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MONOLOGION: ON THE ESSENCE OF THE DIVINITY

MONOLOGIUM ON THE ESSENCE OF DIVIN-
ITY.

1-3 PREFACE.

Anselm here discusses the essence of Divinity
through the mode of meditation, not by the au-
thority of Scripture, but by the weight of reasons.
He said nothing that does not cohere with the
writings of the Holy Fathers, and especially of
the blessed Augustine. When he said in chapter
76 that the Trinity can be called three substances,
thatis, three persons, he spoke with the Greeks.

Some brothers have often and eagerly en-
treated me that I should write down, under a
certain example of meditation for them, some
things which I had brought forth to them con-
cerning the meditating on the essence of Divinity,
and some other things cohering to this medita-
tion, conversing in everyday speech. And indeed
for the writing of this meditation, they prescribed
this form for me, more according to their own
will than according to the ease of the matter
or my own capability: that absolutely nothing
in it should be persuaded by the authority of
Scripture; but whatever the end of individual in-
vestigations might assert, the necessity of reason
should briefly compel, and the clarity of truth
should openly show, that it is so, in plain style
and with common arguments, and simple dispu-
tation. They also wished thatIshould not disdain
to meet even simple and almost foolish objec-
tions occurring to me. Which indeed I refused
to attempt for a long time, and comparing it
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with myself in the matter itself, I tried to excuse
myself with many reasons: for the more easily
they desired for their own use what they were
asking, the more difficultly they enjoined in act
that upon me. Yet finally overcome, partly by
the modest importunity of their prayers, partly
by the non-contemptible honesty of their zeal;
unwilling indeed because of the difficulty of the
matter and the weakness of my intellect, I began
what they were praying for; but willingly because
of their charity, I effected as much as I could
according to their definition. To which I was led
with this hope, that whatever I did might be
known to those alone by whom it was exacted,
and shortly after that very thing should be over-
whelmed with contempt, as a vile thing to those
disdaining it: for I know that in it I could not so
much satisfy those same entreating, as put an end
to the prayers pursuing me. Yet I know not how
it thus happened beyond hope, that not only the
aforesaid brothers, but also many others strove
to commit the Scripture itself to long memory,
each one by transcribing it for himself: which I,
frequently retracting, could find nothing that I
have said in it, which does not cohere with the
writings of the Catholic Fathers, and especially
of the blessed Augustine. Wherefore, if it shall
seem to anyone that in the same little work I
have brought forth anything which is either too
new, or dissents from the truth, I ask that he not
immediately exclaim me to be either a presumer
of novelties, or an assertor of falsity; but first
let him diligently examine the books of the afore-
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said doctor Augustine on the Trinity, and then
according to them let him judge my little work.
For in that I said the supreme Trinity can be
called three substances, I followed the Greeks,
who confess three substances in one essence, by
the same faith by which we confess three persons
in one substance. For they signify that in God by
substance, which we do by person. But whatever
things I have said there, are brought forth under
the person of one disputing and investigating by
himself with alone cogitation those things which
he had not well considered before: as I knew
those wished whose petition I intended to obey.
But I pray and vehemently beseech, if anyone
shall wish to transcribe this little work, that he
take care to prefix this preface at the head of the
little book before the chapters themselves. For 1
think it to be of much profit for understanding
those things which he shall read there, if anyone
shall first know with what intention, or in what
mode they have been disputed. I also think that
if anyone shall see this very preface first, he will
notrashlyjudge, if he shall find anything brought
forth against his own opinion.

CHAPTER I.

That there is a certain best and greatest and supreme of all
things that are.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---That one
supreme nature exists, sufficient unto itself,
and from whose omnipotent goodness all other
things are, and many other things which we be-
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lieve concerning God, reason alone can in great
part persuade. But the most prompt mode of
investigating the supreme nature is this. We do
not appetite except those things which we think
good: and we discern by reason that there are
very many good things. But it is most certain
that whatever things are called something, so
that they are called to one another more or less
or equally, are called through something which
is not understood as one thing and another, but
the same in the diverse things which convene in
that one. Therefore it is necessary that all things
be good through something which is one and the
same in diverse goods. Therefore there is given
a certain one thing through which all things are
good, and in which diverse goods convene. But
who would doubt that that very thing, through
which all things are good, is a great good, and
is good through itself? Therefore all other goods
are through another; and it alone is through
itself. But what is through another, is less than
that which is good through itself. Therefore that
which is good through itself, is supremely good,
and the supreme of all things that are: for what
is supremely good, is supremely great. There is
therefore a certain one thing supremely great and
supremely good, thatis, the supreme of all things
that are.

If anyone ignores, either by not hearing or by
not believing, that there is one nature supreme
of all things that are, alone sufficient unto itself
in its eternal beatitude, and giving and making
to all other things through its own omnipotent
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goodness this very thing that they are something,
or that they are well in some mode, and very
many other things, which we necessarily believe
concerning God, or concerning his creature, I
think that he himself can atleast by reason alone
persuade himself of those very things in great
part, if he be of even mediocre intellect. Which
since he can do in many modes, I shall posit one,
which I esteem to be the most prompt for him.
For since all appetite to enjoy only those things
which they think good; it is in readiness, that
at some time he may turn the eye of the mind
to investigating that, whence are good those
very things, which he does not appetite, except
because he judges them to be good, so that then
with reason leading and following those things,
he may rationally advance to those things which
he irrationally ignores. In which, however, if 1
shall say anything which a greater authority does
not show, I wish it to be accepted thus: that
although it be concluded as if necessary from the
reasons which shall seem to me, yet it be not
said to be absolutely necessary on this account,
but only that it can seem so in the meantime. It
is easy therefore that anyone thus speak tacitly
with himself: Since there are so innumerable
goods, the great diversity of which we both expe-
rience with bodily senses, and discern with the
reason of the mind, is it to be believed that
there is one somewhat, through which all things
are good whatever are good; or are some good
through another. Indeed it is most certain and
perspicuous to all wishing to advert, that what-
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ever things are called something, so that they are
called to one another more or less or equally, are
called through something, which is not under-
stood as one thing and another, but the same in
the diverse things, whether it be considered in
them equally or unequally. For whatever things
are called just to one another, whether equally
or more or less, cannot be understood as just
except through justice, which is not one thing
and another in diverse things. Therefore since it
is certain that all goods, if they be collated to one
another, are good either equally, or unequally,
it is necessary that all be made good through
something, which is understood the same in
diverse goods, although sometimes they seem
to be called good some through another. For a
horse seems to be called good through one thing,
because it is strong; and a horse good through
another thing, because it is swift. For although
it seems to be called good through strength,
and good through swiftness, yet swiftness and
strength do not seem to be the same. But if a
horse, because it is strong and swift, is therefore
good; how is a strong and swift robber evil?
Rather therefore as a strong and swift robber is
therefore evil because he is noxious; so a strong
and swift horse is therefore good, because it is
useful. And indeed nothing is wont to be thought
good, except either on account of some utility,
as health is called good, and those things which
profit health; or on account of some honesty
whatever, just as beauty is esteemed good, and
those things which assist beauty. But since the
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reason already inspected can be dissolved by no
pact, it is necessary that every useful or honest
thing also, if they are truly good, be good through
that very thing through which it is necessary
that all things be good, whatever that is. But
who would doubt that that very thing, through
which all things are good, is a great good? That
therefore is good through itself; since every good
is through it. Therefore it follows that all other
goods are through another than what they them-
selves are, and it alone through itself. But no good
which is through another, is equal or greater than
that good which is good through itself. Therefore
that alone is supremely good, which alone is
good through itself. For that is supreme, which
so supereminently excels others, that it has nei-
ther an equal, nor a more excellent. But what is
supremely good, is also supremely great. There
is therefore a certain one thing supremely great,
and supremely good, that is the supreme of all
things that are.

CHAPTER II.

On the same matter.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---As there is a
certain one thing supremely good, because all
goods are through a certain one thing, which is
good through itself; so there exists a certain one
thing supremely great; because whatever things
are great, are great through a certain one thing,
which is great through itself. I understand great,
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not by space, as a body is, but by wisdom; which
is better and more worthy.

But as it has been discovered that there is
something supremely good, since all goods are
good through a certain one thing, which is good
through itself; so from necessity it is collected
that there is something supremely great, since
whatever things are great, are great through a
certain one thing, which is great through itself.
But I say great not by space, as some body is;
but that which the greater it is, the better or
more worthy it is, as is wisdom. And since noth-
ing can be supremely great, except that which is
supremely good, it is necessary that something
be greatest and best, that is, the supreme of all
things that are.

CHAPTER III.

That there is a certain nature through which is whatever is,
and which is through itself, and is the supreme of all things
that are.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Every thing
that is, is either through something, or through
nothing. Not through nothing; therefore it is
through something. But that through which all
things are, is either one, or many: if many, these
many are individual through themselves: and
thus there is one reason or power by which these
many have it that they are through themselves.
Therefore there is a certain one thing through
which are whatever things are: and that alone is
through itself. For none, neither those by which
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they are related, nor the relations themselves, are
through each other. But what is through another,
is less than that which is through itself. There
is therefore a certain one thing which alone is
maximally and supremely of all things, and exists
supremely good and supremely great; inasmuch
as through it is whatever is good and great and
something.

Finally not only are all good things good
through the same certain thing, and all great
things great through the same certain thing; but
whatever is, seems to be through a certain one
thing. For everything that is, is either through
something, or through nothing; but nothing is
through nothing. For it cannot even be cogi-
tated that something is not through something.
Whatever therefore is, is not except through
something. Which since it is so, either there is
one, or there are many, through which are all
things that are. But if there are many, either
they themselves refer to a certain one thing,
through which they are; or those same many
individual things are through themselves; or they
themselves are through each other. But if the
many themselves are through one, already all
things are not through many; but rather through
that one, through which these many are. But
if those many individual things themselves are
through themselves, assuredly there is some one
power or nature of existing through oneself, by
which they have it that they are through them-
selves. But there is no doubt that through that
very one thing they are, through which they
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have it that they are through themselves. More
truly therefore through that one thing itself are
all things, than through many, which without
that one cannot be: but that many should be
through each other, no reason suffers; since it
is an irrational cogitation that any thing should
be through that to which it gives being: for not
even those relative things themselves are thus
through each other. For since master and servant
refer to each other, both the men themselves
who refer, are absolutely not through each other;
and the relations themselves by which they refer,
are not absolutely through each other, because
those same are through subjects. Since therefore
truth in every way excludes there being many,
through which all things are, it is necessary that
there be that one, through which are all things
that are. Since therefore all things that are, are
through that one itself; without doubt that one
itself alsois through itself. Whatever other things
therefore are, are through another and it alone
through itself. But whatever is through another,
is less than that through which all other things
are, and which alone is through itself. Wherefore
that which is through itself, is maximally of all
things. There is therefore a certain one thing,
which alone is maximally and supremely of all
things: but what is maximally of all things, and
through which is whatever is good or great, and
absolutely whatever is something, that is neces-
sary to be supremely good, and supremely great,
and the supreme of all things that are. Wherefore
there is something which whether it be called
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essence, or substance, or nature, is best and
greatest, and the supreme of all things that are.

CHAPTER IV.

On the same matter.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Not all na-
tures are equal in dignity; but some are better
than others. Therefore one is given which so
supereminently excels the rest, that it does not
have a superior to itself: otherwise the multitude
of natures would be closed by no end, which is
absurd. But the superior nature is either alone,
or many are equal. If many, they are not equal,
except through some same thing which is their
essence: for if they were equal through another,
they would be less than it; nor accordingly would
they be supreme and superior to the rest. There is
therefore a certain one nature or essence, whichis
the supreme of all things that are; which through
itself is good and great; which through itself is
that which ititself is, and through which is what-
ever is either good or great or something.

More largely: If anyone intends the natures of
things, whether he wills or nills, he senses them
not all to be contained in one parity of dignity;
but certain of them to be distinguished by an
imparity of degrees. For he who doubts that in
its nature a horse is thus better than a wood, and
a man more excellent than a horse, he surely is
not to be called a man. Since therefore it cannot
be denied that of natures some are better than
others, reason nonetheless persuades that some
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one among them so supereminently excels, that
it does not have a superior to itself. For if a
distinction of degrees of this sort is so infinite,
that there is no superior degree there, than which
another superior is not found; reason is deduced
to this, that the multitude of those very natures
is closed by no end. But no one except one who
is too absurd does not think this absurd. There-
fore there is from necessity some nature, which
is so superior to some one or some many, that
there is none to which it is ordered as inferior.
But this nature which is such, is either alone, or
there are many of this sort and equal: but if there
are many and equal, since they cannot be equal
through certain diverse things, but through some
same thing, that one, through which they are
equally so great, is either that very thing which
they themselves are, that is, the very essence of
the things, or another than what they themselves
are. But if it is nothing else than their very
essence, just as their essences are not many, but
one; so also the natures are not many, but one.
For here I understand nature to be the same as
essence. But if that, through which the many
natures themselves are so great, is another than
what they themselves are, it is for certain they are
less than that through which they are great. For
whatever is great through another, is less than
that through which it is great. Wherefore they
are not so great, that nothing else is greater than
them. But if neither through this that they are,
nor through another is it possible that there be
many such natures, than which nothing is more
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excellent; in no mode can there be many natures
of this sort. It remains therefore that there is one
and alone some nature, which is so superior to
others, thatitisinferior to none; but whatis such,
is greatest and best of all things that are. There is
therefore a certain nature, which is the supreme
of all things that are. But this cannot be, unless
it itself be through itself that which it is; and all
things which are, be through it that which they
are. For since reason has taught alittle before that
that which is through itself, and through which
all other things are, is the supreme of all existing
things; either conversely that which is supreme,
is through itself, and all other things through it;
or there will be many supremes. Butitis manifest
that there are not many supremes. Wherefore
there is a certain nature, or substance, or essence,
which is through itself good and great, and
through itself is that which it is, and through
which is whatever is truly either good, or great, or
something, and which is the supreme good, the
supreme great, the supreme being or subsistent,
thatis, the supreme of all things that are.

CHAPTER V.

That just as that [nature] is through itself, and other things
through it; so it is from itself, and other things from it.

Since, therefore, what has been found is pleas-
ing, it is helpful to investigate whether this same
nature and all things that are something are only
from it, just as they are only through it. But it
is clear that it can be said that what is from
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something is also through that same thing, and
whatis through somethingis also from thatsame
thing: just as what is from matter and through a
craftsman can also be said to be through matter
and from a craftsman, since through both and
from both—that is, from both it has its being—
although it is through matter and from matter
in one way, and through a craftsman and from a
craftsman in another. It follows, therefore, that
just as all things that are, are what they are
through the supreme nature—and therefore that
nature is through itself, while other things are
through another—so all things that are, are from
that same supreme nature, and for that reason it
is from itself, while other things are from it.

CHAPTER VI

[or V]. That it was not brought into being by any assisting
cause; and yet is not through nothing or from nothing; and
how it can be understood to be through itself and from itself.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.---How is the
supreme nature to be said to be through itself?
For whatever is through something seems to
be either through an efficient cause, or through
matter, or through an instrument. But that which
is in any of these ways is through another, and
therefore less than that through which it has its
being; but the supreme nature is neither through
another, nor less than or posterior to itself or
any other thing. Therefore, the supreme nature
can be made neither by itself nor by another; nor
was it itself or anything else matter for itself,
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from which it might be made; nor did any thing
assist it to be. But neither can it be understood
that what is something, is through nothing. If,
therefore, the supreme nature is from nothing, it
is from nothing either through itself or through
another. Not through itself, otherwise it would
be prior to itself; not through another, otherwise
it would not be supreme, but inferior to that
through which it is. Furthermore, if the supreme
nature is from nothing through something, that
which was the cause of so great a good is a great
good. But no good can be understood before
that good without which nothing is good, that
is, before the supreme nature. Therefore, neither
can any thing be understood to precede, through
which the supreme nature would be from noth-
ing. Likewise: If this is something from nothing,
or through nothing, either itis not from itself and
through itself, or it is itself nothing. Therefore, it
isin no way through nothing or from nothing, but
itis throughitself and from itself; in the same way
thatlightis understood to shine and to be shining
through itself and from itself.

Since, therefore, what is said to be "through
something" or "from something" does not al-
ways have the same meaning, it must be inquired
more diligently how all things that are, are
through the supreme nature, or from it; and since
that which is through itself and that which is
through another do not admit the same mode of
existing.

First let us consider separately the supreme
nature itself, which is through itself; afterwards,
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those things which are through another. Since,
therefore, it is established that it is through itself
whatever it is, and all other things are through
it what they are, how is it through itself? For
what is said to be through something seems to
be either through an efficient cause, or through
matter, or through some other aid, as forinstance
through an instrument. But whatever exists in
any of these three ways is through another; and
it is posterior to, and in some way less than, that
through which it has its being. But the supreme
nature is in no way through another; nor is it
posterior to, or less than, itself or any other thing.
Wherefore, the supreme nature could be made
neither by itself nor by another; nor was it itself,
nor was anything else, matter for it from which
it might be made; nor did it itself in any way, nor
did any other thing, assistit to be what it was not.

What then? For that which has not come into
being from some maker, or from some matter,
or by some aids, seems either to be nothing, or,
if it is something, to be through nothing and
from nothing. Although, from those things which
I have already observed by the light of reason
concerning the supreme substance, I think these
possibilities can in no way apply to it, I will
not, however, neglect to construct a proof of this
matter. For since this meditation of mine has
suddenly led me to something great and delight-
ful, I do not wish to pass over by neglect any
objection, even a simple and almost foolish one,
that occurs to me in my argument, so that, leav-
ing nothing ambiguous in the preceding points,
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I may be able to proceed with more certainty to
what follows; and so that if, perchance, I should
wish to persuade anyone of what I am contem-
plating, with every obstacle, however small,
removed, any intellect, however slow, may easily
be able to approach what it hears.

That this nature, therefore, without which no
nature exists, should be nothing, is as false as it
would be absurd to say that whatever is, is noth-
ing; and it is not through nothing, because it can
in no way be understood that what is something
is through nothing. But if it is in some way from
nothing, it is from nothing either through itself,
or through another, or through nothing; but it is
established that in no way is anything through
nothing. If, therefore, it is in some way from
nothing, it is from nothing either through itself
or through another. But through itself, nothing
can be from nothing; because if anything is from
nothing through something, it is necessary that
that through which itis, be prior. Since, therefore,
this essence is not prior to itself, it is in no way
from nothing through itself. But if it is said to
have come into existence from nothing through
some other nature, it is not the supreme of all
things, but something inferior; nor is it through
itself what it is, but through another. Likewise:
If it is from nothing through something, that
through which itis was a great good, since it was
the cause of a good. But no good can be under-
stood before that good without which nothing
is good; and this good, without which no good
exists, is clearly this supreme nature of which
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we are treating. Wherefore, no thing, even in
thought, preceded it, through which it could be
from nothing. Finally, if this nature itself is some-
thing either through nothing or from nothing,
without a doubt either itis not through itself and
from itself whatever it is, or it is said to be noth-
ing itself: to explain how false both of these are
is superfluous. Although, therefore, the supreme
substance is not through any efficient cause, or
from any matter, nor was it aided by any causes
to be brought into being, it is nevertheless in no
way through nothing or from nothing, because it
is through itself and from itself whatever it is.

How, then, is it finally to be understood as be-
ing through itself and from itself, since it neither
made itself, nor was matter for itself, nor did it in
any way assist itself to be what it was not, unless,
perhaps, it is to be understood in the way that
light is said to shine, or to be shining, through it-
self and from itself? For just as light, to shine, and
shining are related to one another, so are essence,
to be, and being—that is, existing or subsisting
—related to one another. Therefore, the supreme
essence, and supremely to be, and the supreme
being—that is, supremely existing or supremely
subsisting—will correspond to one another not
unlike light, to shine, and shining.

CHAPTER VII
[or VI]. How all other things are through it, and from it.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.
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Whether all things are through that highest
nature, as an efficient cause, or from it, as from
matter, is investigated as follows: The four ele-
ments can be understood without their forms,
which we perceive in formed things. Whence is
this formless or confused nature of theirs? 1. If it
is from some matter, it is either from the highest
nature, or from itself, or from some third essence,
which is nothing. Not from itself; both because
this nature is not through itself but through an-
other, and because since nothing is posterior to
itself, nothing is materially from itself. Not from
the matter of the highest nature; otherwise, from
it something less than itself would be made,
and consequently it would be changed and cor-
rupted: which is impious to say. 2. That through
which the highest good is changed or corrupted
is not good. But whatever is, is through the high-
est essence. Therefore, if anything is from the
matter of the highest good, the highest good is
changed and corrupted as to the highest essence.
And so the highest good is in no way good:
which is absurd. Therefore, no lesser nature is
materially from the highest nature. Therefore,
the essence of the elements is from no matter.
Therefore, the highest essence alone, through
itself, produced so great a mass of things from
nothing.

