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Since the writing of his masterwork, the Peréiphyseon, John Scotus Eriugena’s
metaphysics has suffered in more ways than one from being labelled as pan-
theistic.! What is especially intriguing about this misunderstanding of his
thought is that it overlooks John's often strongly dualistic language and sen-
timents; one sometimes finds him expressing what appears to be a two-worlds
memphysicnl view, one the haven of intelligibilicy and divinity, the other
home to the senses, ignorance, and sin. If not a pantheist, then was John the
Scot a dualist? Despite what sometimes appears to be the case as one reads
through the Periphyseon, his metaphysics in no way tolerates metaphysical
dualism of any sort. Because, however, of his still-standing reputation as
something of a pantheist, moreover, because his metaphysics presents a re-
markable synthesis of what on their own would be pantheistic and dualistic
claims, the theme of dualism in Eriugena is well worth considering in some
detail. I aim to do so here, beginning with a number of glaringly dualistic
claims that will suggest his overall philosophical perspective constitutes a
dualism of some kind. After reviewing numerous confusions which follow
from interpreting him in this manner, I will argue chat Eriugena’s metaphys-
ics in fact strongly disallows any metaphysical dualism, doing so through a
comprehensive reinterpretation of the initial passages. Apart from the cor-
rection of an interpretative error, what this study shall leave us with is keen
appreciation for the metaphysical balancing act which Eriugena, and think-
ers like him, perform. In their commitment to both a divinely ordered and
an evil-plagued world, they strive properly to respect the former while not
neglecting the influence of the latter. I shall conclude with comments on
this dual commitment and related concerns.

' Atvarious periodsafter its publication, though especially in 1225 (due roa papal condem-
nation of circulating copies), this work was condemned for purveying mistaken notions, par-
ticularly on the relation of God and the world. See M. Cappuyns, Jean Scor Erigene: sa vie, son
ocwvre, sa pensee (Biuxelles: Culture ex Civilisation, 1969 [1933]) 247, 384; also, E. Gilson,
History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York, 1955) 613, n. 39.
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138 D.W. HapLey

I. FROM PANTHEISM TO DUALISM
Within the Eriugenian corpus, passages such as the following seem o
posit a clearly pantheistic identity of God and world:

For if the understanding of all things is all things and It [i.e,, the divine] alone under-
stands all things, then [t alone is all things; tor that alone is the gnostic power which
knows all chings betore they are, and does not know all things outside Itseli” because
outside It there is nothing, but It possesses all wichin Irself. (I11.4.632D-633A)*

Further, one finds Eriugena making statements such as “when we hear that
God makes all things we ought to understand nothing else than that God is
in all chings, that is, chat He is the Essence of all things” and “only He truly
exists by Himself, and He alone is everything which in the things chat are is
truly said to be” (1.72.51 8A-B). Then he says of the ontological relation of
divinity to creatures that “the tormer, | mean the Divine Essence, is seen
alone in the laceer ... For ... in all things nothing else but itself is presented
to those that have understanding ..." (1.10.450B). In light of these and
other? such excerpts, one easily understands how readers in his day and be-
yond could label John's metaphysics as pantheistic—and scandalous.®

As a macter of fact, however, such readers misunderstand Eriugena’s
thought. This “pantheism™ is only partly representative of the whole of his
metaphysical outlook, and to focus upon it is to overlook a number of dual-
istic statemencs that surface in various places in John's work.® To begin with,
in the context of John’s commentary on Genesis (tfound in Books 11-V of
the Periphyseon), we seem to find the doctrine that the Fall of humankind
was a fall not only into a deficient world; it was the creation of a deficient
world. As testified by many passages, John appears to see the rebellion of our

* Unless otherwise noted, all trauslations come trom 1.1 Sheldon-Williamsand J.]. O'Meara,
Periphyseon (T he Division of Nuatwre) (Montreal, 1987}, and will be reterenced parencherically
wherever possible. The Latin text consulted is found. for Periphyseon 1-1V; in the Scriptores
Latini Hiberniae series. vols. V11, IX, XJ. XIIl (Dublin, 1968-); tor Periphyseon V. in the
FPatrologiae Latina, vol. 122, ed. H.J. Floss (Paris, 1865).

}See,c.g., Periph. 111.4.633A-B, 111.19.681A-B, 111.20.683A. 11.36.616B, 1.72.517A-B.

*John's writings retlecr some concern over the ettect his thinking had on contemporaries, as
seen from exclamations from the alurrnis concerning portions of the rumvitor's argument. See.
c.g.. his reaction to a doctrine that leaves him “bewildered and struck dumb as a dead man with
stupefaction,” at Periph. 11.9.646C-649D; cf. also 111.10.650B-D., 111.20.684A. 111.27.700B,
111.10.650D, 111.35.724A., 1.47.489C, and carmen #20 (Iohannis Scotti Eringenae Carmina, ed.
M. Herren [Dublin, 1993] 109).

5 My focus is on the Periphyseon, in particular, though some references to other works will
be made; principally, de divina praedestinatione (Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Mediaevalis,
vol. 50) and “Homily on the Prologue to Si. John’s Gospel,” Eriugena. w. John J. O'Meara
(Oxtord, 1988) 158-76.
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ERIUGENA AGAINST METAPHYSICAL DUALISM 139

human parents as the infelicitous fabrication of a new, albeitlower, creation,
in which there is no true happiness and no lasting satisfaction.®

