101¢ aitiatoig). The second argument has to do with the properties themselves. This
argument is a fair bit simpler than the first: the thought is that one cannot grasp the properties in
the cause based on prior familiarity with the properties in the caused because there is some
necessary distinction between the properties in the cause and the caused. Since God is cause in
relation to creatures, one cannot grasp his properties (1t Beia) as they are in themselves by
knowing the corresponding creaturely properties that are their effects.

For now, I focus on the first argument. The claim Dionysius is making is, I take it,
something like the following: (a) there is some difference in character between the property in
the cause and the property in the caused and (b) the difference is that between the cause and the
caused as such. Let us turn to an example. Imagine a kettle on the fire. Considered qua heating
the kettle, the fire is characterized by a different property than the kettle qua being heated—
namely, heating. That is not to say that the two do not share any property: heat for instance. But
considered as relata in this particular relationship, the two must have different properties. That
Dionysius has such a strictly logical and relative difference in mind seems probable for two
reasons. The first is that he describes the effects as possessing (or perhaps being) “copies”
(eikovag). In contrast, the divine things, as causes, are the originals and, as suggested in DNV,
the models, or paradigms (mapadeiypata), on which things are based. There is further evidence
for this point elsewhere in the DN. In DN IX, Dionysius likens the dissimilarity between cause
and effect to the dissimilarity between portrait and subject: the portrait cannot have an exact

likeness to the subject in part because it is a copy—that is, not because it has or lacks certain
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intrinsic properties but because it is derivative. So too with God and creatures. Creatures cannot
have an exact likeness to God because they are his (or his Aoyot’s) copies.**

The second reason is that, considering (a) that Dionysius seems broadly familiar with the
philosophical and theological landscape in his era and (b) that disputes over the relationship
between paradigms and copies, or icons, were very common in both the Christian and pagan
traditions with which Dionysius was apparently familiar, (c) it is unlikely that Dionysius would
have been unaware that he was bringing such associations into play by saying that there can be
no exact likeness between God and creatures because he is their cause, or original, and they his
effects, or copies.*"!

Notice that such a reading leaves open the possibility that the cause and the caused do in
fact share something: a property or properties that sit on a continuum, as the fire may be hot (i.e.
have the power to burn and heat things) and the kettle may be hot (i.e. have the power to burn
and heat things—even if only because it received that power first from the fire). Here is where I
wish to return to the second argument I mentioned a moment ago, the one having to do with
properties rather than the subjects possessing those properties. Were Dionysius to commit

himself to the idea that God and creatures possess the same character in differing degrees, it

%0 DN IX.6, Suchla 211,19-212,1.

%17 have already discussed the paradigms in Proclus in my chapters on him. One can also find discussion, though,

in Melina Mouzala, “Proclus on the Forms as Paradigms in Plato’s Parmenides: The Neoplatonic Response to
Aristotle and Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Criticisms,” Journal of Ancient Philosophy 16, no. 1 (2022): 115-163; Jan
Opsomer, “The Natural World,” in All From One: A Guide to Proclus, eds. Pieter d’Hoine and Marije Martjin
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 139-166; and Eric Perl, “The House That Jack Built: A Homeric
Metaphor for Procline Metaphysics,” Ancient Philosophy 37 (2017): 169—184. Similar worries exercise Philoponus,
as I showed in the previous chapter. For Dionysius’ familiarity with philosophy, consider his extensive use of
Neoplatonic and Peripatetic philosophical terms throughout the DN. Besides Proclus and Philoponus, there were
also arguments revolving around the relationships among copies and paradigms in figures such as Aeneas,
Zacharias, and Procopius of Gaza. See Richard Sorabji, “Waiting for Philoponus,” in Causation and Creation in
Late Antiquity, eds. Anna Marmodoro and Brian D. Prince (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 71-93.
Origen, likewise, was thinking in such terms, arguing that a God who is essentially creator must. And, as Ilaria
Ramelli and Alexander Golitzin have argued, Dionysius may have known Origen himself or his thought, whether
directly or through his reception via figures such as Evagrius or the Cappadocians. Golitzin, Et Introibo ad Altare,
270-284; Ilaria Ramelli, “Origen, Evagrius, and Dionysius,” in The Oxford Handbook of Dionysius the Areopagite,
eds. Mark Edwards, Dimitrios Pallis, and Georgios Steiris (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022), 94-108.
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would be possible to read his argument in the passages from DN II like this: the cause and the
caused cannot be the same because, while they do possess the “same” property in one sense, they
possess it in a different degree; and that difference in degree amounts to an absolute difference—
just as red, green, and blue could be considered different properties even though they all consist
in variations on a character that might be interpreted as a single property: light. To return to the
earlier example, the heat and the heated, one might say that the fire passes on heat to the kettle,
but the kettle, though it does become hot thereby (and so can heat other things in its own turn—
can boil water, can crisp a fish filet—), never gains heat in precisely the same degree or intensity
as the fire; and that difference in intensity is enough to ensure an absolute distinction between the
property in the fire and the property in the (heated and hence hot) kettle. Further, while the fire
has its heat “from itself,” the kettle only ever has its heat by receiving it from the fire.

And indeed, it is plausible to read Dionysius as taking this route. Dionysius is open to the
possibility that the things pertaining to the caused (Tt T@v aitiat@v) are found in the causes in
some “essential” (0001wS®C) and “exceeding” (meploo®c) sense. If the difference he had in mind
were so complete that there were no connection between the property in the cause and the
caused, he would have no reason to allow such a possibility. He would also have no reason to
allow such a possibility if the difference were that between the cause qua cause and the caused
qua caused. At least in the relationship between cause x and caused y, there are no degrees: y
cannot be “somewhat the cause” in the relationship. It is or it is not. On the other hand, if x
“passes along” some property to y, a property that it itself possesses, then it makes sense to talk
about x as possessing, in a higher degree, the property y possesses. In that case, the relevant
difference between the two comes not only from the fact that x is cause and y is caused but also

from the fact that, as cause, x does not pass along its property to y in such a way that y possesses
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that property with the same intensity. Obviously, this passage does not decisively show that
Dionysius thinks God actually possesses the same properties as creatures in a higher degree, but
it lends itself to such a reading; and when one considers it in addition to the evidence supplied by
DN VII, it becomes considerably stronger.

I would like to submit one more, supporting evidence for the idea that Dionysius thinks
creatures and God possess properties that stand, in one sense, on a spectrum. In DN IX, he
recognizes the apparent paradox or even contradiction in his claims that God is both beyond all
comparison with creatures and that all creatures are in some sense like him. To do so, he says in
what sense the caused are like and in what sense unlike God: They are similar, he says,
“according to their received imitation,” through which they imitate “the inimitable.” They are
dissimilar, on the other hand, because the caused, precisely as caused, “fall short in relation to the
cause,” being left behind “by incomparable and infinite measures.”*** That is, creatures are
similar to God so far as they do in fact possess something that tracks his own properties; and yet,
as they are mere imitators, caused by him, they cannot be equal to him—and must be made
similar to him. I would suggest that Dionysius be taken at his word: he says that he is supplying a
distinction in order to help his reader understand his system. And once this explanation is taken
aboard and used to read the various other evidences I have cited in this section, it becomes all the
more reasonable to read Dionysius as holding that creaturely and divine properties sit on a

spectrum.

7 — Angels unsaid

%2 DN IX.7, Suchla 212,9-15: T& y&p a0t Kod dpota 0gd Kol Gvopowa, o pév katd v eveexopéviy tod duipritou
Hipnoy, 1o 6¢ Katd T0 AmodEoV TV KTAT@V ToD aiTiov Kol HETPOLG ATEIPOLG KAl AOVYKPITOLG ATTOAELTIOHEVOV.
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By my reckoning, the evidence so far should be enough to make my claims about
“Omepoyn)” plausible: God possesses the properties that he gives creatures in a higher degree or
mode. However, secondary evidence can be drawn from elsewhere in the Dionysian Corpus—
namely, from the way in which Dionysius talks about the angels. I shall draw on that evidence
both because it further strengthens my case and because it suggests some important analogies
between how we know God and how humans know creatures on higher ontological rungs than
theirs, which in turn has certain implications for what we can say about the analogy between
creaturely and divine properties.

In EH II, Dionysius carefully lays out his views on how scriptural terms (and presumably
human terms in general) apply to the angels. First, he says that one should not take any material
terms to have their usual sense when applied to them.*** Angels are not (generally) perceptible
and hence cannot be uncomplicatedly referred to using such terms. (Indeed, they are “existences
beyond our knowledge and contemplation.”***) Dionysius says that it is possible, however, to use
the terms in an anagogic fashion: through them, one can be led to contemplate the angels rightly.
In order to illustrate the point, Dionysius turns to the apophatic approach that the scriptures take
when talking about God. He rehearses the points we have already discussed: God is above all
creation and so cannot be simply named according to our concepts. God can, however, be named
and hymned from all creation, especially by using “dissimilar similarities.”** He may also, more

).>* Having made this

appropriately, be named by “true negations” (ai pév &no@aoeig ... &AnBeig
digression, Dionysius returns to the angels. “If, then,” he says, “negations regarding the things

divine are true, while the affirmations are unfitting to [God], more appropriate to the invisible[—

M CHILL.

344 CH11.2, Heil and Ritter 10,13-14.
%5 CHIL.3

%6 CH 11.3, Heil and Ritter 12,20-13,1.
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namely, the angels—]is their manifestation through dissimilar shapes.”*"’ Here, the thought
seems to be that “dissimilar similarities” and “negations” are connected. Evidence that God can
be fittingly “unsaid” somehow serves as evidence that “dissimilar similarities” may be fittingly
used for the angels. Dionysius never says that the reverse is true, that angels can be fittingly
“unsaid,” but the suggestion is certainly there. And there is further support for that inference in
the same passage: he says the angels can be said to lack reason (Adyoc) and perception (though it
is not clear that they can be hymned by the negation, as God can).*® But, as with God, the
negation is not to be taken in its usual sense. It must be said as befits angels:
With regard to non-rational living things or soulless stuffs, we properly construe
reasonlessness and insensateness as a wanting in reason and perception; but, [when using
these same terms] with regard to immaterial and intellective substances, we are admitting,
in a manner befitting the holy, that they, as supermundane, surpass our discursive and
bodily reason and the material perceptions foreign to bodiless intellects.**
What these privative terms and negations actually communicate about the angels is that they
possess the corresponding positive properties in a transcendent mode (Omepéyov).*° So, for
instance, the term “desire” (¢mbBupia), when applied to non-rational animals, denotes a
passionate attachment (mpoonaBeia) to material goods, arising from innate, bodily impulses (€&
€pevToL Kiviioewg), while, when applied to angels, it denotes a divine yearning (¢pwg) for
immaterial goods.®™" Dionysius presumably does not mean that the angels love God but not their

fellow creatures. Since “yearning,” for Dionysius, is a term associated not only with desire for

%7 CH 11.3, Heil/Ritter 12,20-13,3: Ei toivuv ai pév dnogdaoeig émi tédv Oinv GAndelc, ol 8¢ KaTa@aoelg avapHooToL
T KPLPLOTNTL TOV AMOPPTTAOV, OIKEIOTEPK HAAAOV €0TLY €M TRV GopAT®V 1) S1 TGV dvopoiwV dvamAdoewv
Ekoavtopia.

%8 Though note that one can hymn the celestial hierarchy and its powers: EH 1.2.

%7 CH 11.4, Heil/Ritter 14,19-24: AA\ Kol a0V TV dhoyiav Te kai avaiobnaoiav émi pév 1év GAoyav {owv fj Tdv
APUXWV DAQV OTEPNOLV AGYOU Kl aioBnoemg oikelwg mokaAoDpey, €mi 8¢ TV GOA®V Kal vogp@dY 00GIRV
AYLOTPETIAG TO DIEPEXOV OTAV OG LTIEPKOTHIwV OpoAoyoD eV ToD kaB’ paG petafatikod Kol copaTikod Adyou Kol
TG LAaiaG Kol GAAOTPIG TAV AOWHATWV VOGOV aioBroeng.

%0 CH 11.4, Heil/Ritter 14,22.

%1 CH I1.4. See also CH XV.8.
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God but also with the desire to extend God’s providence to one’s subordinates in love, he
presumably means that the angels actually share in God’s yearning more intensely than do
merely material creatures; they thus love all things and that more intensely. What Dionysius is
attempting to show is that the angels have properties belonging on a spectrum with human
properties, only intensified and transformed because angelic existence is more intense.

One can find the same thought in the DN. In DN V, Dionysius makes a move that is
especially interesting for my purposes. He considers an objection from an unnamed interlocutor
who asks why the angels, if they receive their characteristic properties from a “lesser,” less
universal providence—namely God as Wisdom rather than Life or Being—, are superior to
creatures whose most characteristic properties come from those more universal providences.
Dionysius concedes that his opponent would have a point if angels did not also receive Being and
Life. But angels do receive those gifts—and indeed, they receive them in a higher degree.*** This
argument would fall through immediately if the properties that Dionysius were attributing to the
angels—Being and Life—were not in some sense the same as the being and life found in lesser
creatures; for then it would make little sense to talk about the angels as having those things in
addition to their own characteristic properties. Angels have better knowledge, life, and existence
than do humans, aardvarks, parlor palms, and moss agates—and in a way commensurate with
our own knowledges, lives, and existences.* As a final point, I note once more that Dionysius
thinks those in higher ontological rungs possess positive properties on a spectrum with those in
the lower: angels, he says, “know perceptible things through their own deiform intellect,” not

“insofar as they are perceptible.”***

%2 DN V.3.

%3 This principle appears especially clearly in EH XII.

4 DN VIL.3, Suchla 197,14-16: Kai yap kai to0g dyyéAoug eidévan onol té& Adyia ta &mi Th¢ yiig 00 Kot aioBrioeig
adTa yvooKovtag aioBntd ye dvia, kat’ oikeiav 6¢ tod Beoel§odg vol Shvapy kai Lo.
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Just as with the angels, so too with God. We are given no indication that Dionysius sees
himself as employing two different processes when dealing with God and with angels. On the
contrary, he immediately shifts from using affirmation and negation in the one case to using it in
the other as if they were the same process.*” For instance, in the just-cited passage from the CH,
Dionysius immediately shifts from his talk about angels into claims about God: “We shall find
the theologians who know the mysteries molding these [unlike terms] not only around the
heavenly orders’ manifestations but also, at times, around the Godheadly manifestations.”*
Other links exist as well: the angels are said to “transcend” the properties found in their
subordinates, much as God is.*’

What does this teach us? First, the fact that Dionysius seems to consider the process by
which human language and thought are led up to the angels—through unsaying and unlike
likenesses—to be the same process by which humans are led up to God suggests that our
approach to God and his vmepoyn are to be attributed to his belonging to a higher t&&1c. If that is
correct, we can draw on knowledge about how humans interact with the angels. If (a) to apply
privative terms to the angels is actually to attribute to them the same properties but in a more
intense mode or degree and (b) the same rule applies in our talk about God, then (c) it is
plausible to think that our talk about God also involves genuine, positive attributions—just ones
that go beyond our capacity to convey in human language.

I should clarify that I do not mean to say that, for Dionysius, there is no qualitative “leap”
from one ontological rung to another. There clearly is. Phenomenologically at least, there are
differences among perception, discursion, and intellection. Rather, what I am suggesting is that

there is both a sense in which Dionysius thinks about various properties as on a sliding scale and

%5 CH 11.5, Heil/Ritter 15,21: O0to.

%6 CH 11.5, Heil/Ritter 15,8—10: Tadta To0¢ puotikodg 020AGyoug eDPROOpEY 00 HOVOLG TAIG T@V 00pavimv
SloKOOH®V EKPAVOETY 1EpAG TTEPUTAGTTOVTAG, GAAG Kol a0 TaiG €00’ dte Talig Beapyikaig ékpavTopiag.

%7 EH 11.4, Heil/Ritter 14,22.
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a sense in which he thinks about those same properties as coming in distinct qualitative stages,
between which there are categorical differences. The relationship between angelic and human
life, say, is thus akin to that between excellence and goodness. One cannot be excellent without
being good, and, indeed, excellence might just be a particularly rich or intense goodness. At the
same time, to say something is good is not yet to say it is excellent. One may be a good but not
an excellent singer, say, and that difference can be qualitative as well as quantitative. Another
illustration might be drawn from the relation between animals and humans (or at least how we
think about that relation): despite the continuities between communication in humans and non-
rational animals, there seems to be something genuinely novel that arises with the ability to
convey abstractions. I suspect something of this kind of relation is involved here: the angelic life
is wholly distinct from merely human life and yet is of such a character that it genuinely belongs

on a spectrum with human life.

8 — Against the idea that the names allow God only a power-granting
role

I think I have already shown that it is plausible to see God as having more and more intense
powers and activities than his creatures, where those powers and activities are to be understood
as on a spectrum with their subordinate counterparts. However, as I noted earlier, there is a view
on which to say that God has a power or property “by transcendence” is to say that he possesses
a property or power to give, to creatures, the power or property normally connoted by the term
under consideration. God is called “Life,” for example, not because he himself engages in an
activity analogous to living but because he engages in an activity through which he bestows on
certain creatures a property, or power, to engage in the activity that the term “living” normally

refers to. If one were to transpose the same logic to an everyday example, one might say that fire
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is only called “hot” because it makes things like the pot able to boil water or burn food and not
also (and primarily) because it is itself capable of boiling water or burning food.

In this section, I address this reading, showing that there are good reasons to think that,
for Dionysius, God possesses the ability to perform activities in more than a power-granting
mode. Indeed, having the same powers as his creatures in an infinitely higher degree, God is able

to perform the very same activities they are.

8.1 — Initial reply
I shall start by simply pointing out that, when Dionysius clarifies in what sense terms such as
“Good,” “Living,” and so forth are applicable to God, he seems to give those terms more than a
merely power-granting sense.* Let us return to DN VII. Dionysius says that God is wise in that
he gives wisdom to all creatures and in that he knows all things before they come to be by
knowing himself as their cause. So, while Dionysius clearly does think that it is appropriate to
call God “wise” because he makes creatures wise, he seems to think there is more to the name
than that. God possesses, “in himself,” a power analogous to but far surpassing creaturely
wisdom. It is for that reason that God can be called more-than-wise (Onépaogov).* Language
suggesting that God possesses properties “in himself” appear in other places as well. For
instance, as Andrew Radde-Gallwitz has pointed out, Dionysius says that God contains things’
sources and ends “non-relatively” (&oxétwg), which Radde-Gallwitz takes to mean that God

possesses things’ sources and ends absolutely, without relation to the things he makes.**

%8 He clearly does sometimes use the names purely in a causal sense: in DN I1.3, he makes it clear that God is
named (katovopadetar) according to his good-fitted gifts (dyaBonpen@v ... Swpedv), including “the good” (10
ayaBov), “the fine” (10 kaAdv), “the existent” (10 6v), “the lifegiving” (10 {woydvov), and “the wise” (10 co@oV).
Suchla 125,17-18. See also DN VII.1, Suchla 195,1-2.