It now remains to discuss, concerning the
universe of those things which exist through
another, how they exist through the highest
substance: whether because it made all things,
or because it was the matter of all things. For
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there is no need to ask whether all things exist
through it for this reason: that with another mak-
ing them, or another matter existing, it merely
assisted in some way so that all things might
exist; since it would be contrary to what has
already been shown above, if whatever things
exist were to exist through it in a secondary and
not a principal way. Therefore, I think I must first
inquire whether the universe of things, which
exist through another, is from some matter. I
do not, however, doubt that this whole mass of
the world, with its parts, as we see it formed,
consists of earth and water, and air and fire:
which four elements, that is, can in some way
be understood without these forms which we
perceive in formed things, so that their formless
or even confused nature may seem to be the
matter of all bodies distinguished by their forms.
I say, I do not doubt this; but I ask, whence
is this very matter of the worldly mass, which
I have mentioned. For if this matter has some
matter, that latter is more truly the matter of the
corporeal universe. If, therefore, the universe of
things, whether visible or invisible, is from some
matter, it certainly not only cannotbe, but cannot
even be said to be from any other matter than
from the highest nature, or from itself, or from
some third essence, which is indeed nothing.
For indeed nothing at all can even be thought
to exist besides that highest of all things, which
exists through itself, and the universe of those
things which exist not through themselves, but
through the same highest being. Therefore, that
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which is in no way anything, is the matter of
no thing. But the universe of things, which does
not exist through itself, cannot exist from its
own nature; for if this were so, it would in some
way exist through itself and through something
other than that through which all things exist,
and that through which all things exist would
not be alone: all of which is false. Likewise, every-
thing that is from matter is from another, and is
posterior to it; since, therefore, nothing is other
than itself, or posterior to itself, it follows that
nothing is materially from itself. But if from the
matter of the highest nature something less than
it can exist, the highest good can be changed and
corrupted: which is impious to say. Wherefore,
since everything that is other than it is less than
it, it is impossible for anything else to exist from
it in this way. Furthermore: there is no doubt
that that by which the highest good is changed
or corrupted is in no way good. But if some lesser
nature is from the matter of the highest good,
since nothing exists from any source whatsoever
except through the highest essence, the highest
good is changed and corrupted through that very
essence: wherefore the highest essence, which is
the highest good itself, is in no way good; which is
absurd. Therefore, no lesser nature is materially
from the highest nature. Since, therefore, it is es-
tablished that the essence of those things which
exist through another is not, as it were from
matter, from the highest essence, nor from itself,
nor from another, it is manifest that it is from no
matter. Wherefore, since whatever exists, exists
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through the highest essence, and nothing else
can exist through it except either by its making it
or by its being the matter of it, it follows of neces-
sity that, besides it, nothing exists except by its
making; and since nothing else is or was, exceptit
and what has been made by it, it could in no way
make anything through another, whether as an
instrument or as an aid, but only through itself.
Buteverything thatitmade,itundoubtedly made
either from something, as from matter, or from
nothing. Since, therefore, itis most certainly clear
that the essence of all things that are besides the
highest essence was made by the same highest
essence, and that it is from no matter, without a
doubtnothing is more clear than that the highest
essence alone, through itself, produced so great
a mass of things, so numerous a multitude, so
beautifully formed, so orderly varied, so fittingly
diverse, from nothing.

CHAPTER VIII

[or, VII]. How it is to be understood that He made all things
from nothing.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.---Nothing it-
self cannot be the cause of anything that is: and
the voice of all is, nothing from nothing. Whence
it seems that whatever is made, is made from
something. If this is true, all that has been estab-
lished above concerning the supreme essence,
which made all things from nothing, collapses.
Indeed, a substance can be said to be made from
nothing in three ways: 1. such that it is under-
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stood as not made at all: thus it is said of a silent
person, he speaks of nothing. 2. When it is signi-
fied as made from nothing as if from something:
and this signification is always false. 3. Whenitis
said to be made from nothing in such a way that
it is understood as made not from something. In
this sense all things, except the supreme essence,
are said to be made from nothing: that is, what
were previously nothing, are now something: just
as someone is said to become rich from being
poor, or healthy from being sick. And this is the
meaning: he who was poor or sick, is now rich or
healthy.

But a certain doubt arises concerning "noth-
ing". For from whatever something is made, that
thing is the cause of what is made from it, and
every cause must necessarily offer some assis-
tance to the essence of the effect. This all hold
so firmly by experience that it cannot be wrested
from anyone by argument, and can scarcely be
stolen from anyone by deception. If, therefore,
something was made from nothing, nothing it-
self was the cause of that which was made from it.
But how did that which had no being help some-
thing to come into being? But if no assistance
comes from nothing to something, to whom
or how can it be persuasive that something is
made from nothing? Furthermore, "nothing" ei-
ther signifies something, or it does not signify
something. But if "nothing" is something, then
whatever things were made from nothing, were
made from something. If, however, "nothing" is
not something: since it cannot be understood
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how something can be made from that which
utterly is not, nothing is made from nothing; as
the voice of all says, "nothing from nothing."
Whence it seems to follow that whatever is made,
is made from something: for it is made either
from something, or from nothing. Therefore,
whether "nothing" is something, or "nothing" is
not something, it seems to follow that whatever
has been made, has been made from something.
But if this is supposed to be true, it is opposed to
all that has been set forth above. Whence, since
what was nothing will be something, that which
was most of all something will be nothing. For
I had arrived by reasoning from the fact that I
had found a certain substance existing most of
all, to the conclusion that all other things were
so made by it that there was nothing from which
they were made. Wherefore, if that from which
they were made, which I thought to be nothing,
is something, then whatever I thought I had dis-
covered about the supreme essence is nothing.
What, therefore, is to be understood about "noth-
ing"? For I have now resolved in this meditation
toneglect nothing thatI see can be objected, even
ifitis almost foolish.

[or, Chap. 8] Therefore, in three ways, I think,
which is a sufficient solution for the present diffi-
culty, it can be explained if any substance is said
to be made from nothing. One way, indeed, is that
by which we wish it to be understood that whatis
said to be from nothing is not made at all: similar
to this is when, to one asking of a silent person
from what he speaks, it is answered, "from noth-
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ing," that is, he does not speak. According to
this way, concerning the supreme essence itself,
and concerning that which utterly neither was
nor is, to one asking from what it was made, it
can be rightly answered, "from nothing," that is,
it was not made at all: which sense cannot be
understood of any of those things that have been
made. Another signification, which canindeed be
stated, but cannot be true, is this: if something
is said to be made from nothing in such a way
thatit was made from nothingitself, thatis, from
that which utterly is not, as if nothing itself were
some existing thing from which something could
be made: since this is always false, whenever it is
supposed to be, an impossible absurdity follows.
The third interpretation, by which something is
said to be made from nothing, is when we under-
stand that it was indeed made, but that there is
not anything from which it was made. It seems to
be said with a similar signification when a man
who is sad without cause is said to be sad about
nothing. Therefore, if what was concluded above
—that besides the supreme essence, all things
that are, were made by it from nothing, that is,
not from something—is understood according to
this sense, just as this conclusion itself will follow
fittingly from the preceding arguments, so also
from this same conclusion nothing unfitting will
follow. Although, not unfittingly and without
any contradiction, those things which were made
by the creator substance can be said to be made
from nothing in the way that it is customary
to say that a rich man was made from a poor
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one, and that someone has recovered health from
sickness: that is, he who was previously poor is
now rich, which he was not before; and he who
previously had sickness now has health, which
he did not have before. In this way, therefore, it
can be understood not unfittingly if it is said that
the creator essence made all things from nothing,
or that all things were made by it from nothing:
that is, those things which were previously noth-
ing are now something. For by this very word
by which it is said that "it made" or that "these
were made," it is understood that when it made,
it made something; and when these were made,
they were made as nothing other than some-
thing. For thus, when we see someone of very
humble fortune exalted by someone with great
wealth or honors, we say: "Behold, that one made
this one from nothing," or "This one was made
from nothing by that one": that is, he who was
previously regarded as almost nothing is now, by
that one's doing, truly esteemed as something.

Nothing is made rationally by anyone, unless
the form of the thing to be made precedes in him.
Therefore, in the reason of the highest nature
there existed what, or of what sort, or how all
things were to be, before they were made. There-
fore, before they existed, they were not nothing;
nor are they from nothing, when they exist, with
respect to the reason of the maker.

But I seem to see something that compels me
to discern not negligently in what respect those
things that were made can be said to have been
nothing before they were made. For in no way can
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anything be made rationally by anyone, unless in
the reason of the maker there precedes some ex-
emplar, as it were, of the thing to be made, or (as
itis more aptly called) a form, or likeness, or rule.
It is clear, therefore, that before all things were
made, there existed in the reason of the highest
nature what, or of what sort, or how they were to
be: wherefore, although it is clear that the things
which have been made were nothing before they
were made—in respect to this, that they were not
what they now are, nor was there anything from
which they might be made—yet they were not
nothing with respect to the reason of the maker,
through which and according to which they were
to be made.

But that form of things, which in its reason
preceded the things to be created, what else is it
than a certain speaking of things in that very rea-
son; just as when an artisan, about to make some
work of his art, first says it within himself by a
conception of the mind? Here, however, I under-
stand the speaking of the mind or of reason not as
when the signifying words of things are thought,
but when the things themselves, whether future
or already existing, are beheld in the mind by
the keenness of thought. For it is known from
frequent experience that we can speak of one
thing in three ways. For we either speak of things
by using sensible signs—that is, signs which
can be perceived by the bodily senses—sensibly;
or by thinking insensibly within ourselves those
same signs which are sensible externally; or by
using these signs neither sensibly nor insensibly,
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but by speaking the things themselves inwardly
in our mind, either by the imagination of bodies
or by the understanding of reason, according to
the diversity of the things themselves. For I speak
of a man in one way when I signify him by this
name, which is "man"; in another way when I
silently think the same name; and in another way
when the mind beholds that very man, either
through an image of his body or through reason
—through an image of his body, as when it
imagines his sensible figure; but through reason,
as when it thinks his universal essence, which
is "rational mortal animal." These three varieties
of speaking each consist of words of their own
kind; but the words of that speaking which I
have placed third and last, when they are about
things not unknown, are natural and are the
same among all peoples. And since all other
words were invented for the sake of these, where
these latter exist, no other word is necessary for
knowing the thing; and where these cannot exist,
no other word is useful for showing the thing.
They can also, not absurdly, be called truer to the
extent that they are more similar to the things
of which they are the words and signify them
more expressly; for, with the exception of those
things which we use as their own names to sig-
nify themselves (such as certain sounds, like the
vowel A)—with the exception of these, I say—no
other word seems so similar to the thing of which
it is the word, or so expresses it, as does that
likeness which is expressed in the keenness of
the mind thinking the thing itself. Therefore, that
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must rightly be called the most proper and prin-
cipal word of the thing. Therefore, if no speaking
about any thing so approaches the thing as that
which consists of words of this kind, and if noth-
ing else can be so similar to a thing—whether
future or already existing—in anyone's reason, it
can seem not without reason thatin the supreme
substance there was such a speaking of things
before they existed, so that through it they might
be made, and that there is such a speaking now
that they have been made, so that through it they
may be known.

CHAPTER XI

[alternatively, X]. That there is nevertheless much dissimi-
larity in this comparison to the craftsman.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.

---The dissimilarity between the supreme
artist and the craftsman is: 1. in that the supreme
artist does not fashion the form from any other
source; 2. in that the supreme artist requires no
matter from which to perfect the preconceived
work; 3. in that the works of the creative sub-
stance are nothing except what they are through
it: whereas those things which are made by a
craftsman would not exist at all unless they were
something that they are not through him.

But although it is established that the
supreme substance first, as it were, spoke the
whole of creation within itself, before it founded
it according to that same and through that same

intimate locution of its own; just as a craftsman
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first conceives in his mind what he afterwards
perfects in his work according to the conception
of his mind. Nevertheless, I perceive much dis-
similarity in this comparison. For that [supreme
substance| took absolutely nothing from any
other source from which to either fashion within
itself the form of those things it was about to
make, or to perfect those things themselves into
that which they are; whereas a craftsman is ut-
terly unable to conceive anything corporeal in his
mind by imagining, unless it is something he has
already learned in some way from other things,
either as a whole or in parts; nor can he perfect
the work conceived in his mind if matter is
lacking, or anything else without which the pre-
conceived work cannot be made: for although a
man can, by thinking or painting, fashion some
such animal as exists nowhere, he is nevertheless
unable to do this except by composing in it parts
which he has drawn into his memory from other
known things. Therefore, the intimate locutions
for making their works in the creative substance
and in the craftsman differ from each other in
this: that the former, being neither taken from
nor aided by any other source, but being the first
and sole cause, was able to suffice for its artist to
perfect its work; whereas the latter is neither the
first, nor the sole, nor a sufficient cause for begin-
ning its own. Wherefore, the things that were
created through it are nothing except what they
are through it. But the things that are made by
the latter would not exist at all, unless they were
something that they are not through it.
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CHAPTER XII

[alternatively, XI]. That this locution of the supreme essence
is the supreme essence.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---The supreme
substance made all things through itself. But it
made all things through a natural and intimate
locution. Therefore, this natural locution is the
supreme substance itself.

But since it is equally certain, with reason
as our teacher, that whatever the supreme sub-
stance made, it did not make through anything
other than through itself; and whatever it made,
it made through its own intimate locution,
whether by saying individual things with indi-
vidual words, or rather by saying all things at
once with a single word; what can seem more
necessary than that this locution of the supreme
essence is nothing other than the supreme
essence? Therefore, I do not think that the con-
sideration of this locution should be negligently
passed over; but before it can be treated, I judge
that some properties of this same supreme sub-
stance must be diligently and studiously investi-
gated.

CHAPTER XIII

[alt., XII]. That just as all things were made through the
highest essence, so they flourish through it.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.---Just as all
things that are, are through some one thing,
which alone is through itself; so all things flour-
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ish through some one thing, which alone flour-
ishes through itself. Therefore, just as nothing
was made except through the creative essence, so
nothing flourishes except through the same pre-
serving presence.

It is therefore established that whatever is
not the same as that supreme nature was made
by it. However, it can be doubtful only to a ratio-
nal mind that all things which have been made
flourish and persevere in being as long as they
are, sustained by the very same one by whose
making they have their being from nothing. For
by a similar reasoning in all respects to that by
which it was inferred that all things that are,
are through some one thing, whereby it alone is
through itself and others through another; by a
similar reasoning, I say, it can be proven that
whatever things flourish, flourish through some
one thing, whereby that one alone flourishes
through itself, and others through another. Since
this cannot be otherwise than that those things
which have been made flourish through another,
and that by which they have been made flour-
ishes through itself, it is necessary that just as
nothing was made except through the present
creative essence, so nothing flourishes except
through its preserving presence.

CHAPTER XIV

[alt., XIII]. That it is in all things, and through all things,
and all things are from it, and through it, and in it.
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SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.---From which
it follows that where it is not, nothing is. There-
fore, itis everywhere, and through all things, and
in all things. For since the created can in no way
go beyond the immensity of the creator and sus-
tainer, while the creator and sustainer canindeed
exceed all that is created, it is clear that the high-
est essence is itself that which bears, surpasses,
encloses, and penetrates all other things; and itis
in all things and through all things; and from it,
and through it, and in it are all things.

If this is so, or rather because it is necessar-
ily so, it follows that where it is not, nothing
is. Therefore, it is everywhere, and through all
things, and in all things. But since it is absurd
that, just as no created thing can go beyond the
immensity of the creator and sustainer, so the
creator and sustainer should in no way be able
to exceed the universe of things made, it is clear
that it is itself that which bears and surpasses,
encloses and penetrates all other things. If, there-
fore, these things are joined to those which were
discovered above, it is the same essence which
is in all things, and through all things, and from
which, and through which, and in which all
things are.

Now I am not unjustly moved to inquire, as
diligently asI can, what among all the things that
can be said of anything, can belong substantially
to this so admirable nature. For although I would
be surprised if, in the nouns or verbs which we
apply to things made from nothing, anything
could be found that might be worthily said of the
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substance that is the creator of all things, never-
theless, it must be attempted to see where reason
will lead this investigation.

Therefore, concerning relatives, indeed, no
one doubts that none of them is substantial to
that of which it is said relatively. Wherefore, if
anything is said of the supreme nature relatively,
it is not significative of its substance. Hence it
is manifest that this very fact—that it can be
called supreme over all, or greater than all things
which were made by it, or anything else similarly
relative—does not designate its natural essence.
For if none of those things in relation to which
it is called supreme and greater had ever existed,
it would be understood as neither supreme nor
greater; and yet, it would not for that reason be
less good, nor would it suffer any detriment to
its essential greatness. This is manifestly known
from the fact that whatever good or great it is,
it is not through another but through itself. If,
therefore, the supreme nature can be so under-
stood as not supreme, yet without being in any
way greater or less than when it is understood as
supreme over all, it is manifest that "supreme"
does not simply signify that essence which is
altogether greater and better than whatever is
not what it is. Moreover, what reason teaches
concerning "supreme" is found not dissimilarly
in other similar relatives.

Therefore, leaving aside those things which
are said relatively, since none of them simply
demonstrates the essence of anything, let our
attention turn to discussing other things. And
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indeed, if one diligently considers individual
things, whatever exists, besides relatives, is ei-
ther such that "it" is altogether better than "not
it," or such that "not it" is in some respect better
than "it." By "it" and "not it," I here understand
nothing other than true and not true, body and
not body, and things similar to these. Indeed,
something is altogether better than "not it": for
example, wise than not-it-wise, thatis, itis better
to be wise than not wise. For although a just
but not wise person may seem better than an
unjust but wise person, nevertheless, "not wise"
is not simply better than "wise": for everything
that is not wise, simply insofar as it is not wise,
is less than wise; because everything not wise
would be better if it were wise. Similarly, "true"
is altogether better than "not it," that is, than
"not true"; and "just" than "not just"; and "lives"
than "does not live." But in some respect, "not
it" is better than "it," as "not gold" is better than
"gold." For it is better for a man to be not gold
than to be gold; although perhaps it would be
better for something to be gold than not to be
gold, as for lead. For since both, namely, man and
lead, are not gold, a man is something so much
better than gold, as he would be of an inferior
nature if he were gold: and lead is so much viler
as it would be more precious if it were gold.

But it is clear from the fact that the supreme
nature can be so understood as not supreme, that
neither is "supreme" altogether better than "not
supreme,” noris "not supreme" in any way better
than "supreme": that there are many relatives
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which are by no means contained in this division.
But whether any are contained, I forbear to
inquire, since for our purpose itis sufficient what
is known of them, namely, that none of them
designates the simple substance of the supreme
nature.

Since, therefore, whatever else exists, if indi-
vidual things are examined, is either such that
"it" is better than "not it," or "not it" is in some
respect better than "it": just as it is wicked to
think that the substance of the supreme nature
is something than which "not it" is in any way
better, so it is necessary that it be whatever is
altogether better than "not it." For it alone is
that than which absolutely nothing is better, and
which is better than all things that are not what
it is. Therefore, it is not a body, or any of those
things which the corporeal senses discern. For
indeed, better than all these is something which
isnot what they are. For the rational mind, which
is perceived by no corporeal sense as to what,
of what kind, or how great it is, is by so much
greater than any of them, as it would be less if it
were one of those things which are subject to the
corporeal senses. For that supreme essence must
by no means be said to be any of those things to
which there is something superior which is not
what they are; and it must, as reason teaches, be
said to be altogether any of those things to which
everything that is not what they are is inferior.
Wherefore, it is necessary that it be living, wise,
powerful and omnipotent, true, just, blessed,
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eternal, and whatever is similarly absolutely bet-
ter than "notit."

What more, then, is to be sought as to what
that supreme nature is, if it is manifest what it
is among all things, or what it is not among all
things?

CHAPTER XVI [or XV]. That for it to be just is
the same as for it to be justice: and in the same
way concerning those things that can be similarly
said of it; and that none of these shows what its
quality or quantity is, but whatitis.