To express this same point more particularly, a variety of passages in
Eriugena’s corpus seems to characterize the sensible as the product of the
Fall. These passages see in the visible, mortal, sensible aspects of reality a
new creation; what is more, a deficient creation. To speak for the moment
without any eye towards important subtleties in John’s thought, the distinc-
tive trappings of ordinary life in the present world, such as what the physical
eve sees or ear hears, or the animal and vegetable processes of ordinary life,
or common ignorance, falsehood, pain, or time, or spatial relations—all of
these at times seem to be viewed by John as distinctive and deticient onto-
logical material. They emerged out of the primordial Fall, in the form of a
newcity, Jericho, serving now as rival to God's city, Jerusalem (IV.15.8 11 Bff),
and located in a “far off country of dissimilarity” (V.6.874B); or, the soul’s
fall constructs “upon the nature which God had created an abominable tem-
ple fit only for the habitation of the devil.”” He uses many other images to
signify this change.® But most interesting in this connection is that most
infamous doctrine of Eriugena’s, namely, that the human division into male
and female is born of evil, not of the divine: “since he was unwilling to keep
to the divine mode of multiplying himself he was degraded by a just decree

»y

to the bestial, and to the corruptible proliferation out of male and female.
This means, however, that everything in the visible world is far from the
wondrous theophany that John elsewhere describes in his writings; now it
appears to be kakaphany. What has been produced and is constituted as
mortal and earthly seems to have come from sin, not God, and leads one
away from, not towards, the fullness of being.'’

¢ See his discussion throughout Book IV; e.g., IV.9.777A, IV.17.829A-830A, IV.6.761 D~
762B, 1V.24.854C-D.1V.15.813C. Closc analysis of aspects of his account can be found in C.
Steel, “The Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil.” in Johannes Scortus Eriugena: The Bible
and Hermeneutics (Leuven, 1996) 239-59.

" Periph. IV.4.747B; cf. 11.25.583B.

* Such as from principles to generated images. angelic ro animal life, health ro corruption.

purity to impurity, wedlock to divorce: see Periph. IV.7.769B-C, 1V.9.777C-D, 1V.9.779B,
IV.25.855B; 1V.5.761A, IV.6.762Cff; IV.16.824B, V.6.872C-D:1V.20.837C-D: 1V.25.855D~
856A.
? Periph. 11.6.532D-533A; cf. 11.6-7.533A~B, IV.14.807D-808A, I\.5.760D-761A.
11.8.533C-534B, IV.23.840A, IV.15.813A [Maximus], IV.20.835D-830A. The relevant sigla
for this and all foflowing excerprs are as follews: parentheses indicate terms gapped i che Latin
textand supplied by the editors: brackets indicate additions to the text from a variety of sources
{my own being indicated by the inclusion of an “i.c.” or “e.g.”, or otherwise noted); arrow-
brackets indicate additions ro the manuscripe in Eriugena’s hand. For more, see Sheldon-Williams,
Introduction, Peri physeon [ (Scriproves Latini Hiberniae VII).

"*On thesensible as sceming kakaphany, sce Periph. 11.9.536B~C.1V.4.747A-B, 11.25.581B-
583C. 11.23.571C-D, IV.18.833C, V40.1021B, 111.27.703B-C.
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Several other lines of thought converge upon this one. One is that range
of passages wherein he speaks, whether obliquely or directly, about many
worlds. He speaks directly of the end and the beginnings sensibilis mundi, as
distinct from the universal reasons of the sense-world (I11.9.647D); sketches
the temporal establishment of things in hunc mundum visibilem, things ar-
riving according to a sequence known only to God (1.5.445A-B); also con-
trasts three separate worlds, discernible as stations on one’s spiritual way."
Another is a collection of passages thar draw a rather sharp distinction be-
tween sensibles and incelligibles for a variety of different pucposes: to con-
trast Christ as substantial good with evil; to show that falsehood resides in
corporeality; to clarify (and locate) the nature of incorruptibility; to contrast
bodies of various sorts, or divinity with what is earthly.'? Closely coupled
with this are several of John’s metaphysical and theological claims concern-
ing the body. For instance, certain of his descriptions of the imago dei but-
tress a dualistic division of body and soul (or mind), since it is in the mind
alone, he says in one place, that Man images God." And behind this lies his
often directly stated view that the body is evil, which lends easily enough to
adualistic interpretation of his thought, inasmuch as body, seen as evil, must
constitute (or be constituted by) a material which is toreign to the larger
theophanic creation of divinity."

These several lines of John's thought, however, are grounded in a more
general metaphysical consideration, which I shall call the ‘two-levels’ dilemma.
As a first glance at this problematic Eriugenian theme, consider the fellow-
ing passage, the context for which is his commentary on Genesis:

'* “Homily on the Prologue ..." xviii—xix.293C-294C; see also Periph. V.3.867B-C,
111.19.681B, and JohannisScotti Eriugenae Carmina 66 (1. 46), 71 (1. 55), 81 (1. 33), 83 (L. 21).
It should be noted here that this notion of many worlds, coupled with a contrast ot substances,
detines dualism tor this study. A tuller historical claritication can be tound in A.H. Armstrong,
“Dualism Platonic, Gnostic, Christian,” in Hellenicand Christian Studies X1I(Variorum, 1990):
29-31.

12See Periph. IV.16.826A-B, V.3.867A;IV.6.760A-B; IV.12.800B-D, 1V.19.833D-834A,
1V.16.82iD.

U5 Peri ph. 1V.5.755C: “And so all human nature, in what it shares with the other animals, is
truly human nacure. What it shares with them is body; the life which conrrols the body; and the
sense together with the memory which draws from it the phantasies of sensible objects. But
insofar as it participates in the divine and celestial essence, human natuze is not animal nature;
for it participates in the celestial essence by reason and intellect and memory of eternal things...-
For in this pare of itself it is made i n che image of God: and it is with this pare only, in men who
are apt for ic, that God holds converse.”