%7 DN 11.3, Suchla 125,15.

%0 DN V.8, Suchla 187. Discussed in Radde-Gallwitz, “Pseudo-Dionysius, the Parmenides, and the Problem of
Contradiction,” 248-249.
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My fuller reply will involve drawing on principles that run through the Dionysian Corpus
as a whole. Broadly, there are two principles that give reason to think God possesses properties
sitting on a spectrum with the related creaturely properties and having effects besides mere
power-bestowal. The first is that, broadly speaking, the higher a principle is on the ontological
ladder, the more powers it possesses and the more intense the powers in it answering to those
found in its subordinates. There is no need to think that it works differently with God. It is
therefore likely that God, who is the first source, also possesses his creatures’ powers in a higher
degree. The second principle is that God does engage in intramundane activities in various

miracles and in the Incarnation.

8.2 — On using “apyn” and “aitia” for creatures
To make use of the evidence from the hierarchies, I must first show that one can draw an analogy
between causation among creatures and divine causation with respect to creatures. To do that, I
need to show that Dionysius thinks creatures can be “causes” in a relevant sense. And since
finding a claim to that effect in the Dionysian corpus is not straightforward, I shall dedicate the
current section to that task.

Perhaps the main reason to ask whether Dionysius allows creatures any genuine causation
is that, by and large, he reserves the term “cause” (aitia) for God. (a) He refers to God as the
“one cause” in the EH.*" On its own, that might not count for much. It could be, after all, that
Dionysius is simply attempting to say that God is the one ultimate cause, with all other causes
being folded up under it. (b) But in the chapters in the DN dealing with the “causal names,” such

as “Life Itself,” “Being Itself,” and so forth, Dionysius clearly distances himself from any

%! EH 1.3, Heil/Ritter 66,7: 1| pia 1@V 6vtwv aitio.
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suggestion that he is describing multiple causes.*** If he were open to the idea that there are
creatures who can share in causation in some derivative sense, one might expect him not to
object on those grounds. (c) Finally, in CH XIII.3—4, Dionysius says that every holy participation
and imitation is attributable to God as cause («aitia) and source (&pyn) but to the first angels as
“source, after God” (pett Ogov &pyrv) of the same participations and imitations.*** Dionysius
might thus seem to distinguish “cause” from “source” and to reserve the former for God.**

But there are several reasons to doubt that things are so simple. First, in DN VII,
Dionysius says that “light precontains knowledge of the darkness insofar as it is cause” (10 &g
Ko aitiav év Exut® TNV €idnotv tod oKOTovg TPoeiAnEev oLK GAA0BeV €16MG TO OKATOG T GO
100 Qw166).>” That might be enough to show that Dionysius is happy to admit some creaturely
causation, even if, in his attempt to avoid attributing independent causation to the divine
providences and in attempting to maintain that there is no ultimate counter-principle to God,
Dionysius prefers not to call creatures causes. In DN 'V, he takes for granted that the sun is a
cause in relation to some things even if it is also caused by God.** In DN 1.8, he suggests much
the same, saying that God is named for “other causes and powers.” This passage is especially
notable since it is clear that the causes in question are not God’s “broader or narrower
providences.”*” Secondly, there are passages in CH XIII.4 where Dionysius draws the following
link between God’s relation to his creatures and the hierarch’s (in human cases, the bishop’s)
relation to his subordinates: “For, just as God purifies all by being every purification’s cause—or

rather, ... just as our hierarch, purifying and enlightening through the deacons or priests, is said

%2 DN V.1-2, XL.8.

%3 CH XII1.3, Heil/Ritter 46,20-21.

%4 Note that, in DN II1.2, Suchla 141,6, Dionysius seems to refer to the Virgin Mary (or rather her body) as a source,
or principle: 100 {wapyikod kai Beodo)0L CONPATOG.

%5 DN VII.2, Suchla 196,21-197,2.

% DN V.8

%" DN 1.8, V.2.
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to purify and enlighten, so too does the angel who effects purifications ... attribute his own
purifying science and power to God, indeed, as cause, but to the Seraphim [also] as first-
operating hierarch.”** In this passage, Dionysius appears to admit that, much as God is cause, or
source, in relation to his creatures, so too can the bishop function as cause in relation to his
ecclesial subordinates and the seraph in relation to its angelic underlings.

Thirdly, Dionysius shows that he is using a broadly Platonic framework, in whose terms
it would be highly peculiar to deny creatures causality altogether. In DN IV.10, Dionysius says
that God possesses “in himself every paradigmatic, final, productive, formal, and elemental [or
material] cause.”*” These are the five causal terms usually used by the “Middle Platonists.” (He
omits the instrumental cause, which is present in Proclus and Philoponus.*”°) Platonists, who
prefer to reserve true causality for the final, paradigmatic, and productive/efficient causes, would
still allow that particulars can be causes in a secondary (formal or elemental/material) sense.*”!
So, assuming Dionysius is using the terms in any way like other Platonists from the era, it is
doubtful that he means to claim that God is the only cause. That would involve a far stronger

denial than he anywhere suggests. I take it as likely, therefore, that creatures do have some causal

%8 CH XIII.4, Heil/Ritter 49,1.

%7 Suchla 155,1-2: £&v a0TG O GPXT) TAPASELYPATIKT], TEAIKT], TIOLNTIKT|, EI8IKT], OTOXEIOSNG KOl (ARG TN
apxn.

% Michael Frede, “The Original Notion of Cause,” 129; Greig 76 and 89; for Philoponus on the six causes, see
Contra Proclum V1.12, 159,1; note: Philoponus uses “&pyn” for “cause” in his Contra Proclum (e.g., CP 159,1-5)—
though note that he also uses the term “aitia” at CP 159,5-11, suggesting the two terms are interchangeable for him.
That would suggest Dionysius is thinking in these terms and that the use of &pyn for intra-worldly causes is already
present in roughly the same period. See also Simplicius’ Simplicii in Aristoteles Physicorum Libros Quattuor
Priores, ed. Hermanus Diels (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1882), I, Proemium, Diels 3,13-19: his principles/causes are 10
TOMNTIKOVY, TO TEAIKOV, TO TApASEYPATIKOV, TO €160¢, i OAN, and T oTolyelo. He seems to think “cause” and
“principle” are synonymous, against Porphyry, who gives some slight conceptual precedence to “principle” as that
which precedes, over against “cause” as that which has a product. See also Simplicius In Physicorum I, Proemium,
Diels 10,8-12,4. Finally, see Proclus, In Parmenidem IV, Luna/Segonds 79 (888,17-22). His term is, again, “aitioa.”
On the whole, there seems to be no clear distinction between the terms “cause” and “principle” except, perhaps, in
Porphyry and, later, Damascius. If Dionysius draws a distinction, it is not along Damascius’ lines: Damascius uses
“principle” for the uncoordinated, “cause” for the coordinated; it hardly makes sense to read Dionysius as doing the
same when he retains the term “cause” mostly for God but allows “source,” or “principle,” to others. For discussion,
see Greig, The First Principle, 231-243.

! For an overview of the concept of cause in Neoplatonism, see R.J. Hankinson, “The Neoplatonists,” in Cause and
Explanation in Ancient Greek Thought (New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 404-447.
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power and that it is legitimate to say that they have causal power both in the sense that can
produce certain effects and in the sense that they can pass along certain powers from God.
Fourthly and finally, Dionysius seems to think that creatures are genuine “coworkers with
God.” He uses such language at several points in the CH, in each case seeming to mean that
creatures have “providential activities,” passing along perfection and light to other creatures.>”
This is possible because, by participating in their respective hierarchies, creatures can “achieve,
by grace and God-given power, those things that are in the Godhead naturally and
supernaturally,”” the result being that they are “led to cooperation with God.”*”* That is not to
say that their participation is involved in constituting the activity as such. God could bring about
without their aid the effect in which they do in fact, by his favor, collaborate. But they do have
some genuine agency, which would in turn seem to suggest causal capacity.*”
All these considerations are enough to suggest that Dionysius allows creatures some

causal power, even if, in keeping with his hymnological aims, he prefers to refer only to God as

cause. I can now proceed to causation among creatures in the hierarchy.

8.3 — Causation in the hierarchies
At various points in his corpus, Dionysius makes it clear that he is committed to the claim that,
the more potent an entity, the more powers it has.*”® Further, and more important for our

purposes, is his commitment to the idea (a) that the higher, more potent causes have all the

2 FEH1.2.

7% DN 111.3: éxeiva tehoboa xapitt Kol Be0080Te Suvapet T Tf Beapyig PLOK®E Kal LTEP PLBS EVOVTH KAl TTPOG
a0THG LTIEPOLTING SPOJLEVO.

74 CH 111.3: &vayeton pdg v Beiav ouvepylav.

%7 For instance, see CH VII.4, where Dionysius says that the highest angels share in God’s work.

%7€ Note an exception in CH XV.3: humans are less capable of perception than are their irrational counterparts

among the animals. For discussion, see Eric Perl, “Hierarchy and Participation in Dionysius the Areopagite and
Greek Neoplatonism,” American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 68, no. 1 (1994): 20-21.
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powers to be found in the inferior causes and (b) that the higher causes are therefore able to
perform the same activities as their inferiors and more. I have already mentioned the fact that the
angels possess knowledge in a higher form than do creatures that can know only through
perception or discursive reasoning. Much the same applies with other properties: in addition to
their especial characteristics, angels also possess life and existence in higher degrees or modes
than do humans, hedgehogs, and barberry bushes.”” Dionysius even says that they possess
answers to human passions such as anger and desire, again understood as more elevated or
intense than their human counterparts. (Though note that, certain terms associated with bodily
passions, when applied to the angels, are apparently straightforwardly equivocal.) Admittedly,
Dionysius does not generally draw attention to the places in scripture where angels are credited
with performing mighty acts in more “worldly” terms, e.g. slaying the firstborn in Egypt or
wrestling with Abraham. He apparently prefers to say the angels as more capable and more alive
than other creatures insofar as they have a greater capacity to bring knowledge to others and to
cling to God.”® But, given that angels are supposed to possess more and more intense gifts than
the creature in lower ranks and, further, that Dionysius seems to think the angels are generally to

be understood as depicted in the scriptures,®”®

it would be surprising to find that Dionysius
thought that their only providential activities were those involved in bestowing visions,

promulgating laws, or otherwise conveying messages to humans.

%7 This is also true among angels. See CH XII.2. See CH V for the idea that angels in higher ranks contain the
lower illuminations and powers.

%78 This may be because he tends toward an apparently pacifist or pacifist-leaning approach. God is never described
as wrathful, only as meek and generous; the angels are never said to do more than censure (possibly punish) the evil
(Epistle VIII), and Christ is portrayed as forever pursuing his beloved creatures by shining his light upon them. One
must balance these tendencies, however, with the fact that God does bring plagues down on Egypt.

¥? CH 1V, VIII-IX.
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Another example comes from the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Dionysius divides the Christian
clergy into three categories: bishops, priests, and deacons.*®® What is interesting for our purposes
is that Dionysius seems to treat the bishops as something akin to Neoplatonic causes in relation
to their subordinates. They “precontain” the powers belonging to those below them and, in turn,
give that power to their subordinates.*®' The bishop provides power to his subordinates in two
senses. First, he is the one who enables them to exercise their own powers.

For even if some among the revered symbols can be performed by the priests, a priest will
never work the holy divine birth [i.e. baptism] apart from the most divine ointment or
perform the mysteries associated with the divine Communion unless the Communion’s
symbols first be placed on the most divine altar. But neither will he be a priest unless called
to this [office] by the hierarchs. Whence the divine decree has assigned it to the enthused
bishops’ perfective powers alone to sanctify the priestly orders, to consecrate the ointment,
and to perform the rite to consecrate the holy altar.**

Just as the higher hypostases in Proclus must (a) give the lower hypostases their character and

existence and (b) prepare the ground for the lower hypostases’ activities by rendering the

%0 Throughout the CH but especially clearly in CH V. I choose to translate “hierarch” (iepépyng) as “bishop” simply
for ease (and a fairly common tradition).
%1 As Paul Rorem points out, Dionysius appears to attribute perfecting power to the priests in EH VI. Paul Rorem,
Biblical and Liturgical Symbols within the Pseudo-Dionysian Synthesis (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1984), 33—-35. Rorem notes that since the monks have “being perfected” as their peculiar characteristic, it
would seem to follow that the priest who confers their consecration must be able to bestow perfection at least in
some instances. One possibility, though Dionysius never explicitly says anything to this effect, is that the bishop can
deputize certain individuals, granting them the ability to perform an activity above their station. Such an option
would certainly be consonant with claims that Dionysius makes elsewhere. There are precedents in liturgical
documents from the same region, with the Didascalia Apostolorum assuming the bishop can deputize presbyters and
deacons to perform the baptismal and eucharistic rites. See Richard Hugh Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum: The
Syriac Version Translated and Accompanied by the Verona Latin Fragments: With an Introduction and Notes
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1929), 146—147; the Apostolic Constitutions also allow either a bishop or priest to
baptize. P.A. de Lagarde, ed., Constitutiones Apostolorum (Leipzig, Teubner; London: Williams & Norgate, 1862)
VII.22, Lagarde 206,5-6.
%2 EH V.5, Ritter and Heil 107,23-108,4: Ei yap kai mpog TV iepéwv tedodviai Tiva 1édv oefacpiov cupBoiay,
GAN’ oUmote v iepav Beoyeveaiav 0 iepeg évepynoet tod Belotdtov popov xwpig o0SE T( TG Being Kowwviag
TEAECEL HLOTAPLA PN TG BE10TAT® Buo1OTNPI® TOV KOWVOVIK®Y EmTeféviwv cLUIBOA®Y. AAN’ 008’ adTOg iepeng
gotan P mpog TGV lepapIK@V TEAEIOCEWV €1g TODTO KeKANpwEVOS. ‘OBev 1) Beia Beopobeoia v AV iepatikdV
14éewv ayaoteiav kal v 1o Beiov popou teAeinotv Kal v iepav 1od Buolaotnpiov teAetovpyiav Taig TGV
évBéav iepapy®dv TeEAEG10VPYOTG SUVAPETY EVIOIWG ATEKATPOTEV.

For a discussion of whether the priests can preside alone, see Paul Rorem, Biblical and Liturgical Symbols
within the Pseudo-Dionysian Synthesis (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1984), 33-35.
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vnokeipevov-2 fit to receive them, so too must the bishop empower the priests and deacons
through ordination and prepare the elements necessary for the priests to perform their role.*®
Secondly, the bishop enables his subordinates to engage in their own activities by
allowing them to take part in the broader activity in his own, ongoing activity as bishop. The
priest is, in some sense, only able to perform his characteristic activities by joining in an ongoing
activity whose primary agent is the hierarch.*® That activity is the hierarchy itself.** This
activity and its connection with the bishops ccan be understood on two levels. On the more
abstract level, one might say that the whole worship the Church offers up—its coming together,
performing its rites, transforming its members, and contemplating God—is an activity, one that
occurs first and primarily in the bishops.** As its primary (proximate) agents, the bishops would
be able, in principle, to perform that activity (and its subordinate activities) even without the
priests, deacons, or laity. (It is probably for that reason that Dionysius talks about the bishop as
the one whose power flows through the hierarchy as a whole.) The more concrete aspect
becomes visible if one turns one’s attention to the concrete practices in which the Church
engages. In rites such as baptism and the eucharist, the bishop invites the priests and deacons into
his activity, allowing them to take charge over some element in a broader activity that he would

be able to perform alone. In the baptismal rite, the bishop anoints and immerses the baptizand,

but he normally allows the deacons to strip the baptizand naked, the priests to continue the

%83 CH XII1.4: deacons attribute activity to their hierarch. Dionysius himself never sets out such a system with

respect to Being, Life, and so forth—probably because, as he makes clear in DN V and XI, what would be distinct
hypostases and causes for Proclus cannot be for Dionysius. They are all names for the providential activity of God in
its more universal or less universal forms (DN V.2, V.4, X1.6; see also DN 1.8.) But he clearly states in DN I1.6 and
CH XIII1.3 that creatures must be fitted to receive God. For the use of the concept of aptitude in Dionysius, see
Panagiotis Pavlos, “Aptitude (Emtnde16t¢) and the Foundations of Participation in the Philosophy of Dionysius the
Areopagite,” in Studia Patristica XCVI, ed. Markus Vinzent (Leuven: Peeters, 2017), 377-396.

%4 That is not to say that the hierarch is the primary agent overall since he gets his own powers from Jesus: EH V.5,
Heil and Ritter 107,16-17.

%5 CH 111, for commentary, see Louth, Denys the Areopagite, 38.

8 EHL.2.
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anointment and reclothe him, and so forth.*®” Rutledge points out that we have no cause to think
the bishop could not do all these things himself. And there is good reason to think he could do so,
as we shall see in the next point.

Third and most important is that the hierarch is able to (a) perform the activity in which
the hierarchy consists and (b) distribute roles in the hierarchy to the priests and deacons because
he already has a practical knowledge about how to perform the whole activity and so also has the
knowledge and powers that are peculiar to its subordinate elements.

The hierarchs’ order has been shown to be perfective, the priests’ to be enlightening, and

the deacons’ to be purgative and discerning—the hierarchic rank clearly knowing

(¢motapévng) not only how to perfect but also, at the same time, how to enlighten and

purge; having in itself the priestly powers along with the enlightening and the purgative

knowledge. For while the worse cannot leap up to the better—and besides, it is in no wise
legitimate for them to attempt such a vanity—, the more divine powers, in their
perfection, also know, along with their own, the subordinate priestly knowledges.**
That is, the bishop knows what his subordinates can do, and the knowledge he possesses is
practical knowledge, enabling him to do whatever his subordinates can. (It is for that reason that
he is said to contain the subordinate priestly powers (t@v iepéwv Suvdpeng) as well as
knowledges.) If the deacon can purify, so can the bishop; if the priest can celebrate the eucharist,

so can the bishop. Presumably, if there were no others around to help him, the bishop could

complete the baptism by himself. Certainly, such a possibility is plausible enough given other,

%7 EH 11.M.3-7; see commentary in Dom Denys Rutledge, Cosmic Theology: The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy of

Pseudo-Denys, An Introduction (New York: Alba House, 1964), 66—67.

%8 EH V.1.7, Heil 109,15-21: Aé8eiktan Toivuv 1] pév 6V iepapx@dv TG TEAEIOTIKT Kai TeEAeo100pYOG, 1) 8€ TGV
1EPEMV PWTIOTIKT] KO QOTAYDYOG, T} 8€ TV Ae1Toupy&dV KaBapTikn Kol Stakprtikn, SnAadT tiig iepapyikiig Ta&ewng
0V TEAEGIOLPYELV HOVOV, GAAG KOl poTI(elV dpa Kai KaBaipely EmMoTapéving Kal Tig TV iepéwv SUVAPE®S €X0VOTG
€V €aUTH] HETA TG PWTIOTIKAG Kod TNV KaBapTikny émotnpny. Al pév yap fttoug €mi T Kpeitte petormodv
aSvvatobov—mpog 6 pnéE Bepttov adTaig elvan Tpog TowdTNY éyyelpelv dhaloveiov—, ai 6& BeidTepon Suvapelg
HETX TAV OiKel®V Ko TOG DYEPEVRG THG ODTAV TEAEIOTNTOC 1EPAG EMOTI LG YIVOOKOLTLY.