The supreme nature is whatever it is not
through another but through itself; moreover, it
isjust, and indeed through justice. Therefore, the
supreme nature itself is its own justice; and when
it is called just through justice, it is understood
as just through itself. Then, if it is asked what the
supreme nature is, what is more truly answered
than "justice"? Therefore, it is not properly said
of the supreme nature that it has justice, but that
it is justice; and when it is called "being justice,"
it is not said of what quality it is, but what it is.
Therefore, when it is called just, it is not said of
what quality it is, but what it itself is: and it is
the same as if it were said, "it is justice." Under-
stand this in the same way concerning the other
things that are similarly said of God. Further-
more, whatever good the supreme nature may
be, it is that good supremely. It is, therefore, the
supreme essence, supreme life, supreme reason,
supreme justice, etc., which is nothing other than
supremely being, supremely living, supremely
rational, supremely just, etc.

39



MONOLOGION: ON THE ESSENCE OF THE DIVINITY

But perhaps when it is called just, or great, or
something similar, it is not shown what it is, but
rather of what quality or of what quantity it is.
For each of these seems to be said through quality
or quantity. For everything that is just, is just
through justice; and other things of this kind sim-
ilarly. Therefore, the supreme nature itself is not
just, except through justice. It seems, therefore,
that the supremely good substance is called just
by participation in a quality, namely justice: but
if thisis so, itis just through another, not through
itself. But this is contrary to the perfect truth;
becauseitis good, or great, or subsistent—which
it is completely—through itself, not through an-
other. If, therefore, it is not just except through
justice, and it cannot be just except through itself,
what is more evident, what more necessary, than
that this same nature is justice itself? And when
it is said to be just through justice, this is the
same as through itself; and when it is said to be
just through itself, nothing other is understood
than through justice. Therefore, ifitis asked what
this supreme nature under discussion is, what is
more truly answered than "justice"? It must be
seen, therefore, how it is to be understood when
that nature, which is justice itself, is called just.
For since a man cannot be justice, but can have
justice, a just man is not understood as being
justice, but as having justice. Since, therefore, it
is not properly said of the supreme nature that
it has justice, but that it is justice, when it is
called just, it is properly understood as being
justice, not as having justice. Therefore, if, when
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it is called "being justice," it is not said of what
quality it is but what it is, it follows that when
it is called just, it is not said of what quality it
is, but what it is. Furthermore, since concerning
that supreme essence it is the same to say that
it is just and that it is "being justice," and since
whenitis said "itis being justice," this is nothing
other than "it is justice," it makes no difference
in it whether one says "itis justice" or "it is just."
Therefore, when it is asked of it "what is it?", it
is answered no less fittingly "just" than "justice";
and whatis seen to be established in the example
of justice, the intellect is constrained by reason
to perceive concerning all things that are simi-
larly said of the supreme nature itself. Therefore,
whatever of these things may be said of it, it is
not shown of what quality or of what quantity,
but rather what itis. Butitis plain that whatever
good the supreme nature may be, it is that good
supremely. It is, therefore, the supreme essence,
supreme life, supreme reason, supreme salva-
tion, supreme justice, supreme wisdom, supreme
truth, supreme goodness, supreme greatness,
supreme beauty, supreme immortality, supreme
incorruptibility, supreme immutability, supreme
blessedness, supreme eternity, supreme power,
supreme unity; which is nothing other than
supremely being, supremely living, and the oth-
ers similarly.

CHAPTER XVII [or, XVI]. That it is so simple
that all things which can be said of its essence are
one and the same thinginit; and thatnothing can
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be said of it substantially, exceptin terms of what
itis.

CHAPTER SYNOPSIS.---Every  composite
thing needs those things from which it is com-
posed, it owes its being to them, and through
them it is whatever it is; but what they are, they
are not through it: and therefore it is not the
highest. But it is impious to say these things of
the supreme nature. Therefore, it is not compos-
ite. And since it is so many goods—life, reason,
goodness, justice, etc.—which are said of God,
it is necessary that all these goods be not many,
but one. Therefore, any one of them is the same
as all of them, whether together or individually.
And since the supreme nature, in one respect, is
whatever it is, because it is essentially this whole
which it itself is: nothing is said of it in terms of
quality or quantity, but in terms of what it is.

What then, if that supreme nature is so many
goods, will it be composed of so many goods; or
rather, are they not many goods, but one good
signified by so many names? For every composite
thing, in order to subsist, needs those things from
which it is composed; and to them it owes what
it is, because whatever it is, it is through them,;
and what they are, they are not through it: and
for that reason it is not utterly supreme. If, there-
fore, that nature is composed of many goods, it is
necessary that all these things which areinherent
in every composite thing should befall it: which
impiety the whole necessity of truth, which was
evident above, destroys and overwhelms with
clear reason of its falsity. Since, therefore, that
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nature is in no way composite and yet is in every
way all those goods, it is necessary that all those
things be not many, but one. Therefore, any one
of them is the same as all of them, whether
together or individually; so that when justice or
essence is spoken of, it signifies the same thing
as the others, or all together, or each one singly.
Just as, therefore, whatever is said essentially of
the supreme substance is one thing, so it itself,
in one way and in one respect, is whatever it is
essentially. For when a certain man is called a
body, and rational, and a man, these three are not
said in one way or in one respect. For it is a body
according to one thing, and rational according to
another, and each of these is not the whole of
what man is. But that supreme essence is in no
way something such thatitis not that same thing
in another way, or in another respect; because
whatever it is in any way essentially, this is the
whole of what it is. Therefore, nothing that is
truly said of its essence is understood in terms of
quality or quantity, but in terms of what it is. For
whatever is either a quality or a quantity is also
something else in terms of what itis, whence it is
not simple, but composite.

CHAPTER XVIII

[or, XVII]. That it is without beginning and without end.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.—If the highest
substance has a beginning, it has it either from
itself, or from another, or from nothing. It does
not have it from another, or from nothing, since
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it has been proven that it is not from another
or from nothing. Nor does it have a beginning
from itself or through itself: for it is from itself
or through itself in such a way that the essence
which is through itself and from itself is not one
thing, and that through which and from which
it is, another; otherwise, it would no longer be
through itself, but through another. Therefore,
the highest nature did not begin through itself or
from itself. But neither will it have an end. For
if it were to have an end: 1. It is not supremely
life, or immortal and incorruptible; 2. it will fail
either willingly or unwillingly: not willingly, be-
cause it is not a simple good by whose will the
highest good perishes; but if unwillingly, it is not
supremely powerful; 3. it would not be eternal; 4.
truth cannot be conceived to have a beginning or
an end. For it was never not true that something
was going to be; and it will never not be true that
something has passed away.

From when, therefore, has this so simple cre-
ative nature and force of all things existed, or
until when will it exist? Or rather, is it neither
from when nor until when, but is without begin-
ning and without end? For if it has a beginning, it
has it either from itself or through itself; or from
another or through another; or from nothing or
through nothing. But it is established by the
truth already perceived that in no way is it from
another, or from nothing, or through another,
or through nothing. Therefore, in no way did it
receive its beginning through another, or from
another, or through nothing, or from nothing.
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But it cannot have a beginning from itself
or through itself, although it is from itself and
through itself. For it is from itself and through
itself in such a way that the essence which is
through itself and from itself is in no way one
thing, and that through which and from which
it is, another. But whatever begins to be from
something or through something is not entirely
the same as that from which or through which
it begins to be. Therefore, the highest nature did
not begin through itself or from itself.

Since, therefore, it has a beginning neither
through itself, nor from itself, nor through an-
other, nor from another, nor through nothing,
nor from nothing, it has a beginning in no way.
But neither will it have an end. For if it were
to have an end, it is not supremely immortal
and supremely incorruptible; butitis established
that it is supremely immortal and incorruptible:
therefore, it will not have an end. Furthermore: If
it is to have an end, it will fail either willingly or
unwillingly. But certainly, it is not a simple good
by whose will the highest good perishes: butitis
itself the true and simple good; wherefore it will
not fail of its own accord, it which is certain to be
the highest good. But if it is to perish unwillingly,
it is not supremely powerful, nor omnipotent;
but the necessity of reason has asserted it to be
supremely powerful and omnipotent. Therefore,
it will not fail unwillingly.

Wherefore, if the highest nature will have an
end neither willingly nor unwillingly [some mss.
omit|, it will have an end in no way. Furthermore:
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If that highest nature has an end, or a beginning,
it is not true eternity: which has been found
above to be irrefutably the case. Then let him
who can, conceive when this truth began, or
when it was not true—namely, that something
was going to be; or when it will cease, and this
will not be true—namely, that something will
have passed away. But if neither of these can
be conceived, and both these truths cannot exist
without truth, it is impossible even to think that
truth has a beginning or an end. Finally, if truth
had a beginning, or will have an end, then before
it began, it was true that there was no truth; and
afterithas ended, it will be true that it will not be.
But the true cannot be without truth: therefore,
there was truth before there was truth; and there
will be truth after truth has ended; which is most
absurd. Therefore, whether truth is said to have,
or is understood not to have, a beginning or an
end, truth can be enclosed by no beginning or
end: wherefore the same follows for the highest
nature, because it is the highest truth.

But behold, nothingness rises up again, and
asserts that whatever reason has thus far dis-
cussed, with truth and necessity concordantly
attesting, is nothing. For if those things which
have been set forth above are fortified by the de-
fense of necessary truth, then not anything was
before the supreme essence, nor will anything
be after it: wherefore nothing was before it, and
nothing will be after it. For it is necessary that
either something or nothing preceded or will fol-
low. But he who says that nothing was before it,
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and nothing will be after it, seems to pronounce
this: that there was a time before it, when noth-
ing was; and there will be a time after it, when
nothing will be. Therefore, when nothing was, it
was not; and when nothing will be, it will not
be. How then did it not begin from nothing, or
how will it not come to nothing: if it was not yet,
when nothing already was; and the same will no
longer be, when nothing will still be? What then
has so great a mass of arguments accomplished,
if nothingness so easily demolishes their efforts?
For if it is established that the supreme being
succeeds a preceding nothingness and yields to a
subsequent one, whatever truth has been estab-
lished above is necessarily undone by the empty
nothingness. Or rather, must we not fight back
against nothingness, lest so many structures of
necessary reason be conquered by nothingness;
and the supreme good, which was sought and
found by the lamp of truth, be lost for nothing?
Therefore, let it rather be asserted, if it can be
done, that 'nothing' was not before the supreme
essence, nor will be after it; than that, when
a place is given to nothingness before or after
it, that being—which by itself brought it about
that what was nothing should come to be—
be reduced to nothing by nothingness. For the
single pronouncement, 'that nothing was before
the supreme essence,' carries a double meaning.
For one of its senses is that, before the supreme
essence was, there was a time when nothing was.
But its other meaning is that before the supreme
essence there was not anything, just as if I were
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to say, 'nothing taught me to fly": I might explain
this in one way, that 'nothing’ itself, which signi-
fies 'not something,' taught me to fly; and this
would be false: or that not anything taught me to
fly, which is true. Therefore, the first sense is the
one which the aforementioned difficulty follows,
and it is rejected as false by every kind of reason.
But the other is the one which coheres with the
preceding arguments in perfect harmony and is
compelled to be true by their whole context.
Wherefore, when it is said that 'nothing was
before it,' it must be taken according to the latter
meaning; nor should it be explained in such a
way that it is understood that there was a time
when it was not, and nothing was; but so that
it is understood that before it there was not any-
thing. The same reasoning of a double meaning
applies if it is said that nothing will be after it. If,
therefore, this interpretation that has been made
concerning 'nothing' is diligently discerned, it
is most truly concluded that neither something
nor nothing preceded or will follow the supreme
essence, and that 'nothing' was before or will be
after it, and yet the solidity of what has already
been established is in no way shaken by the
emptiness of nothingness.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.---The creative
essence is everywhere and always, 1. because it
never began or will cease to be; 2. because the
supreme nature is either everywhere and always,
or only somewhere and sometimes, or nowhere
and never. But it is contradictory, 1. that what
most truly and supremely is, should be nowhere
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and never; 2. that any good or anything at all
should exist without the creative essence itself,
without which nothing is anywhere or ever. Fi-
nally, because itis not determinately somewhere
and sometimes—for where it is not, there is no
essence— nor determinately through itself in
one place and time, but in others through its
power, for its power is its very essence. Therefore,
itis everywhere and always.

Although it has been concluded above that
this creative nature is everywhere, and in all
things, and through all things, and from the fact
thatitneither began nor will cease to be it follows
that it always was, and is, and will be, yet I
sense a certain murmur of contradiction, which
compels me to investigate more diligently where
and when it is. Therefore, the supreme essence
is either everywhere and always, or only some-
where and sometimes, or nowhere and never:
that is to say, either in every place and time,
or determinately in some, or in none. But what
seems more contradictory than that what most
truly and supremely is, should be nowhere and
never? It is false, therefore, that it is nowhere or
never. Furthermore, since no good, nor anything
at all, exists without it, if it itself is nowhere or
never, then nowhere or never is there any good,
and nowhere or never is there anything at all.
How false this is, there is no need to say; there-
fore, it is also false that it is nowhere or never.
Therefore, it is either determinately somewhere
and sometimes, or everywhere and always. But
if it is determinately in some place or time, then
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only there and then, where and when it is, can
anything exist. But where and when it is not,
there and then there is absolutely no essence,
because without it there is nothing; from which
itwould follow that there is some place and some
time where and when there is absolutely nothing.
Since this is false—for place itself and time it-
self are something—the supreme nature cannot
be determinately somewhere or sometimes. But
if it is said that it is determinately through
itself somewhere and sometimes, but through its
power is wherever or whenever anything is, this
is not true: for since it is manifest that its power
is nothing other than itself, its power is in no way
without itself. Since, therefore, it is not determi-
nately somewhere or sometimes, it is necessary
thatit be everywhere and always, thatis, in every
place and time.

But if this is so, either it is whole in every
place or time, or only some part of it is, such that
another part is outside every place and time. If,
however, it is partly in and partly not in every
place or time, it has parts: which is false. There-
fore, it is not partly everywhere and always. But
how is it whole everywhere and always? For it
must be understood either in this way, that it is
whole at once in all places or times, and by parts
in individual ones; or in this way, that it is also
whole in individual ones. But if it is in individual
places or times by parts, it does not escape the
composition and division of parts: which was
found to be very foreign to the supreme nature.
Therefore, it is not whole in all places and times
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in such a way thatitisinindividual ones by parts.
The other alternative remains to be discussed,
namely, how the supreme nature is whole in all,
and in individual, places and times. This, to be
sure, cannot be, except either at the same time,
or at different times. But since the reasoning con-
cerning place and the reasoning concerning time
—which, having thus far progressed together,
could be traced in the same footsteps by a single
inquiry—here seem to diverge from each other
and to flee, as it were, through different winding
paths of argument, let them be investigated in
their own separate discussions. First, therefore,
let us see if the supreme nature can be whole in
individual places, either at the same time or at
different times. Then, let the same be inquired
into with respect to times. If, therefore, it is
whole at the same time in individual places, then
for each individual place there is an individual
whole. For just as place is distinguished from
place so that there are individual places, so that
which is whole in one place is distinguished from
that which at the same time is whole in another
place, so that there are individual wholes. For
that which is whole in some place, nothing of it
is what is not in that place. But of that of which
nothing is what is not in some place, nothing of
it is what is at the same time outside that same
place. Therefore, that which is whole in some
place, nothing of it is what is at the same time
outside that place. But of that of which nothing
is outside any given place, nothing of it is at
the same time in another place. Wherefore, that
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which is whole in any given place, nothing of it is
atthe same time in another place. Therefore, that
which is whole in some place, howisitalso whole
at the same time in another place, if nothing of
it can be in another place? Since, therefore, one
whole cannot be whole at the same time in dif-
ferent places, it follows that for each individual
place, there is an individual whole, if something
is whole in individual places at the same time.
Therefore, if the supreme nature is whole at one
time in all individual places, then there are as
many individual supreme natures as there can be
individual places, which is irrational to suppose.
Therefore, it is not whole at one time in individ-
ual places. But if it is whole in individual places
at different times, then when it is in one place,
no good and no essence exists in the meantime
in other places, because without it absolutely
nothing exists. That this is absurd is proven even
by the places themselves, which are not nothing,
but something. Therefore, the supreme nature is
not whole in individual places at different times.
But if it is whole in individual places neither at
the same time nor at different times, it is clear
that it is in no way whole in all individual places.
Now, therefore, it must be investigated whether
this same supreme nature is whole in individual
times, either at once, or distinctly through indi-
vidual times. Buthow is something whole at once
in individual times, if the times themselves are
not at once? If, however, it is whole separately
and distinctly in individual times, just as some
man is whole yesterday, and today, and tomor-
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row, it is properly said that he was, and is, and
will be. Therefore its age, which is nothing other
than its eternity, is not whole at once, but is ex-
tended in parts through the parts of time. But its
eternity is nothing other than itself. The supreme
essence, therefore, will be divided into parts, ac-
cording to the distinctions of time. For if its age
is drawn out through the courses of time, it has,
with the times themselves, a present, a past, and
a future. But what else is its age, or the duration
of its existence, than its eternity? Therefore, since
its eternity is nothing other than its essence, as
the argument set forth above indubitably proves:
if its eternity has a past, present, and future, con-
sequently its essence also has a past, present, and
future. But what is past is not present or future;
and what is present is not past nor future; and
what is future is not past or present. How then
will that stand which was made clear above with
reasonable and perspicuous necessity, namely,
that the supreme nature is in no way composite,
but supremely simple and supremely unchange-
able, if it is one thing and another at different
times, and has parts distributed through time; or
rather, if those things are true—indeed, because
they are clearly true—how are these things pos-
sible? In no way, therefore, does the creating
essence, or its age, or its eternity, admit of a past
or a future. For how does it not have a present,
if it truly is? But "was" signifies the past, and
"will be" the future. Therefore, it never was, nor
will be; wherefore it is not distinctly, just as it is
not at once, whole in different individual times.
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If, therefore, as has been discussed, it is neither
whole in all places or times in such a way that it
is at once whole in all and by parts in individual
ones, nor in such a way thatitis whole in individ-
ual ones, it is manifest that it is in no way whole
in every place or time. And since it has likewise
been seen that it is not in every place or time in
such a way that a part is in every one, and a part
is outside every place or time, it is impossible for
it to be everywhere and always. For in no way can
it be understood to be everywhere and always,
except either as a whole or as a part. But if it is
in no way everywhere and always, it will either
be determinately in some place or time, or in
none; but thatit cannotbe determinately in some
has already been discussed. Therefore, it is in no
place or time, thatis, it is nowhere and never. For
it cannot be, except either in all or in some. But
on the other hand, since it stands unassailably
established not only that it exists through itself,
and without beginning, and without end, but
also that withoutit nothing exists anywhere or at
any time, itis necessary thatitbe everywhere and
always.

These things, so contrary in their statement
and so necessary in their proof, are reconciled
with each other: for it is true that one whole can-
notbe simultaneously in different places or times
only for those things that are in a place and time
in such a way that they do not exceed the space of
the place or the duration of the time. For a place
belongs only to that thing whose quantity the
place circumscribes and contains; and a certain
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time belongs only to that thing whose duration
it terminates by measuring. But the supreme
nature is enclosed by no boundaries; rather, its
power, which is its very essence, encloses all
things under itself. Therefore, no confinement of
place or time includes it, and since it admits
no magnitude or parvitude of local or temporal
extension, nor any part, it is circumscribed by
no place or time. And yet, necessity demands
that the whole supreme essence be absent from
no place or time; and no law of place or time
prohibits it from being present whole and simul-
taneously to every place and time. Therefore, it
is present whole and simultaneously to all and
to each place and time. For this reason, it is
said to be *in* a place or time, not because it
is contained, but because it is present. It would
be more fitting, however, to say that it is *with*
a place and time, rather than *in* a place and
time; because to be *in* a place or time is prop-
erly understood as being contained. Therefore,
the supreme nature is in every place and time,
because it is absent from none; and it is in no
place or time, because it is enclosed by none, nor
is it subject to the laws of place or time.