'* On this, see both whae I have termed as ‘diagnostic’ passages, such as Periph. 11.20.555A.
IV.5.755C, 11.16-17.549B-550B, 111.37.733C. 11.8.535A-B, [11.20.684A. 11.26.58 3C, 583D:
and ‘prognostic’ passages, such as [V.5.756A-B, IV.19.835B-C, IV.25.855A, 111.27.702B-C,
IV.5.756A, V.3.868B, I11.23.689C; cf. curmen #24 (loannis Scotti Eringenae Carmina 115).
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ERIUGENA AGAINST METAPHYSICAL DUALISM 141

For in one way the creature is considered in its eternal reasonsin God in accordance
with which it is established, and in another way in itself under God inasmuch as itisa
creature; and the first consideration is signified by the word “Light,” but the second by
“Darkness.” For as light goes before darkness in rank, so the brightness of the eternal
reasons in accordance with which every creature is made is preferred to the obscurity of

the creature considered in itself ... (111.24.691C-D}

Here. the “reasons” of sensible existents, i.e., of generation into times and
places, are distinguished from those sensible existents “considered in them-
selves,” as he has said. The former are posited as che truly existing meta-
physical component, i.e., the light. The latrer are posited as obscure, dark,
en as nothing.

The idea is traditional, as far as John's philosophical predecessors go, for
itsorigins lie far back in the Platonic dialogues and throughour classical and
eligious literacure." It is a profound doctrine, and philosophically plausi-
le. Platonic metaphysicians especially have consistently argued that a dis-
inction must be made between sensibles and incelligibles, on the basis of
hich one rightly identifies only the lacter with being, since only they ex-
ibit the stability and unity that characterize real existence.!® But this move
ows us into a remarkable puzzle. Consider that despite John’s characteri-
ation of sensible existence asa ‘nothing existence,” it appears nevertheless to
ave some sort of being of its own. Even though it may be “nearer to not-

)eing than to being” (11.15.547B), it is not completely vacuous, ontologically
peaking:

Forrhe cause, if it be truly cause, mose perfecely pre-encompasses in itself all things of
which it is the cause, and perfects in itself its et ects before they become manifest in
anything, and when chey break ferth through generation into general and visible spe-
cies they do not abandon their perfection in it bue fully and immurably abide (in it).
and need no ocher pertection than it <alone> in which chey subsist ail at once and

eternally. (11.15.547A)

" Coupled with anci-body statements in, e.g.. the Phacdo, the famous passage at Theaeterus
0B, with its insistence thac evils in this world will never be overcome, is one dialogic source
rthe position. On the other hand, one readily chinks of Gilgamesh and The Odyssey, which so
ividly contrast the presenc shadows with divinelight, or classic religious descriptions of divin-
v as supreme existence, of all else as mere shadows, such as one finds in Eliade, c.g., Myth and
ality (New York, 1963) or Cosmos and History (New York, 1959); ot also I-luston Smith in
¢ Bill Moyers’ video series, “The Wisdom of Faith™ in summarizing the Islamic (and. in his
ew, the universal religious) view of creatures, he says cheerfully, “I hate to tell you this, but
ite only partially real, Bill” (Vol. 4: “Istam™ {Newbridge Communications, 1996)). For help-

commentary on this theme, see J.N. Findlay, “Religion and Its Three Paradigmacic In-

nces,” Religious Studies XI (April 1975): 215-27, esp. 221-22.

* For consideration of these distinctions, see Periph. 1.46.488A. 1.60.503B, 1.13.458DAF.,

11.792C,793A,1V.7.769C, V.6.872C-D; also de div. praed. vi.3 and xvi.7.
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But what kind of existence is a “breaking forth through generation™ Wh
does it exist as in contrast to its perfection—its reality—in its cause? Joh
uses a variety of metaphors to signify the relation of these sub-existent ‘thin
to true existents: he compares them as words to thought (I.12.454A—C),
clothing on a body (111.15.665D; 1V.12.802A), or shadows to an illumi
nated object (1.57-58.501B-C). These metaphors indicate that the sensibl
is something; perhaps one should say, a “symbolic expression,”"” for, com
pletely dependent upon what it communicates, it is only what it communi-
cates. And yet, the very fact that it is acommunication supposes that ir is no
simply identical to its communication: it is both distinct and dependen
both original in some way and derivative.*® John sometimes speaks in a man
ner after that of Gregory of Nyssa, saying that the sensible exists as a concur-
rence of intelligibility."” Elsewhere, the sensible appears to be a way of appr
hending, not a kind of being: it is a way of seeing being as becoming; i.e., it
is the slowing down or spreading out of things in their unity. In this light
body is solely an appearance of being,*" or, in another, more radical formula-
tion, it is the accidentia that differentiate without adding to the substantia
of the forms.?

There is more to the puzzle. Inquiring into the separation of the sensible
and the intelligible sides of reality, Eriugena asks, What can the sensible be
on its own, re., if cut off from its real being? He answers thar it becomes

'” D. Duclow, "Divine Nothingness and Self -Creation,” Journal of Religion 57 (1977): 120,
His discussion of the relation of sensible and intelligible is made wich the purpose to shed light
on being as God's self-creation, hence he does not dwell on the question of the ‘being’ of the
sensible as a “symbolic expression.”

1? ts originality, independence, and ontological significance are strengthened by the view
that mind without matter would be unable ro communicate: see Leriph, IV.11.792A-B (quO(-
ing Gregory Nyssa).

" See Periph. 1.57-58.501A-C, 1.34.479B—C, I11.14.663A-664B, 15.6650-660A:
1V.6.765CH. He quores Gregory on this directly ac 1.59.502C-503A.

2 Bur it would seem that form itself is simply an appearance, as well; i.e., not even forms
may exist for John, at least not as static entities, since they are sometimes described as mocions
(Poviph. 11.23.575B-D. 15.547CH., 23.576A, 1.4.444B), as undefinable and unknowable (I’mpf"
11.17-18.550B-551B, 1V.7.772B, 11.28.586D: [.45.487A), even as darkness (Periph:
11.17.550C-B). This oddity still supports the point made here on behalf of John's metaphysics:
it there are no distinctive levels at all to be reconciled, only a passage from non-being inta
intinice being, then there is no sense in speaking of the sensible as something. ‘Sensible” is onlv:
a terni used to denote one degree of being, just as ‘intelligible’ denores that same being but 101
greater degree. For here Being would be divection and movement, detinable more adequately in
terms of its activity, or tendency, or point of orbi.