See also EH V.0.7, Heil 114,13-19, where the diaconal rank is considered to be solely purificatory (pévov
kaBaptikn) and the priestly rank to be concerned not solely with purification (ot 8¢ iepelg ... o0 pdvov
kekaBappévav). The implication seems to be here that the higher ranks are capable of the effects of their
subordinates; it is just that they are not only capable of them. It seems likely, given the above passage, that
Dionysius intends this implication to apply to the bishops as well.
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slightly earlier texts from the same region: the Didascalia and Apostolic Constitutions assume
that the bishop can perform the baptismal rites without aid, though it is also perfectly normal for
him to delegate the power to his subordinates.*

We get a picture on which the bishop, as source, does not simply enable his subordinates
to perform their activities. Rather, he delegates the “particular” activities below him to his
subordinates, activities that he can delegate in part because he himself has the power to execute

them if need be.>®

9 — Dionysius depicts God as possessing and using genuine powers
I take myself to have shown that, for Dionysius, higher powers contain the subordinate powers
both in the sense that they can serve as their source and in the sense that they themselves can
produce at least the same effects as their subordinates. I also take myself to have shown that
there is no good reason to think that Dionysius exempts God from this general rule. In this
section, I finally turn to the ways in which, for Dionysius, God in fact does engage with his
creatures in discrete, intramundane activities as well as in a deific, power- or essence-bestowing
mode—just as one would expect given my argument so far in this chapter.

Before proceeding, I should mention why I have reserved what might seem to be the most

obvious evidence till now. In short, I wanted to lay the groundwork to show that the miracles and

other intra-worldly acts ascribed to God are consonant with what Dionysius says about powers in

%7 Richard Hugh Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum: The Syriac Version Translated and Accompanied by the Verona
Latin Fragments: With an Introduction and Notes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1929), 146—147; the Apostolic
Constitutions also allow either a bishop or priest to baptize. P.A. de Lagarde, ed., Constitutiones Apostolorum
(Leipzig, Teubner; London: Williams & Norgate, 1862), VII.22, Lagarde 206,5-6.

% 1t is worth noting that such a picture is also not foreign to Neoplatonic thought. Proclus holds that particular
hypostases (such as particular souls or intellects) can empower particular hypostases in a lower t¢&1g and, indirectly,
material entities, enabling them to perform activities that are otherwise outside their natures. So, for instance, the
primary Intellect can function qua providence, or qua god, because it participates in a particular henad, and statues
can prophesy because they are possessed by gods: van den Berg, “Theurgy in Proclus’ Philosophy,” 223-239.
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general. In doing so, I hope to answer from the outset certain objections—particularly the
objection that Dionysius, given his broadly Platonic metaphysics and his commitment to the idea
that God is not a particular being, must merely be paying lip service to the biblical narratives,
that, at most, he must take them as allegorical.*®' My indirect approach also serves a more
positive function. By showing that Dionysius thinks higher causes generally have the capacity to
produce the very same effects as their subordinates, the claim that Dionysius also thinks God
occasionally “steps in” to produce supernatural effects, interruptions or novelties in the cosmic

order, should seem perfectly natural.

9.1 — Miracles, visions, and Jesus
Let us start with those passages in which Dionysius shows God (seemingly the Godhead in
general rather than this or that Person) interacting with his creatures through miracles. In CH
VIII, Dionysius attributes Israel’s various exiles to God:
For ... the divine and fatherly love for humanity, chastening Israel to recall it to its holy
station and having handed it over to avenging and wild peoples for correction, by
manifold promptings brought those under his providence (once more) to a better state and
gently led them back from their captivity into their former ease.’*
Dionysius suggests, in this passage, that God has a direct hand in historical affairs, arranging
events so as to produce particular changes in his creatures. While the surrounding passage is

about the way in which God usually communicates with humans through the angelic hierarchy,

there is no hint here that the angels are his mediators in causing the exile or the return. Dionysius

%! That is how Hathaway, for instance, seems to read the miracle accounts in Epistle VII. Hathaway, Hierarchy and
the Definition of Order, 73-74.

%2 CH VIIIL.2, Heil/Ritter 34,17-21: ‘Hvika yap 1| Ogia kai notpikr] grdavOpwmia tov TopanA EmoTpentik@dg Onep Tig
iepdic avTod cwtnpiag modevoaoa Kai TIHOPOIG Kal &tiBacolg €Bveay i émavopBnotv ékdedwkuia Tf] TavToix TV
TIPOVOOVHEVQV £TTL TO KPETTTOV HETAYWYT] KAl TG aiXHOADOING QIeL Kai TTPOG THV TIPOTEPAV EMEIKMG EMAVIYEV
evmadeav...
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attributes the angels only a role in bringing the news to Zechariah to announce the time to return
to Israel and build the Temple.*?

Dionysius attributes several other particular acts to God in Epistle VII. God, he says, has
caused the sun and moon to cease in their orbits, brought about an unseasonable solar eclipse
when Jesus died on the cross, and, most notably, brought down plagues upon Egypt.*** In each
case, the effect is attributable directly to God, seemingly without intermediary, and the effect is
apparently not to be understood as merely giving a power to creatures. God has the power to
produce changes in his creatures and so appear as an agent among other agents. That such acts
are directly performed by God is further supported by Dionysius’ insistence that such miracles
are “possible only to Christ the omnicausal” (p6ve Xplotd ¢ mavaitio Suvatd).*”> Were
Dionysius meaning merely to say that these events were performed by creaturely agents but that,
like all creaturely activities, they are possible only because God first gives power to the creature,
he would have no reason to put such stress on its being only Christ who could perform such acts.
It seems likely, then, that the properties that God possesses can be understood as capacities like
those found in creatures—only more so, able to accomplish things that make little sense by
creaturely lights. But whatever else his properties and activities are, they are not less than
creaturely properties and activities.**

An objector might say that, even in such cases, one God can be understood as only giving

powers to the creature: God simply causes the creature both to have a new power and to exercise

it immediately. But, to my mind, such a move would render unclear the difference between

% CH VIIL.2, Heil/Ritter 34,21-35,3.

4 Epistle VIL.2, Heil/Ritter 168,9-12.

%3 Epistle VIL.2, Heil/Ritter 169,11-12: Tocadt& £0TL T0D TOTE KAPOD T& LIEPQPLT] Kail POVE XPLoTH 6 mavortio
Suvara.

%% Note that I am not the first scholar to suggest that Dionysius might be attempting to show that God “intervenes”
from time to time in the world. Istvan Perczel, “Revisiting the Christian Neoplatonism,” 281 discusses the
astronomical episodes mentioned in Epistle VII, suggesting their use as an attack on Proclus and a defense of the
concept of divine intervention.
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saying that God has only the ability to give a power to a creature and that God sometimes
operates on the creature as an efficient cause.

I now turn to other passages in which it seems fairly clear that God must have something
akin to highly intensified creaturely properties: those dealing with the Incarnation. The first thing
these passages furnish is more evidence that God can perform acts with intramundane, creaturely
effects. So, for instance, Christ is born by a virgin and performs such miracles as walking on
water.*” But more interesting is that, in these passages, we see, more clearly than in the other
passages dealing with miracles, that God stoops to act in a creaturely mode, not merely
producing the same effect through a higher, divine activity.

To see this, let us start with the fact that Dionysius thinks that, in the Incarnation, God the
Son takes on human nature.*® He makes it clear in Epistle IV that he does not mean to call Jesus
a man in the merely power-granting sense “but as being truly man according to the whole
essence.” I take it that the point is more general than that Jesus takes on human nature in

particular. Rather, the point is that he takes on nature, or essence, at all: “having verily come into

%7 DN I1.9. Notably, at Suchla 133,9, Dionysius calls Jesus’ formation in a virgin’s womb “contrary to nature”
(mapax vow). In Epistle TV, he says that the virgin’s giving birth to Jesus, on the other hand, is “supernatural” (Onép
@Vow). It is possible that Dionysius is employing a distinction that Evagrius (among others) employs. In his Great
Letter to Melania, Evagrius says God’s being born of a woman is contrary to his nature (§57) but that a human’s
being born of a virgin simply “transcends nature” (§59). In the letter, Evagrius seems to mean that being born is an
act possible to God but “inferior” to his usual mode of operation, while being born of a virgin is somehow
“superior” to the mode of operation of a human. Evagrius Ponticus, Evagre le pontique: Lettres: Lettre sur la foi,
corpus des 63 lettres et Grande Lettre, ed. and trans. Paul Géhin (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 2025), 596-599. I shall
cite Evagrius’ letter simply as “The Great Letter,” along with section headings.

This reading tells against scholars such as Eric Perl and Christian Schéfer, who, because they hold that
creation is nothing but God’s appearing in creaturely mode, see no sharp distinction between God’s appearance in
the Incarnation and his appearance in all other cases. Perl, Theophany, 109; Schéfer, The Philosophy of Dionysius,
78, n. 7; John D. Jones, “Introduction,” in Pseudo-Dionysius: The Divine Names and Mystical Theology: Translated
from the Greek with an Introductory Study, trans. John D. Jones (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1980), 60.
I think such a view fails to take into account the genuine novelty the Incarnation represents. (Further evidence is the

fact that Dionysius describes Christ’s work as something wholly new in Epistles IV and IX.)
%% For instance, see MT III, Heil/Ritter 146,7—8: TIRG O VTEPOLO10G Tnoodg dvBpwmoEuikaig dAnbeioig odoiwTal.
See also EH I11.0.11 and I11.0.13; CH IV.4; DN I1.6 and I1.9. For other passages and an excellent overview of
Dionysian Christology, see Roques, L'univers Dionysien, 308-309.

7 Epistle IV, Ritter 160,5: AN ¢ adTO Kat’ obaiav GAnV aAnd@dg &vBpwog Gv.
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being, though beyond being, [he] essentiated himself.”** (Dionysius uses much the same
language in DN I1.*°') What seems to matter to Dionysius is that, even in taking on essence, Jesus
remains not merely above humanity—though Dionysius says that as well—but above being
(omepovioog). In the Incarnation, God begins to act in an essential, or creaturely, mode—though
without ceasing to act in his hyperessential mode: “In the things pertaining to our nature, he was
hypernatural and, in the things pertaining to essence, hyperessential, transcending us [even in]
having all things pertaining to us from us.”**

The marvel is not that God can perform such miracles. It is that, in the Incarnation, the
Son performs supernatural acts in a localized, human mode: it is (a) that he somehow becomes
essentially human—indeed, that he takes on an essence at all is astonishing—and (b) that, in
doing so, he does not fall into his own contrary but retains all his divine properties, including his
transcendence. One can see that Jesus is God because he can walk on water; but the astonishment
seems to come less from the fact that God could perform such miracles—he notes in Epistle VII
that prophets have done similarly with divine help—than from the fact that, in Christ, God
himself upholds not merely some feet but his very own feet on the water.*”® In doing so, he is
interacting with the world in a decidedly “essential” way, even if not in quite the usual human

way. Every other case in which an individual starts behaving according to a lower rank involves

dissolution. An angel who engaged in perception would tumble into a lower rank and cease to be

40 Epistle IV, Ritter 160,9-10: Eig ovoiav dAnddg éABov Onép ovaiav ovowwdn. See discussion in Jones,
“Introduction,” 60.

41 DN 11.10.

%2 DN 11.10, Suchla 135,7-9: 6\’ 6T1 Kol TO TIGVTOV KXWV@Y KAVOTATOV €V TOIG PUOTKOIG FUGY DTEPQURG AV £V TOTG
Kot oboiav BIEPOVO10G TAVTH T UGV €§ U@V LTEP TP Lepéxwv; see also Epistle 1T, which describes Jesus’
“putting aside his own hiddenness” as a “sudden” (¢€axigvnc) event, against all hope. See echoes of the sudden in the
Road to Damascus (Acts 9:3 and 22:6), discussed in Stang, “No Longer I”, 96-98; see also, in that connection, the
quote by Apollophanes in Epistle VII.3. But see also the connection to the Parmenides (Corsini, Hathaway). For
more on the coming forth from hiddenness of Jesus, see EH II1.0.12—13. See discussion in Golitzin, Et Introibo ad
Altare, 225-228

“% Epistle IV.
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fully itself.** But God somehow retains his power, engaging in divine activities, while stooping
to what are somehow human activities (ta &vBpwmnov)—activities in a divine and human mode at
the same time.*”

All the above considerations serve as evidence that, for Dionysius, God can act in a
creaturely mode because he contains all creaturely powers in a more intense mode. But I also
take it to lend support to a point I made earlier. Earlier, I claimed that, for Dionysius, the higher
an “entity” sits on the ontological scale, the more powers it possesses, along with the practical
knowledge that goes with those powers. That God seems able to act in a creaturely mode because
he possesses the creaturely powers suggests that the bishop, likewise, can be understood to be
able to perform the same activities as the priests and deacons, even going so far as to perform, in
their absence or for their benefit, in their own, subordinate mode.

It is worth noting one more point. In the Incarnation, God seems to be in a position
similar to the position that a bishop, or hierarch, assumes in condescending to perform merely
priestly activities. A bishop is perfectly able to perform the cUva&ig, but he is also the one
through whom the priestly activities are rendered possible, and it is his own activity that holds
together the hierarchy, enabling the priests and deacons to partake in the same power. Likewise
with Jesus, who, in human flesh, performs human activities while remaining transcendent and
continuing to sustain all things as their source.

That there should be such a similarity makes sense given that Dionysius’ thought tends to

repeat itself at different levels. Jesus is the source whence all hierarchy flows; he is himself, in a

“* EH V1.©.6; DN 1V.23.

“5 This represents another possible connection to Evagrius’ Great Letter, or Letter to Melania: Evagrius Ponticus,
Evagre le pontique: Lettres: Lettre sur la foi, corpus des 63 lettres et Grande Lettre, ed. and trans. Paul Géhin (Paris:
Editions du Cerf, 2025), 596-599. I shall cite Evagrius’ letter simply as “The Great Letter,” along with section
headings. In §856-57, he says that Christ acted “contrary to nature” in becoming incarnate. In that respect, the
Incarnation represents activity like that by which creatures tumble into nonbeing. Somehow, though, God can
actually act in ways contrary to his own nature without such dissolution. (§§58, 60—62) Dionysius is probably
thinking along the same lines.
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sense, the hierarchs’ hierarch.*® As the hierarch’s activity flows through and constitutes the

4% among other

hierarchy, so does Christ’s own activity—variously called “light”*” and “love,
terms—flow through and constitute the broader cosmic order in which the hierarchies are
situated. Indeed, it is ultimately his activity that flows through and constitutes the hierarchies
themselves. That such a consonance exists between the role Jesus plays and the role the bishop
plays simply provides further, supporting evidence for my interpretation. Dionysius holds that
God contains creatures much as the hierarch (and every other source, or cause) contains his

subordinates, and that containment involves possessing the subordinate knowledges along with

their powers.

9.2 — The upshot for foreknowledge

This section has claimed that God contains things before making them at least in the
sense that he contains either their powers or a divine power on the same spectrum. If I am
correct, it becomes much easier to say in what sense Dionysius thinks God knows things (a) from
himself (b) as their cause (c) insofar as he precontains them. He precontains them insofar as he
possesses the very powers in which they themselves are engaged.

Before moving on to the next chapter, I emphasize a point what has been, till now, a side
point. At least when it comes to intelligent creatures such as humans and angels, one contains the

powers peculiar to one’s rank along with, or perhaps by possessing, a certain knowledge

4% Golitzin, Et Introibo ad Altare Dei, 197.
7 CHI.1-2.
48 EFH 1.3, DNIV.12-13.
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(¢motpn, yv@do1g). For instance, the bishop can perfect because he possesses a perfective
knowledge, purify because he possesses a purificatory knowledge, and so forth. In CH II1.3,
Dionysius says the same with respect to angels: those who perfect can do so because they are
skilled in the perfective art.*” It is worth recalling, in this connection, that Dionysius says that
God possesses things’ “knowledges” (eiénow kai yv@dowv) before the things themselves come to
be. While he uses different terminology in these passages (¢1énoig rather than émotnpun),
Dionysius seems to be drawing an analogy between the creaturely and the divine cases. Just as
the hierarch possesses the knowledge that he passes on to his subordinates, enabling them to
engage in their characteristic activities in the hierarchy, so too, it seems, does God possess the
knowledges he passes on to creatures, enabling them to engage in their characteristic activities.
Even given the apparent parallels between the divine and human cases, one might ask
whether the knowledge in each case is the same. In the human case, after all, the knowledge
involved is not foreknowledge. It is, rather, practical knowledge about his own capacities and
activities. In contrast, the knowledge God possesses, as foreknowledge, might seem to be
knowledge about creatures, not knowledge about how to perform certain activities. In response
to such worries, I note three points. First, as I have already argued, Dionysius is clearly thinking
about creative foreknowledge when he says that God contains “things’ knowledge” before they
come to be. In other words, to say that God prepossesses things’ knowledge should not be read
first and foremost as just an indirect way to say that God has knowledge about things before they
come to be. Secondly, Dionysius tends to couple the claim that God prepossesses things’
knowledges with the claim that he prepossesses their substances as well. That fact suggests that it

is the knowledge belonging to the creature, not mere knowledge about the creature, that God

409 CH 111.3, Heil/Ritter 19,12—14: TOUG 6€ TEAEG10LPYOVE WG EMOTNHOVIKOVG TG TEAEOTIKTG HETAOWOEWDG TEAETV

TOUG TEAOLHEVOUG Tfj TAVIEP® LUNOEL THG TV ... iepdV émotnpng. As is often the case, knowledge is paired with
activity here.
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possesses before the creature comes to be. Thirdly, and more negatively, note that, even in the
human case, the gap is not wide between practical knowledge about one’s own capacities or
activities and knowledge about what capacities or activities a subordinate will come to possess
through one’s instruction.*'’ Dionysius never explicitly says that the bishop “foreknows” the
priest whom he consecrates, but such a reading is certainly consonant with what he does say: the
bishop, as the one who gives the priest the knowledge that constitutes him as priest, could be
said to foreknow the priest qua priest insofar as he already possesses the priest’s knowledge and
activity. So too with God, who “leads” things into being and knowledge by first possessing the
knowledge and powers that he bestows upon them.