How then will these things, so necessary in
their statement and so necessary in their proof,
be reconciled? Perhaps the supreme natureisin a
place or timein a certain way, one which does not
prevent it from being thus simultaneously whole
in individual places or times, such that there are
not many wholes, but one single whole; nor is its
age, which is nothing but true eternity, distrib-
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uted into past, present, and future. For only those
things seem to be constrained by this law of place
and time which are in a place or time in such a
way that they do not exceed the space of the place
or the duration of the time. Therefore, just as con-
cerning things of this kind, it is asserted with all
truth that one and the same whole cannot be si-
multaneously whole in different places or times,
so concerning things that are not of this kind,
this same thing is concluded by no necessity. For
it seems rightly said that a place belongs only to
that thing whose quantity the place contains by
circumscribing it, and circumscribes by contain-
ing it; and that a time belongs only to that thing
whose duration time in some way terminates by
measuring it, and measures by terminating it.
Therefore, for that whose amplitude or duration
no boundary is set either by place or by time, it
is truly proposed that no place or time belongs to
it at all. For since place does not act as place for
it, nor time as time, it is not unreasonably said
that no place is its place, and no time is its time.
But that which is seen to have no place or time
is certainly proven to be in no way subject to the
law of place or time. Therefore, no law of place
or time in any way constrains any nature which
no place or time encloses with any containment.
For what rational consideration would not con-
clude with every reason that no confinement of
place or time encloses the creative and supreme
substance of all things—which must necessarily
be foreign to and free from the nature and law
of all things which it itself made from nothing
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—since rather its power, which is nothing other
than its essence, encloses by containing under
itself all things made by it? Also, how is it not of
impudent imprudence to say that place circum-
scribes the quantity of the supreme truth, or
that time measures its duration, when it admits
absolutely no magnitude or parvitude of local or
temporal extension? Since, therefore, this is the
condition of place or time, that only whatever is
enclosed by their boundaries does not escape the
principle of parts (either such as its place admits
according to quantity, or such as its time under-
goes according to duration), and cannot in any
way be contained whole simultaneously by dif-
ferent places or times; whereas whatever is in no
way coerced by the containment of place or time
is not compelled by any law of places or times to
a multiplicity of parts, nor is it prohibited from
being present whole simultaneously in multiple
places or times; since, I say, this is the condition
of place or time, without a doubt the supreme
substance, which is girded by no containment of
place or time, is constrained by no law of theirs.
Wherefore, since inevitable necessity requires
the whole supreme essence to be absent from no
place or time, and no principle of place or time
prohibits it from being present whole simultane-
ously to every place or time, it is necessary for
it to be present whole simultaneously to all and
to each place and time. For it is not prohibited
from being simultaneously and similarly present
to that or that other place or time just because
it is present to this place or time; nor, because it
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was, or is, or will be, has therefore something of
its eternity vanished from the present time with
the past, which is no more; or is passing away
with the present, which scarcely is; or is to come
with the future, which is not yet. For in no way
is that which in no way encloses its being within
place or time compelled or prohibited by the law
of places or times to be or not to be somewhere
or sometime. For if the supreme essence itself
is said to be in a place or time, although the
expression is one for it and for local or temporal
natures, on account of the custom of speech, yet
the understanding is different, on account of the
dissimilarity of the things. For in the latter, the
same expression signifies two things: thatis, that
they are present to the places and times in which
they are said to be, and that they are contained by
them. Butin the supreme essence, only one thing
is understood: that is, that it is present, not also
that it is contained. Hence, if the usage of speech
allowed it, it would seem more fitting to say it is
*with* a place or time than *in* a place or time.
For that something is contained is more truly
signified when it is said to be *in* another than
when it is said to be *with* another. Therefore, it
is properly said to be in no place or time, because
itis contained by nothing else at all; and yet in its
own way it can be said to be in every place and
time, since whatever else exists is sustained by its
presence, lestit fall into nothingness: itisin every
place and time, because it is absent from none;
and it is in none, because it has no place or time,
nor does it admit within itself the distinctions
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of places or times, nor 'here' or 'there' or 'some-
where', nor 'then' or 'now' or 'sometime'; nor,
according to the fleeting present time which we
use, 'is' it, or according to the past or future, 'was'
itor 'will be', since these are properties of circum-
scribed and mutable things, which it is not. And
yet these things can in a certain way be said
of it, since it is present to all circumscribed and
mutable things as if it were itself circumscribed
by the same places and changed by the same
times. Thus it is clear, as much as is sufficient to
resolve the contradiction that was sounding, how
the supreme essence of all things is everywhere
and always, and nowhere and never—that is, is
in every and in no place or time—according to the
concordant truth of different understandings.

Since local words (where, there, etc.) are often
irreprehensibly attributed to things that are nei-
ther places nor contained by local circumscrip-
tion, as when it is said that the intellect is in the
soul *there*, *where* rationality is: the supreme
nature is more aptly said to be everywhere, that
is, in all things that are, than to be in all places.
For it is in all things not as something that is
contained, but as that which, by penetrating all
things, contains them.

But since it is established that this same
supreme nature is not more in all places than it
is in all things that are—not as something that
is contained, but as that which, by penetrating
all things, contains them—why should it not be
said to be everywhere in this sense: that it be
understood to be in all things that are, rather
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than only in all places, since both the truth of the
matter presents this understanding, and the very
property of the local word by no means prohibits
it? For we are accustomed to often irreprehensi-
bly attribute local words to things which are
neither places nor are contained by local circum-
scription, as when I say that the intellect is in the
soul *there*, *where™* rationality is. For although
"there" and "where" are local adverbs, never-
theless, neither does the soul contain anything
by local circumscription, nor is the intellect or
rationality so contained. Therefore, the supreme
nature, according to the truth of the matter, is
more aptly said to be everywhere according to
this meaning—that it be understood to be in all
things that are—than if it were understood to be
only in all places. And since, as the reasons set
forth above teach, it cannot be otherwise, it is
necessary thatit bein all things that arein such a
way that the one and same whole is perfectly and
simultaneously in each single thing.

The supreme nature has no beginning or end,
nor present, past, or future, which are temporal
differences; since its eternity, which is nothing
other than itself, is immutable and without parts.
Therefore, since the word "always" more prop-
erly signifies eternity, and "time" implies varia-
tion, it is more fittingly said that the supreme
nature "is always" than that it "is in all time."
And since eternity is an interminable life existing
simultaneously and perfectly whole, it befits this
supreme nature alone, which lacks beginning,
end, and every limit.

60



MONOLOGION: ON THE ESSENCE OF THE DIVINITY

It is also established that this same supreme
substance is without beginning and without end,
nor does it have a past, or a future, or a temporal
—that is, a fleeting—present, which we experi-
ence, since its age or eternity, which is nothing
other than itself, is immutable and without parts.
Therefore, is it not the case that "always," which
seems to designate all of time, is much more
truly understood (if it is said of that substance)
to signify eternity, which is never dissimilar to
itself, than the variation of times, which is always
in some respect dissimilar to itself? Wherefore, if
itis said to "be always"—since for it, to be and to
live are the same—nothing is better understood
than that it is or lives eternally, that is, that
it possesses an interminable life simultaneously
and perfectly whole. For its eternity seems to be
an interminable life existing simultaneously and
perfectly whole. For since it is already sufficiently
clear from the above that this same substance
is nothing other than its own life and its own
eternity, and is in no way terminable, nor exists
except simultaneously and perfectly whole, what
else is true eternity, which befits it alone, than
an interminable life existing simultaneously and
perfectly whole? For by this alone it is clearly
perceived that true eternity inheres only in that
substance which alone is found to be not made,
but the maker; since true eternity is understood
to lack the boundary of a beginning and an end:
which is proven to befit none of the created
things, by the very fact that they were made from
nothing.
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CHAPTER XXV.

That It is Mutable by No Accidents.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Some acci-
dents effect change; others, like relations, induce
no change. But the supreme nature, because it
is simple, is not subject to accidents that cause
change. Therefore, it is not susceptible to any
accident: for those things are improperly called
accidents which do not change the thing. There-
fore, the supreme essence is in no way whatso-
ever mutable, since it is always substantially
the same, and is never in any way accidentally
diverse.

But this essence, which has been shown to
be in every way substantially the same as itself,
is it not at some time diverse from itself, even
accidentally? Truly, how is it supremely incom-
mutable, if through accidents it can, I will not
say be, but even be understood as variable? And
on the other hand, how is it not a partaker of
accident; when this very fact, that it is greater
than all other natures, and that it is dissimilar
to them, seems to be an accident to it? But what
contradiction is there between the susceptibility
to certain things that are called accidents, and
natural incommutability; if from their assump-
tion no variability follows for the substance? For
of all things that are called accidents, some are
understood to be able to be present and absent
only with some variation of the participant, such
as all colors, while others are known to effect
absolutely no mutation in that of which they are
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said, either by their coming or their going, such
as certain relations. For it is certain that to a man
who will be born a year from now, I am neither
greater, nor less, nor equal, nor similar. But all
these relations, I will be able to have and to lose
with respect to him, certainly when he has been
born, without any mutation of myself, according
as he will grow, or will be changed through
diverse qualities. Thus it is clear that of those
things which are called accidents, some to some
extent bring about commutability, while others
in no way take away incommutability. Therefore,
just as the supreme nature in its simplicity never
gives place to accidents that effect mutation, so
it does not refuse to be sometimes spoken of ac-
cording to those things which in no way oppose
its supreme incommutability; and yet nothing
happens to its essence from which it could be
understood as variable. From this it can also be
concluded thatitis susceptible of no accident: for
just as those accidents which cause some muta-
tion by their coming or going are considered, by
their very effect, to truly "happen" to the thing
they change; so those which lack a similar effect
are found to be improperly called accidents.
Therefore, just as it is always in every way sub-
stantially the same as itself, so it is never in any
way diverse from itself, even accidentally. But
however the reasoning concerning the proper
meaning of the name "accidents" may stand, this
is without doubt true: that nothing can be said of
the supremely incommutable nature from which
it could be understood as mutable.
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But if what has been perceived concerning
the simplicity of this nature is established, how
is it a substance? For since every substance is
susceptible to the admixture of differences or to
the change of accidents, while the immutable
purity of this nature is inaccessible to every kind
of admixture or change, how then will it be
maintained that it is any substance at all, unless
"substance" is said for "essence," and thus it is
beyond, just as it is above, all substance? For
just as much as that being, which through itself
is whatever it is and from nothing makes every
other being to be, is different from that being,
which through another is made from nothing to
be whatever it is; so much altogether does the
highest substance differ from those things which
are not the same as it is. And since it alone of
all natures has from itself, without the help of
another nature, the being to be whatever it is,
how is it not singularly, without the company of
its creature, whatever it is? Hence, if at any time
it has a commonality of some name with other
things, a very different meaning must, without a
doubt, be understood.

CHAPTER XXVII

[or XXVI]. That it is not contained in the common treatment
of substances; and yet it is a substance, and an individual
spirit.

CHAPTER SUMMARY.---Every substance is
either universal, that is, common to many, or it
is individual, which has a common essence with
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others. But the supreme nature neither divides
itself into several substances, nor does it join
itself with any other in a communion of essence.
Therefore, it is not included in the common treat-
ment of substances. Because, however, it exists
supremely, it can therefore most properly be
called a substance: and because it is more worthy,
it is therefore not a body, but a spirit; and indeed
an individual one, because it neither consists of
parts, nor is it mutable through differences or
accidents, nor, consequently, is it divisible by any
means.

It is clear, therefore, that that substance is
not included in any common treatment of sub-
stances, from whose essential communion every
other nature is excluded. Indeed, since every sub-
stance is treated as being either universal, which
is essentially common to several substances
(as "to be human" is common to individual
humans), or as being individual, which has a
universal essence in common with others (just
as individual humans have it in common with
other individuals that they are human), how can
anyone understand the supreme nature to be
contained in the treatment of other substances,
when it neither divides itself into several sub-
stances, nor joins itself with any other through an
essential communion?

Nevertheless, since it not only most certainly
exists, but also exists as the highest of all things,
and since the essence of any thing is usually
called its substance, surely, if anything can be
worthily so called, it is not forbidden to be called
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a substance. And since no essence is known to
be more worthy than spirit or body, and of these,
spirit is more worthy than body, it must certainly
be asserted to be a spirit, not a body. But since
there are no parts of this same spirit, nor can
there be several spirits of this kind, it is neces-
sary that it be an altogether individual spirit.
For since, as was established above, it is neither
composed of parts, nor can it be understood to be
mutable through any differences or accidents, it
is impossible for it to be divisible by any kind of
section.

It seems to follow, therefore, from the preced-
ing arguments that this spirit, which exists in its
own wonderfully unique and uniquely wonder-
ful way, in a certain sense alone is; while all
other things whatsoever that seem to exist, when
compared toit, are not. For if one considers it dili-
gently, that spirit alone will be seen to be simply,
perfectly, and absolutely; while all other things
will be seen almost not to be, and scarcely to be.
For indeed the same spirit, on account of its un-
changeable eternity, can in no way, according to
any motion, be said to have been or to be going to
be, but simply, is; nor is it changeably something
that at some time either was not or will not be;
nor is it not something that at some time was or
will be; but whatever it is, itis at once, simultane-
ously, and unendingly. Since, I say, its being is of
this kind, itis rightly said to be simply, absolutely,
and perfectly. But since all other things, in some
respect, changeably either were at some time, or
will be what they are not, or are what they at
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some time were not or will not be; and since this,
that they were, now is not, while that, namely
that they will be, is not yet, and this, that they are
in the fleeting, very brief, and scarcely existing
present, scarcely is. Since, therefore, they exist
so changeably, it is not without reason that they
are denied to be simply, perfectly, and absolutely,
and are asserted to be almost not, and scarcely
to be. Furthermore, since all things whatsoever
that are other than that spirit itself have come
from non-being to being, not through themselves
but through another, and since they return from
being to non-being, as far as in them lies, unless
they are sustained by another, how can it befit
them to be simply, or perfectly, or absolutely, and
not rather to be almost and scarcely not-being?
And since the being of that same ineffable Spirit
alone can in no way be understood either to have
begun from non-being, or to be able to suffer any
defect from that which is into non-being; and
since whatever it is, it is not through another
but through itself, that is, through that which it
itself is, is not its being deservedly understood
to be alone simple, perfect, and absolute? But
that which is thus simply and in every way
alone perfect, simple, and absolute, can with too
much right, in a way, be said alone to be: and
conversely, whatever, by the foregoing reasoning,
is known to be neither simply, nor perfectly, nor
absolutely, but scarcely to be, or almost not to
be, that indeed is in some way rightly said not
to be. According to this reasoning, therefore, that
creator Spirit alone is, and all created things are
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not; yet they are not entirely nothing, because
through him who alone absolutely is, they have
been made something from nothing.

The supreme Spirit made nothing except
through Himself; but whatever He made, He
made through His utterance. Therefore, His
utterance or word is nothing other than the
supreme Spirit Himself. Furthermore, that utter-
ance through which whatever has been created
was made, is not a creature, but is prior to every
creature. Therefore, it is itself the creating Spirit.
Again: This utterance is the intelligence of the
supreme Spirit; but the supreme nature, since it
is simple, is its own intelligence. Therefore, the
supreme nature is its own utterance; and this is
consubstantial with it, because it is itself an indi-
visible Spirit.

Now indeed, having surveyed those things
which have occurred to me at present concerning
the properties of this supreme nature while fol-
lowing reason as my guide, I think it opportune
to consider, if I am able, something about His
utterance, through which all things were made.
For since all the things that could be observed
about it above possess the inflexible force of
reason, this especially compels me to discuss it
more diligently, because it is proved to be the
very same thing that the supreme spirit is. For
if He made nothing except through Himself, and
whatever was made by Him was made through
that utterance, how is that utterance anything
other than what He Himself is? Furthermore,
the things already discovered inexplicably assert
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that absolutely nothing could ever or can subsist
besides the creating spirit and its creature. But it
is impossible for this utterance of the same spirit
to be included among created things: for what-
ever created thing subsists was made through it;
but it could not have been made by itself. For
indeed, nothing can be made by itself, because
whatever is made is posterior to that by which
it is made; and nothing is posterior to itself.
It remains, therefore, that this utterance of the
supreme spirit, since it cannot be a creature, is
nothing other than the supreme spirit. Finally,
this utteranceitself can be understood as nothing
other than the intelligence of the same spirit, by
which it understands all things. For what else is
it for Him to speak of some thing, in this manner
of speaking, than to understand it? For He is not
like a man, who does not always say what he
understands. If, therefore, the supremely simple
nature is nothing other than its own intelligence,
just as it is the same as its own wisdom, it is nec-
essary that it likewise be nothing other than its
own utterance. But since it is now manifest that
the supreme spirit is only one, and in every way
indivisible, it is necessary that this His utterance
be consubstantial with Him in such a way that
they are not two, but one spirit.

Why then should I doubt what I had left in
doubt above, namely, whether this locution con-
sists of multiple words or of one word? For if it is
so consubstantial with the supreme nature that
they are not two, but one spirit, then surely, just
as that nature is supremely simple, so also is this
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locution. Therefore, it does not consist of multi-
ple words; but it is one Word, through which all
things were made.

The Word by which all things are spoken and
through which they are made is consubstantial
with the highest incommutability, because it is
consubstantial with the highest nature which is
its own incommutability itself. Therefore, that
Word is not a true likeness of mutable things,
which nevertheless were made according to its
example. But since its essence supremely is, and
alone truly is, it is the truth of existing, while
other things are but an imitation of it. Hence a
creature is the more, and the more excellent, the
more similar it is to that Word which supremely
is, and is supremely great. From this, living na-
tures are more excellent than non-living, sentient
than non-sentient, rational than non-rational.
From this it is also clear that the former are
more than the latter: for that nature is more
which is more similar to the highest essence.
Now, that which participates in more things is
more similar, or is similar in more respects, to the
highest essence; and that participates in more
things from which more things can be taken
away, at least in thought. Furthermore, since
every essence is by that very fact more and more
excellent, the more similar it is to that essence
which supremely is and is supremely excellent, it
is manifest that the Word is not a likeness of the
creature, but true essence; and in created things
there is not an absolute essence, but an imita-
tion of the true essence: and thus created things
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themselves are more or less true, the more or less
they approach it.

But behold, a question seems to me to arise
that is neither easy nor by any means to be left
in ambiguity. For all words of this kind, by which
we speak any things whatsoever in the mind, that
is, we think them, are likenesses and images of
the things of which they are the words; and every
likeness, or image, is more or less true, the more
or less it imitates the thing of which it is the like-
ness. What, therefore, is to be held concerning
the Word, by which all things are spoken and
through which all things were made? Will it, or
will it not be, a likeness of those things which
were made through it? For if it is a true likeness
of mutable things, it is not consubstantial with
the highest incommutability: which is false. But
if it is not an entirely true, but some sort of like-
ness of mutable things, it is not the wholly true
Word of the highest truth: which is absurd. Yet
if it has no likeness to mutable things, how were
they made according to its example? But perhaps
none of this ambiguity will remain, if, just as in
a living man the truth of man is said to be, but
in a painted one the likeness or image of that
truth, so the truth of existing is understood in
the Word, whose essence so supremely is that in
a certain way it alone is, whereas in those things
which in comparison toitin a certain way are not,
and yet through it and according to it have been
made something, some imitation of that highest
essenceis perceived. Thus indeed the Word of the
highest truth, which is itself the highest truth,
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will experience no increase or decrease according
as it is more or less similar to creatures; but
rather it will be necessary that everything that
is created is the more, and is the more excellent,
the more similar it is to that which supremely
is, and is supremely great. For from this perhaps
—nay, not perhaps, but for certain—from this
every intellect judges that natures which are in
any way living are more excellent than non-living
ones, sentient ones than non-sentient, rational
ones than irrational. For since the highest nature
in its own singular way not only is, but also
lives, and perceives, and is rational, it is clear
that of all things that exist, that which in some
way lives is more similar to it than that which
in no way lives; and that which in any way or
by bodily sense knows something, is more so
than that which perceives nothing at all; and that
which is rational, is more so than that which is
not capable of reason. That some natures, by a
similar reasoning, are more or less than others,
is perspicuous. For just as that nature is more
excellent which by its natural essence is closer
to the most excellent, so certainly that nature
*is* more, whose essence is more similar to the
highest essence. Which I think can also easily be
noted in this way. For if from any substance that
both lives, is sentient, and is rational, one takes
away in thought that it is rational, then that it
is sentient, and after that that it is vital, and
finally the bare being that remains; who would
notunderstand that that substance which is thus
gradually destroyed is led step by step to less and
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less being, and at last to non-being? But those
things which, taken away one by one, reduce any
essence to less and less being, the same things,
assumed in order, lead it to more and more being.
It is clear, therefore, that a living substance *is*
more than a non-living one, a sentient one more
than a non-sentient, and a rational one more
than a non-rational. There is no doubt, therefore,
thatevery essence by thatvery fact *is* more, and
is more excellent, the more similar it is to that
essence which supremely is and is supremely ex-
cellent. Itis therefore sufficiently manifest thatin
the Word, through which all things were made,
there is not a likeness of them, but a true and
simple essence; whereas in things made there is
not a simple and absolute essence, but scarcely
any imitation of that true essence. Hence it is
necessary not that the same Word be more or less
true according to its likeness to created things,
but that every created nature subsists at a higher
degree of essence and dignity, the more it seems
to approach it.