3 See Periph. 1.53.495D—496A, 1V.7.770D-77 1A; . J. Gracia, "Ontological Ch: aracten
zation of the Relation Between Man and Created Nature in Eriugena,” journal of!/'e Hmoﬂ0f
Philosophy 16.2 (April 1978): 164-65, on the ditFerence between sensibles and their “‘notiones™

as a matter of “accidentia.”
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something “hideous,” “infected.” “corrupted,” as if “smitten by the ugly con-
tagion of leprosy™; yet, he continues, this “contagion” never influences the
real creature, for “in itself the nature which was created in the Image of God
never did lose the bloom of its beauty nor the integrity of its essence ... for
the divine form, though enabled by sin to acquire corruptible qualities, itself
ever remains immutable” (V.6.872A~B). The fallen sensible is never truly
cut off from its immutable source——not completely. If it were it should be
“non-existent. Still, John insists that while the sensible ‘world’ is in fact af-
fected by the Fall while that from which it comes & not, the higher level is
not diminished, is not affected at all, no matter what takes place on the
lower level.22 Thus, we seem to be faced with two different realms indeed,
one corruptible, one incorruptible, one manifold, the other unifold, as the
following passage. for example, would appear quite strongly to indicate. For
while ‘corruptible qualities’ seem for John ro be identical to ‘sensible quali-
ties’, here the incorruptible is likewise identified with the intellectual:

We may then define man as...a certain intellectual concept formed eternally in the
Mind of God.

Thac is an exwremely reve and very well tested definition of man; and not only of
man, but of everything else which is formed in the Divine Wisdom. And I am not
afraid of those who define him not as he is imellectually comprehended to be ... saving
thar man is a rational moreal animal capable of sense and learning: and what is more
amazing, they call this definition a substantial one, although it is not subscantial ac all
but describes what relates to the substance from the ateributes acquired by the sub-
stance from outside itself through generation. But the concept of tan in the Mind of

Godis none of these ... (IV.7.768B- C)

ere again, through contrasts of ‘substantial’ and ‘from outside,” John sug-
ests that being animal and sensible (etc.) is somehow other than (or outside
f), even though it isalso in, its source.

The contrast John posits between the perfection of a thing’s existence in
he cause and its imperfection in itself makes this two-levels problem inter-
sting and difficule both. The two are made to seem separate in the above
uotations, and indeed they are outrightly opposed where John declares Man
as clothed himself “in the form of a beast and hurls himself from that
chich is the better down to that which is much inferior” (IV.6.762B), even
hile they are declared to be in relation. The fact that this division of supe-
ior and inferior includes other oppositions, most notably that between di-
ine knowledge and human knowledge, adds to the scope of the problem.?*

“ See discussion below, section III.

> John (through his nutritor) states that he undetstands “the substance of the whole tman to
nothing else bur the concept of him in the Mind of his Artificer [whose] knowledge is the
ieandonlysubstance of the things known” (Periph. IV.7.768B), and elsewhere affirms jusrt as
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Putting all of this together, we have what appears to constitute quit
strong case for some form of dualism. Arising especially from his Fall do
trine (and attendant views), John’s metaphysics seems to constitute a owi
worlds system. There is a divine world; there is also a fallen world. One
good, the other bad; one distant, heavenly, and intelligible, the other preses
sensible, and bestial; the one a manifestation, the other barely an image, if
all. The former is genuine theophany, opposed by the latter, a region
kakaphany, and while intelligibility is available to knowing minds here a
now, it is obscured by the inferior level of pseudo-knowledge and pseu
being which is sensibilicy. If in fact these passages offer only partial or di
torted views of Eriugena’s thought, one must confess all the same that thy
are noticeable and seem to provide grounds for considering his thought

be dualistic.

I1. ERIUGENIAN DuALIsM? CONFUSIONS

In actual fact, John's metaphysics is at root strongly anti-dualistic. D:
spite what we have just considered, the character of his thought as a wh
veers sharply away from any dualism. This claim receives its initial substat
tiation from the signiticant confusions that follow from a dualistic interpr
tation of the above passages. (Given space considerations, [ shall describ
them only in brief terms here, leaving detailed examination for another
casion.) In the first place, the Fall is not always characterized by Eriugena
a fall into another world; sometimes, rather, as a fall i the world. For it
stance, he speaks at one point, in an excerpt referred to above, of the sinf
mind perceiving “through the corporeal sense only the surface of sensib
things™ (IV.25.855A), which fact necessitates that mind ascend step by ste
into the truth from sensible experience as “from outer to inner.”** This id
suggests that there is no new creation at all, nor any spatial separation, b
rather a relational problem within what already exists.”* Second, whilesens

strongly that God's knowledge constitutes the true being of all things (see. e.g., Periph. 11.20.559
and 1V.9.7783-779A). Contrasted o this is the knowledge of humankind, which, though
has contacewich the divine mind (see, ¢.g., Periph. 1V.9.779B-C and [V.8.774A), gleans divin
knowiledge only through a glass darkly, as it were: “[t}rue knowledge of all these [created thin
is implanted in human muure although it is concealed trom her ... unil she is restored ©@
pristine and integral condition” (Periph. IV.7.769B; of. 1V.9.779B). The case that has &
nttde tor awo distinet and contrasting ontological levels in John's thoughe is supported by €
contrast, on which, see also Periph. [11.17.677A~B, 11.15.546D-547 A, 544A, 544D-545
1V.9.778D-779A; de div. praed. ii.4; “Hlomily on the Prologue ...” vii.287B-C, x.288C~
289A, xix.294A-B; cf. B. McGinn, “Eriugena mysticus,” in Gievanni Scoto nelsuo tempo (Spolet
1989) 245. \