I raise this point about knowledge for three reasons. First, it lends further support to the
broader claim from this section. If (a) the fact that a cause possesses subordinate knowledge also
implies that it possesses subordinate powers and (b) the analogy between God and other causes
holds, then it would seem to follow that (c) the fact that God possesses creaturely knowledges
also implies that he possesses their powers. To say that God possesses creaturely powers is to say
that he can perform the corresponding activities, and he can perform those activities because he
possesses the corresponding creaturely knowledges. (Indeed, to say he possesses the knowledges
may be just one way to say that he possesses the corresponding powers; the two things are tightly
linked for Dionysius.) Secondly, it allows one to further clarify in what sense God might know
things by possessing their powers before making them. If God possesses creaturely powers and
perfectly knows himself, he must know his own power to engage in activities in a creaturely
mode. He possesses, as it were, creaturely “know-how” along with the creaturely powers. That

would open an option to Dionysius: he could say that God knows exactly what the activities his

1 Roques sees knowledge and activity as interwoven. For an especially clear articulation, see Roques, L’Univers
Dionysien, 92.
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creatures will engage in are like. Alternatively, he might say that God knows the creaturely
activities to come precisely as his own activity, since, in giving his practical knowledge to
creatures, he enables them to perform their own activities, making God, as it were, a universal
cooperant. This second possibility will have to wait to be fleshed out in the next chapter.

Lastly, the idea that God possesses creaturely practical knowledge sets the stage for the
next step in my argument. The close connection between the possession of subordinate
knowledges and the ability of the cause to involve itself in the activities of its subordinates play a
key part in my attempt to make plausible the analogy between divine synergy with creatures and

the synergy of the bishop with his subordinates.

Chapter 6: Dionysius on God’s knowing creatures in the
creative act

1 — Introduction

This chapter picks up the argument from the previous chapter. In that chapter, I argued that
Dionysius shows interest in the CFP. I then suggested he hints at an approach to the issue in DN
V and VII: God both knows things by containing their powers in himself in a higher mode and
knows things in his going out from himself in his creative activities. In the former way, he knows
creatures in their universal aspect and without relation to them; in the latter way, he knows
creatures in their individuality and as in relation to him. I did not, at the time, attempt to work out
in detail the sense in which God might know the individual in his going forth to it in the act of

creating it. Instead, I proceeded to argue the case that God genuinely possesses creaturely powers
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and knowledges and that Dionysius connects that fact to God’s creative standing in relation to
creatures.

In this chapter, I return to work out the second prong of this argument, considering in
what sense Dionysius thinks God is related to things “in himself,” not simply as anticipated in
him but as “being from him.” My suggestion is that Dionysius sees God as knowing things in his
very going out to them, as making himself accessible to and hence relative to them. Then, noting
the connection between God’s going out to creatures and his knowing them, I suggest one way
that knowledge can be understood: by analogy with the bishop’s hierarchical knowledge. Finally,
simply to strengthen my case, I argue that there are points in the DN where Dionysius seems to

presuppose creatures have something like individuality.

2 — Procession, ecstasy, and divine knowledge
Throughout his corpus, Dionysius describes God as proceeding to his creatures and, in so
doing, “departing from himself” in some sense.*"' Dionysius uses various terms for this outgoing
(or, from the creaturely perspective, outgoings). Sometimes, he calls them “providences”

(mpovoian).*? At other times, they are “providential activities” (povonukag évepyeiag),*

) 414 « ) 415
b b

“activities” (évépyelan processions” (poodor),*™ or “powers” (Suvapeig).*® Though what
exactly they are is not fully clear, a few things can be gleaned about them from the passages in

which they figure. First, they are not substances in their own right. Dionysius makes that plain in

au Epistle IX.3; yet he also always “remains in himself”: DN II.11, III.1, IX.5, IX.8-9, XI.1-2, XIIL.2; I11.6.3.
“2 DN 1.8, Suchla 120,9-10.

1 Epistle 1X.3, Heil/Ritter 203,4.

41 DN IX.9, Suchla 213,14.

415 DN 11.5, Suchla 128,15; V.2, Suchla 181,18; IX.9, Suchla 213,14; Epistle IX.1, Heil/Ritter 195,3.

#1¢ DN I1.7, Suchla 131, 9; Epistle IX.1, Heil/Ritter 195,3.
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DN XI1.*' Indeed, based on what Dionysius says in DN V.2, they are probably not creatures at all,
not even created properties existing “in” a substance; Dionysius contrasts the idea that they could
be “creative hypostases or substances,” or even that they are different things from one another,
with his own preferred claim: that they are “the whole, good providences coming from the one
God.”*® Secondly, they are not the same as God “in his nature.” God “in himself” is
imparticipable, while creatures can and do share in his activities.*"® Thirdly, they are the means
by which God bestows properties on his creatures:
On the one hand, speaking principally, divinely, and causally, we call the singular hyper-
principal and hyper-essential principle and cause “To Be Itself” and “Life Itself” and
“Deity Itself”; and, on the other hand, speaking with respect to participation, we call the
providential powers flowing from the unparticipated God “Essentiation Itself,” “Living
Itself,” “Divinization Itself,” from which [powers] the beings that share in them both are
and are said to be existents, living things, divinized things, and so forth.*
For my purposes, the key point here is that Dionysius seems to think that, in his providential
activities, God becomes somehow involved in relations with the creatures for which he provides.
In DN 1V, he says the following:
For the truth’s sake, one must dare to say even this: that even He Who Is All Things’
Cause, in his good and beautiful longing for all things, through an effluent, yearning
goodness, comes to be outside himself in his providences towards all beings and is, as it

were, charmed by goodness, by love, by longing, to descend from above all things to be
in all things...*!

* DN XI.6, Suchla 222,6-7.

“® DN V.2, Suchla 181,18. Scholars disagree how far Dionysius sets himself apart from pagan Neoplatonists in
referring all things to God. As mentioned in the last chapter, Golitzin sees Dionysius as eliminating the whole
KOOHOG vontag, leaving nothing in between God and his (particular) creatures. (Et Introibo ad Altare, 57-58) If there
are universals, they are only commonalities, not causative entities. Roques thinks similarly. (L 'univers Dionysien,
80-81) Perl does not read Dionysius as doing anything very different from earlier Neoplatonists. He simply places
the emphasis, thinks Perl, on the One, or God, as ultimate source. Perl, Theophany, 67—-68.

*? CH VIL.4; DN V.4.

4% DN XI.6, Suchla 222,13-223,1: AAX’ adtogivon kKad adtolwryv Kai adTtofe0tnTd gopey dpXIKOG Hev Kal OiK®g
Kol aiTlaTiK@G TNV piav maviev IEpapylov Kol DIiepoVaIoV GpyNV Kal attiav, peBektdg 8¢ Tag ékdidopévag ék Beod
100 ApeBékTou TpovonTIKAG SUVEIELS TRV aTOoLCIMGLY, aDTOlHO®AY, AVTOBEMGLY, MV TX BVTH OiKeiwg £oVTOolg
HETEXOVTQ Kail OVTa Kal {dvta Kal évBea kol €0Tt Kal Aéyetat Kal To GAAa GOaVTHG.
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In this passage, Dionysius shows that he wants a picture on which God is genuinely involved
with his creatures—indeed, outside himself and in and with them—in his “providences.” In his
providence, he makes himself available to them, enabling them to participate in him.**

I must make a brief excursus before moving on to discuss the connection between the
energies and divine knowledge. I am not making the claim that Dionysius draws a systematic
distinction between, on the one hand, God in his “nature,” or “substance” and, on the other hand,
the “activities” (évépyei), “powers” (Suvdpelg), or “providences” (mpovoiat) in which God
activates his intrinsic, natural potencies. My claim is simply that Dionysius draws a distinction
between God as transcendent and uncorrelated with his creatures and God as present to and
correlated with his creatures. Or, to put it in slightly different terms, he draws a distinction
between God in his logical priority with respect to creatures—as logically prior to his creative
act—and in his willing engagement with and relation to his creatures in his creative act. The
difference between my claim and the one Lossky makes will allow me to sidestep yet another
thorny debate in Dionysius scholarship. And to show that there is such a distinction, one can look
to the whole corpus. Dionysius often returns to the idea that God “goes out of himself” to be in

his providential relation to creatures while remaining “ever in himself.” One need look no further

%! DN 1V.12.13, Suchla 159,9-12: ToAuntéov 8¢ kai todto vnép dAnbeiag einelv, 6T kal aOTOG O MGVTWV AITIOq TG
KOAQ Kol &yaBd tédvV maviav €pwtt 8 uepPoAny Th¢ EpwTIKIG ayaBotnTog €€m £auTod yiveto Taig €i¢ T dvia
TavTa mpovoiaig Kol oiov dyaBotnTt Kal ayammnoel Kol €patt BEAyeTon Kal €k ToD LNEP MAVTA KAl TIAVTRV EENPHEVOL

TIPOG TO €V MAOL KATAYETAL. ..

“22 11 the last chapter, I suggested that Dionysius follows Evagrius is thinking that God, in becoming incarnate, acts

against his own nature. Christ gives himself to his creatures in a new way, allowing himself to undergo even
creaturely passions. It is probable that “eros” is connected, for Dionysius, to God’s power to transgress even the
apparent divide between his own nature as “principle” and creaturely receptivity. It is worth noting that, DN IV.13,
he clearly connects eros with Christ’s union with creatures. (I am thus in disagreement with John Rist, “A Note on
Eros and Agape in Pseudo-Dionysius,” Vigiliae Christianae 20, no. 4 (1966): 243.) It is also worth noting, as Patrick
Corry does, that Dionysius never negates the names associated with love in the MT: “Erés, Ekstasis, and Silence in
Dionysius’ Mystical Theology,” Pro Ecclesia 31, no. 3 (2022): 302—320. Perhaps the reason is that love
characterizes God’s historical acts, which transgress categorical lines in this way. That would fit with the idea that
God is, for Dionysius, not merely love’s cause but love qua object itself (10 ... a0Tt6g éoT1): DN IV.14, Suchla 160,2—
3.
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than DN IV on God as ecstatic love, DN XI on God as differentiating himself to his creatures,
and Epistle IX on God as provident. There is no need to posit Suvapelg or évépyelan as a
ontological category distinct from oboio—at least in God.**

With that excursus complete, let us return to the passages from DN V and DN VII to
discuss the way in which Dionysius connects divine foreknowledge and the divine ideas with the
divine energies. In the passage from DN V, Dionysius says “that [God] precontains all beings’
paradigms according to a singular, hyper-essential unity, since he produces even substances in
accordance with a departure from [his own] substance.”*** I take it that Dionysius is talking about
two distinct “moments” in divine knowledge. God knows creatures, first, insofar as he
precontains them. (If I am correct, that means insofar as he possesses their powers.) Secondly, he
produces them “in a going forth from [his own] substance.” Though Dionysius does not, in this
passage, connect God’s going forth from his own substance with God’s foreknowledge, the
connection between foreknowledge and providence just earlier in the same passage makes the
link plausible.

One can see the same two moments in the passage from DN VII:

For if, according to one cause, God bestows being on all beings, according to that same,

singular cause ... he will know everything as being from him (&g €§ avtod dvta) and as

preexisting in him (év a0t® mpobpeotnkota) ... Consequently, God does not possess, on
the one hand, a self-knowledge proper to him and, on the other hand, a different

knowledge gathering up all creatures in common. For all things’ cause, by knowing itself,
will hardly fail to know the things that proceed from it and whose source it is.**

2 Though Dionysius certainly does subscribe to some form of ovoia—8Uvapic—évépyeia distinction: DN 4.23.

424 DN V.8, Suchla 188.

2 DN VI1.2, Suchla 197,4-14: Kai yop &i katd piov aitiav 6 820g néot tolg 0dol Tod givan petadiSwat, katd Thv
a0V EVIKNV aitiav gloeTon Tavia Og €€ abTod dvta Kal év AT TPOUPECTNKOTH KAl 0UK €K TGOV OVI®V ANYETAL TV
aOTAV yVAOLV, GAAX Kal adTolg EKAOTOLG TR ATV Kol GAA0LG Ti|¢ GAA@Y yVOoE®G EoTon Xopryog. OvK Gpa 6 Bedg
iSlav &xel v €avtod yvaaoy, Etépav 8¢ v Kowij té& dvta mavia cAAapPdvovoav. ADTR yap £XVTNY 1) TAVTIOV
aitia yiveokovoo oxoAfi ov Té &’ abThg Kai GV €0Ty aitia dyvoroeL.
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On the one hand, Dionysius says that God knows creatures as preexisting in him. Presumably,
that is to say that God knows them insofar as he precontains their knowledges and powers. On
the other hand, Dionysius says that God knows his creatures “as being from him,” or as “the
things that are gone out from him” (t& a@’ avtfig). Dionysius says these are one and the same
knowledge. God does not possess one knowledge dealing with his own nature and another
knowledge dealing with creatures. Even so, Dionysius seems to be drawing a distinction between
two “moments” in that selfsame knowledge. My suspicion is that, when he says God knows
creatures “as being from him,” Dionysius is talking about God’s knowledge under its practical or
providential aspect. God not only knows himself in himself; he also knows himself insofar as he
has actually gone forth from his own substance to produce creaturely substances. To put it in the
terms from DN IV, God knows himself in his ecstatic dwelling in creatures. Or, to use my own
terms, God knows himself qua cause in relation to his effects. There are a couple reasons to take
this reading. First, the term “t&x &¢’ adTH¢” suggests creatures understood as existing distinct
from God—that is, not insofar that they or their character remain in but insofar as they have
proceeded from God. Secondly, earlier in DN VII, Dionysius connects divine foreknowledge
with God’s knowledge about the creatures he has produced. Since this passage is an elaboration
on that earlier passage, it would be natural to read Dionysius as having in mind the distinction
between creatures understood as possessed “before” their creation in their Adyot and as having

their own substantial reality.

3 — The analogy with the bishop
At this point, I would like to illustrate how such an approach to God’s productive

knowledge might look. I would also like to strengthen the reading I have given of the distinction
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between knowledge and activity in oneself and in relation to what is “from oneself.” To
accomplish both tasks, I wish to return to the relation between the bishop and his subordinates.
(Note that, to some degree, I shall have to deal with the bishop, the angelic hierarchs, and God
simultaneously since Dionysius uses the analogy among them in both directions—up the scale
from bishop to God and down the scale from God to bishop. But I shall still generally attempt to
start from the bishop.)

As I mentioned in section VIII.3 of the previous chapter, hierarchy is a “sacred
knowledge and activity.” Its ultimate source is God, but its proximate source within the Church
is the bishop: “For just as we see every hierarchy reach its terminus in Jesus,” Dionysius says,
“so too [do we see] each particular hierarchy [reach its terminus in] its proper, enthused
hierarch.”**® From a standpoint within the hierarchy, one can therefore say that it is the hierarch
whose power flows through and connects the elements so that they form a whole.*”” Dionysius
does not strictly say that, relative to the ecclesiastical hierarchy, the bishop is primary agent in
the activity that constitutes the hierarchy, but such an inference is plausible for two reasons. First,
there is the parallel between the bishop and Jesus. Jesus is described elsewhere as the ultimate
agent in all hierarchy, so, considered as proximate hierarch “after [him],”**® it would make sense

for the bishop to be understood as primary agent in his own hierarchy. Secondly, for Dionysius,

» <« SN {24

“our whole hierarchy’s arrangement” “comes to its end and fulfillment” “in the hierarchs’

¢ EH V.5, Heil/Ritter 107,16-17: '‘Qg y&p Gnacav iepapyiov opdpev gig tov Tnoodv dnonepaiovpévny, odtog
ékdoTnyv eig Tov oikelov €vBeov iepdpynv. For God as leader in all activity and science, see CH II1.2, Heil/Ritter
17,11-18,1. Same term is used of the apostles in EH 1.5, Heil/Ritter 67,16. For God as source, see EH 11.0.4. For
bishop as source and one in whom the whole is completed, see EH V.1.5; God as guide appears again in EH V.0.3,
Heil/Ritter 111,19-21. For Jesus in particular as source see, e.g., EH 1.1 and 1.2 and EH V.0.5, Heil/Ritter 112,12—
15.

2 While there is a case to be made that the sacraments (as “divine things”) or the scriptures (as our hierarchy’s
substance) are the actual proximate source of the ecclesiastical hierarchy’s activity, they are not themselves
intelligent and so cannot serve a role, in their hierarchy, exactly analogous to the role of the seraphim in the celestial
hierarchy.

8 CH XIIL3, 4.
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order.”** That the bishops should constitute the hierarchy’s (proximate) fulfillment makes sense:
the hierarchy is a divine knowledge and activity, and the bishops are “those who have been
initiated into perfectly knowing the all divine things pertaining to their own hierarchy.”** Insofar
as they have the fullest possible knowledge within their own hierarchy (and are thus, also,
presumably able to perform the relevant hierarchical activities), the bishops are the creaturely
agents in whom the hierarchy is performed.

To the degree possible for a creature in his rank, the bishop engages in the hierarchy in a
simple, primarily contemplative fashion, imitating the angels.*' But because his hierarchic
activity is not just for his own contemplation but also a providential activity directed towards his
subordinates,” he does not always allow his own activity to remain (simply) simple. In
performing the Church’s rites, especially the eucharist, he resorts to myriad “sacred enigmas” in
order to make “his own, singular knowledge as hierarch” (v éviaiav adtod g iepapyiog
é¢motenunv) accessible to his subordinates.*** So, for instance, he moves from the altar to the
sanctuary’s edges and back again, censing the whole space. In doing so, however, he never
ceases to look to the “uniform principles” (évoe18€i¢ Adyoug) according to which he performs the
activity, so that his mind remains fixed on God in contemplation.** He remains, as Dionysius
says elsewhere in the EH, “uniform once for all” (kaB&na& évoeidnc).* It is for that reason that

he can go out to “secondary” tasks without surrendering his own unity.

4% EH V.5, Heil/Ritter 107,13-17.

430 FH V.4, Heil/Ritter 107,6-10; see also EH V.0.7 and 1.3.

3 For the angels’ simple activity modulating into providence, see DN IV.8.

*2 EH 111.©.7, Heil/Ritter 86,13-16; CH I11.3

*® EH 111.0.3, Heil/Ritter 83.

* EH 111.0.3, Heil/Ritter 83.

4% EH 111.©.10, Heil/Ritter 89,17. See also EH 11.M.8, where the hierarch is apparently not derailed by his
procession but has carried on in contemplation, and I11.M.428A, where the hierarch remains “uplifted to God”
through immaterial contemplations rather than joins in the material contemplations he offers as an aid to his
followers.
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Because he remains unified even after incorporating these complexifications in his
activity, the bishop can be viewed from two different angles. On the one hand, one can see him
as performing a singular activity. One the other hand, because his activity comes to involve more
elements, it becomes possible to view that same activity as extended and, at least notionally,
decomposable into component units. Dionysius is not explicit on why that should be the case, but
I suspect there are at least two intuitive reasons at work. First, it is possible to confuse the
activity with the elements it incorporates and unites. The more elements the activity unites, the
more likely humans are to view the activity simply as those units themselves, taken in sum. That
is basically the mistake Dionysius thinks humans make when they fail to see that the various
providential activities through which God acts in the world are attributable to a single source.**
Secondly, once the contemplative activity comes to incorporate “external” activities or
behaviors, it is necessarily extended through time in a way that bare contemplation (to the extent
possible for a human, even a bishop) is not.*”

In complexifying his activity, the hierarch enables others to join in on one and the same
activity. I wish to show that there’s good reason to think this means that he enables them not
merely to join in on the same kind but numerically the same act. I shall begin with the fullest
passage dealing with this topic. It appears in CH XIII.