The highest spiritis the highest wisdom itself:
the highest wisdom eternally and supremely un-
derstands itself, and to speakis the same as to un-
derstand. Therefore, the highest spirit eternally
speaks himself, and consequently has a coeternal
Word. Since the rational mind understands itself
and the highest wisdom itself, the highest spirit,
who is eternal, principally and eternally under-
stands himself. But if he eternally understands
himself, he eternally speaks himself; if he eter-
nally speaks himself, his Word is eternally with
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him. And so, even if no other essence existed, it
would be necessary for his Word to be coeternal
with him.

But since this is so, how can that which is
simple truth be the Word of those things of which
it is not a likeness? since every word by which a
thing is thus spoken in the mind is a likeness of
that same thing; and, if it is not the word of those
things which were made through it, how will it
be established that it is the Word? For indeed,
every word is the word of some thing. Finally, if
a creature never existed, there would be no word
of it. What then? Must we conclude that if there
were in no way a creature, that Word, which is
the highest and self-sufficient essence, would not
exist at all; or perhaps that the highest essence
itself, which is the Word, would indeed be an
eternal essence, but would not be the Word, if
nothing were ever made through it? For of that
which was not, nor is, nor will be, there can be
no word. But according to this reasoning, if there
were never any essence besides the highest spirit,
there would be no word at all in him. If there
were no word in him, he would speak nothing to
himself; if he spoke nothing to himself, since for
him to speak something in this way is the same as
to understand it, he would not understand any-
thing; if he understood nothing, then the highest
wisdom, which is nothing other than that same
spirit, would understand nothing: which is most
absurd. What then? For if it understood nothing,
how would it be the highest wisdom? Or if there
were in no way anything besides it, what would it
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understand? But would it not understand itself?
But how can it even be thought that the highest
wisdom does not at some time understand itself,
when the rational mind can remember not only
itself, but also that highest wisdom, and under-
stand both it and itself? For if the human mind
could have no memory or understanding of it or
ofitself, it would in no way distinguish itself from
irrational creatures, and that wisdom from every
creature, by silently reasoning with itself, as my
mind now does. Therefore, that highest spirit,
just as he is eternal, so he is eternally mindful of
himself, and understands himself in the likeness
of the rational mind; nay, not in the likeness of
any, but he does so principally, and the rational
mind in his likeness. But if he eternally under-
stands himself, he eternally speaks himself. If he
eternally speaks himself, his Word is eternally
with him. Therefore, whether he is conceived of
with no other essence existing, or with others ex-
isting, it is necessary that his Word be coeternal
with him.

CHAPTER XXXIII

[or XXXI]. That He speaks Himself, and what He makes, by
one consubstantial Word.

CHAPTER SUMMARY.---The Word by which
the supreme Spirit speaks Himself is the very
same as the supreme Spirit, as has been demon-
strated above. The Word also, by which He speaks
those things that have been made, is the supreme
Spirit Himself, as has likewise been proven above.
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Therefore, it is one consubstantial Word with
Himself by which the supreme Spirit speaks Him-
self, and by which He speaks those things that
He makes. Furthermore, the Word by which the
supreme wisdom speaks itself can most fittingly
be called its Word, because it holds a perfect like-
ness to it: for a word is an image of a thing formed
from thought; and therefore, the more truly the
mind thinks the thing, the truer is the word.
Again, when the rational mind understands itself
by thinking, it produces its own image or word of
itself, which can be separated from it only by rea-
son. Therefore, the supreme wisdom also, when
it understands itself by speaking itself, begets its
own consubstantial likeness, that is, its Word.
This Word can be called its image and figure and
character: but the Word by which He speaks the
creature cannot be called the word, or image, or
figure of the creature; because it is its principal
essence. Therefore, the supreme Spirit does not
speak the creature by the creature's word, but
by His own. Therefore, whatever He speaks, He
speaks by His own Word. Therefore, by one and
the same Word He speaks Himself and all things
that He has made.

But behold, as I was inquiring about the
Word by which the Creator speaks all that He
makes, the Word by which He who makes all
things speaks Himself presented itself. Does He
therefore speak Himself by one word, and the
things He makes by another; or rather, by that
same Word by which He speaks Himself, does He
speak whatever He makes? For this Word also, by
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which He speaks Himself, must necessarily be the
very same as He Himself is, just as is established
concerning that Word by which He speaks the
things that have been made by Him. For since,
evenif nothing else ever existed but that supreme
Spirit, reason would still compel that the Word by
which He speaks Himself exists of necessity, what
is more true than that this Word of His is nothing
other than what He Himself is? Therefore, if He
speaks both Himself and the things He makes by
a Word consubstantial (*consubstantialis*) with
Himself, it is manifest that the substance of the
Word by which He speaks Himself and of the
Word by which He speaks the creature is one.
How then, if the substance is one, are there two
words? But perhaps the identity of substance
does not compel us to admit the unity of the
Word. For the very same person who speaks with
these words has the same substance as them, and
yet is not the Word.

But certainly the word by which the supreme
wisdom speaks itself can most fittingly be called
its Word according to the preceding argument,
because it holds a perfect likeness to it. For it can
in no way be denied that when a rational mind
understands itself by thinking, an image of it is
borninits thought: indeed, that the very thought
of itself is its image, formed in its likeness, as
if from its impression. For whatever thing the
mind desires to think truly, whether through the
imagination of the body or through reason, it
endeavors to express a likeness of it, as far as
it is able, in its own thought. The more truly it
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does this, the more truly it thinks the thing itself;
and this is perceived more clearly when it thinks
something other than what it is, and especially
when it thinks of some body. For when I think
of a man known to me who is absent, the focus
of my thought is formed into such an image of
him as I have drawn into my memory through
the sight of my eyes; which image in thought
is the word of that same man, whom I speak
by thinking. Therefore, the rational mind, when
it understands itself by thinking, has with it its
own image born from itself, that is, a thought of
itself in its own likeness, formed as if by its own
impression, although it can separate itself from
its image only by reason alone; which image of
it is its word. In this way, therefore, who would
deny that the supreme wisdom, when it under-
stands itself by speaking itself, begets its own
consubstantial likeness, that is, its Word? And
this Word, although nothing can be said properly
and with sufficient fitness concerning a thing so
singularly eminent, can nevertheless not unfit-
tingly be called its likeness (*similitudo*), as well
as its image (*imago*), and figure (*figura*), and
character (*character*). But the Word by which
He speaks the creature is by no means in a similar
way the word of the creature, because it is not
its likeness, but its principal essence (*essentia*).
It follows, therefore, that He does not speak the
creature itself by a word of the creature. By whose
word, then, does He speak it, if He does not speak
itbyits own word? For what He speaks, He speaks
by a word; and a word is the word of something,
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thatis, a likeness. But if He speaks nothing other
than Himself or the creature, He can speak noth-
ing except by His own word, or by its word. If,
therefore, He speaks nothing by the word of the
creature, whatever He speaks, He speaks by His
own Word. Therefore, by one and the same Word
He speaks Himself and whatever He has made.
He is the supreme reason, in which are all
things that have been made. Therefore, when He
speaks Himself, He speaks all things that have
been made. But creatures in themselves are a
mutable essence; in Him, they are the primary
essence itself, and the primary truth of existing.
But how can such different things, namely the
creating and the created essence, be spoken by
one Word, especially since the Word itself is co-
eternal with the one who speaks, while the crea-
ture is not coeternal with Him? Perhaps because
He is the supreme wisdom and the supreme rea-
son, in which are all things that have been made;
just as a work that is made according to some art,
not only when it is being made, but also before it
is made, and after it is dissolved, is always in the
art itself nothing other than what the art itself is.
Therefore, when that supreme Spirit speaks Him-
self, He speaks all things that have been made.
For both before they were made, and when they
have already been made, and when they are cor-
rupted or are varied in any way, they are always
in Him, not as what they are in themselves, but
as what He Himself is. For in themselves they are
a mutable essence, created according to an im-
mutable reason; but in Him they are the primary
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essence itself, and the primary truth of existing,
to which, the more similar they are in any way,
the more truly and excellently they exist. In
this way, therefore, it can be asserted not unrea-
sonably that when that supreme Spirit speaks
Himself, He also speaks whatever has been made
by one and the same Word.

All things that are in the highest Spirit are the
same and in the same way in His Word, because it
is consubstantial with Him. Therefore, all things
are life and truth in the Word. And since for Him
to know is the same as to speak, just as all things
are life and truth in the Word, so they are in His
knowledge.

Butsince itis established that His Word is con-
substantial with Him and perfectly like Him, it
necessarily follows that all things that are in Him
are the same and in the same way in His Word.
Whatever, therefore, has been made, whether it
lives or does not live, or however it may be in
itself, in Him is life and truth itself. Now since for
the highest Spirit to know is the same as to un-
derstand or to speak, itis necessary that He know
all the things He knows in the same way that He
speaks or understands them. Just as, therefore, all
things are life and truth in His Word, so they are
in His knowledge.

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER.---Since things
are in our knowledge not according to their
essence, but according to their likeness, they are
more truly in themselves than in our knowledge.
Andyetitis established that they are in the Word
so much more truly than in themselves, by as
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much as the creating essence exists more truly
than the created essence. This, human knowl-
edge cannot comprehend.

From this it can be most manifestly under-
stood that how the same Spirit speaks, or how He
knows those things which have been made, can-
not be comprehended by human knowledge. For
no one doubts that created substances exist in
themselves much differently than in our knowl-
edge. For in themselves they exist through their
own essence; but in our knowledge, it is not
their essences but their likenesses that exist. It
remains, therefore, that they exist so much more
truly in themselves than in our knowledge, by as
much as they exist more truly anywhere through
their essence than through their likeness. Since,
therefore, it is also established that every created
substance exists so much more truly in the Word,
that is, in the intelligence of the Creator, than in
itself, by as much as the creating essence exists
more truly than the created essence: how can
the human mind comprehend of what sort that
speaking and that knowledge is, which is thus so
far superior to and truer than created substances,
if our knowledge is so far surpassed by them by
as much as their likeness is distant from their
essence?

CHAPTER XXXVII

[or XXXVI]. That whatever He is in relation to the creature,
His Word is also; and yet both together are not so in the
plural.
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CHAPTER SUMMARY. The supreme Spirit
made all things through the Word. Therefore, the
Word itself also made the same all things: for
what the supreme Spirit does through the Word,
He does through Himself; and the essence of the
Word and of the supreme Spirit is one, which
aloneis the creatrix and the principle of all things
that are. Whatever, therefore, the supreme Spirit
is in relation to the creature, this His Word also
is: and accordingly, just as He is creator, so is the
Word; yet they are not two, but one creator and
one principle.

But since the preceding arguments manifestly
teach that the supreme Spirit made all things
through His Word, did not the Word itself also
make these same all things? For since itis consub-
stantial with Him whose Word itis, itis necessary
that it be the supreme essence. But the supreme
essence is but one, which alone is the creatrix
and the sole principle of all things that have
been made. For it alone made all things from
nothing, not through another but through itself.
Therefore, whatever the supreme Spirit does, His
Word does the same, and in a similar manner.

Whatever, therefore, the supreme spirit is in
relation to the creature, this His Word also is,
and in a similar manner. And yet both are not so
together in the plural, because there are not mul-
tiple creative supreme essences. Therefore, justas
He is the creator and principle of things, so also
is His Word; and yet they are not two, but one
creator and one principle.
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CHAPTER XXXVIII

[al. XXXVII]. That it cannot be said what they are as two,
although it is necessary that they be two.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Whatever the
supreme Spirit and the Word are in essence and
towards creation, namely that it is truth, and
that it is creator, this so belongs to each and to
both; that nevertheless they are not two, nor two
truths, nor two creators; but they are one. He,
however, whose Word it is, cannot be his own
word: nor can the word be him, whose word it is.
Therefore, only in this, that he is not from that
one, but this one is from him, is plurality admit-
ted. It is certain therefore that they are two; but
it cannot be expressed what they are as two: for
they are not two spirits, nor two creators, nor two
words, nor two images.

It is therefore to be studiously noted that
something, very unusual in other things, seems
to occur in the supreme Spirit and in his Word.
For it is certain that whatever they are in
essence, and whatever they are towards creation,
is so present to each individually, and to both
together, that it is individually perfect for both,
and yet does not admit of plurality in the two.
For although each individually is perfectly the
supreme truth and Creator, and his word is the
supreme truth and creator; yet both together are
not two truths, or two creators. But since these
things are so, in a wonderful way it is most evi-
dent that neither he, whose Word it is, can be his
own Word; nor can the Word be he whose Word it
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is, so thatin that which signifies either what they
are substantially, or what they are towards cre-
ation, they always maintain an undivided unity.
But in this, that he is not from that one: while
this one is from him; they admit an ineffable
plurality: an ineffable one indeed; for although
necessity compels that they be two, nevertheless
it can in no way be expressed what they are as
two. For even if perhaps it could be said that they
are two equals or something else similar to each
other, yet in these very relatives if it is sought
what that is of which they are said, it cannot be
spoken of in the plural, as one speaks of two equal
lines, or two similar men. For they are neither
two equal spirits, nor two equal creators, nor two
somethings, which signify either their essence or
their relation to creation; but neither are they two
somethings which designate the proper relation
of one to the other, because they are neither two
words, nor two images. For the Word by the very
fact that it is a Word, or an image, is towards
another; because it is not unless it is the Word
or the image of someone; and thus these belong
properly to the other, so that they by no means
fit the other. For he, whose Word or image it is,
is neither image nor Word. Therefore it is evident
that it cannot be expressed what they are as two,
the supreme Spirit and his Word, although by
certain properties of each they are compelled to
be two. For it is the property of one to be from the
other, and it is the property of the other that the
other is from him.
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CHAPTER XXXIX.

That the same Word is from the supreme Spirit, by being
born.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---The Word of
the supreme Spirit is so from him, as if the
very same from the very same itself. And thus it
maintains his perfect likeness, as the offspring of
a parent. Therefore, it cannot be thought more
suitably to be from him, than by being born.
And indeed it is more fittingly said to be born
of him; than many things are said to be born of
something from which they have their being, but
with which they have no likeness: as hairs which
are said to be born from the head.

Which itself surely seems to be able to be
expressed by no word more familiarly, than if it
is said to be the property of one to be born from
the other; and the property of the other, that the
other be born from him. For it is already estab-
lished as certain that the Word of the supreme
Spirit is not from him in the same way as those
things which are made by him; but as Creator
from Creator, the supreme from the supreme.
And so that the total likeness may be summed
up with full brevity, the exact same is from the
exact same itself, and in such a way that it is in
no way except from him. Since thereforeitis clear
that the Word of the supreme Spirit is from him
alone in such a way, that it maintains his perfect
likeness as an offspring of a parent: and yet that
it is not from him by being made by him, surely
it can in no way be thought more suitably to be
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from him than by being born. For indeed, if innu-
merable things are undoubtedly said to be born
of those things from which they have their being;
although they maintain no likeness of those from
which they are said to be born, as the offspring
does of the parent. For we say that hair is born
from the head and apples from a tree, although
the former are not like the head, nor the latter
like the tree. If, I say, many things of this kind are
not absurdly said to be born, with so much more
suitability can the Word of the supreme Spirit be
said to exist from him, by being born; by how
much more perfectly, as the offspring of a parent,
he draws his likeness from him by existing.

CHAPTER XL

[al. XXXIX]. That he is most truly the parent, and that one
truly the offspring.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---So much
more truly is he called the parent, and that the
offspring: by how much more he alone suffices for
this generation, and that expresses his likeness
with no admixture of unlikeness. Therefore it is
his property, to be most truly the parent: while it
is the property of that one, to be most truly the
offspring.

But if it is most appropriately said to be
born, and is so similar to him from whom it is
born, why should it be thought similar, as an
offspring to a parent; and not rather be asserted
that he is so much truer the parent, and that the
offspring, by how much more he alone suffices
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for the perfection of this birth, and what is born
expresses his likeness? For in other things, which
it is certain have the relationship of parent and
offspring, nothing so generates that it suffices
in itself alone for generating the offspring, being
entirely in need of nothing else; nothing is so
generated, that it exhibits the overall likeness of
the parent with no admixture of unlikeness. If
therefore the Word of the supreme Spirit is so
entirely from his sole essence, and is singularly
so similar to him that no offspring is so entirely
from the sole essence of the parent, or so similar
to the parent, surely the relationship of parent
and offspring seems to be adapted to no things so
suitably, as to the supreme Spirit and his Word.
Wherefore it is the property of one to be most
truly the parent, but of the other to be most truly
the offspring.

CHAPTER XLI

[al. XL]. That he most truly begets, and that it is most truly
begotten.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Therefore it
belongs to the supreme Spirit to beget most truly,
and to his Word to be begotten most truly.

But this could not be established, unless
equally he most truly begets; and that is most
truly begotten. As therefore the former is evident,
so the latter must necessarily be most certain.
Therefore it belongs to the supreme Spirit to
beget most truly, and to his Word to be begotten
most truly.
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CHAPTER XLII.

That it most truly belongs to the one to be the begetter and
Father; to the other, the begotten and Son.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Therefore this
one is the Father, this one is the Son, but this one
ought not to be called the mother, and this one
the daughter: not because there is any difference
of sex in them; nor because the masculine sex
is for the most part stronger: but rather because
the name of Father, more than that of mother,
belongs to him, to whom no other cause is joined
for begetting: and the name of Son, more than
that of daughter, belongs to this one, who is more
similar to the Father: since the Son is always more
similar to the Father, than the daughter who is of
an unequal sex.

I would wish indeed already, and perhaps
I could, to conclude that he is most truly the
Father; but that this oneis most truly the Son. But
neither do I think this [19] should be neglected,
whether the appellation of Father and Son, or of
mother and daughter is more apt for them, since
there is no distinction of sex in them. For if for
this reason he is suitably Father, and his offspring
Son, because each is Spirit: why does it not by
equal reason suit one to be mother, the other
daughter, because each is truth and wisdom? Is it
because in those natures, which have a difference
of sex, it belongs to the better sex to be father or
son; but to the lesser, mother or daughter? And
this indeed naturally in most; but in some to the
contrary, as in certain kinds of birds, in which
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the female sex is always larger and stronger; but
the masculine lesser and weaker. Or certainly for
this reason is it more suitable for the supreme
Spirit to be called Father than mother, because
the first and principal cause of the offspring is
always in the father. For if the paternal cause
always precedes the maternal cause in whatever
way, it is excessively incongruous that the name
of mother be adapted to that parent, to whom
for begetting offspring no other cause is either
joined or precedes. It is most true therefore that
the supreme Spirit is the Father of his offspring.
But if a son is always more similar to the father
than a daughter; but nothing is more similar
to the other than his offspring to the supreme
Father; it is most true that this offspring is not a
daughter, but a Son. As therefore it is proper of
the former most truly to beget, but of the latter
to be begotten, so it is proper of the former to be
the most true begetter, but of the latter to be the
most truly begotten. And just as one is the most
true parent, the other the most true offspring; so
one is the most true Father, the other the most
true Son.

CHAPTER XLII.

Review of the communion of both, and the properties of each.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Itis so impos-
sible for the one who begets to be the same as him
who is begotten; that nevertheless it is necessary
that he who begets and he who is begotten be
the same: and so one is the begetter, another is
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the begotten; that the begetter is not other than
what the begotten is. Therefore it is evident that
they are two, but what the two are lies hidden: for
they are neither two Spirits, nor two Fathers, nor
two Sons. For they are so opposed by relations
alone, that one never takes up what is proper to
the other: and so harmonious in nature, that one
always holds the essence of the other. Whence
neither the Fatheris ever called the Son, noris the
Son ever called the Father; butin the Fatheris the
essence of the Son, and in the Son is the essence
of the Father.