= Peri ph. 1V.25.8550; cf. 111.35.723C. IV.16.824C-825C, I1.14.544A. )

$See also Periph. 1V.25.855D. 1V.23.849B, 1V'25.855C, 111.35.723C, IV.16.824C-323!
[1.14.544A.
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le realicy is sometimes described as the product of the Fall—*super-added,”
s John says (I1.23.572A)—it is elsewhere described as the product of God'’s
nitial creation or as a divine manifestation.? Thitd, the sensible in the two-
vorlds view is seemingly not theophany, yet Eriugena is emphatic that to
xist as a creature is to exist as theophany alone.?” Fourth, how can sin be
roductive? Since John instructs that every ontological deficiency (and hu-
han cransgression) is an instance of non-being, and theactof rebelling against
he divine will constitutes a decision not to be, then how can another world
me into being out of the Fall? This confusion is directly related to and
irther illustrated in the next: a two-worlds view of reality, with its concomi-
ant doctrine of the lower world as one of deficient existence, explicitly con-
radicts John’s characterizations of evil as non-being or privation.’® Sixth,
riugenian metaphysics insists upon a non-spatial separation of the various
ortions of being, fallen (and deficient) or not.?” Seventh and most impor-
antly, the dualistic view contradicts a wide variety of ‘one object’ passages,
at is, very striking descriptions and arguments that indicate how for John
e sensible ‘object’ does not exist separately from its incelligible causes; in-
eed, chat it is no ‘thing’ in the ontological sense because it is not independ-
ntfrom and does not add to substantial reality. Rather, the sensible is solely
he appearance of substance. In John's words, “this does not mean that the
ence of all things in the Word is something other than the essence of all
ings in man, but one and the same essence is contemplated by the mind
ider two different aspects, as subsisting in the eternal Causes, and as un-
erstood in the effects ...” (IV.9.779C). Such passages as this dictace that
ere is for John just one world; moreover, that all knowledge of and in it is
ltimately of God alone.**

*See Periph. 1.1.441B —442A; P 11.2.526C-D and 1V.27.860B-C; but also 11.23.572A.
7 Sce Periph. 111.19.681A-B, 111.4.633A-B, 1.12.453D-454A, 111.3.630A-632B,
11.17.678C, 679A,1.72.518A-B.

* See de div. praed. x.5, viii.2, xv.8-10, x.2-3; Periphys. IV.16.826A-B, 1V.16.8284,
36.976A-B; . Peviph. 111.36.728C, V.31.944A-B, IV.16.828A, de div. praed. xvi.4, v.3-7,
il.7, iii.1, xv.1, 4=5; and ].C. Foussard, “Apparence et Apparition: La Notion de ‘Phantasia’
hez Jean Scot,” in Jean Scot Erigine et [ Histoire de | a Philosophie. ed. R. Roques (Paris, 1977)
44: “Otiest la diff érence sinon dans I'intentio mentis) D'un coté, le sapiens sensus qui ignore les
ésirs désordonnés et pour qui toute beauté manifeste son Créateur; de l'autre le pécheur, en
ui lignorance et la concupiscence sont nécessairement lides.”

SSec Periph. V.36.983C-D, V.6.871C-872A.V.36.983B, 983B-C (Abraham and the rich
nan), 11.10-11.538B-539D, 23.574C, 15.547A, V.36.967C, 972C, 973A. 38.996Cftf..
V.16.824C, 111.27.700C-D and esp. [V.5.760A-B; also, de div. p raed. xvii.8 and xix.3.

® See Periph. 1V.7.772B. 11.23.573C-Dft., 111.28.704B, 25.693B, 11.23.578A-D.
.7.771A, 11.24.579C-D; cf. IV.5.754D, 11.787B-DH.: also, B. McGinn, “The Negative

ment in the Anthropology of John the Scot,” in Jean Scot Erigene er I’ Histoired e la Philoso phie
20.
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Altogether, these confusions, placed next to the several pantheistic pas
sages with which this scudy began, suggest that the dualistic view considere
initially cannot be taken strictly ac face value; hence some reinterpretatio
seems necessary. Is this possible?

IH. ERIUGENIAN DUALISM: REINTERPRETATION

Unless we are to see his thought as inherently confused, the preceding
section suggests that John Scotus Eriugena’s metaphysics is not at root dua
istic. What, however, can be done with the suggestive passages from the fir
section of this study? They can in fact be reinterpreted. Ler us go throu
each dualistic point that appeared above and see how the dualism suppose
in them can be redefined, doing so with reference to what1 shall try to sho
is Eriugena’s larger and more consistent metaphysical framework.

I begin with what was described above as the ‘two-levels’ problem, namel
the view that reality is divided into two ontologically independent (thoug
perhaps epistemologically related) realms, one sensible, the other intelli
ble. To this, I first point out that John is generally quite careful to posit ¢
strongest dependence of the former upon the latter. Not solely epistem
logical, this dependence is thoroughly ontological. What the sensible is, i
the intelligible, albeit apprehended in less unified. less concentrated fas
ion.”" John's distinction between two levels of existence need not be int
preted dualistically, then, because it is only the higher level, the intelligib
which can be said properly to be. As was just touched upon in reviewing dl
seventh confusion, there is no larger metaphysical grounding in Eriugen
thinking for, on the one hand, two separare levels of existence, nor, on
other, cwo opposed existences at all. There is only one world for the S¢
albeit one that opens to different levels of experience: it can be more or |
truly, more or less comprehensively, experienced. In this light, we may lea
fully intact the doctrine of two kinds of knowledge, earthly and divine.
fact, such a distinction now strongly supports this reinterpretation. Wi
needs to be corrected is the dualistic (and false) corollary that there are &
separate objects (or sets of objects) pertaining to these separate apprchel
sions: “For one and the same thing is made known by the investigation
contemplation in one way in its causes, in another way in its etfe
(111.28.704B). There is ultimately just one object to be known in the wo
though one knowable in more ways than one: through the senses in a