Purification and all the other Godheadly activities that shine forth through the first

substances [i.e. the seraphim] are distributed among all the remaining [substances]

according to each one’s analogy to the divine share. ... Hence it is not unfitting if the
seraph is said to purify ... For, just as God purifies all by being every purification’s cause

*% MT 1.2, Heil/Ritter 142,12—-15.

*¥7 Angels contemplate in a way that suggests a different temporality. While Dionysius says, in DN X.3, that no
creature is eternal in the strict sense, he allows that the angels think the intelligibles in a uniform fashion, all at once.
To the extent that the bishop achieves the angelic thought Dionysius thinks possible for humans (DN 1.4 and VI.2;
Epistle X), he too may well think in a simpler mode. Presumably, this is what Dionysius has in mind when he says
that the bishop keeps his eyes on the principles underlying the liturgy/hierarchy (EH II1.0.3, Heil/Ritter 83) and
when, in DN IV.9, VII.1, and VII.2, he says that humans can achieve, through a “concentrating” process, something
approaching incorporeal, angelic knowledge.
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—or rather (to use an example nearer us), just as our bishop, purifying and enlightening
through the deacons or priests, is said to purify and enlighten, so too does the angel who
effects the purification ... attribute his own purifying science and power on the one hand
to God as cause and on the other hand to the Seraphim as first-operating hierarch; as if ...
one were to say that, ‘on the one hand, the source ... of my purification working in you is
the one who leads into existence the first substances and ... moves them to the first
proper shares in his own providential activities ...; and, on the other hand, [it] is the
foremost substances’ order [that is] hierarch and, after God, the ruler—by which [order] I
myself was, in Godlike fashion, initiated into purification. It is this latter, therefore, who
purifies you through me, through whom the cause and maker of all purification has
brought forth his own providential activities to us from the hidden.”***
There are indicators in this passage that Dionysius is thinking about the seraph’s activity (and
God’s) as one and the same activity throughout the hierarchical arrangement: it is God’s
activities that are brought to the subordinate ranks, his light “shining forth.” In just the same way,
one can say that the bishop performs his activities “through” the priests and deacons.
Unfortunately, the passage is not fully clear on how God’s (or the seraph’s or bishop’s) activity is
to be connected with the apparent activities in which subordinate ranks engage. One can read it
as indicating simply that superiors receive glory for what their inferiors do because the former
have given the latter their ability to act in the first place.*”® Read thus, the passage need not imply

that the subordinates share in a single activity with their superiors or that the superiors are agents

in their subordinates’ activities.

% CH XII1.4, Heil/Ritter 48,15-49,12: ... 10 v k&Bapov kai maoag oG OeapyikiG évepyeiag 1t TV POtV
00010V GvaAaPTOVoNG €ig TGoag TG Aotrdg StadidooBon Katd TV EKAOTNG TPOG TRG BeOLPYIKAG HETOLGING
avadoyiav. ... O08Ev odv &torov, el KaBaipewv Aéyetat ... 6 Zepagip. Qg yop 6 8e0g kabaipel TGVTaG T6) TGoNG
kaBdpoeng givar aitio, pdAdov 82 (mapamincio yop xprioopat apadeiypott) kabdmep 6 kob’ HpdGg iepdpyng Six &V
a0Tod AeIToupyRV T iepénv kaBailpav i 9oTilov abTog Aéyeta Kabaipely Kol aTifely TdV 8" abTod Kabiepwpévav
T4éewv €M’ aOTOV AvaTIBelo®V T( oikelag iepag évepyeiag, o0T® Kai TV oikelav KaBapTiKny EmMoTpNY Kai SOVapV
0 NV K&Bapaoy ... TeAeToLpYRV GyyeAog Emi Bedv pev wg aitiov, €mi §€ TOV Zepapip GG TPWTOLPYOV tep&pynVv
avatifnowv, g &v Tig eain ... Tov I’ aOToD KaBapopEVOV EKSIBAOKMV OTL «TfiG €l 0€ TIPOG €100 TEAETOLPYOLHEVNG
kaBdpoewg ApyT HEV 0TIV ... O Kol TOG TPAOTAG 0DGI0G Kai TPOG TO ElvVaL THPAYOY®V ... KOl 0TS KIVAY £ TG
TIPOTAG TAOV OIKEIWV TIPOVONTIKAV EVEPYELDY HETOVOING ..., lepdpyng 6€ Kal PeTh B0V NyERQV O TV TPWTIOTOV
0DOIBY S1GKOCHOG, Tap’ 0D TO KoBaipel éyo Beoerdidg pundny. ObTog odv 0Ty 6 8t épod ot kabaipwv, St 0b Tog
OIKELOG TIPOVOTTIKAG €vepyelag €K TOD KpLEIoL Ko €ig NUAC Ttporyayey 1| Tdong aitia kai Snpiovpyog KaBdpoewe».
“3 This is how D.F. Duclow seems to read Dionysius, though it is not fully clear: Duclow still recognizes the
connection to the illustration from fire or light. D.F. Duclow, “Isaiah Meets the Seraph: Breaking Ranks in
Dionysius and Eriugena?” in Eriugena: East and West, eds. Bernard McGinn and Willemien Otten (Notre Dame, IN:
Notre Dame University Press, 1994), 69.
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But while such a reading is possible, it faces difficulties when combined with other
passages. Even just a little earlier in CH XIII, Dionysius says that the ranks function as
something akin to increasingly opaque strata, each passing on a light that never simply “belongs”

to any one stratum but passes through each to the next.**

If this image is to be combined with
that in which the seraph “gets credit” for what the angel accomplishes because it is its power’s,
knowledge’s, and activity’s proximate source, the latter image must presumably not be
interpreted as one in which each rank, after receiving its power from its superior, possesses that
power independently from then on. Other relevant passages appear in the EH. Dionysius says
that it is “through all the priestly ranks” (1 nao®v 1@V iep®dv td&ewv) that the bishop “works
the things pertaining to his own priestly mysteries” (évepyel t& t\g oikeiag tepapyiog
puotpwa).*' And he says in EH V.6 not only that the priests perform their priestly activities
“under the enthused hierarchical order” (0o Tfj 1@V évBéwv iepapyxdv taéel) but also that the
priests perform their own activities “with” the hierarchs.*** These passages are hard to square
with the idea that the bishop simply “hands over” the hierarchical powers to their subordinates,
who can then act out their own activities even without ongoing participation in a hierarchy
whose term is the bishop. At very least, Dionysius is envisioning a situation in which the
activities in which the bishop and his subordinates engage are tangled up with one another. One
should expect nothing else, given that Dionysius is intimately familiar with the ways in which

the bishop, priests, and deacons work together to perform most liturgical rites. A reading that

takes these passages into account must therefore allow at least such cooperative activities.

#0 CH XIIL.3.
*“! EH V.5, Heil/Ritter 107,18-19.
*? EH V.6, Heil/Ritter 108,10-11.
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Preferable to such a reading, though, is a reading on which superior and subordinate are
engaged in numerically one and the same activity.**® Dionysius is committed to the idea (a) that
hierarchy is an activity, (b) that it is the bishop who performs the activity that constitutes the
human hierarchy, and (c) that the other members in the hierarchical arrangement are able to join
in that activity insofar as they share in the power and knowledge that comes from the bishop.
One way to fit all these commitments together would be to hold that what the bishop does is
enable the subordinate members to engage as agents in one and the same activity in which he is
already engaged. To put it in something like contemporary analytic terms, the other members in
the hierarchy are accessory but genuine agents performing a single act token whose primary and
only necessary agent is the bishop.** It is only by literally co-operating with the bishop that the
priests, deacons, and so forth are able to engage in hierarchy. I would suggest that something like
this reading is a reasonable way to read Dionysius. In addition to the considerations I have
already noted—points (a) through (c) in this paragraph—and the fact that such a picture allows
them to fit together, there is reason to take such a picture up because it fits with how Dionysius
thinks about the connection between hierarchy and salvation. Dionysius seems not to think there
are multiple human “hierarchies,” multiple activities through which humans know God and are
assimilated to him. There is only one such activity, “our hierarchy,” and it is only in joining in
with that one activity that one achieves salvation.**

It is at this point that this excursus on the bishop becomes most helpful for thinking

through the relationship between God and his creatures. Since the simple activity in which the

4% perl, “Hierarchy and Participation,” 21-23 makes something like this claim. But his interpretation takes a
somewhat different tack insofar as he thinks that synergy, when it is between a creature and God, does not “that the
creature and God ‘work together’ as though the creature were another being, additional to God...” (23) I suspect this
is an early expression of his claim, in Theophany, that creatures are nothing but God’s appearing. Perl, Theophany,
31.

4 He might also be a sufficient agent—again, with respect only to his particular hierarchy. All hierarchy still has its
ultimate source in Jesus.

*“ EH 1.3, 111.6.12; CH 1.2-3.
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bishop engages is, in its providential aspect, the very act by which all the subordinate members
in the hierarchy and their respective activities are united, the members and their respective
activities become, as it were, additional elements or complexifications in that same activity. They
may be viewed as distinct. But to the extent that they are genuinely participations in one and the
same activity, they can be rightly seen as simply that activity under different “aspects,”
corresponding to the additional agents allowed to engage in that one activity. This maps well
onto the way in which Dionysius describes God as relating to his creatures. In DN II and
elsewhere, he describes Jesus as entering into the complex for our sakes,*® enabling us to join in
his divine life through baptism and the other sacraments and, in time, becoming coworkers with
God in his “providences.”* Dionysius relies, in various places, on a strong analogy between the
bishop (and other creaturely sources and causes) and God. If one extends that analogy to the way
the bishop’s simple activity allows others into it as “complications” without compromising its
essential simplicity, one has a compelling way to understand passages like those in DN II—and,
indeed, other cases of divine activity. Just as the hierarch incorporates the priests and so forth
into his hierarchical activity, so too does God incorporate us into his own, singular activity.
Importantly, the fact that the activity remains singular suggests that the knowledge
involved in performing the activity also remains, at least in one sense, singular. And one can see
that idea borne out at points in the text. In EH II1.0.10, Dionysius, describing the point at which
the bishop and priests wash their hands before the eucharist, says that the bishop is thus enabled
to be “once and for all uniform,” “free and absolute” even in his “boniformly proceeding to the

secondary things.”**® This uniformity consists in his keeping his eyes on the Adyot that undergird

46 EH 111.0.13, Heil/Ritter 93,16-18 and EH 111.0.12. Indeed, he takes on flesh: EH I11.8.12, Heil/Ritter 93,7.
“ CH XV.1.

“8 EH 111.0.10, Heil/Ritter 89,16—18: kai mipog téx Sevtepa mpoimv dyaBoeiddg &oxetog #0Tan kKai AmOALTOG 6G
kabana évoeldng.
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the rites, namely the divine providences,* and in passing on his “unitary knowledge” to his
subordinates simply in performing his own activity.** It is because he keeps his eyes on that
(relatively) unified, singular knowledge that he is able to administer the sacrament and unite the
congregation.*"

In the above discussion, I have been exploring how activity and knowledge work in the
bishop’s case. I now turn to why one should think the insights I have drawn from the bishop
apply to God. For the most part, these points draw on points I have already made, so I shall keep
them brief. First, just as the bishop and his activity serve as the source from which the
ecclesiastical hierarchy flows (at least if one leaves off attention to the celestial hierarchy), so
God and his activity serves as their ultimate source.** Jesus’ power in particular flows through
the hierarchy, enabling its members to remain knit to God.*® Secondly, God multiplies himself
without leaving himself just as the bishop does—or, rather, the bishop as God does—so that
subordinates can share in his knowledge and light as far as possible. Indeed, this is among the
most common ways for Dionysius to talk about divine providence.** Thirdly, in these same
passages, God remains, if anything, even more singular in his activity and knowledge than does
the bishop. Dionysius makes that clear in places like DN VII. (d) God brings creatures into
genuine synergy with him, just as the bishop enables his subordinates to join him in his

activity.* In connection with the passages in which he says that creatures are called to

47 See EH 111.0©.15 for the idea that the sacraments are the gifts of the divine activity.

0 EH 111.0.10, Heil/Ritter 89.

“>! EH 111.©.14. See also DN 1V.6, where the assumption is that the higher one goes up the continuum, the simpler

one’s knowledge will be. At the summit, the simplicity is attributable to the fact that hierarchy is God’s activity. See
Coughlin, “Theurgy, Prayer, Participation,” 167—-169.

2 FH 1.2-3.

433 DN XI.5 says we engage in peace with all others only in Christ; EH II1.0.12 describes the hierarchy as knit
together by grafting to Christ’s body as its members.

“* DN IX.5, X.9, XI.1, XI.2; EH I11.8.3; Epistle IX.3.

%% For the idea that God works with creatures, see EH 1.1, Heil/Ritter 63,2—4, 64,13: Bgovpywkoi; CH 111.2,
Heil/Ritter 18,15-17, I11.3, Heil/Ritter 19,21-22. The same logic applies to the whole cosmic order. Humans are to
work together among themselves and with the angels to do the divine things (t& Bela katd SOvapy cuvepyroWHEY)
in accordance with, or in cooperation with, Jesus’ providence (kata npovoiav ‘Incod). See DN X1.5, Suchla 221,7-8.
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cooperation with God, Dionysius talks about God, like the bishops, as an orchestrator or
leader.**

All this should be sufficient to show that one can draw the analogies from the bishop to
God. The final hurdle is to show that the insights drawn from hierarchical activities can be
applied to non-hierarchical activities—in other words, that God draws creatures into his own
(numerically singular) activity not only with respect to illumination or knowledge but also with
respect to their constitutive, essential activities. To my knowledge, Dionysius never explicitly
says as much. But there are two considerations to favor this extension from the hierarchical
domain to the broader providential domain. First, it fits structurally: just as God works his way
out to all members in the hierarchies, complexifying his activity to include others, so too does he
work his way out towards multiplicity in his other providential activities.*” Secondly, Dionysius
makes it clear that things in general share in others providentially, the greater caring for the
lesser and the lesser rising to the greater.*® Importantly, the sun seems to have some providential
capacities, bringing life, perfecting things, and so forth, without being an intelligent entity.*”

If the synergy seen in the hierarchy and between God and his intelligent creatures holds
with respect to other providential acts, then two things seem to follow. First, God becomes the

universal cooperant in all creaturely activities. Indeed, since it is he who initiates and enables

creatures to act by allowing them to join in his activity, there is a sense in which he is also the

Michael Frede has noted that, at least among the Stoics, a “cooperative cause” (cuvepyov) is a mere
“contributor” to an effect that it in no proper way brings about. Michael Frede, “The Original Notion of Cause,” in
Essays in Ancient Philosophy (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 140-143. It is possible
though perhaps unlikely that Dionysius has this definition in mind; but it certainly fits well with the idea that God
alone makes possible the hierarchy in the full sense, and, as Frede points out (141), the term “ouvepyov” has an
intuitive, everyday use. Dionysius may well have had something like the Stoic distinction in mind even if not in the
technical sense.
¢ For the idea that the bishop leads the people as a chorus, see EH VIL.M, Heil/Ritter 122,23: Zuvayaywv 6 0€iog
iepapyng tepov xopov; see also EH V.0.5, Heil/Ritter 112. For God as leader, see CH I11.2 and EH V.0.5.

*7 DN I1.11, 1X.5, IX.9, X1.2; CH 1.2; Epistle IX.

*% DN 1V.10 and 12-13.

** DN IV.4, V.8. Indeed, it exhibits all the activities associated with the hierarchies: it purifies, illuminates, and
perfects things, only on the sensible rather than the intellective level.
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primary agent in all creaturely activity—except insofar as it involves deprivation or weakness.
Secondly, God presumably engages in those activities as an intelligent (or hyper-intelligent)
agent, knowing his own capacities and their exercise. God knows all things in knowing
himself.*® If, with respect to intelligent creatures, that knowledge consists in God’s possessing
creaturely knowledges and powers in a higher degree, one would expect the same to be true with
respect to other creatures. Dionysius gives no indication that God’s creative activity should be
seen as less when it is received by non-rational creatures.

I would now like to draw all these threads together. If (a) God is the primary agent in all
creaturely activity, with creatures as accessory but genuine co-agents, and (b) God knows his
own acts through direct, practical knowledge, then (c) he presumably knows the creatures
themselves so far as he knows his own acts as having complexifications, namely those necessary
to permit co-agents. One then has a way to understand how God knows creatures as being “from
himself,” without having to posit that he knows them by some means other than his knowledge
about himself and his activities.

One might ask whether this explanation succeeds in maintaining God’s knowledge’s
priority in relation to creatures. For if he knows the creature as “other,” as strictly “individual,”
only in the moment he creates it and hence enters into a cause—caused relationship with it, he
might be taken to derive his knowledge from the creature. I am not certain that a clear solution is
available, but there are two directions in which Dionysius might explore. First, he might hold
that, even when God creates, he knows the creature only in his creative activity; that is, he does
not need to look outside himself or somehow “sense” that his activity has an object. Instead,
insofar as he knows the very activity—not just in type but also in token—that he is engaged in,

and that activity constitutes the creature as what it is, he knows the creature itself. Such a

“° DN VIL2.
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response, unfortunately, does not ensure that God’s act is prior to the creative act or the creature,
though it does ensure that his knowledge is not posterior either.

Another possibility would be to say that God knows the creaturely act because it is in
some sense identical with his own act. That is, he himself is engaged in “living,” in his supreme,
divine mode and only then posits, as it were, subordinate cooperants in the same activity. There
is one “living” in which all creatures engage: God’s. Let us go back to the liturgical example:
when the bishop begins the liturgy, he almost always involves the priests and deacons in his
activity. Their participation is not essential and does not go towards “constituting” the activity.
That the bishop accomplishes on his own. But they do participate, joining in, extending the
activity so that it is coming from them as well. The bishop knows the very activity of each of the
subordinates because it is his activity “spread out” through them. Only those elements of their
activity that are not in line with the activity he himself has initiated would fall outside his
productive knowledge’s scope. If he knows his own concrete acts before he performs them, he
also knows his subordinates’ acts insofar as they are one and the same act. So too, perhaps, with

God.

4 — Summing up: knowledge by precontainment and creation
Let us take stock. I have argued (a) that Dionysius thinks God contains creatures insofar as he
knows his own powers, which are akin to creaturely powers in an infinitely higher mode. Since
his power contains within it the knowledges and powers necessary to engage in those same
activities in a creaturely mode, he knows creatures at least insofar as he knows exactly what it
will be like for them to engage in their activities when he produces them. Based on the last

section, it is now also possible to construe God’s knowledge about creatures “in himself” as a
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practical knowledge about his own capacity to engage in the simple, creative activity by which
he brings creatures to be. I have also argued (b) that Dionysius knows his creatures exactly in his
(and hence their) activity.