Having discovered so many and such great
properties of each, by which a certain wonderful
plurality as ineffable as it is inevitable is proven
to be in the supreme unity, it seems very pleas-
ant to me to review more frequently such an
impenetrable secret. For behold, although itis so
impossible for the one who begets to be the same
as the one who is begotten; and for the parent
and offspring to be the same: that it is necessary
that the begetter be one, the begotten another;
and the Father be one, the Son another: yet it is
so necessary that he who begets and he who is
begotten be the same, as well as the parent and
the offspring, thatitisimpossible for the begetter
to be other, than what the begotten is; for the
Father to be other, than what the Son is. And
although that one is one thing, and the other is
another, so that it is entirely evident that they
are two; yet it is so one and the very same itself,
that which that one and that one is, that it lies
completely hidden what the two are. For so one s
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the Father, the other the Son, that, when I speak
of both, I see that I have spoken of two; and so
that very same itself is what it is, both the Father
and the Son, thatI do notunderstand what I have
spoken of as two. For although individually the
Father is perfectly the supreme Spirit, and indi-
vidually the Son is perfectly the supreme Spirit;
yet so one and the same is the Spirit Father and
the Spirit Son, that the Father and the Son are
not two Spirits, but one Spirit: so that just as
the individual properties of each do not receive
plurality, because they do not belong to the two;
so that which is common to both, holds an undi-
vided unity, although the whole belongs to each
individually. For just as there are not two fathers,
or two sons; but one Father, and one Son, since
individual things are proper to individuals; so
they are not two, but one Spirit; although both of
the individual Father, and of the individual Son,
it is perfect to be Spirit. They are so opposed by
relations, that one never receives the property of
the other; they are so harmonious in nature that
one always holds the essence of the other. For
they are so diverse, through the fact that one is
the Father, and the other the Son, that the Father
is never called the Son, nor the Son the Father;
and they are so the same through substance, that
always in the Father is the essence of the Son,
and in the Son the essence of the Father. For it is
not diverse, but the same; not multiple, but one
essence of both.

CHAPTER XLIV.
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How one is the essence of the other.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---One can
rightly be called the essence of the other so
that the supreme unity and simplicity of the
common nature may be commended. However,
the Father is not called the essence of the Son,
and the Son the essence of the Father; as if one
exists not through itself, but through the other:
for the supreme essence is always through itself,
just as supreme wisdom always is wise through
itself. Whence the Father is through himself, and
equally the Son is through himself; because the
Father is the supreme essence, and equally the
Son is the supreme essence. The Son indeed is
essence born from the essence of the Father, and
wisdom from wisdom; but it is not therefore less
perfect, for nevertheless it is itself through itself,
and is wise through itself. Nor is it repugnant
that the Son both subsists through himself, and
has his being from the Father. For he has it from
the Father that he is through himself and is
wise through himself; otherwise the being of the
Father and of the Son would not be the same.
Finally, for both it is not other to have essence,
than to be essence. Therefore just as one has the
essence of the other; so one is the essence of the
other, that is, it is the same being for one, which
is for the other.

Whence even if one is called the essence of the
other, one does not wander from the truth; but
the supreme unity and simplicity of the common
nature is commended. For not in the way the
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wisdom of a man is understood, through which
a man is wise, who through himself cannot be
wise; can it thus be understood, if the Father is
called the essence of the Son, and the Son the
essence of the Father, so that in that way the
Son s existing through the Father, and the Father
through the Son, as if the one existing could not
be except through the other;just as a man cannot
be wise, except through wisdom. For just as
supreme wisdom always is wise through itself; so
the supreme essence always is through itself. But
the Father is perfectly the supreme essence, and
the Son is perfectly the supreme essence; there-
fore equally the perfect Father is through himself,
and equally the perfect Son is through himself,
just as each is wise through himself. For the Son
is not therefore a less perfect essence or wisdom,
because he is essence born from the essence of
the Father, and wisdom from wisdom; but then
it would be a less perfect essence or wisdom, if it
were not through itself or were not wise through
itself. For by no means is it repugnant that the
Son both subsists through himself, and has his
being from the Father. For just as the Father has
essence, and wisdom, and life in himself; so that
heis not through another's, but through his own
essence, is wise through his own wisdom, lives
through his own life; so in begetting, he gives to
the Son to have essence, and wisdom and life in
himself; so that he subsists, is wise and lives not
through an extraneous, but his own essence, wis-
dom and life; otherwise the being of the Father
and the Son will not be the same, nor will the
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Son be equal to the Father: how false this is was
most clearly foreseen above. Wherefore it is not
repugnant for the Son both to subsist through
himself, and to be from the Father; because this
very thing, that is, to be able to subsist through
himself, it is necessary for him to have from the
Father. For if some wise man were to teach me
his wisdom, of which I was previously destitute,
surely this would not incongruously be said to be
done by his wisdom itself, but although my wis-
dom would have its being and its being wise from
his wisdom; yet since it already was, it would not
be except by its own essence, nor would it be wise
except by itself. Much more therefore does the
coeternal Son of the eternal Father, who so has
his being from the Father, that they are not two
essences, subsist, be wise and live through him-
self. Therefore it cannot be thus understood that
the Father is the essence of the Son, or the Son
of the Father; as if one could not subsist through
himself but through the other; but to signify what
communion they have of the supremely simple,
and supremely one essence, so it can congruously
be said and understood that one is so the very
same itself as the other, that one has the essence
of the other. And thus by thisreason, since indeed
it is not other to have essence, than to be [20]
essence: just as one has the essence of the other,
so one is the essence of the other, thatis, it is the
same being for one, which for the other.

CHAPTER XLV
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[al. XLIV]. That it can more aptly be said that the Son is the

essence of the Father, than that the Father is the essence of

the Son: and that similarly the Son is the power of the Father,
and wisdom, and similar things.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---However, it is
more fitting for the Son to be called the essence
of the Father, than for the Father to be called
the essence of the Son: for since the Son has
essence from the Father, he can be said to have
the essence of the Father, and therefore to be the
essence of the Father. Thus the Son is called the
power, wisdom, truth, justice, etc., of the Father,
because he has these from the Father.

Although this is true according to the reason
already perceived, it is nevertheless much more
fitting for the Son to be called the essence of the
Father, than the Father the essence of the Son, for
since the Father has essence from no one except
himself, he is not quite aptly said to have the
essence of anyone except his own; but because
the Son has his essence from the Father, and the
same which the Father has, he can most aptly be
said to have the essence of the Father. Wherefore
since neither has essence in any other way than
by existing as essence; just as it is more aptly
understood that the Son has the essence of the
Father than the Father of the Son, so it can more
conveniently be said that the Son is the essence
of the Father than the Father of the Son. For if
this one expression be made, with enough acute
brevity it commends that the Son not only has
the same essence with the Father, but has this
very thing from the Father: so that this, "the Son
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is the essence of the Father," is this, "the Son is
an essence not differing from the essence of the
Father, indeed an essence from the Father." Simi-
larly therefore the Son is the power of the Father,
and wisdom, or truth and justice; and whatever
befits the essence of the Supreme Spirit.

CHAPTER XLVI

[al. XLV]. How certain of these things which are thus uttered,
can also be understood otherwise.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---The Son can
also be called the intelligence and wisdom, the
knowledge and cognition of the Father; because
he understands, knows, and is acquainted with
the very essence of the Father. He can also be
called the truth of the Father in this sense,
because it is not an imperfect imitation, but the
whole truth and the very essence of the paternal
substance, and is not other than what the Father
is.

Nevertheless certain of these things, which
can be thus uttered and understood, seem to re-
ceive under this very pronunciation also another,
not incongruous understanding. For it is clear
that the Son is the true Word, that is perfect intel-
ligence, or the perfect cognition of the whole pa-
ternal substance, and knowledge, and wisdom,
that is, which understands, and cognizes, and
knows, and is wise concerning the very essence
of the Father. If therefore in this sense the
Son is called the intelligence, and wisdom, and
knowledge, and cognition, or acquaintance of
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the Father; since he understands, is wise about,
knows and is acquainted with the Father, one by
no means departs from the truth. Moreso the Son
can most aptly be called the truth of the Father,
notonlyin thatsense, becauseitisthe same truth
of the Son which is also of the Father, just as has
already been clearly seen; but also in this sense so
that in it there is understood not some imperfect
imitation, but the whole truth of the paternal
substance, because he is not other than what the
Father is.

CHAPTER XLVII.

That the Son is the intelligence of intelligence and the truth
of truth.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---This is clear,
because the Son is the intelligence, and knowl-
edge, and wisdom, and truth of the paternal sub-
stance, which itself is intelligence, and knowl-
edge, and wisdom, and truth.

But if the very substance of the Father is intel-
ligence, and knowledge, and wisdom, and truth,
consequently it is gathered that just as the Son
is the intelligence, and knowledge, and wisdom,
and truth of the paternal substance; so he is the
intelligence of intelligence, knowledge of knowl-
edge, wisdom of wisdom, and truth of truth.

CHAPTER XLVIII

[al. XLVI]. That and how the Son is the intelligence or
wisdom of memory, and the memory of the Father and of
memory.
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SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---The Word of
a thing is the very thought formed to its likeness
from memory. Therefore the Word is born from
memory. Therefore just as the Son is called Word;
so the Father, from whom he is begotten, can be
called memory. Therefore just as the Son is the
intelligence and wisdom of the Father, so heis the
intelligence and wisdom of the paternal memory.
And because the Son whatever he is wise about
and understands, he also remembers; the Son is
the memory of the Father, and the memory of
memory, that is a mindful memory of the Father
who is memory born from no one; the Son indeed
is memory born from memory, that is from the
Father.

But what must be thought concerning mem-
ory? whether the Son must be esteemed to be
the intelligence of memory, or the memory of the
Father, or the memory of memory? Indeed since
supreme wisdom cannot be denied to be mindful
of itself, nothing is more competent than that the
Father is understood in memory, just as the Son
in the Word; since the Word is seen to be born
from memory, which is more clearly perceived in
our mind. For since the human mind does not
always think of itself, just as it always remembers
itself, it is clear, when it thinks of itself, that its
word is born from memory. Whence it appears
that if it always thought of itself, its word would
always be born from memory. For to think of
a thing, of which we have memory, is this: to
say it in the mind; but the word of a thing,
is the very thought formed to its likeness from
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memory. Hence therefore it can be clearly noticed
concerning supreme wisdom, which thus always
speaks itself, just as it is always mindful of itself,
that from its eternal memory its coeternal Word
isborn. Therefore just as the Word is congruously
understood as offspring; so memory most aptly
receives the name of parent. If therefore the
offspring, which is born entirely from the sole
supreme Spirit, is the offspring of his memory;
nothing is more consequential, than that his
memory is the very same himself. For not in that
he remembers himself, is he so in his memory,
as if another thing in another; like those things
which are so in the memory of the human mind,
that they are not our memory itself; but he is so
mindful of himself, that he himself is his memory.
It follows therefore that just as the Son is the
intelligence or wisdom of the Father, so he is also
of the paternal memory. But whatever the Son
is wise about, or understands; he similarly also
remembers it. Therefore the Son is the memory of
the Father, and the memory of memory, thatis, a
mindful memory of the Father, who is memory,
just as he is the wisdom of the Father, and the
wisdom of wisdom, that is, wisdom being wise
about the Father who is wisdom: and the Son
indeed is memory born from memory, just as
wisdom born from wisdom; but the Father is
memory or wisdom born from no one.

CHAPTER XLIX.

That the supreme Spirit loves himself.
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SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---The supreme
Spirit, just as he is mindful of himself and under-
stands himself, so he loves himself. For even the
rational mind itself is convinced that it can love
itself and him from the fact thatit can understand
itself and him.

But behold while I delightfully intuit the prop-
erties and communion of this Father and Son, I
find nothing more delightful to contemplate in
them than the affection of mutual love. For how
absurdly it would be denied that the supreme
Spirit loves himself, just as he is mindful of
himself, and understands himself! since even the
rational mind may be convinced that it can love
both itself and him from this, that it can be
mindful of itself and him, and understand both
itself and him: for the memory and intelligence
of any thing is idle, and entirely useless; unless,
as reason demands, the thing itself is loved or
reprobated. Therefore the supreme Spirit loves
himself; just as he remembers himself, and un-
derstands himself.

CHAPTER L

[al. XLVIII] That the same love proceeds equally from the
Father and the Son.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---But it is clear
that the love of the supreme Spirit proceeds from
the fact that he is mindful of himself and under-
stands [21] himself: for no thing is loved without
the memory and intelligence of it. Therefore that
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love proceeds from the Father who is memory,
and from the Son who is intelligence.

It is certainly evident to one having reason,
that he is not therefore mindful of himself or un-
derstands himself, because he loves himself, but
therefore he loves himself, because he is mindful
of himself, and understands himself; nor could
he love himself, if he is not mindful of himself,
or does not understand himself. For no thing is
loved, without the memory or intelligence of it;
and many things are held in memory and under-
stood which are not loved. Therefore it is clear
that the love of the supreme Spirit proceeds from
this, that he is mindful of himself, and under-
stands himself. But if the Father is understood in
the memory of the supreme Spirit, and the Son
in the intelligence, it is manifest that the love of
the supreme Spirit proceeds from the Father and
from the Son equally.

CHAPTER LI

[al. XLIX]. That each loves himself and the other with an
equal love.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---The supreme
Spirit loves himself. Therefore the Father loves
himself, and the Son loves himself; and one loves
the other: for the Father and the Son are the
supreme and individual Spirit, and both together
are one spirit. Each also understands himself and
the other, because he is mindful of himself and
the other. And since in each what he loves is the
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very same as what is loved, each loves himself
and the other with an equal love.

But if the supreme Spirit loves himself, with-
out doubt the Father loves himself, the Son
loves himself, and the one the other; because
individually the Father is the supreme Spirit,
and individually the Son is the supreme Spirit;
and both together, one spirit. And because each
equallyis mindful of himself and of the other, and
understands himself and the other: and since it
is entirely the very same which loves, or is loved
in the Father, and what in the Son, it is necessary
that each loves himself and the other with an
equal love.

CHAPTER LII

[al. L] That this love is as great, as the supreme Spirit himself
is.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---This is estab-
lished because this love is as much, as he under-
stands himself; but he understands as much, as
heis.

Therefore how greatis thislove of the supreme
Spirit, so common to the Father and the Son!
But if he loves himself as much, as he is mindful
of himself and understands himself: but he is as
mindful of himself and understands himself as
much, as his essence is great, which cannot be
otherwise: surely hisloveis as great, as he himself
is.

CHAPTER LIII
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[al. LI]. That the same love is the very thing which the
Supreme Spirit is; and yet it itself is one spirit with the Father
and the Son.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Nothing can
be equal to the Supreme Spirit except the
Supreme Spirit. Since therefore this love is as
great as the Supreme Spirit is, it is clear that this
love is the Supreme Spirit. Then even if nothing
ever existed but the Supreme Spirit, the Father
and the Son would nevertheless love themselves
and each other. Therefore this love is not other
than what the Father and the Son are, which
is the supreme essence. Finally, there cannot be
several supreme essences. Therefore the love of
both is one supreme essence with the Father and
the Son. Therefore love itself is supreme wisdom,
supreme truth, supreme good, and whatever can
be said of the substance of the Supreme Spirit.

But what can be equal to the Supreme Spirit,
except the Supreme Spirit? This love therefore is
the Supreme Spirit. Finally, if no creature ever
existed, that is, if nothing ever were other than
the Supreme Spirit, the Father and the Son would
nevertheless love themselves and each other. It
follows therefore that this love is not other than
what the Father and the Son are, which is the
supreme essence. But since there cannot be sev-
eral supreme essences, what is more necessary
than that the Father and the Son, and the love
of both, be one supreme essence? Therefore the
same love is supreme wisdom, supreme truth,
supreme good, and whatever can be said of the
substance of the Supreme Spirit.
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CHAPTER LIV

[al. LII]. That it proceeds wholly from the Father, wholly from
the Son; and yet there is but one love.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Thislove does
not proceed from thatin which the Father and the
Son are several, but from that in which they are
one. For it does not proceed from the relations,
which are several, since the relation of the Father
is one, and the relation of the Son another; but
from their essence itself, which does not admit
plurality, the Father and the Son emit so great a
good; yet in such a way, that it proceeds as one
and the same, wholly from the Father and wholly
from the Son and wholly from both; because
from the Father, who isindividually and supreme
Spirit, only supreme Spirit proceeds, and from
the Son who is individually likewise supreme
Spirit, only supreme Spirit proceeds; and from
the Father and the Son, who are not two but one
Spirit, only one supreme spirit can proceed.

Itmustbe considered diligently whether there
be two loves, one proceeding from the Father, an-
other from the Son: or one, not wholly proceeding
from one, but partly from the Father, partly from
the Son: or neither several, nor one proceeding
partly from each, but one wholly from each, and
the same wholly from the two together. But the
certainty of such a doubt is known from this
without doubt, because it does not proceed from
that in which the Father and the Son are several,
but from that in which they are one. For not from
their relations, which are several, for the relation
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of the Father is one, the Son's another; but from
their essence itself, which does not admit plural-
ity, the Father and the Son emit so great a good
together. Just as therefore the Father individually
is the supreme Spirit and the Son individually is
the supreme Spirit and together the Father and
the Son are not two, but one spirit; so from the
Father individually flows the whole love of the
supreme Spirit and from the Son individually the
whole; and together from the Father and the Son
not two wholes, but one and the same whole.

CHAPTER LV

[al. LIII]. That their love is not a Son.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Nevertheless,
this love is not the Son of either the Father or
the Word, from whom it proceeds, because in
proceeding from them, it does not reflect their
likeness: although it is altogether the same as
what the Father and the Son are. Then if it is their
offspring, either one of them will be its father,
the other its mother, which is repugnant; since it
does not proceed from the Father otherwise than
from the Son: or both are its father or mother: but
no nature admits two things which individually
have the perfect and altogether same relation-
ship to some one thing, of father and mother.

What then? since this love has being equally
from the Father and the Son, and is so similar
to both that it is in no way dissimilar to them,
but is altogether the same as they are: is it to be
estimated their Son, or offspring? But just as the
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Word, as soon as it is considered, most evidently
proves itself to be the offspring of him from
whom it is, by presenting a prompt image of the
parent; so love openly denies itself to be an off-
spring; because while it is understood to proceed
from the Father and the Son, it does not immedi-
ately exhibit to the one contemplatingitasclear a
likeness of him from whom it is, although consid-
ered reason teaches it to be altogether the same
itself, which is the Father and the Son. Finally, if
it is their offspring, either one of them will be its
father, the other its mother; or both are father,
or mother: all which seem to be repugnant to the
truth. For since it proceeds in no way otherwise
from the Father than from the Son; no truth al-
lows the Father and the Son to be referred to it by
a dissimilar name: therefore one is not its father,
the other its mother. But that there be two things,
which individually have a perfect relationship,
differing by no consideration, equally to some
one thing, of father or mother, no nature allows
to be shown by any example. Therefore both,
namely the Father and the Son, are not the father
or mother of the love emanating from them. By
no means therefore does it seem to befit the truth,
that the same love of theirs be a son or offspring.

CHAPTER LVI

[al. LIV]. That the Father alone is begetter, and unbegotten;
the Son alone begotten, love alone neither begotten, nor
unbegotten.
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SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Therefore this
love cannot properly be called begotten, like the
Word: but neither at all is it to be called unbegot-
ten; because itis not altogether not from another.
This therefore befits the Father alone, that he is
begetter and unbegotten; to the Word alone, that
it is begotten; to love alone, that it is neither
properly begotten nor altogether unbegotten,
but proceeding; because it is neither offspring
nor is it altogether not from another.

But the same love seems, nevertheless, not
at all, according to the use of common speech,
to be able to be called unbegotten; nor so prop-
erly, as the Word, begotten. For we are often
accustomed to say something is begotten from
that thing from which it exists: as when we say
splendor or heat is begotten from fire, or some
effect from its cause. According to this reason
therefore, love going out from the Supreme Spirit,
cannot be altogether asserted unbegotten; but
yet it cannot properly be called begotten, as the
Word; because it is manifest that the Word is the
truest offspring, and the truest son; butlove in no
way a son or offspring. Therefore he alone, whose
Word itis, can,indeed ought to be called begetter
and unbegotten; because he alone is Father and
parent, and is in no way from another: but the
Word alone begotten, who alone is son and off-
spring. But love alone of both, neither begotten,
nor unbegotten, because itis neither son, norisit
offspring, nor is it altogether not from another.

CHAPTER LVII [al. LV] . That the same love
is so uncreated and creator, as the Father and
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the Son: and yet it itself with them is not three,
but one uncreated, and one creator. And that the
same can be called the Spirit of the Father and of
the Son.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Since this
love is one and the same supreme essence with
the Father and the Son, which alone, made by no
one, made all things through itself; it is necessary
that just as the Father and the Son, so also this
love be uncreated and creator: and these three,
not several, but one be uncreated and one creator.
No one therefore makes, or creates, or begets the
Father. The Father alone begets the Son, but does
not make him. The Father and the Son do not
make or beget, but breathe their love, because it
proceeds from them not by departing from that
supreme essence, but by existing from it. Hence
it can rightly be called the Spirit of the supreme
essence. It can also be called the communion of
the Father and the Son, both because it has a
name common to the Father and the Son, and be-
cause it itself is altogether that very thing which
the Father and the Son are.