* One mightwish to compare Plotinus: see Enmeads V1.7.7.174, V1.6.18.23-28, 31
V1.2 1. Fuller demonstration of the Platonic point can be found in E. Perl, “Sense-Perceg
and Incellece in Plato,” Revue de Philosophic Ancienne XV.1 (1997): 15-34.
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se. fragmentary, sensible (though still revelatory) way; through the mind
) a unitive, intelligible, stable way.**

Added criticism of any dualistic separation of the two levels is found in
e many passages where John refuses to accord being to the sensible. Quite
number of passages can be found on this point, passages which state that
o be’ belongs to the intelligible, not the sensible; that “no creature ... can
held to possess any other substance but that reason by which it subsists in
e Primordial Causes within the Word of God.™ Substance, then, stands
the level of the causes, and whatever else can be found within being can-
ot be another substance or set of substances. However the sensible may
xist, then, it does not add more being to being nor definition to defini-
ion,™ for “nothing exists in human nature which is not spiritual and intel-
igible, for even the substance of the body is intelligible.”** The two levels
wst then be within one and the same universe, i.e., ontological frame-
ork.*

What, then, shall be done with those passages quoted above which seem
o propose two rigorously contrasted levels of existence? Some of these are
irectly corrected by John."” As for uncorrected passages. there is a strong
ase o be made for interpreting the “sensible nature,” which John himself
vs is now “distinct from the intelligible” because of the Fall,*® solely in
non-substantial terms, i.e., noras another thing or world. On the one hand,
n Eriugenian tenet that has not yetbeen considered, namely, his ‘nothing is

*It may be charone can ascend into even higher knowledge through vet another mode of
nowing, i ‘mystical one of some sort, as is implied in certain of John's discussions of knowl-
of God (e.g., Peviph. 111.23.689C, V.38.1017C-D), levelled theophanies (Peri ph. V.36.964A,
spositiones in Tevarchiam Coclestern iv.2 {Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Medievalis, vol. 31,
01-09)), and the special return of the saints (e.g.. Periph. V.36.979A.,V.38.101 1B-1013Bt).

¥ Periph. 1V.7.772B: of. 11.25.582C, 7.533B-C.

¥ Sece the ‘nothing is new’ passage at Periph. 11.21.560C—-561B: . 1.42.484B, whete John
ells us that no wisc observer gives being to what is sensibly perceived: also 1.42-43.484C—

SA.
* Periph. V.8.878D-879A: “In humana siquidem natura nil subsistit, quod spirituale et
intelligibile non sit. Nam et subsrantia corporis profecto intelligibilis est ....”

*Armstrong speaks casually about the Platonic belief in “a duality of worlds,” bur then
qualifies his comuments, speaking about Plotinus in particular, by saying that some “understand
his thought in terms of one world, one set of entities, apprehended in dift erenr ways at ditterent
levels, racher than two" (“Dualism Platonic, Gnostic, Christian” 47—48), which applies to
Eciugena, as well,

7 Cf. Periph. 11.14.544B and 544A (the correction): also, [V.9.779B-C and 779C (the
orrection).

3 Periph, 11.9.536C: “sensibilis natura ab intelligibili in eo non discreparetur™; of. the rest of
the passage: “totus enim esser intellectus crearori suo sempet et immueabiliter adhaerens et
nullo modo a ptimordialibus suis causis in quibus conditus est recederet ....”
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lost’ doctrine, is relevant to this concern. The nature of the doctrine jsg
ply that whatever can be found in and through sensation, or whatever ca;
tound that is sensible and visible, can and will be found in and throt
intellection and can and will be contained in what is intelligible. To pul
more simply, whatever is lower’ in reality is already found in what is ‘hig
Such a view presupposes a distinction between two levels of being with:
dualizing these levels. Hence, as the question at stake here is how we c
avoid interpreting the sensible as something independently other than
intelligible, this doctrine, though distinguishing between sensible and int
ligible, instructs that however they may be distinguished there is no on
logical feature of the sensible that cannot be found in the intelligible. Soi
times John will state that what is sensible can be found in the inrelligi
better, or more truly, or more fully (IV.5.759A-C, 111.14.664C, 11.16.546
547A). Sometimes he formulates it as existence in the cause as distinct fro
existence outside the cause (I1.15.547A), or as genus and species (IV.5.750B
Sometimes, curiously, he will suggest that even the deficiencies of life resi
in the intelligible (V.36.972D). At times, he is speaking generally of diffe
ences and multiplicity (V.36.979B, IV.8.876 A—B), at other times of animali
(IV.19.835A) or of the sexes (11.12-13.541 A—C, IV.18.833 A—B), sometim
of all sensibles (IV.12.822B) or of sensation in distinction to (dia)noeti
apprehension (IV.19.835A-C). The varieties of formulations need not con
cern us at the moment, for the point of relevance is that all that is here
there, what is sensible is in the intelligible. Theretore, the sensible is and
be only as an appearance: it can be ‘other’ only in the sense of being anoth
way of viewing or knowing. It is an image of the intelligibility of intelligible
made somehow less, as intelligibility spread out, diluted, broken apart, slowed
down. Thus the sensible can only be the intelligible and offer nothing but i
being—-only less adequately.”” On the other hand, and perhaps more con
cretely, the connection that John makes between sensible existence and ap-
prehension “fron the outside™ suggests thar the reincerpreted Fall mus
take place in the world, rather than as a creation of a new world. It suggests
further that such an ontological change, i.e., distortion, must be a marter
a change of perspective, more a matter of seeing awry than of ‘going else-
where.” A number of intriguing passages lend full support to this perspectiva
interpretation of the Fall of humankind.*