Given all that I have argued up to this point, it is possible to read the ambiguities in DN
VII as intentional and reflected throughout Dionysius’ system: God knows his creatures causally
both “in himself,” logically “before” his activity, and his very going forth from himself in his
activity; or, from the creaturely perspective: he knows God knows things causally both as they
are precontained in him and insofar as they proceed from and are distinct from him.

This view has much to commend it. Besides the fact that it allows one to read Dionysius’
position on foreknowledge in DN VII with all its elements in mind, it also weaves into a coherent

whole various elements found elsewhere in the Dionysian Corpus:

1) the way God is present to his creatures through his providences,

2) the manner in which he remains in himself while taking up residence ecstatically in his
creatures,

3) the analogy between the bishop and Jesus, and

4) the relationship between the hierarch as primary hierarchical agent and the subordinate

members in the same hierarchical arrangement—

And it does this weaving in a way that happens to dovetail nicely with Dionysius’ apparent
interest in exploring the relationship between God’s ideas, paradigms, or Adyot and the creatures
made according to them. Additionally, it is a helpful reading because it shows that the different

aspects under which God’s foreknowledge presents itself in DN VII—as knowledge about

234



creatures as ¢§ a0ToD dvta and as knowledge about creatures as precontained in him—reflect and
indeed hook up to the broader Dionysian system. Finally, this reading yields an ostensible answer
to the CFP: Dionysius can say that God knows his creatures “in advance” as he knows their
powers in himself and knows them as from him as far as they share in the activity in which he
puts those same powers in practices. Their constitutive activities are in some sense his activity;
to the extent, therefore, that he knows his own activity “before” performing it by having practical
knowledge about that activity, he could be said to know the creatures themselves in advance. As I
shall argue when I conclude this chapter, such a solution falls upon severe problems, but that

does not make it any less a worthy addition to the answers made by his near contemporaries.

5 — Dionysius implies the individual
In my introductory chapter, I stipulated that the CFP can only arise on the assumption that the
creature has its own individuality, enabling it to stand in relation to other creatures, God, and its
own divine Adyog. Having argued, in the previous chapter, that Dionysius is interested in the
CFP, I therefore take myself to be entitled to hold that he is at least implicitly concerned with
irreducible creaturely individuality.

But however legitimate such a move may be, it still constitutes a weaker proof than
would evidence that Dionysius has some positive concern with the individual. In this section,
therefore, I argue that there are commitments in the Dionysian Corpus that point to the further
commitment that creatures have a basic numerical identity, or individuality. Having so argued, I
feel free to take it as plausible that Dionysius has an interest in the CFP not only under its formal
aspect but also under a more concrete, positive aspect. If (a) Dionysius wants to attribute all

things to providence and (b) he seems to be committing himself to something like numerical
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identities, it is plausible to think (c) that he is concerned with whether and how providence
extends to the concrete individual as such.

This section’s argument will also serve to head off some final, fundamental objections
that might be made to my argument in this and the previous chapter. There are major interpreters
for whom Dionysius does not hold that there are individuals in my sense. C.E. Rolt arguably
holds such a view, though I do not have the space to show it with any certainty. Suffice it to say
that Rolt’s Dionysius is assimilated to the British Idealism common in Rolt’s day, especially to
F.H. Bradley’s particular expression.*' More recent, clearer, and highly influential is Eric Perl.
For Perl, creatures are nothing but their “constitutive determinations,” or properties; their
constitutive determinations, in turn, are nothing but God appearing in particular, differentiated
modes.*” It would seem to follow that creatures themselves are nothing but God himself
appearing in particular creaturely modes—a conclusion that Perl’s own rhetoric would suggest he

3 If he is correct, Dionysius cannot be worried about the CFP: there is no creaturely

accepts.
individuality distinct from God’s by which creatures could be related to him or the divine ideas
in the first place.**

It is worth sketching Perl’s argument to show how my own argument in this section

relates to his. His reading starts from the idea that, “in the Greek philosophical tradition that

Dionysius draws on and continues,”*® to be is to be thinkable, which is to be distinguishable

41 Rolt, Dionysius the Areopagite, 7. Rolt explicitly likens Dionysius’ God to Bradley’s Absolute. See also F.H.

Bradley, Appearance and Reality (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1893), especially Chapter 26, “The Absolute
and Its Appearances.”

2 For the latter claim, see Perl, Theophany, 31, 46, 93.

43 perl, Theophany, 31: God is “nothing but what is differently present, or appears, in and as all things,” while “the
whole of reality is nothing but the differentiated presence of God.” He says, likewise, that God is “all things without
distinction” (31), i.e., not as separate but as something like F.H. Bradley’s Absolute. I doubt C.E. Rolt is correct in
saying that Dionysius’ God is akin to Bradley’s Absolute, but Dionysius’ God as Perl reads Dionysius certainly is.
464 Relatedly, Perl thinks that, insofar as knowledge is only of beings and God is not a being, even God does not
know himself “in himself.” Instead, he knows himself only as he is in, or appears as, creatures. (Theophany, 98-99)
4¢3 Perl, Theophany, 5
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from other things, and what can be distinguished from other things must be finite.*®® Perl thinks
that, for the Neoplatonist, all things stem from some single source that explains their sharing in a
single cosmic order. Now, were that source a thing, it would have to have a determinate character
by which it could be distinguished from other things, and that would mean it would be included
in the cosmic order as a finite something, and the question could be raised again as to what
provides for the whole cosmic order.*” If, therefore, the source is to provide for that cosmic
order, it must be nothing but the activity by which things are determinate and intelligible. All
things are nothing but that source in its finite appearances as determinate and intelligible.*®

Finally, Perl holds that, because Dionysius clearly draws from the Neoplatonists, using
their language and so forth, he too must agree with the non-Christian Platonists who come before
him in this tradition: God is nothing but what appears in and as creatures, and creatures are
nothing but God appearing as finite.**

The first thing to note is that it is far from clear that such a move is even legitimate. Even
assuming Perl were correct about the Platonic tradition up to Dionysius—and it is by no means
obvious that he is—, he would still need to do a close reading to show Dionysius himself holds
such a view. And that Perl does not do. Instead, his approach in the opening three chapters in
Theophany—those where he initially establishes his position on the God—world relation—is to
start by setting out the “Platonic view,” as he sees it, and then, in the final few pages, to describe

Dionysius’ system in those same terms, occasionally sprinkling in quotations that can be read in

(Perl’s) Platonic terms and reading them accordingly.

¢ Perl, Theophany, 5-6.

7 Perl, Theophany, 11.

“8 Perl, Theophany, 26-27, 31-32.

“? There are additional reasons Perl thinks creatures have no individuality: for him, things are their determinations,
which are just ways to describe their relations to others. “Each thing,” he concludes, “is nothing but its relations to
others, its places within the [cosmic] structure...” (Theophany, 81) Perl is pretty clearly using “individual” in
something like my sense: a logical subject in whom relations can inhere.
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Given that Perl’s reasons for holding his view on the God—world relation in Dionysius are
rather weak, my argument in the previous chapter, to the effect that God genuinely acts in history
and comes face to face with his creatures by making himself accessible in Christ Jesus, should
already be enough to refute Perl’s position on how Dionysius sees God’s “relation” to the world.
Now, if I can give good reason to think that Dionysius holds there are individualities that are not
reducible to their intelligible properties, I can refute Perl’s other major tenet: that to be is to be
intelligible and hence to consist in properties, which are nothing but God’s appearances. If
creatures possess, beyond their intelligible properties, something akin to an irreducible, logical
subjecthood, it becomes doubtful that they can be readily assimilated to God as Perl would like

to do.

5.1 — The resurrection*”
I begin with EH VII, where Dionysius describes a Christian rite for the dead. His overview
contains all the expected elements: a Christian who has clung to the faith and lived a righteous
life will be resurrected; in the resurrected state, he will be immortal,*”* impeccable,* and filled

with clear light.*” They will also be embodied. All these claims are relatively uncontroversial.

470 Relatively little attention has been given to the body’s value in Dionysius’ anthropology; the subject appears in
several places in scholars but rarely gets more than a cursory treatment. Filip Ivanovi¢, “Body and Soul in Dionysius
the Areopagite,” in The Byzantine Platonists, 284—1453, eds. Frederick Lauritzen and Sarah Klitenic Wear
(Steubenville, OH: Franciscan University Press, 2021), 113—123; Wiebke-Marie Stock, “Dionysius the Areopagite,”
in A History of Mind and Body in Late Antiquity, eds. Anna Marmodoro and Sophie Cartwright (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018), 364—379; Eric Perl, “Symbol, Sacrament, and Hierarchy in Saint Dionysios the
Areopagite,” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 39, nos. 3—4 (1994): 334-335; Timothy Riggs, “Eros as
Hierarchical Principle: A Re-evaluation of Dionysius’ Neoplatonism,” Dionysius 27 (2009): 74-77; Jean-Michel
Hornus does notice the value of the body in Dionysius but considers it a mere veneer or addition poorly overlaid on
a basically Platonic system. If I am right about the coherence of the picture of the body found in Dionysius, Hornus’
view becomes harder to maintain. Stiglmayr, unfortunately, just gives a blow-by-blow recounting of the chapters.
Jean-Michel Hornus, “Quelques réflexions a propos du Pseudo-Denys 1’ Aréopagite et de la mystique chrétienne en
general,” Revue d’histoire et de philosophie religieuses 27, no. 1-2 (1947): 37-63; René Roques, “Symbolisme et
théologie négative chez le Pseudo-Denys,” Bulletin de I’Association Guillaume Budé 1 (1957): 107; Josef Stiglmayr,
“Die Eschatologie des Psudo-Dionysius,” Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 23, no. 1 (1899): 1-21.

41 DN 1.4, Suchla 114,7 and V1.2, Suchla 192,1-5; EH VILI.1, Heil/Ritter 121,5-7.

2 EH VILI1, Heil/Ritter 120,22-121,1.

% EH V.0.5, Heil/Ritter 125,15-16.
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But then things take a more contentious turn: Dionysius criticizes four unnamed groups
for their views on the body and the general resurrection. He first criticizes those who think the
person who dies “passes into nonexistence” (gi¢ avomap&iav ... xopeiv).’* Secondly, he attacks
those who hold the soul abandons the body forever, existing as bodiless from then on.””> A third
group holds that souls will be “yoked to other bodies” (cwpdtwv AAwv)—that is, bodies other
than their antemortem bodies.””® And a fourth group holds that bodies in the resurrection will be,
in all key respects, exactly as they were in this life.*”” For my purposes, the first and third groups
are most interesting. I start with the latter group. Against this group, Dionysius makes the
following, very terse argument. In assigning new bodies to the souls, these individuals, he says,
end up “wronging them who have toiled alongside the divine souls and ... taking the holy
compensations from those who have come to the most divine races’ end.”*”® He makes the same
argument in two other passages. The first appears earlier in the same section. Just as the soul will
be resurrected, so too, says Dionysius,

the pure bodies yoked to and travelling with the sacred souls, having signed on with and

competed alongside them in their divine labors, will, in the souls’ immovable foundation

in the divine life, jointly receive their own resurrection. For, having been united with the

holy souls to which they were united in this life, as having become Christ’s members,
they will receive a godlike, incorruptible and deathless, and blessed lot.*”

474 EH VI1.1.2, Heil/Ritter 121,10-11.
47 EH VIL1.2, Heil/Ritter 121,11-14.
¢ EH VILI.2, Heil/Ritter 121,14-17: AM\o1 82 cepdteav GAAeV dmovépouot Toic Wuyolc ovluyiag dSikodvteg o &’
a0TOlG GG Ofpiat TG cupmovioavTa Taig Beiong Yoy Kol TGV tepdV dvTiddoemy 00K €DAYHG AMOOTEPODVTEG TX TIPOG
10 mépag EABOVTA TQV BeloTatwv Spopwv.
47 EH VII.1.2, Heil/Ritter 121,17-21.
7% EH VILI.2, Heil/Ritter 121,15-17: ... &8tkoDvteg 10 &’ adTolg MG oipal T cupmovioavia Taig Beiong Pukodg kol
TV lep®V AvTIS00E®V 0VK €0AYMDG AMOOTEPODVTEG TX TIPOG TO TEPAG EABOVTA TAV Be10TATWV SpOHGV.
4% EH VII.1, Heil/Ritter 120,22-121,7: T& 8¢ kaBap& t@Vv iepadv YPux@dv 6poluya Kol OHOTOPELTH COUTH
CULVATIOYPOPEVTA Kail GUVABANcavTa Katd ToLg Beiovg adT@V i6pAOTAG &V Tf| TV PLXAV ATPEMTE Kata TV Belav
{onv i8pvoel cuvamoPetatl TV oikeioy dvaotaoty. Eveobévia yap oig fivavio katd tov Tiide Plov iepaig Yuyois,
&G péAN Xpratod yeyovota v Beoeldii kol GeBaptov aBavatov e Kai poxapiav anoAnueton AfEwy.

I take “te” to link “GBaptov” and “dBavatov” rather than “aBavatov” and “poxapiav.” It does not suggest

a new list starting with “immortal” but rather allows “incorruptible” and “deathless” to form a unit parallel with
“godlike” and “blessed.”
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And finally, a bit further on:

For if [it is] in soul and body [that] the one who has fallen asleep led a life dear to God,

worthy too, along with the soul, is the body that strove beside it in holy labors. Hence

does divine justice give it its compensative share together with its own body as its fellow

traveller and partner in the holy life or its contrary.*®
In all three passages, Dionysius makes two claims. First, the resurrected body must be the same
body as the antemortem body.**! Secondly, it must be that body because it shared in the same life
and struggles as the soul. For its share in that life, it deserves a share in the resurrection and,
more particularly, to be united in with its companion, its particular soul.*** Notice what this
argument presupposes: that the body and soul have their own (numerical) identities, distinct both
from each other’s and from the composite’s (that is, the whole person’s). It is because this body
in union with this soul struggled to lead a righteous life that the former deserves to be united with
the latter in the resurrection.

I want to be careful here. Even if Dionysius is dependent on this presupposition in some
sense, he may not be aware that he is doing so. And even if he is aware, he may not be especially
concerned with it. To lend further plausibility to my reading, I wish to make a suggestion about

who the third group in EH VII might be. Scholars have made several claims as to their identity.

Rosemary Arthur ventures (with some reservation) that Dionysius might have in mind the

0 FH VIL.O.9, Heil/Ritter: 129,24-28. Ei yap &v Yuxf kai oopatt v 0e0@iAij Loty O kekopmpévog Biw, tipov
goton et Tig 0olag Yuyiig Kai T0 cuvabAfjoav avTi] o®dpx Kotk ToVG iepovg 18pdtag. "EvBev 1) Bela Sikonoolvn
HETA TOD OQETEPOL TAPATOG aVTH Swpeltan TG apolfaiag ANSELG MG OHOTOPEVTOL KAl CLUHHETOXOL Tig 0aiag 1 TG
évavtiag (wic.

81 Golitzin, Et Introibo, 215 notes that there will a transformation. Stock, “Dionysius the Areopagite,” goes further,
saying that “it is certainly not to be imagined as unaltered lowly material.” (371)

82 \Wiebke-Marie Stock, “Dionysius the Areopagite,” in A History of Mind and Body in Late Antiquity, eds. Anna
Marmodoro and Sophie Cartwright, 364-379 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018); Filip Ivanovi¢,
“Body and Soul,” 121-123; Golitzin, Et Introibo ad Altare, 215; Perl, “Symbol, Sacrament, and Hierarchy,” 334—
335; Timothy Riggs, “Eros as Hierarchical Principle: A Re-evaluation of Dionysius’ Neoplatonism,” Dionysius 27
(2009): 74-77. Ivanovi¢, unfortunately, as the only one to thematize body—soul separation, for some reason insists
that the body cannot be separated from the soul at all (121, 123); it is unclear what he means, but it is hard to say
how it could be squared with Dionysius’ claim that death does involve a 8idkpioig. Perhaps he means that there
remains some ineffable link even after the separation.
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particular Origenism anathematized at Constantinople in 553.*° Denys Rutledge suggests the
Pythagoreans.** René Roques names the Epicureans and “certain Stoics.”*® Finally, Stock says
they are “probably Platonic and Neoplatonic philosophers,” such as Plotinus, “who believe” that
the soul passes through multiple “reincarnations.”*® Dionysius is familiar with both the Christian
and Neoplatonic traditions, so all these suggestions are plausible; but I suspect Arthur is nearest
the mark: Dionysius is probably thinking about figures such as Evagrius Ponticus or Origen (as
their opponents present them).*” Anti-Origenists take Origen and his followers to be committed
to the view that the resurrection body is numerically distinct from the antemortem body.***
Dionysius would likely have known about the recent controversies around Origen and his
theology. As recent scholarship has it, he was probably a monk in the same tradition as Evagrius
Ponticus.*” Further, his language mirrors closely the language the tenth anathema from
Constantinople, which is directed at those who say “the bodies’ nature will go into the
nonexistent.”* Though not conclusive, this similarity in language might suggest that Dionysius

and those who authored the anathema were responding to similar opponents in a similar milieu,

adding further credence to the idea that he was familiar with the debate. Finally, the argument

“8 Rosemary A. Arthur, Pseudo-Dionysius as Polemicist, 176-177.

“® Rutledge, Cosmic Theology 188, footnote 2.

“ Roques, L'univers Dionysien, 291.

8 Stock, “Dionysius the Areopagite,” 369. Stiglmayr thinks this group is either the Neoplatonists or the
Neopythagoreans. Stiglmayr, “Die Eschatologie des Pseudo-Dionysius,” 4, note 3.

“ For a discussion of which see Jon F. Dechow, “Methodius’ Conceptual World in His Treatise De resurrectione,”
in Katharina Bracht, ed., Methodius of Olympus: State of the Art and New Perspectives (Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter,

2017), 125-148.

“88 Elizabeth A. Clark, The Origenist Controversy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992). Whether or not

Origenists held such a position, there seem to have been those who held to a similar one not long after Dionysius.
For example, in certain fragments from his treatise on the resurrection, he seems to say that the resurrection body is
not the same in number as the antemortem body: Albert Van Roey, “Un traité cononite contre la doctrine de Jean
Philoponus sur la resurrection,” in Avtiéwpov: Hommage a Maurits Geerard pour célébrer I’achévement de la Clavis
Patrum Graecorum, 123-140 (Brussels: Jacques Noret, 1984), fragment 32 on page 137.

7 See Golitzin, Et Introibo ad Altare Dei, 340-345, 415; Istvan Perczel, “Une théologie de la lumiére: Denys

I’ Aréopagite et Evagre le Pontique,” Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 45 (1999): 79-120.