But since the same love individually is the
supreme essence, just as the Father and the Son,
and yet at the same time the Father, and the
Son, and the love of both are not several, but one
supreme essence, which alone made by no one,
made all things through itself, not through an-
other but through itself. It is necessary that just
as individually the Father, and individually the
Son is uncreated and creator; so also individually
love be uncreated and creator, and yet all three
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together, not several, but one uncreated and one
creator. No one therefore makes, or creates, or
begets the Father; but the Father alone begets
the Son, but does not make him: but the Father
equally and the Son do not make, nor beget; but
in a certain way, if it can be so said, they breathe
theirlove: for although the supremely immutable
essence does not breathe in our way, yet that very
love of its, ineffably proceeding from it, not by
departing from it, but by existing from it, seems
perhaps unable to be said more aptly to be emit-
ted from itself than by breathing. But if it can be
so said, just as the Word is the Son of the supreme
essence; so its love can conveniently enough be
called its Spirit: so that while essentially it itself
is a spirit, just as the Father and the Son, they
may not be thought to be of some spirit; because
neither is the Father from any other, nor is the
Son born from the Father as if breathing; but
this may be estimated the Spirit of both; because
from both, inits own inenarrable way, it proceeds
wonderfully by breathing. Which also because it
is the communion of the Father and the Son,
seems not without reason able to assume as its
own some name which is common to the Father
and the Son; if the lack of a proper name requires
it. Which indeed if it be done, namely, that love
itself be designated by the name of Spirit, which
signifies equally the substance of the Father and
of the Son, as if by its own name: it will also avail
not uselessly for this, that through this it may be
intimated to be that very thing itself which is the
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Father and the Son, although it hasits being from
them.

CHAPTER LVII [al. LVI]. That just as the
Son is the essence or wisdom of the Father, in
that sense, because he has the same essence or
wisdom as the Father; so the same Spirit is the
essence and wisdom of the Father and of the Son,
and similar things.

It can also be understood that just as the Son
is the substance, and wisdom, and power of the
Father, in that sense because he has the same
essence, and wisdom, and power as the Father;
so the Spirit of both is the essence, or wisdom, or
power of the Father and of the Son, because it has
altogether the same which they have.

CHAPTER LIX

[al. LVII]. That the Father, and the Son, and their Spirit, are
equally in one another.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---These three
are one and the same supreme essence, which
can neither be without itself, nor outside itself,
nor greater or less than itself. Therefore these
three are in each other; so that none exceeds an-
other. Then the memory of the supreme essence
is wholly in its intelligence and love, and the in-
telligence in its memory and love, and the love in
its memory and intelligence. Therefore the whole
Father, who is memory, is in the Son, who is
intelligence, and in the Spirit, whoislove: and the
whole Son is in the Father and the Spirit, and the
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whole Spiritin the Father and the Son: and one of
them cannot be without the others.

It is pleasant to behold in the Father, and the
Son and the Spirit of both, how they are in each
other with such equality that none exceeds an-
other. For besides this, because each of them s so
perfectly the supreme essence, that nevertheless
all three together are but one supreme essence,
which can neither be without itself or outside
itself, nor greater or less than itself: yet through
each one this same thing is no less able to be
proved. For the Father is wholly in the Son and
the common Spirit; and the Son in the Father, and
the same Spirit; and the same Spirit in the Father
and the Son; because the memory of the supreme
essence is wholly in its intelligence and in love,
and the intelligence in memory and in love, and
the love in memory and in intelligence. For the
Supreme Spirit understands his whole memory,
and loves it; and he remembers his whole intel-
ligence, and loves it all; and he remembers his
whole love, and understands it all. But the Father
is understood in memory; in intelligence the Son;
in love, the Spirit of both. With such equality
therefore do the Father and the Son, and the
Spirit of both, embrace each other, and are in
each other that none of them is proved to exceed
another or to be without another.

CHAPTER LX [al. LVIII] . That none of them
needs another for remembering, or understand-
ing, or loving; because each one individually
is memory, and intelligence, and love, and what-
ever is necessary to be in the supreme essence.
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SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---Nor yet does
any of them need another either for remember-
ing, or for understanding, or for loving. For since
each is the supreme essence, each one individu-
ally through himself is memory, intelligence and
love; and so each one individually through him-
self remembers, through himself understands,
and through himself loves; just as through him-
self heis.

But in these things I think it is by no means
to be negligently committed to memory, what
occurs to me as I contemplate. For it is necessary
that the Father be understood as memory, the
Son as intelligence, the Spirit as love; so that
neither the Father needs the Son, or the common
Spirit, nor the Son the Father or the same Spirit,
nor the same Spirit the Father or the Son; as if
the Father through himself could only remember,
but understand only through the Son, and love
only through his and the Son's Spirit; and the
Son through himself could only understand, but
through the Father be mindful, and through the
Spirit love; and the same Spirit through himself
could do no other than love, but the Father be
mindful for him, and the Son understand for him.
For since in these three, each one individually
is the supreme essence and supreme wisdom so
perfect, thatit itself through itself is mindful and
understands, and loves, it is necessary that none
of these three need another, either for remember-
ing, or for understanding, or for loving. For each
one individually is essentially both memory, and
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intelligence, and love, and whatever is necessary
to be in the supreme essence.

CHAPTER LXI

[al. LIX]. That yet they are not three, but one, whether
Father, or Son, or the Spirit of both.

SYNOPSIS OF THE CHAPTER.---However, al-
though the Father is intelligence and love, he
is not therefore the Son, or anyone's Spirit;
because he is not begotten intelligence, nor love
proceeding from anyone. And although the Son is
memory and love, he is not therefore the Father,
or someone's Spirit; because he is not begetting
memory, nor love proceeding from another, like
the Spirit. So even if the Spirit is memory and
intelligence, he is not therefore Father, or Son,
because he is not begetting memory, nor begot-
ten intelligence. One therefore in the supreme
essence is the Father, one the Son, one the Spirit:
and not three Fathers, nor three Sons; nor three
Spirits.

[ see a certain question occur here. For if the
Father is intelligence and love, as he is memory,
and the Son is memory and love, as he is intelli-
gence; and the Spirit of both is no less memory
and intelligence, than love: why is he not Father,
Son, and someone's Spirit; and why is the Son
not Father and someone's Spirit, and why is the
same Spirit not someone's Father, and someone's
Son? for so it was understood that memory was
the Father, intelligence the Son, the Spirit of both
love. But this question is not difficultly solved, if
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those things which have already been found by
reason are considered. For therefore the Father is
not the Son, or anyone's Spirit, although he be
intelligence and love; because he is not begotten
intelligence, or love proceeding from anyone; but
whatever he is, he is begetting only, and from
whom another proceeds. The Son also therefore
is not the Father, or anyone's Spirit; although by
himself he be both mindful, and love; because he
isnotbegetting memory, or love proceeding from
another, according to the likeness of his Spirit;
but whatever exists, is only begotten, and is he
from whom the Spirit proceeds. Nor does it force
the Spirit to be the Father or the Son, this, that he
is content with his memory or intelligence, since
he is not begetting memory, or begotten intelli-
gence, but only, whatever he is, proceeds. What
therefore prohibits it being concluded that there
is only one Father in the supreme essence, one
Son, one Spirit; and not three Fathers, or Sons, or
Spirits?

CHAPTER LXII

[al. LX]. How more sons might seem to be born from these
three.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—Since each one of
those three understands himself and the other
two, and accordingly speaks, it seems that each
one produces his own Word or Son: and that
accordingly there are many Sons.

But lest perchance what I behold should be
repugnant to this assertion: for it ought not to
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be a doubt that the Father, and the Son, and
their Spirit, each one speaks himself and both
the others; just as he understands himself and
the others. But if it is so, how are there not in
the supreme essence as many words as there are
speakers, and as many as there are those who
are spoken? For if many men speak one thing in
thought, there seem to be as many words of it
as there are thinkers; because in the thoughts of
each one is his word. Likewise, if one man thinks
many things, there are as many words in the
mind of the thinker as there are things thought.
Butin the thought of man, when he thinks some-
thing that is outside his mind, the word of the
thing thought is not born from the thing itself;
because itis absent from the intuition of thought,
but from some likeness or image of the thing,
which is in the memory of the thinker, or perhaps
which then, when he thinks, is drawn into the
mind from the present thing through the bodily
sense. Butin the supreme essence the Father, and
the Son, and their Spirit are always so present to
themselves: for, as has already been seen, each
one is no less in the others than in himself; so
that when they speak each other in turn, thus the
very one who is spoken seems to beget his word,
just as when he is spoken by himself. How there-
fore does the Son beget nothing, or the Spirit of
him and the Father; if each one of them begets
his word, when he is spoken by himself or by
another? However many words can be proved to
be born from the supreme substance, so many it
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is necessary, according to the superior consider-
ation, to beget sons, and to emit so many spirits.

CHAPTER LXIII.

How there is there only one of one; that is, one Word, and
from the Father alone.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—Nevertheless, since
there are neither many speakers, nor many things
which are spoken, but there is one essence which
understands and is understood, it is established
that there are neither many fathers, nor many
words, nor many sons; but there is one speaker,
or Father, and one Word, or one Son.

Therefore, although the Father, the Word, and
the Spirit equally speak themselves and both the
others, there is there only one Word, which in
no way can be called the Word of all three, but
only of one of them, namely the Father. For he is
not the image or Son of himself, or of the Spirit
proceeding from himself. For he is born neither
from himself, nor from that which proceeds from
himself; nor in existing does he imitate himself,
or that which proceeds from himself. It remains,
therefore, that this Word is of him alone from
whom in being born he has being, and to whose
complete likeness he exists.

And so by this reasoning there seem to be in it
not only many fathers, and sons, and proceeding
ones, but also other relationships; or certainly
the Father, and the Son, and their Spirit, of
whom it is already most certain that they truly
exist, are not three speakers, although each one
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is a speaker; nor are there many things which
are spoken, when each one speaks himself and
the other two. For as it belongs to the supreme
wisdom to know and to understand; so certainly
itis natural to eternal and immutable knowledge
and understanding always to behold as present
that which it knows and understands. But for
the supreme spirit to speak in this manner is
nothing else than to behold as if by thinking:
just as the speech of our mind is nothing else
than the inspection of the one who thinks. But
the reasons already considered have rendered it
most certain that whatever is essentially in the
supreme nature, that perfectly fits the Father, and
the Son, and their Spirit, individually; and yet
that same thing, if it be said of the three together,
does not admit plurality. Since therefore it is es-
tablished that as knowledge and understanding
belong to its essence, so its knowing and under-
standing is nothing else than speaking, that is,
always beholding as present what it knows and
understands: it is necessary that just as each
individual Father, each individual Son, and each
individual Spirit of them is knowing and under-
standing, and yet these three together are not
many knowing or understanding ones, but one
knowing, and one understanding; so each indi-
vidual should be a speaker; and yet they should
not be three speakers together, but one speaker.
Hence this also can be clearly known, that when
these three are spoken, either by themselves or
by each other, they are not many things which
are spoken. For whatis spoken there, except their
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essence? If therefore that is one alone, one alone
is that which is spoken: therefore if there is only
one in them which speaks, and one which is spo-
ken; for it is one wisdom which speaks in them,
and one substance which is spoken: it follows
that there are not many words there, but one.
Therefore, although each one speaks himself, and
all speak each other in turn, it is nevertheless im-
possible thatin the supreme essence there should
be any other word besides that one, concerning
which it is already established that it is so born
from him whose Word it is, that it can be called
both his true image and truly his Son. In which
I see something wonderful and inexplicable. For
behold, since itis manifest that each one, namely
the Father, and the Son, and the Spirit of the
Father and the Son, equally speaks himself and
both the others, and there is only one Word there;
nevertheless that Word in no way seems to be
able to be called the Word of all three, but only
of one of them. For it is established that he is the
image and Son of him whose Word he is: and it is
clear that he can be appropriately called neither
the image nor the Son of himself, or of the Spirit
proceeding from himself. For he is born neither
from himself, nor from that which proceeds from
himself; nor in existing does he imitate himself,
or that which proceeds from himself. For he does
notimitate himself, nor does he draw the likeness
of existing from himself; because imitation and
likeness are not in one alone, but in many; but
he does not imitate that one nor exist according
to his likeness, because the former does not have
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being from the latter, but the latter from the
former. It remains, therefore, that this Word is of
him alone from whom in being born he has being,
and to whose complete likeness he exists. One
Father, therefore, not many fathers; one Son, not
many sons; one proceeding Spirit, not many pro-
ceeding spirits, are in the supreme essence. These
being three in such a way that the Father is never
the Son or the proceeding Spirit; nor is the Son
ever the Father or the proceeding Spirit; nor is the
Spirit of the Father and the Son ever the Father or
the Son, and each individual is so perfect that he
lacks nothing: yet that which they are is so one;
that as it cannot be said plurally of each, so nei-
ther of the three together. And although each one
equally speaks himself, and all speak each other
in turn; nevertheless there are not many words
there, but one: and itis not of individuals, or of all
together, but of one only.

CHAPTER LXIV

[al. LXII]. That although this be inexplicable, yet it is to be
believed.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—The human mind
should know most certainly that this is so, even if
it cannot penetrate how it is. Itis incomprehensi-
ble how the supreme wisdom knows those things
which it has made. Therefore much less can it be
explained how it knows or speaks itself.

Itseems to me thatthe secret of such a sublime
thing transcends every edge of human intellect:
and therefore I think that the attempt at explain-
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ing how this is should be restrained. For I think it
ought to suffice for one investigating an incom-
prehensible thing, if by reasoning he has arrived
at this, that he knows most certainly that it is;
even if he cannot penetrate by intellect how it is
so: nor for that reason is a less certainty of faith
to be applied to these things, which are asserted
by necessary proofs, with no other reason repug-
nant; if by the incomprehensibility of their nat-
ural height they do not allow themselves to be ex-
plained. But what is so incomprehensible, what
so ineffable, as that which is above all things?
Wherefore if those things, which have been dis-
puted thus far concerning the supreme essence,
are asserted by necessary reasons, although they
cannot be so penetrated by intellect that they
may also be explained in words; nevertheless
the solidity of their certainty in no way wavers.
For if the superior consideration has reasonably
comprehended that it is incomprehensible how
the same supreme wisdom knows those things
which it has made, concerning which it is neces-
sary that we know so many things: who shall
explain how it knows or speaks itself, concerning
which either nothing or scarcely anything is pos-
sible to be known by man? Therefore if itis not by
this thathe speaks himself, that the Father begets
and the Son is begotten: Who shall declare his
generation? (Isa. LIII, 8.)

CHAPTER LXV.

How the truth has been disputed concerning an ineffable
thing.
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CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—But although this be
ineffable according to its property, nothing pro-
hibits what has been disputed thus far concern-
ing the supreme nature through enigmas, image,
and likeness from being true. Whatever names
are said of that nature, do not so much hint at its
property as at a likeness: for they signify what we
conceive in things made: yetitis not false whatis
hinted or estimated concerning it through words.
What is known concerning it is true; although all
thatit truly is be not known.

But again, if the reason of its ineffability
is such, or rather because it is so: how shall
stand whatever has been disputed concerning it
according to the relationship of Father, and Son,
and proceeding Spirit? For if ithas been explained
by true reason, how is it ineffable? Or if it is
ineffable, how is it so, as has been disputed?
Or could something of it be explained to some
extent: and therefore nothing prohibits what has
been disputed from being true? But because it
could not be fully comprehended, for that reason
it is ineffable. But what can be answered to that
which already stood above in this very dispute;
that the supreme essence is so above and outside
every other nature, that if ever anything is said of
it in words, which are common to other natures,
the sense is in no way common? For what sense
in all these words, which I have thought, have I
understood except the common and accustomed
one? If therefore the accustomed sense of words
is foreign to it; whatever I have reasoned does not
pertain to it. How therefore is it true that some-
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thing has been found concerning the supreme
essence; if what has been found is far diverse
from it? What then? Or has something been
found in a certain way concerning an incompre-
hensible thing; and in a certain way nothing has
been perceived concerning it? For often we say
many things, which we do not express properly
as they are; but through another thing we signify
that which properly we either do not wish, or are
notable to bring forth, as when we speak through
enigmas. And often we see something, not prop-
erly as the thing itself is; but through some like-
ness or image, as when we consider someone's
face in a mirror. For so we say and do not say one
and the same thing; we see and do not see: we
say and see through another thing; we do not say
and do not see through its own property. By this
reasoning, therefore, nothing prohibits both that
what has been disputed thus far concerning the
supreme nature be true; and yet that it neverthe-
less persist in being ineffable: if it be in no way
thought to be expressed through the property of
its essence; but in some way designated through
another thing. For whatever names seem to be
able to be said of that nature, do not so much
show it to me through its property as they hint at
some likeness. For when I think the significations
of those same words, I conceive more familiarly
in the mind what I behold in things made, than
that which I understand transcends all human
intellect: for they constitute in my mind some-
thing much less, or rather far different by their
signification, than is that for the understanding
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of which my mind itself attempts to advance
through this thin signification. For neither does
the name of wisdom suffice for me to show that,
through which all things were made from noth-
ing, and are preserved from nothing; nor does
the name of essence avail for me to express that,
which by a singular height is far above all things,
and by a natural property is greatly outside all
things. Thus therefore that nature is both ineffa-
ble; because by words, as it is, it in no way avails
to be hinted: and it is not false, if anything con-
cerning it, as reason teaches, can be estimated
through another thing as if in an enigma.

CHAPTER LXVI

[al. LXIV]. That the supreme essence is most approached for
knowledge through the rational mind.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—Nothing therefore of
that nature can be perceived through its prop-
erty, but through something else. Therefore the
creator essence is known so much more deeply,
as it is investigated through a creature nearer to
it. Therefore, as only the rational mind is able
to rise to its investigation, so it alone is that
through which it can most advance toward find-
ing it: because this mind is near to it. Whence the
more zealously the mind appliesitself tolearning
about itself, the more effectively it ascends to
the knowledge of that supreme essence: and the
more it neglects to behold itself, the more it de-
scends from the speculation and intuition of the
creator essence.

123



MONOLOGION: ON THE ESSENCE OF THE DIVINITY

Since therefore it is manifest that nothing of
this nature can be perceived through its own
property, but through something else, itis certain
that its knowledge is approached more through
that which is nearer to it by likeness. For what-
ever among created things is established to be
more like it, that must be more excellent in
nature. Wherefore both through a greater like-
ness it helps more the mind investigating the
supreme truth to approachit; and through a more
excellent created essence it teaches more what
the mind itself ought to estimate concerning the
creator. Without doubt, therefore, the creator
essence is known so much more deeply, as it is
investigated through a creature nearer to it. For
thatevery essence, insofar asitis, is so far like the
supreme essence, the reason already considered
above does not allow one to doubt. It is manifest,
therefore, that as only the rational mind is among
all creatures that which is able to rise to its inves-
tigation; so nevertheless it alone is that through
which it can most advance to the finding of the
same. For it has already been known that this
mind most approaches it through the likeness of
natural essence. What therefore is clearer, than
that the rational mind, the more zealously it
applies itself to learning about itself, the more
effectively it ascends to the knowledge of that
essence: and the more it neglects to behold itself,
the more it descends from its speculation?

CHAPTER LXVII

[al. LXV]. That the mind itself is its mirror and its image.
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CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—Since the mind alone
can be mindful and understanding and loving
of both itself and of this supreme essence: there-
fore it alone is the true image of that essence,
which consists in the ineffable Trinity through
the memory, intelligence, and love of itself. But
the mind is most like the supreme essence in this,
that it can remember, understand, and love that
which is best and greatest, that is, the supreme
essence.

Most fitly therefore can it be said to be like
a mirror to itself, in which it may behold, so
to speak, the image of him whom it cannot see
face to face. For, if the mind itself alone of all
things which have been made can be mindful
and understanding and loving of itself, I do not
see why it should be denied that there is in it
the true image of that essence, which consists in
the ineffable Trinity through the memory, and
intelligence, and love of itself. Or certainly from
this it proves itself to be more truly the image of
that one; because it can be mindful of that one,
understand that one, and love that one. For in
that in which it is greater and more like him, in
thatitis known to be the more true image of him.
Butit cannot be thought at all that there has been
naturally given to a rational creature anything so
excellent, and so like the supreme wisdom as this,
that it can remember, and understand, and love
that which is best and greatest of all. Nothing
else therefore has been implanted in any creature
which thus bears the image of the Creator.
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CHAPTER LXVIII.