*9 This point tollows direccly from the logical grounds ot John's metaphysics, i.e.. from his

Placonic understanding of the cause-effect relacion: see again the references in n. 16 above
 See Periph. 11.14.544A, wherein John discusses the perspectival creation of multiplicilj}'
on che part of the mind that apprehends creatures not in the unity of their causes but in thetf
appearance in “places, times, qualities, quancities ...."
4 See, c.g., Periph. 1V.22.843A, 844B—C. IV.16.828B-829A, V.36.967D-968 Aand 9704~
B, V.38.1012B-C, V.6.87 1 D-872A, I1V.23.849A-B.
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Let us next consider briefly those passages distinguishing between sensibles
and intelligibles, those which distinguish between different worlds, and mis-
cellaneous others which label corporeality as the dwelling of falsehood or
seem to restrict the imago dei to mind, notsense. In respect to the first two
groups, John's doctrine of non-spatial difference,*? along with the just-con-
cluded argumentagainst two dualized levels of existence, leaves no room for
many worlds or any sharp ontological distinction between sense and form.
Moreover, some of these passages are corrected by John himself ** In respect
to those passages which seem to contrast two diff erent bodies or two kinds
of bodies. closer consideration shows that he is often contrasting two differ-
ent appearances of the same body.* This should not be surprising in light of
the ‘one object’ passages referred to above.** The point is also supported by
his arguments that the body is an image of an image.*¢

A number of the other miscellaneous passages from above, such as those
that seem to make spatial and substantial distinctions between sensible and
intelligible realms, can be treated similarly. But those passages wherein John
describes fallen humanity as ontologically deficient prove somewhat more
resistant. We might consider that summary of the Fall whereby Man clothes
himself, says John, “in the form of a beast and hurls himself from that which
is the better down to that which is much inferior” (IV.6.762B); or, concern-
ing the soul: “she has drifted so far from herself and her Creator and ap-
proached in likeness so near and so shamefully the irrational and mortal
animals™ (IV.5.761A). In the absence of John's arguments for one world we
could easily interpret these dualistically. Even in light of those arguments, it
is difficult to see what it could mean to identify oneself with the sensible
portion of reality, as the passage in question indicates has taken place, if not
consignment to another world. How could one drift away, if not into a
deficient (sensible) world?

To answer this last question, as John sometimes does, “by some principle
of unlikeness” (V.16.868A), is promising. This principle is described as the
nibil per privativum and defined as the unsubstantial opposite of the divine
nihil 7 1t is this thing (rather, no-thing) thatleads John tosee the present life
asan abandonment of the source, a separate life which is separate because it

2 See n. 29 above.

“ His vivid description of three worlds (see “Homily on the Prologue ..." xix.294Aff) is
itself synthesized by John into a unity insofar as the third is a mediator which unites the first
ovo.

* See Periph. IV'5.759A~C, 16.822A-B, 5.760A-B, V.8.879A-B.

% See again the references provided in n. 30 above.

“ Periph. IV.11.790A, 790C. 11.27.585D, V.34.952C. He sometimes contradices this idea,
however: see IV.16.817A, 12.797 A (Gregory of Nyssa), 12.799A-C.

“" For some of his discussion, see/’eriph. 1.59.502A, 11.16.825C, 111.19.681C, 17.679B-C.
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is impoverished, deprived, made less than what is. To be deficient, in ¢
light, is to fail to some extent to exist. This kind of deficient existence ist
existence that moves away by becoming unlike—to be “nothingified,”
Gregory of Nyssa puts it.*® The problem with this answer is that in specit
ing it John seems to identify animality with deficient lif e. Such an identift
tion threatens to land us back in a bifurcation of sense and incelligibilicy. |
what, then, does the imago dei pertain in Man? Is his animality included
not? Some of the excerpts from the leriphyseon that we looked at a
answer this question fitmly in the negative, based on the separation of min
God, spiritual reality, etc.. on the one hand, and sense, sin, and animal li
on the other. These are undeniably strong in their emphasis. But there |
evidence to show that this opposition cannot, in the last analysis, find 3
systematic grounding in Eriugena’s metaphysics. For where in fact animali
is not divine, not made imago dei, God himself is restricted: there is a
tion of reality which is not God-breathed, and God’s omnipresence is n
omni (unless animal, vegetable, and mineral life are taken as illusory, and fe
John this is out of the question*”). Furthermore, in his view it is not actual
animality that is deficient but human identification with animality.* In di
cussing the Fall and its consequences, John regularly identifies being fall
with a mis-identitving of oneself and a subsequent disordering of bein
Hence for Man to look only below, as it were, and live according to biolo,
cal necessities without recourse to divinity or the primordial causes is f
Man to be deficient. For John, such a life is a severely truncated life; it refa
to transcend iself. Such transcendence, however, is yet one more way i
which real humanity images its maker (IV.5.758A-759Aft), thus its k
must constitute a deficiency and a transgression: it is to be an animal not
nature but by sin.®' Buc even here we see that being an animal is nor de
cieng; it isin fact in the image of God. Rather, deficiency is located in tho
who forgetfully see themselves as animals or as identical to their bodies, th
overlooking their full nature and, indeed, their source, rather than bei
located in animality or body themselves. This, in distinction to the dualist
description, is in fact how John sometimes characterizes the Fall, i.c., as
wrong activity, a mis-seeing, a dis-ordering.’? Additionally, there are p
sages which show that for John the image in fact belongs to Man in
animality and spirituality both (1V’5.7541D-755A), that body is immoft

* See Nyssa's In Inseri p. Psulmoruni 1 viii (Gregorii Nysseni O pera V.480M (62-63]).

4 See again Periph. 111.17.676C-677D.

* See Periph. 1V.6.672A-B.

>! These are described as two diff erent states of being at Periph. [V.5.756A-B.