9 See the “Canones XV,” in “Appendix (Versiones Graecae),” in Volumen I: Concilii Actiones VIII - Appendices

Graecae - Indices, ed. Johannes Straub, Part 1 of Tomus IV: Concilium Universale Constantinopolitanum sub
Iustitiano Habitum, vol. IV of Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, ed. E. Schwartz (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1971), 249:
€1¢ TO GVOTIPKTOV XWPTOEL 1] TOV COPAT®V QLOIG.
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Dionysius makes for the claim that the body somehow “deserves™ its fair share in the
resurrection is basically the same found in earlier figures involved in debates over the
resurrection body, including Athenagoras, Methodius, Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen,*"
Pamphilus, and Eustathius.** At least some of these have Origen or his followers in mind, and it
is plausible that, in echoing their arguments, Dionysius is also echoing their concerns. If
Dionysius does have these intra-Christian debates in mind, it becomes still more plausible to read
him as concerned with the body’s numerical identity.*”

It must be admitted that such debates were not entirely foreign in pagan contexts: there
are fragments suggesting that the Stoics would have been concerned with how one might identify
an individual as the same individual in different cosmic epochs.** One might therefore ask
whether the concern comes from some Stoic influence. But given that the debate is about bodies,
that Stoic debates would have been at greater temporal remove, and that Dionysius directly
echoes earlier Christian rhetoric, a Stoic-influenced concern with numerical identity in bodies
seems unlikely—unless, again, filtered through a figure such as Evagrius.

I should be clear that, while these historical considerations strengthen my case, the case

does not hang on them. Whatever group Dionysius has in mind, his response is the same: his

4 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio VI1.21 (PG 36:781-783).

92 For an overview with pointers to texts by Athenagoras, Eustathius, Methodius, and Pamphilus, see Sophie

Cartwright, “The Philosophy or the Resurrection in Early Christianity,” in The Routledge Handbook of Early
Christian Philosophy, ed. Mark Edwards, 153-163. For Epiphanius, see Clark, The Origenist Controversy,
especially chapters 2 and 3. For a few other figures, such a Cyril of Jerusalem, see Thomas L. Campbell, Dionysius
the Pseudo-Areopagite: The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, trans. Thomas L. Campbell (Lanham, MD; New York;

London: University Press of America, 1981), 204, note 333.

43 1t is worth noting that the idea that the body should will share in the resurrection as a joint recipient can be seen

as early as the Shepherd of Hermas. See brief discussion in Angelo P. O’Hagan, Material Re-creation in the

Apostolic Fathers (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1968), 128-129.

94 A final connection I should mention is with the Syriac tradition. Ephrem the Syrian talks about the soul’s and

body’s yearning to be reunited after death. In his hymns, the assumption seems to be that it is not enough to have a
body that is the same in kind or properties. It must be numerically identical with the premortem body. See hymn
VIII.8 in Ephrem the Syrian, Hymns on Paradise, trans. Sebastian Brock (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary
Press, 1990), 135; and hymns XII and XV in Ephrem the Syrian, Select Metrical Hymns and Homilies of Ephrem
Syrus, trans. Henry Burgess (London: Sampson Low, Son and Co., 1853), 29-30 and 41-43.
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interlocutors are being unjust to the body because it—it and no other—toiled alongside the soul
and deserves reward. This fact already commits Dionysius to a concern with the body’s
numerical identity in at least some sense. And the matter clearly matters to him since he brings it
up at three different points in the treatise. That should be sufficient to establish the point as
plausible.

There is still interpretive work to do. Even if it be granted that Dionysius is concerned
with the body’s numerical identity, it remains to be shown how he understands that numerical
identity to be secured, assuming he has any more particular, considered commitments at all. A
few possibilities present themselves. First, he might hold that the body consists in certain
property-instances bundled together. He could then claim numerical identity between the
resurrection and antemortem bodies as long as they shared certain (at least formally identical)
properties. Secondly, he might that what secures the body’s numerical identity is the soul,
understood as a form. By informing some matter, the soul constitutes that matter as “its body”;
so, as long as the soul is operating on matter to form a body at all, the body will be numerically
the same body. Such is Origen’s view on Sophie Cartwright’s interpretation.*” Thirdly, he might
hold that the body is something like what contemporary analytic philosophers call a bare
substratum: a mere individuality. I take it that something like the last position best fits the data.

To make that case, I return to EH VII, this time considering the first group Dionysius
criticizes, those for whom the person, on death, “passes into nonexistence” (gig Gvumap&iav ...
X0pev).** Dionysius is terse here, and the sentence is somewhat convoluted, so it needs some

interpreting. I set out the problematic portion in full here.

% Sophie Cartwright, “Soul and Body in Early Christianity: An Old and New Conundrum,” in A History of Mind
and Body in Late Antiquity, eds. Anna Marmodoro and Sophie Cartwright (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2018), 179-185.

¢ EH VILI.2, Heil/Ritter 121,10: Tédv 8¢ aviépav ol pév gig avomap&iav aAdyng olovtal xopeiv.
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T&v 8¢ dviépav ot pev gig avumtap&iav dAdywg oiovial Ywpelv, ol 8¢ TNV COUATIKTV

elodnag dmoppriyvuoBot 1@V oikeiwv Puxdv ovluyiav g dvappootov adtalg év Beoeldel

(i Kal pakapiong An&eov.*”

One can read the sentence so that “ywpeiv” takes the first “oi” as its subject, but another possible
reading would make its subject “tnv copatikny ... cvuyiav.” On the first reading, Dionysius is
attacking the view that the person is annihilated upon death. On the second reading, he is
criticizing the idea that, when a person dies, the soul’s “bodily yoking” (which would then mean
“the body”) passes into nonexistence.**® Dionysius would then seem to be concerned with the
idea that, if the body is annihilated, it cannot be united with its soul later on. I think the first
reading somewhat more natural, but both possibilities should be noted. Regardless, since
Dionysius is committed to the idea that the whole human substance is a body—soul composite, it
is possible to read him as concerned, even on the first interpretation, with securing the idea that
the body, just as much as the soul, in some sense “survives” after death.

Such an interpretation is plausible if one reads EH VII in relation to EH II. In the latter
passage, Dionysius insists that “death is not the substance’s annihilation” (Bdvatog éoty €¢’
NHGV 00 Tfig ovoiag avurtapéia) but a “severance” (&AA’ 1] TGOV NVOHEVOV S1GKPLO1G), in which
the soul becomes invisible (&paveg) and formless (&ewdf) in the body’s absence and the body
itself undergoes alterations in its form (cwpatoeld@dv dAAoidoewv), losing its human appearance

in the process (¢k Tfi¢ kat’ dvBpwmnov idéag deavifopevov). Given that he expects the reader to

*7 EH VILL2, Heil/Ritter 121,10-12.

% As near as I can tell, only two translators have read the sentence along these lines. The first is Colm Luibhéid,

trans., Pseudo-Dionysius: The Complete Works (New York; Mahwah: Paulist Press, 1987), 250. The second is Perl,
“Symbol, Sacrament, and Hierarchy,” 335. Maurice de Gandillac, however, does translate “trv copatikny ...
ovQuyiav” as “le lien des corps avec leurs ames propres.” Maurice de Gandillac, trans., Oeuvres complétes du
Pseudo-Denys I’Aréopagite. Collection “Bibliothéque Philosophique” (Paris: Aubier, 1943), 313. This translation
shifts the emphasis back onto the body in a way that could bolster my reading. If the genitive a few lines later,
“GAlov copdtey,” is appositive, then that sentence identifies the ouuyia(l) with bodies, increasing the likelihood
that the term “ovluyiav” is being used to refer to the body in line 11 as well. That raises, in turn, the likelihood that
“ouQuyiav” is the subject of “ywpeiv.”
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take this account as support for or elaboration of the idea that death is not “an annihilation” but
“a severance,” or “separation,” Dionysius presumably assumes that neither element is annihilated
after the composite dissolves. Otherwise, the destruction would go beyond mere severance,
undercutting his point in drawing the distinction in the first place. So, Dionysius must think that
the body survives postmortem changes such as decay. That Dionysius uses the term “&AAoiwoig”
lends further support to that conclusion. In the Aristotelian tradition, this term has a technical
meaning: it refers to alterations that occur with respect to the same subject (Onokeipevov),
considered qua substance (o0oia), as when one and the same man goes from non-musical to
musical or when (as one may hope) a heart is converted from stone to flesh. In contrast, the term
for a change in which a subject, or concrete substance, comes to be is “yéveoig,” and the term for
a change in which a subject is destroyed is “pBopd,” or “corruption.”*® Dionysius shows a
familiarity with Aristotelian terms at various points in his corpus, using all the above terms as
well as terms such as quality (mo16v), quantity (moo6v), form (ei80g), matter (OAn), and attribute,
or accident (ovpPePnkog) in something like their Aristotelian senses.”” Given that fact, it seems
entirely plausible that he should be using the term “&AAoiwo1g” with its technical sense in mind.

If that is correct, then, one can read the passage from EH VII in that light: Dionysius is

% For Aristotle’s account, see his treatise De generatione et corruptione. I use Marwan Rashed’s edition: Aristote.

De la génération et la corruption. Nouvelle edition, ed. and trans. Marwan Rashed (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2005).
For the idea that alteration involves a change in a subject that remains, in some important sense, “the same,” see GC
I.1, Rashed 2 (Bekker 314b2-5); for the idea that the subject in alteration is a substance (ovoia), and that the
alteration is a change in its accidents or affections, see DC 1.2, Rashed 11 (Bekker 317a20-27); for the idea that
corruption involves a change from one substance to another, see DC 1.3, Rashed 13 (Bekker 317b24-26). Finally,
note that Aristotle distinguishes genesis proper (yéveoig amAf]) from mere conjunction (c0ykpioig) and corruption
proper (&mAf] Bopd) from mere dissociation, or separation (Siakpioig). Genesis and corruption proper occur when
one thing “changes as a whole from this to that” (petadAAn €x 1006 €ig 166e 6Aov): DC 1.2, Rashed 11 (Bekker
317a20-27). Dionysius, unlike Aristotle, thinks humans are composite substances, so it would be impossible to say
for certain whether he would utilize Aristotle to hold that death, viewed as 61dkpioig, cannot be corruption proper;
but it is certainly possible, and Dionysius does seem to think that (a) death does not involve the substance’s
annihilation and (b) it is proper to call the changes the body goes through alterations (again: &AAoidoeig) rather than
corruption.

>% For “coming to be,” “corruption,” and “alteration,” all considered together in relation to time and in distinction
from one another, see DN X.3, Suchla 216,10-11.
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criticizing individuals who think that, after humans die, their bodies undergo substantial
corruption (amAR @Bop&); and his own position is that, despite all appearances, the body actually
survives its own decay, undergoing only an alteration—albeit an alteration that, for just about
any other philosophical school, should constitute a corruption.

I want to make a brief aside before moving on to the next section: the fact that Dionysius
feels the need to insist that the body survive in some way in order to be given its just reward
suggests that he is not convinced that it could simply be reconstituted, the fact that the same
bodily form is involved securing the body’s own identity. This sets him at odds with Origen on
some construals, though not on all.>”" It also apparently sets him at odds with any picture on
which numerical identity is secured by mere, formally identical properties. Dionysius seems to
think that continuity is necessary.

Broadly speaking, there are two ways to understand the body as vmokeipevov. It could
consist in a property or properties that remain throughout even its most apparently destructive
changes. Identifying the body with something like Philoponus’ “body simpliciter” might do the
trick, and there are passages where Dionysius talks about matter in terms that might allow such a
reading.”®” But Dionysius clearly wants this body to survive, not merely a “body simpliciter” that
can appear in multiple bodies, and he treats the body and matter as distinct in DN IV.>® Another
interpretation would be that Dionysius takes the body to be a bare substratum whose numerical

identity is not secured by any properties. A position in this vicinity would be in line with

1 As noted by Henri Crouzel, Origéne et Plotin: comparaisons doctrinales (Paris: Téqui, 1991), 384-385, 422,

425-426; and Mark Edwards, Origen Against Plato, 107. Origen apparently himself holds that the body deserves a
share in the resurrection for its toil alongside the soul.

%% For passages in which Philoponus talks about “body simpliciter” and “the three-dimensionally extended,” see CP
X1.3, 412,16, 413,23, and 414,4. For passages in which Dionysius describes body in a way suggesting that it has its
own being and properties, see DN V.28, Suchla 174,5: Kai yap kai altr kOGP0 Kol KAAAOLG Kol €i80u¢ Exel
petovoiov; and DN IV.28, Suchla 174,5-7: Ei 8¢ to0twv éktdg odoa 1) HAN kad’ éautrv &moldg éoTt kai dveideog,
TG TOLET T 1) DAN 1} Pnde 10 mdoyev SvvacBon kab’ Eovtnv Exovoa;

°%% DN IV.27 for body and IV.28 for matter.
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Origen’s own views on the body, assuming interpreters such as Henri Crouzel and Mark Edwards
are correct.”™ Since Dionysius is probably in the same monastic lineage as Evagrius, such an
interpretation is entirely plausible (and becomes even more so if Ilaria Ramelli is correct in
thinking Dionysius had access to Origen’s texts).>”

There are also positive reasons to favor this second reading. Let us return to EH VII. The
fourth group against which Dionysius writes seems to hold that the resurrection body is exactly
the same, qualitatively, as the antemortem body. In attacking this group, Dionysius says that God
has promised to transform “what [humans] are” so completely that, in the resurrection, their
bodies no longer even need food.”* Elsewhere, he claims the body will be immortal.*”” Taken
together, the two claims suggest a transformation so complete as to constitute what would be, on
some views, a change in nature. In the ancient world, it was common to define man as “mortal,
rational animal.” Porphyry, for instance, does so in his Isagoge.”® If one considers the human—
or the body for that matter—to consist in its mortality, one might say that an immortal human
body is impossible. In DN VI, Dionysius considers just such an objection. He says that “the

ancients” would consider an immortal humanity “contrary to nature” (mop& @vow).*” His

response is to claim that it is not contrary to nature but above nature (bniep @vo1v) and that, since

> Origen may be read as holding that the body is something like a bare Unokeipevov, as noted by Crouzel, Origéne
et Plotin, 384-385; 422; especially 425-426 and Edwards, Origen Against Plato, 107. Origen apparently himself
holds that the body deserves a share in the resurrection for its toil alongside the soul. See also Mark Edwards,
“Origen’s Two Resurrections,” Journal of Theological Studies 46, no. 2 (1995): 502-518.

°% Tlaria Ramelli, “Origen, Evagrius, and Dionysius,” in The Oxford Handbook of Dionysius the Areopagite, eds.
Mark Edwards, Dimitrios Pallis, and Georgios Steiris (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022), 100. I am not
particularly confident in Ramelli’s thesis. It seems to rely too much on similarities that could be explained by a
broadly Origenian milieu. But it seems worth mentioning regardless.

*% EH VILI.2.

7 DN VIL.2.

*% Porphyry, Introduction, trans. Jonathan Barnes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2003), §3 9.12-13, 10.10-15, 11.17,
and 11.21-12.1. John Philoponus may have held a similar view, though it is hard to tell since his works on the
resurrection only survive in fragments in his opponents’ work. It seems plausible enough, however, that he considers
mortality part of the definition of humanity. See Basil Lourié, “John Philoponus on the Bodily Resurrection,”
Scrinium 9, no. 1 (2013): 82-83.

%% DN VI.2. See also DN I1.9, Suchla 133.
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God causes all life, there is no creaturely life whose production, to him, is either contrary to
nature or above nature.”'® This response is telling. That Dionysius mounts a defense at all
suggests he is aware that, for many, the transformation he has in mind represents a change in
substance, or nature. And, importantly, he never denies that such a change would not be
according to nature—as far as the current cosmos is concerned anyway. If anything, he seems
tacitly to accept it. He simply says that God can make man immortal despite that fact.”"* That
suggests that Dionysius gives some credence to the idea that humanity is, according to nature,
mortal.>"* And that in turn suggests that Dionysius thinks an individual belonging to a particular
kind can undergo an ostensibly essential change without ceasing to be.”* Admittedly, Dionysius
never says that a human, so changed, ceases to be human, and, while he sometimes suggests
humans will be able to think in something akin to an “angelic mode,”*'* he just as clearly
maintains that a humanity thus transformed retains its embodiment. Even so, the same basic
point remains: Dionysius seems to be countenancing a situation in which a single subject
undergoes what would amount to changes in kind without undergoing dissolution, and that

possibility strengthens the case that Dionysius thinks the body is something like a bare subject.

> DN VLII, Suchla 192: “Yngp @uowv 8¢ v ka®’ fuéc enut v opepévny, od v navedevij i Beiag lwiig, adTh
YOp O¢ nac@v oot eV {O@V Pioel Kal pdAloTa TV BeloTépwv 0bSepia (wn mapa VOV fj DIEP LOLV.

> One can find an echo of this line of thinking in Ephrem the Syrian, Des Heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Hymnen de
Nativitate (Epiphania), ed. Edmund Beck. Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 186 (Louvain: Secrétariat
du CorpusSCO, 1959), 1.97 (Beck 11). Ephrem may have had an influence on Dionysius directly or through
Evagrius, or the idea of God’s acting against his nature in becoming human may simply have been “in the air.” For
the possibility of a connection between Ephrem and Dionysius, see Golitzin, Et Introibo ad Altare, 359-371.

*'2 See also EH I11.8.11, Heil/Ritter 90, where Dionysius says that humanity, in the Fall, exchanged the eternal
(aiwviov) for the mortal (t0 Bvntov), which exchange he calls a fall in human nature (v dvBpwneiav @vov:
Heil/Ritter 90,16) This passage could be read in such a way that it commits Dionysius to the idea that humans were
naturally immortal. But it could also be read so as to suggest that they were naturally mortal but could have, through
supernatural aid, become immortal. If anything, the former reading would strengthen my case: it shows a change in
nature can occur and that the return from mortality to immortality is, in the present world, something beyond our

nature.

> Roques, L'univers Dionysien, 192 and Stock, “Dionysius the Areopagite,” 371 use language suggesting they see a

radical transformation promised here, though they never discuss how it might relate to our humanity.

> Note, however, that Epistle X suggests angelic life may simply entail freedom from passions in this life. For a
discussion of the angelic life in the monastic tradition, see mention in Rist, “Pseudo-Dionysius, Neoplatonism,” in
Man, Soul and Body: Essays in Ancient Thought from Plato to Dionysius (Aldershot: Variorum, 1996), 155
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It is now time to draw this section to a close. If I am correct, Dionysius holds that the
body is something like a bare substratum. It has no properties “in itself,” though it may well be
that it can never exist without some properties. It is best understood, I think, as something akin to
an “individual” in my sense: the bare subject that is able to enter into relations, be distinct from
and united with other subjects, and so forth. I have not shown, obviously, that Dionysius
thematizes the topic or that he applies his insights on the body to other creatures; but I think I
have shown that Dionysius is at least tacitly aware that there is a need for individuals in his

ontology, and it seems highly unlikely that he would retain individuality for bodies only.

5.2 — Conclusion
In this section, I have claimed (a) that Dionysius admits Omokeipeva—2 (logical subjects or
participants) in his ontology, which suggests (b) that he takes a positive and non-incidental
interest in them even though he never thematizes them directly. When taken together with the

conclusions from previous sections—

a) that providence extends to all things in every possible aspect,
b) that, in creating, God operates upon no material substrate but creates from the ground up,
c) that God gives creatures their very ivo, or concrete existence, as a gift,

d) that God foreknows and intends his creatures by possessing their napadetypato—

the conclusion that there are Omokeipeva—2 makes it highly plausible that Dionysius would be
concerned with ensuring that God has something like paradigms or wills toward the individual as

such. For if everything is a gift and intended through the divine ideas, there must be something
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like divine ideas in relation to individuals lest they slip the net and become the single stray

element in a cosmos otherwise entirely cared for by providence.