That the rational creature has been made for loving it.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—Therefore the ratio-
nal mind ought to study nothing so much, as
to express this image naturally impressed on
it, through voluntary effect. Therefore since the
chief thing it can do is to remember and under-
stand and love the supreme good, it ought chiefly
to will that: for those things which are better in
power, ought to be more in the will. Next, for a
rational nature it is nothing else to be rational
than to be able to discern the just from the
non-just, the true from the non-true, the good
from the non-good, the more good from the less
good. But in vain it can do these things unless
what it discerns, it loves or reprobates, according
to the judgment of true discretion; namely by
loving more or less what it judges to be more
or less good. Therefore the rational creature has
been made for this, that it may love the supreme
essence, which is the supreme good, above all
goods; rather that it may love nothing except it,
because it is good through itself, and nothing is
good except through it.

It seems therefore to follow that the rational
creature ought to study nothing so much, as to
express this image impressed on it through nat-
ural power, through voluntary effect. For besides
this, that it owes to its creator this very thing
which it is: from this also, because nothing is
known to be so preeminent a power as to remem-
ber and understand and love the supreme good,
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certainly itis convinced thatit ought to will noth-
ing so preeminently. For who would deny that
whatever things are better in power, those ought
to be more in the will? Finally for arational nature
itis nothing else to be rational, than to be able to
discern the just from the non-just, the true from
the non-true, the good from the non-good, the
more good from the less good: but to be able to
do this is altogether useless to it and superfluous,
unless what it discerns it loves or reprobates ac-
cording to the judgment of true discretion. Hence
therefore it seems clearly enough that every ra-
tional thing exists for this, that just as by the
reason of discretion it judges something more, or
less good or not good; so it may love that more or
less, or reject it. Nothing therefore is more open
than that the rational creature has been made for
this, that it may love the supreme essence above
all goods, just as it itself is the supreme good:
rather that it may love nothing except it, or on
account of it; because it is good through itself,
and nothing else is good except through it. But it
cannotloveit, unless it remembersit, and studies
to understand it. It clear therefore that the ratio-
nal creature ought to expend its whole ability and
will to remembering, and understanding, and
loving the supreme good, for which it knows that
ititself has its being.

CHAPTER LXIX

[al. LXVII]. That the soul, always loving it, at some time lives
truly blessedly.
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CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—But the human soul
is a rational creature. Therefore it has been made
for this, thatit may love the supreme essence, and
indeed without end. For it is wicked to estimate
that the supreme wisdom made it for this, that it
should at some time lose this love either volun-
tarily or by violence. It remains therefore that
it has been made for this, to love the supreme
essence without end. But it cannot do this unless
it lives always. Thus therefore it has been made
to live always, if it always wills to do that for
which it has been made. Next, it does not befit a
good God that he should cause that which he has
made to be for loving him, not to be, as long as
it has truly loved; and that which he gave freely
to one not loving, so that it might always love, he
should take away or allow to be taken away from
one loving, so that from necessity it may not love:
since it ought not to be doubted that he himself
loves every nature truly loving him. Therefore itis
clear thatits life is never taken away from human
nature, if it always studies to love the supreme
life. But it is absurd that any nature, by always
loving him who is supremely good and omnipo-
tent, should always live miserably. Therefore the
human soul, becauseitis rational, has been made
for this, that if it preserves that for which it was
made, it may at some time live blessedly, secure
from death and from all trouble.

But there is no doubt that the human soul is
a rational creature: therefore it is necessary that
it be made for this, that it may love the supreme
essence. It is necessary therefore that it be made
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either for this, that it may love without end; or
for this, that at some time either voluntarily or
by violence it may lose this love. But it is wicked
to estimate that the supreme wisdom made it for
this, that it should at some time either despise
so great a good, or lose it by some violence while
wishing to hold it. It remains therefore that it has
been made for this, to love the supreme essence
without end. But it cannot do this unless it lives
always. Thus therefore it has been made to live
always, if it always wills to do that for which it
has been made. Next, it is far too inconvenient
for the supremely good, and supremely wise, and
omnipotent Creator, that he should cause that
which he has made to be for loving him, not to
be, as long as it has truly loved; and that which
he gave freely to one not loving, so that it might
always love, he should take away or allow to be
taken away from one loving, so that from neces-
sity it may not love; especially since it ought in
no way to be doubted that he himself loves every
nature truly loving him. Wherefore it is manifest
that its life is never taken away from the human
soul, if it always studies to love the supreme life.
How then will it live? For what is great about
a long life, unless it be truly secure from the
incursion of troubles? For whoever while he lives,
either by fearing or by suffering is subject to
troubles, or is deceived by a false security, what
does he do but live miserably? But if anyone lives
free from these, he lives blessedly. But it is most
absurd that any nature, by always loving him
who is supremely good and omnipotent, should
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always live miserably. Itis clear therefore that the
human soul is of such a kind, that if it preserves
that for which it is, it may at some time live
blessedly, truly secure from death itself and every
other trouble.

CHAPTER LXX

[al. LXVIII]. That it rewards itself to the one loving it, so that
it may be eternally blessed.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—It is repugnant that
he, who is most just, should not discern between
the one loving and the one contemning that
which ought to be supremely loved; and that
he should not love the one loving him, or that
it should be of no profit to be loved by him.
Therefore it is repugnant that he should reward
nothing to the one loving him. But of this love, by
which the rational creature excels others, noth-
ing can be the reward except what super-excelsin
all natures: for the good which thus requires itself
to be loved, no less compels itself to be desired.
Therefore the supreme goodness can reward
nothing to the one loving and desiring it, except
itself. For if it wills to be loved so that it may
reward something else, it does not will to be loved
for its own sake, but for the sake of something
else; and thus it wills not itself, but something
else to beloved. Itis established therefore thathe
who shall have desired it as he ought, shall enjoy
the supreme blessedness; and that he will never
lose it, because neither will he be able not to love
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it, nor will it be able to desert the one loving it.
Therefore it will be eternally blessed.

Finally, it can in no way seem true that the
most just and most powerful one should reward
nothing to the one loving him perseveringly; to
whom while not loving he granted essence, so
thatitmightbe able tobeloving. Forifhe rewards
nothing to the one loving, the most just does not
discern between the one loving and the one con-
temning that which ought to be supremely loved,
nor does he love the one loving him, or it is not
profitable to be loved by him: all of which are dis-
cordant from him: therefore he rewards everyone
persevering in loving him. But what does he re-
ward? If he gave rational essence to nothingness
so thatit might be loving, what will he give to the
lover, if it does not cease to love? If that which
serves love is so great, how great is that which is
recompensed tolove? And if suchis the support of
love, what is the profit of love? For if the rational
creature, which is useless to itself without this
love, excels in all creatures: certainly nothing can
be the reward of this love except what super-ex-
cels in all natures. For the very same good, which
thus requires itself to be loved, no less compels
itself to be desired by the lover. For who so loves
justice, truth, blessedness, incorruptibility that
he does not yearn to enjoy these? What then will
the supreme goodness reward to the one loving
and desiring it except itself? For whatever else it
may grant, it does not reward; because it is nei-
ther recompensed to love, nor consoles the lover,
nor satisfies the one desiring. Or if it wills itself to
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be loved and desired so that it may reward some-
thing else, it does not will itself to be loved and
desired for its own sake, but for the sake of some-
thing else; and thus it does not will itself to be
loved, but something else: which it is wicked to
think. Nothing therefore is truer than that every
rational soul, if, as it ought, it studies by loving
to desire the supreme blessedness, at some time
perceives it for enjoyment, so that what it now
sees as "through a mirror" and "in an enigma" it
may then see "face to face". But whether it enjoys
it without end, it is most foolish to doubt; since
while enjoying it, it can neither be tortured by
fear, nor deceived by false security, nor having
already experienced its need; it will be able not
to love it; nor will it desert the one loving it,
nor will there be anything more powerful, which
may separate them against their will. Wherefore
whatever soul shall have once begun to enjoy the
supreme blessedness, will be eternally blessed.

CHAPTER LXXI.

That the one contemning it is eternally miserable.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—On the contrary, he
who shall contemn the love of the supreme good
will be eternally miserable: for he will either
cease to be, or he will be in eternal misery. But
it does not suffice for punishment that he should
not be; for he would be after the fault that which
he was before the fault; and thus justice would
not discern between that which can do no good
and wills no evil, and that which can do the great-
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est good and wills the greatest evil. Therefore he
will be in eternal misery, if he contemns loving
the supreme essence.

Hence it is consequently gathered that it,
which contemns the love of the supreme good,
will incur eternal misery. For if it is said that for
such contempt it is more justly punished, so that
it loses its very being or life; because it does not
use itself for that for which it was made; reason
in no way admits this, that after so great a fault,
it should receive for punishment to be what it
was before all fault. Certainly before it was, it
could neither have fault nor feel punishment. If
therefore the soul contemning that for which it
was made, so dies that it feels nothing, or that
it is absolutely nothing; it will have itself simi-
larly both in the greatest fault and without any
fault; nor will the supremely wise justice discern
between that which can do no good and wills no
evil, and that which can do the greatest good and
wills the greatest evil. But it is sufficiently clear
how inconvenient this is. Nothing therefore can
seem more consequential, and nothing ought to
be believed more certain, than that the soul of
man is so made, that if it contemns loving the
supreme essence, it suffers eternal misery: so that
just as the lover will rejoice in an eternal reward,
so the contemner may grieve in eternal punish-
ment: and just as that one will feel immutable
sufficiency, so this one may feel inconsolable in-
digence.

CHAPTER LXXII.
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That every human soul is immortal. And that it is either
always miserable, or sometime truly blessed.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—But neither eternally
blessed, nor eternally miserable would the soul
be, if it were mortal. Therefore it is immortal. But
all souls are of the same nature: therefore all are
immortal, since at least some are immortal. Fur-
thermore everything which lives, either never,
or sometime will be truly secure from every an-
noyance: therefore every human soul will either
be always miserable, or will sometime be truly
blessed.

But neither is it necessary for a loving soul to
be eternally blessed; nor a contemning one, mis-
erable, if it be mortal. Whether therefore it loves,
or whether it contemns that which it was created
for loving, it is necessary for it to be immortal.
If however there are some rational souls, which
are to be judged neither loving, nor contemning,
as the souls of infants seem to be, what is to be
thought of these? Are they mortal, or immortal?
But without doubt all human souls are of the
same nature. Wherefore, since it is established
that some are immortal, it is necessary that every
human soul is immortal. Truly, since everything
which lives is either never, or sometime truly
secure from every annoyance; nonetheless it is
necessary that every human soul is either always
miserable, or sometime truly blessed.

CHAPTER LXXIII
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[al. LXXI]. That no soul is unjustly deprived of the supreme
good, and that it is altogether to be striven for it.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—But which are the
souls so loving, that they will be at some time
blessed; or so contemning, that they will be at
some time miserable, cannot be comprehended
by man. Let it suffice that the supremely just de-
prives no one unjustly of the supreme good. For
that, therefore, every man must strive by loving
and desiring it with all his heart, all his soul, all
his mind.

Truly, which souls are to be judged without
hesitation as so loving that for which they were
made, that they are some day to enjoy it; and
which are so contemning it, that they deserve to
be always in need of it; or in what way, or by what
merit those which seem able to be called neither
loving nor contemning are distributed to eternal
blessedness or misery, I think it is without doubt
either most difficult or impossible for any mortal
to be able to comprehend by disputing. That,
however, no soul is unjustly deprived of that
good for which it was made by the supremely just
and supremely good Creator of things, must be
held most certainly; and for that same good every
man must strive by loving and desiring it with all
his heart, all his soul, all his mind.

CHAPTER LXXIV

[al. LXXII]. That the supreme essence is to be hoped for.
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CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—But no one can tend
to that, if he despairs that he can arrive at it.
Therefore besides love, hope is necessary.

Butin this intention the human soul can in no
way exercise itself, if it despairs that it can arrive
where itintends. Wherefore as much as the study
of striving is useful to it, so much is the hope of
reaching necessary.

CHAPTER LXXV.

That it is to be believed in it, that is, by believing to tend into
it.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—But it cannot love or
hope for what it does not believe. Therefore faith
also is necessary by which it may not only believe
the supreme essence and those things without
which it cannot be loved; but by which by believ-
ing it may tend into it. For to believe in it is by
believing to tend into it. Therefore he does not
believe in it who, through that which he believes,
does not tend to it. Truly he who by believing
tendsintoit, will so arrive atitthat heis toremain
within it. Whence it is more aptly said thatitis to
bebelieved and tended intoit, than to be believed
or tended to it.

But it cannot love, or hope for what it does
not believe. It is expedient therefore for the same
human soul to believe the supreme essence, and
those things without which it cannot be loved,
so that by believing it, it may tend into it. Which
same thing I think can be signify aptly and more
briefly, if instead of that which is to tend by
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believing into the supreme essence, it be said
to believe in the supreme essence. For if anyone
says that he believes in it, he seems to show
sufficiently, both through the faith which he pro-
fesses, that he tends to the supreme essence, and
that he believes those things which pertain to
this intention: for he does not seem to believe in
it, whether he who believes that which does not
pertain to tending into it, or he who through that
which he believes, does not tend to it. And per-
haps it can be said indifferently, to believe in it,
and toit: just as for the same thing can be taken to
tend by believing into it and to it, except because
whoever shall have arrived by tending to it, will
not remain outside it, but will remain within it.
Which is signified more expressly and familiarly
if it is said that it is to be tended into it, than if it
is said to it. By this reason therefore I think it can
be said more congruously thatitis to be believed
in it than to it.

CHAPTER LXXVI

[al. LXXIV]. That it is to be believed in the Father, and the
Son, and their Spirit equally both in each, and together in
the three.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—So itis to be believed,
because those three and each of them is one
supreme essence; in which alone every man
ought to believe, just as this alone is the unique
end which in every thought and act of his man
ought to intend through love. However, just as no
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one can tend into it unless he believes it, so to
believe it profits no one unless he tends into it.

It is to be believed therefore equally in the
Father, and the Son, and their Spirit, and in
each, and together in the three; because both the
Father individually, and the Son individually, and
their Spirit individually is the supreme essence:
and together the Father and the Son, with their
Spirit, are one and the same supreme essence, in
which alone every man ought to believe; because
itis the only end, which in every thought and act
alone he ought to intend through love. Whence
it is manifest that just as no one can tend into it
unless he believes it, so to believe it profits no one
unless he tends into it.

CHAPTER LXXVII

[al. LXXV]. What is living, what is dead faith.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—Therefore faith
without love is useless, and as it were something
dead. But faith with loveis notidle: for that which
loves supreme justice can contemn nothing just,
can admit nothing unjust. Therefore also active
faith lives, because it has the life of love without
which it would not work; and idle faith does not
live, because it lacks the life of love, with which it
would not be idle. Moreover faith is called dead
because it does not have the life which it ought
always to have. Furthermore living faith is called
that which believes in that which ought to be be-
lieved; but dead faith is that which only believes
that which ought to be believed.
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Wherefore with whatever certainty so great a
thing may be believed, faith will be useless, and
as it were something dead, unless it prevails and
lives by love. For that faith which a competent
love accompanies can in no way be idle if the op-
portunity of working offers itself, but rather exer-
cises itself in a certain frequency of works, which
it could not do without love, or this alone can be
proven; because that which loves supreme justice
can contemn nothing just, can admit nothing
unjust. Therefore, since that which works some-
thing shows that life is in it, without which it
would not be able to work: it is not absurdly said
both that active faith lives, because it has the life
of love without which it would not work, and
thatidle faith does not live, which lacks the life of
love, with which it would not be idle. Wherefore,
if a man is called blind, not only who has lost
sight, but who does not have it when he ought
to have it: why can it not similarly be said that
faith without love is dead; not because it has
lost its life, that is, love; but because it does not
have that which it ought always to have? Just as
therefore that faith which works through love is
known to be living; so that which is idle through
contempt is convicted to be dead. It can therefore
sufficiently conveniently be said that living faith
believes in that in which it ought to be believed;
but dead faith only believes that which ought to
be believed.

CHAPTER LXXVIII
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[al. LXXVI]. That the three can be called in some way the
supreme essence.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—It is expedient for
every man that he believe in the triune unity, and
the one Trinity; one because of the essence; tri-
une, because of three I know not what. For it can-
not be said what the three persons are, by which
they become more than one. For there are not as
many substances as there are persons, as in men,
who as many as are the persons, so many are the
individual substances. Therefore in the supreme
essence, just as there are not more substances,
so neither are there more persons. Only the need
of a name, by which plurality in one essence
may be signified, causes it to be said that there
are three persons or substances in one supreme
essence or nature. Individuals especially subsist
in accidents: whence they more properly receive
the name of substance: and thus the supreme
essence, which is subject to no accidents, cannot
properly be called substance, unless substance is
put for essence. By this reason that supreme and
one Trinity can be called without reproach one
essence, and three persons, or three substances.

Behold it is clear that it is expedient for every
man to believe in a certain ineffable triune unity,
and one Trinity: one indeed and unity, because
of one essence; triune indeed and trinity, because
of three, I know not what. For although I can say
Trinity, because of the Father, and the Son, and
the Spirit of both, who are three; yet I cannot
utter in one name, for what they are three; as if
I were to say because of three persons; just as
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I would say unity, because of one substance. For
three persons are not to be thought; because all
several persons so subsist separately from each
other, that it is necessary that there be as many
substances as there are persons: which is known
in several men, who as many as are the persons,
so many are the individual substances. Where-
fore in the supreme essence, just as there are
not more substances; so neither are there more
persons. If anyone therefore wishes to speak to
someone thence as to what the three are, he will
say that they are the Father, and the Son, and the
Spirit of both, unless perhaps compelled by the
need of a properly convenient name he should
choose some of those names, which cannot be
said plurally in the supreme essence to signify
that which cannot be said by a congruous name:
as if he were to say that that admirable Trinity
is one essence, or nature; and three persons, or
substances. For these two names are chosen more
aptly to signify plurality in the supreme essence,
because person is not said, except of an individ-
ual rational nature; and substance is principally
said of individuals, which especially subsist in
plurality. For individuals especially "substanti-
ate" (substant), that is, are subject to accidents:
and therefore they more properly receive the
name of substance. Whence itis already manifest
from above that the supreme essence, which is
subject to no accidents, cannot properly be called
substance; unless substance is put for essence. By
this reason of necessity, therefore, that supreme
and one Trinity, or triune unity, can be called
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without reproach one essence, and three persons,
or three substances.

CHAPTER LXXIX.

That it itself is God, who alone rules over all and governs all
things.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW.—To this supreme
essence alone, which rules over all and governs
all things, the name of God is properly assigned.
For by the name of God is understood nothing
but a substance which is above every nature, to
be venerated by men because of its dignity, and
to be entreated because of any imminent neces-
sity. Moreover, just as all things were made by
the supremely good, supremely wise Spirit; so
he himself rules over all, and governs all things.
Therefore not by another, nor by chance are all
things governed. He therefore is the only one
whom every other nature ought by loving to ven-
erate, from whom alone prosperous things are to
be hoped for, to whom alone one must flee from
adversities, to whom alone one must supplicate
for any thing. This one therefore alone trulyis and
is called God, ineffably triune and one.

It seems therefore, nay it is asserted without
hesitation, that that which is called God is not
nothing; and to this supreme essence alone is
the name of God properly assigned. For everyone
who says that God exists, whether one or several,
understands nothing but some substance, which
he considers above every nature that is not God,
both to be venerated by men because of its

142



MONOLOGION: ON THE ESSENCE OF THE DIVINITY

eminent dignity, and to be entreated for any
imminent necessity. What, however, is so to be
venerated for its dignity and to be deprecated for
any thing, as the supremely good and supremely
powerful Spirit, who rules over all and governs all
things? For asitis established that all things have
been made and flourish through his supremely
good and supremely wise omnipotence, so it is
tooinconvenientifitbe estimated thathe himself
does not rule over the things made by himself; or
that those made by him are governed by another
less powerful, or less good or wise; or by no
reason at all, but by the disordered volatility of
chances alone: since he alone is, through whom
it is well for anyone, and without whom it is
well for no one, and "from whom, and through
whom, and in whom are all things". Since there-
fore he himself alone is not only the good Creator,
but also the most powerful Lord and wisest gov-
ernor of all: it is most clear that this is the only
one whom every other nature, according to all
its power, ought by loving to venerate, and by
venerating to love; from whom alone prosperous
things are to be hoped for, to whom alone one
must flee from adversities, to whom alone one
must supplicate for any thing. Truly therefore
this is not only God, but the only God, ineffably
triune and one.
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