6 — Evaluating Dionysius

In this final, very brief section, I want to evaluate the position I take Dionysius to be
putting forward. There remain important difficulties with his view. For one, if the creature is
constituted by its activities and powers, it is hard to say exactly where God begins and the
creature ends—or even what it would mean to call the creature an accessory agent. One can
easily imagine a creature who is accessory or co-agent in even such a basic activity as walking:
consider the child who cannot walk alone but does, with help, manage something that merits the
name “walking.” More intricate examples make it even easier in some regards: consider the old
parable in which a blind man and a lame man rob a bank together. But what would it mean for a
creature to be an accessory in, say, its own eivon? (That creatures are given their powers to be by
God is, as I mentioned earlier, one possible inference from the things Dionysius says in DN [X.)
If any activity constitutes the creature as a subject, it is surely its own, concrete existence. But if
the creature is genuinely accessory to its own existence, it would seem one has to assume a
subject, distinct from the existence, that is doing the existing, as it were, in cooperation with
God. In that case, one falls upon the CFP again: the creature’s subjecthood is left inexplicable.
Yet the alternative seems little better. If there is no distinction between the ivan and its subject,
then there are two apparent options: God’s own contribution does not, on its own, explain the
glvay, the creature being self-constituting on some level; or God’s contribution is the only one,
and the elvay, as God’s act, is partially or fully identical with him. Pantheism then follows, and

the other assumption central to the CFP—that the creature is a subject distinct from its idea and
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from God—is violated.”" Incidentally, these difficulties may lend still further plausibility to my
reading: in Dionysius as I find myself reading him, one can see Evagrius Ponticus and his idea
that the body, insofar as it moves in line with the soul and the intellect, becomes wholly
“transparent” to and indistinguishable from them.>'® That is not to say that an Evagrian reading is
more plausible in itself. But, combined with independent reasons for reading Dionysius as I do, it
does serve to reinforce my reading.

In sum, while Dionysius may come somewhat closer than his near contemporaries to
providing a sufficient response to the CFP, he never quite manages it. Even so, he goes very far

towards working through the difficulties, and one may be grateful to him for that.

> And so, arguably, Dionysius’ view does end up verging on a collapse into something like Perl’s. One key

difference, though, is that Dionysius still seems to care at least implicitly about creaturely individuality. A related
discussion has actually appeared from time to time in contemporary theology, in relation to the “Radical Orthodoxy”
movement: See Brendan Peter Triffett, “Processio and the Place of Ontic Being: John Milbank and James K.A.
Smith on Participation,” Heythrop Journal 57, no. 6 (2016): 900-916.

> Evagrius Ponticus, The Great Letter, §§22 and 24-26 suggest that bodies are souls become differentiated through
sin and intellects souls differentiated still further; §§46—47 suggest how the bodies are to be rolled back up into the
souls and the souls into the intellects: by their being brought into such total subjection to their superior as to cease
from the activities setting them apart from their superior. To the extent that a nature consists in such activities (§839—
46), such cessation, possibly combined with the grace-given ability to accomplish activities proper to the higher
rung, makes the bodily or soulish nature entirely united in nature to its superior.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

1 — Final introduction

So far in this thesis, I take myself to have shown that the three thinkers on whom I have focused
are concerned with the difficulties involved in the CFP and seek to address it in their
philosophical and theological “systems.” Proclus holds (a) that the gods possess a non-
ontological unity that they bestow on the things they provide for and (b) that the One produces
the bare matter that even the gods need as the substrate for that operation. This view is ultimately
a basic tweak on the approaches in the earlier divine ideas tradition, attempting to solve the
problem by pushing it into the hyper- and hypo-noetic spheres. Philoponus wants to reduce, as
far as possible, any conceptual gap between the divine idea and the corresponding creature. If he
faces a difficulty, it is in explaining how formally identical individuals are nevertheless distinct
from one another and their Adyot. Finally, Dionysius takes a view on which God foreknows
things by a practical knowledge about himself and his own capacities and activities.

I also take myself to have shown that, somewhere between the time of “Middle
Platonism” and the time of Proclus, a shift occurs in the divine ideas tradition. Earlier thinkers
assume the divine ideas secure divine creative knowledge. In contrast, my three thinkers, perhaps
sensing the difficulty presented by the CFP, have sophisticated (if sometimes implicit) accounts
of the way in which divine ideas might serve that function. It seems likely that the three are, at
least on some level, developing their accounts in an ongoing conversation. Given that Philoponus
and Dionysius are responding to Proclus, the former explicitly and the latter implicitly, the fact
that they develop philosophical and theological systems in which they address difficulties
associated with the same or similar concepts is suggestive. They are likely responding either

directly to Proclus or to concerns arising within their shared milieu.

252



Thirdly and most broadly, I take myself to have shown that Proclus, Philoponus, and
Dionysius all share an interest in a certain conceptual nexus: creation, individuality, creaturely

constitution, the divine ideas, providence, and creative foreknowledge.

2 — Synthesis and scholarship

Those conclusions are interesting in their own right, and, to the extent that I have
successfully established them, I have done what I set out to do in this thesis. But before
concluding, I would like to draw a few further conclusions, make some suggestions, and note
possible implications for present and possible future research. First, I would like to make some
suggestions about why my thinkers are interested in this very particular conceptual nexus and
why their interest might manifest in a concern with the CFP. Making a solid case for a particular
interpretation goes beyond what I can manage in this final chapter, but I can gesture toward a few
possibilities. One is that Proclus and his contemporaries run into difficulties because they, unlike
the thinkers who went before, attempt to get into, as it were, the mechanics of creative
foreknowledge. Platonists and Christians alike are already to some degree interested in extending
providence to the individual, so, if I am correct that the CFP naturally arises when one attempts
to extend providence to the individual qua individual or the other qua other, then such a
development is entirely plausible. It is simply one direction the Platonic and Christian traditions
might naturally develop given their interests and conceptual resources.

There are, however, other, more concrete reasons Proclus and company might have come
to think through divine foreknowledge more carefully with especial attention to the individual.
One is that both Christians and Platonists had long since absorbed influences from the Stoics,

who, motivated by their belief that one and the same individual returns in successive cosmic
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epochs, had already begun to think about what constitutes an individual, understood not merely
as an instance with certain properties setting it apart from other instances but as a unique subject
to which predicates can be attributed.”" It is entirely plausible that, in absorbing general
influence from the Stoics, Christians and Platonists alike found themselves taking on Stoic-
inflected concerns with the individual’s identity. That is especially true for Christians, who
already had a concern with the resurrection. And given that both Platonists and Christians were
already committed to the idea that God intends and provides for all things down to the
individual, it would be perfectly natural for them, once they came into contact with Stoic
thought, to want to explain how God can intend and provide for individuals in something like
that sense.

Further, by this point, Christians had become embroiled in at least two debates in which
individuality played a key role. On the one hand are the Christological debates around
Chalcedon. Johannes Zachhuber has done considerable work to show how, through these
debates, the term “hypostasis” comes to have increasingly refined meanings for the different
parties involved. For instance, by the late 400s, among some Chalcedonians, it has come to

»518 1f 7achhuber is correct,

signify something akin to “concrete existent,” or “concrete subject.
they tend to consider the hypostasis a pure existent without an essential reference to the nature or
natures that appear in it, while miaphysites tend to consider the hypostasis a numerically distinct
instance, belonging to a common nature and having all the attendant natural and accidental

properties; but in both camps, there is an awareness that one can consider an individual qua

individual and not merely as an instance of a nature or bundle of properties. On the other hand is

>17 Sorabji, Self: Ancient and Modern Insights, chapter 3; Marwan Rashed, “Alexander of Aphrodisias on Particulars
and the Stoic Criterion of Identity,” in Particulars in Greek Philosophy: The Seventh S.V. Keeling Colloquium in
Ancient Philosophy, ed. Robert Sharples, 157—-179. Philosophia Antiqua 120 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2010).

*18 Zachhuber, The Rise of Christian Theology, 211.
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the debate over the resurrection. By the 200s, Christians have already begun to think through
carefully what is required for a resurrected individual to be numerically (not merely formally) the
same as the individual who died, and the debate was still ongoing by the time my thinkers were
active. Philoponus certainly knows about these debates, becoming an active participant in them.
Dionysius almost certainly does as well. Proclus, as a highly prominent Platonist in an era when
debates with Christians are common and Christian pupils have begun to train in the Academies,
most likely knows these debates, and it would not be surprising were he to have absorbed some
influence from them despite his antipathy to Christian thought. My own suspicion is that all the
above influences are likely involved in the shift that occurs in the divine ideas tradition and the
interest my three thinkers show in the CFP.

If I am broadly correct about the reasons for the shift my thinkers represent, there are a
few implications for current scholarship. First, the fact that these thinkers care about the
connection between divine creative foreknowledge and the individual becomes further support
for the claim that there is an increased interest in something akin to individuality in late
antiquity.”" Indeed, it would be evidence that the interest in individuality is already more
widespread than one might suspect based on the texts that deal explicitly with topics such as
hypostases, the resurrection, or eternal recurrence. It has, in fact, begun to appear in areas such as
general providence, creation, and creative foreknowledge. Secondly, therefore, my work would
also give reason to broaden the sources on which collections on individuality in late antiquity
draw.*® Thirdly, if I am right that Proclus, Philoponus, and Dionysius are developing their views
in conversation, it raises questions about whether and to what extent Christian and Platonist

interest in individuality, whether in general or in connection with providence in particular, is

>1? Alexis Torrance and Johannes Zachhuber, eds., Individuality in Late Antiquity (Farnham, Surrey; Burlington, VT:

Ashgate, 2014).
> Torrance and Zachhuber, Individuality in Late Antiquity.
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shaped by the two traditions’ mutual influence. At very least, it raises questions about whether
pagan Platonists such as Proclus might have derived their own interest in individuality in part
from their interactions with Christians. Fourthly, it would be worth exploring the connections
among creation, individuality, providence, and the divine ideas in other thinkers from this period.
As I said in the introduction, scholars have done work in all these areas but rarely thematized
their connections. It would be worth looking into whether other thinkers also develop their
positions on creation in connection with their views on individuality and providence or vice
versa. Fifthly and finally, it would be worth seeing whether one can trace connections between
debates besides Chalcedon proper and an interest in individuality’s connection with creation. My
own suspicion is that one would see a connection, for instance, between debates around
individuality in Chalcedon and the “Origenist Controversies,” particularly given the probable
connections between figures such as Dionysius and the debates around Evagrian cosmology and
eschatology.

Another conclusion to draw from my discussion in the preceding chapters is that the
connections my thinkers are wrestling with, namely those among creation, the divine ideas’
relation to creatures, and the individual, carry considerable existential import, both for them and
in general. If one cannot secure the correct relationship between the divine idea and the creature,
one will struggle to justify commitment to the idea that God intends to produce all things down
the individual level. And more than a little hinges on such a commitment, as all three thinkers
seem to recognize. Even if he denies that creatures exist or have merit before their emplacement
in a 1a&1g, Proclus wants to say that providence gives each creature its due as individual, and
how God could do so without having the capacity to intend to assign them to their 1a&eig is

unclear. Dionysius thinks God’s justice consists, among other things, in his bestowing and
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preserving each thing’s iSi0tnta, suggesting a similarity to Proclus; and the fact that it is on
ethical grounds that he insists upon the body’s survival through even ostensibly substantial
changes suggests that he sees a connection between God’s providence over individuality and
such deeply existential concerns as the eschaton and the resurrection. Even Philoponus, who
talks proportionally less about God’s providence than his near contemporaries, connects God’s
ability to foreknow things to the individual’s partaking in providence.

Finally, I want to draw attention to some reasons one might care about this debate from a
contemporary philosophical and theological standpoint. The point is perhaps easiest to draw out
if one considers the CFP in its connection with (maybe somewhat surprisingly) a problem that
has arisen within contemporary Anglophone philosophical theology. Within the past few
decades, several philosophers and theologians have made claims whose upshot seems to be that
God cannot have intended to produce this or that particular individual (in something like my
sense) but only to create an individual according to certain specifications. For instance, Robert
Adams, in “Actualism and Thisness,” argues that possibility is only qualitative. He proffers the
following illustration. Suppose you have two individuals that are qualitatively indiscernible. If
one has a qualitative property, so does the other. Now, suppose these two individuals do not
actually exist; they exist only possibly. That means they can have no “impure” relations—that is,
relations between the one or the other and any actually existing things—, so there are no non-
qualitative properties to set them apart either, at least none that involve a reference to actual,
concrete individuals. Further, therefore, neither can have such actual-relational properties unless
the other can t00.>*!

If these individuals were actually to exist, there would be ways to distinguish them by

reference to non-qualitative properties. One would have relations to other, actual individuals that

>21 Robert Merrihew Adams, “Actualism and Thisness,” Synthese 49, no. 1 (1981): 8-9.

257



were lacking in the other; there would be different existence criteria, and one could cease to exist
while the other continued. For another example, any unique properties, like being the first in the
horse race on such and such a day, would only be exemplifiable by one or the other. But since
these individuals are merely possible, there is nothing to distinguish them, qualitatively or
otherwise. Consequently, it is be impossible for God to have intended to create this or that
particular individual; for any “thisness” the individual has is downstream from or parasitic on her
actual existence.’” Likewise, the “singular” possibilities regarding a specific individual cannot
predate her own coming to be, so they cannot have been there “eternally and necessarily at God’s
disposal.”** Thus, it turns out that there is no way God could have intended to make this or that
specific individual, for his will can only have been directed at general contents, which would be
indifferent with respect to which individual of a given description is created. Barry Miller puts
the dilemma well.

We begin with [God’s decision] to create an individual “conforming to an

extremely specific definite description.” Now if the description were a pure one

(that is, unmixed with proper names, demonstratives, or references to singular

properties), it might be applicable to precisely one individual without being

restricted to any precise one (for example, to Socrates). In other words, it would

be applicable to any (though only one) individual that happened to satisfy it.

Although Socrates may have happened to be that individual, any clone ... would

have satisfied it equally well. Such a description, no matter how specific, is

therefore not designed to refer to Socrates.***

On this picture, we have God having in mind some particular “picture,” as it were, a highly

specific type or model to which he wants some particular actual individual to conform. If God

cannot refer to an individual before its creation, then he can only have been intending to

create an individual in this way, not the individual who, at a later time, in fact began to

22 Adams, “Actualism and Thisness,” 10.
2 Adams, “Actualism and Thisness,” 10.

24 Barry Miller, “Future Individuals and Haecceitism,” The Review of Metaphysics 45, no. 1 (1991): 14.
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exist. Among the philosophers making this or similar points, Christopher Menzel puts it the
most explicitly. Taking A.N. Prior as his example individual, he says that, while “[God] knew the
future in all its qualitative detail,” knowing “[down] to the last detail what sort [the] person we

» &«

now know Prior to have been was to be,” “there was at the time no singular

knowledge [regarding] Prior to be had in any sense.”**

Notice that this problem, if not exactly the same as the CFP, covers much the same
territory: it is unclear how God, whether through his ideas or some other means, is to “refer” to a
thing before he makes it without presupposing it. This similarity is important for at least two
reasons. First, it shows that the contemporary problem, even if it arises due to distinctively
modern commitments, is nevertheless connected with concerns held by historical figures in the
philosophical and theological traditions to which they belong. That gives makes the problem less
idiosyncratic and weightier than it might at first seem. Secondly, it raises the possibility that one
might be able to draw on the way in which the late antique thinkers frame and address the
problem in order to thematize, clarify, and address the contemporary one. Such clarification is
necessary. While some contemporary philosophers and theologians have addressed the difficulty
involved in God’s knowing individuals, only a scarce few—Jordan Wessling and Mark Johnston
to name two—, have seen that the difficulty has in part to do with the logical relationship
between God’s creative knowledge and the creature, and they have mentioned it only briefly.>*

Arguably, their own arguments are concerned, as are the arguments made by my late antique

figures, with the point where providence connects with referentiality, knowledge, relativity,

>% Christopher Menzel, “Temporal Actualism and Singular Foreknowledge,” Philosophical Perspectives 5 (1991):
494.

326 Mark Johnston, “Why Did the One Not Remain Within Itself?” in Oxford Studies in Philosophy of Religion
Volume 9, eds. Lara Buchak, Dean Zimmerman, and Philip Swenson. Oxford Studies in Philosophy of Religion
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 143-148; Vitale, Non-Identity Theodicy, 179-180, 190—-1; Helen Watt,
“Intending Reproduction as One’s Primary Aim: Alexander Pruss on ‘Trying for a Baby,”” Roczniki
Filozoficzne/Annales de Philosophie/Annals of Philosophy 63, no. 3 (2015): 148; and Jordan Wessling, Love Divine:
A Systematic Account of God’s Love for Humanity (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 110.
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providence, and creaturely otherness from God. For one reason or another, however, the whole
nexus and the implications that might arise from considering it in relation to otherness from God
never quite come into focus. For that reason, a return to late antiquity to explore the logical space
already laid out by figures such as Proclus, Philoponus, and Dionysius would be well worth the
while. In addition to helping clarify the problem itself and filling the logical space out with some
initial potential answers, drawing on these thinkers’ approach might be helpful in picking out
precisely where the problem lies: precisely in the logical relation between divine idea and
creature.

But even if one cares not a whit for contemporary philosophical theology as such, the
existential stakes remain—and are perhaps even more acute than they would be for the late
antique thinkers. For whereas an early Christian or Platonist might want to secure God’s creative
foreknowledge so as to ensure nothing escapes him, Christians since at least the Middle Ages
have an additional reason for wanting to do so. Many see existence—and, indeed, one’s very
selfhood—as a gift from God, something he gives to creatures in love for them.>*” To give a gift
worth the name, however, one usually has to intend a certain recipient be the one to receive the
gift; and if the CFP goes unresolved, it is difficult to see how God can have had any such
intention. To those for whom the idea that existence is a gift is an attractive and powerful idea,
therefore, the CFP—and the way thinkers such as Proclus, Philoponus, and Dionysius address it

—matters deeply.

527 Thomas Traherne, “The Salutation,” in The Works of Thomas Traherne VI: Poems from the ‘Dobell Folio’,

Poems of Felicity, The Ceremonial Law, Poems from the ‘Early Notebook’, ed. Jan Ross (Boydell & Brewer, 2014),
3. Similar sentiments appear in Bernard of Clairvaux Bernard of Clairvaux. On the Love of God. Translated by “A
Religious of C.S.M.V.” Fleur de Lys Series (London: Mowbrays, 1961. First published 1950), 29-30 and, more
recently, Frederick William Faber, The Creator and the Creature; Or, The Wonders of Divine Love (London: Burnes
& Oates, 1961), 28-30; 120, 123-124.
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