32 See 1. 41 above. I discuss this doctrine at some length in my dissertacion, Beficient &
ence in @ Divine World: Ontological Deficiency in the Metaphysics of fobn Scorus Eringend 3
Arbor, 1999) 256-84.
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(V.6.872D), that Man would have been animal even if he had not sinned
(IV.6.763A), that even the “natural body” reflects God (V.6.872D), and,
again, that ouranimalityassuchis not in facta problem in itself (IV.6.761 D-
762B).

Further light is shed on this point by turning to the sole, though daunt-
ing, dualistic plank remaining from this paper’s first section. The doctrine in
question is that of kakaphany, a world made by sin, not theophanic, hence
not dependent upon God, which contrasts sharply with the pantheism tra-

 ditionally attributed to Eriugena. These are, without a doubt, two very dif-
ferent explanations of the genesis and nature of the sensible portion of real-
itv. On the one hand, John describes the world as a product of God, through
the Holy Spirit;** in conjunction with this idea, he makes universal state-
ments to the effect that all that exists, including sensibles, are theophanic;**
‘and elsewhere, he says that one blasphemes if one sees the world as made
from anything other than God or things as existing other than through “par-
ticipation in the one only Cause of all” (111.9.643B—644A). On the other
hand, we have seen him describe sensible reality as the product of the Fall,
sometimes as the creation of the fallen soul, somehow or other arising out-
side the theophanic creativity of God, thus problematically posing itself as
somehow independent. For instance, he sometimes describes it as a pen-
alty,® and some things have been added to our being, he says in some places,
by the soul or by the falling itself, rather than by God; for example,

Whacwonder, then, if the first man, made in the image of God and (who) transgressed
the divine commandment and for that reason (was) driven from the bliss of paradise,
should create tor himself from the clay of the carth a fragile and morta! habication on
the advice of the Divine Providence, so that, since he had in his pride refused to occupy
and preserve che heavenly and spiritual body created by God Himself, he should in his
degradation make for himself, as a punishment for disobedience, a mortal mansion
taken from earthly matter, and by this punishmene be brought o repentance and seek
in chastened mood. by getting to know himself again and by mortitying himself, to
return to the first state of his nature?®®

A confirmation of this view can be found in statements John makes con-
cerning the transience of sense and the visible body: they, unlike Intellect
and the spiritual body, will pass away.*

53 Periph. 1V.5.749D-750A; cf. 11.24.579C-D, 22.566A-C.

* Again, see Periph. 111.19.681B-C, 23.689C, V.6.872D; also, several striking passages in
his poems, e.g., Carmina 61 (lines 49-50), 77 (line 21), 85 (lines 12t.), and 117 (line 20).

53 See Periph. 11.23.571A-B, 1V.18.833C, 15.807C.

% Periph. 11.25.583B—-C; cf. IV.19.834C-D. 11.23.571C-D. 26.584A-B.

¥ See Periph. 11.23.569A-B, 21.561A. 111.27.7018—C; but he says the opposite at 11.23.572A,
8.534A-C, and V.25.9206A {and sec also 11.21.56 1A-B).
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How shall we understand this apparent contradiction? Whatcaniic
to say that the world as we know it is both the result of sin and part of
creative activity of God? In a number of passages in the Peiphyseon, )
gives us a first hint of reconciliation with his claim that, indeed, the sen
creation is ‘both-and’; for instance, in what follows:

But that which isderived ... from the qualities and quantities of the four elements o
the sensible world ... pertain(s] to the composition of the superadded and, one mig|
say, superfluous body. And the material and external body is like a garment and is not
improperly regarded as the outward expression of the internal und natural body ....

But seeing that the exterior body also is created by God, and is added by Him to the
other, the greatness of the Divine Goodness and His intinite Providence rowards al
things which are was not willing chac it should entirely perish and be reduced to noth-
ing, because it comes from that Providence ... (1V.12-13.801D-802A [emphases and
brackets mine])

Both sides of the dichotomy are explicitly placed together here and in ot
passages like this one.*®

Now, why this must be so is not explicitly elaborated by John; howevel
handful of justifications present themselves. First, not to be from God w
contradict his basic principle of theophany: it is God who is behind and
all of the difference, variety, and divisions of the world. Second, if not froi
God, then from where? From something outside God? But this, argues Joh
is impossible: it encails a dualism which may be blasphemous, and is ¢
tainly metaphysically unacceprable.>* Third, God alone creates (11.24.581
Fourth, placing the two explanations together neatly captures—simmul
semel—a variety of John’s attendant doctrines of Man and God, as can
seen in the following summary of the doctrine:

Bui [ do not hesitate to say that this corruptible and material body which was then
from the mud of the earth ... after sin and as a punishment for sin, so that in it the
negligent soul might be trained o keep the conuuandments <and 1o manifesc her op-
erations>, was created and is daily being created as though by some proper action ot the
soul. For it ought not to surprise you that Holy Scripture declares that God took clay of
the earch and from it formed a body for man, because it is nor unreasonable chat the
action of the creature should be referred o Him from Whom every natral action
originates, since even among the celestial essences ... whatever (ministration) the higher
order performs aud completes upon the order below it by some action of its own is

*E.g., Periph. 11.25.581B-583C, 9.536B-D. V.35.953A-954C, IV. 14.807B-C.
% The former is suggested where John chides those who do not artribute all things t0
creative goodness of God (see, e.g., Periph. V.36.972D-973C. V.36.982B-983B, d e div.
xvii.5), the latter where he argues rather soberly that ontologically dependent things ittt
subsist independently (see. e.g., Periph. V.34.952C, V.24.909C:; cf. 111.23.689C-D).
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wholly referred to Him from Whom every natural motion springs and every natural
action descends from the highest to the lowest. For ... the whole dispensation of che
Divine Providence is referred 1o it because it is the Cause of all things.

The responsibility of humankind for falling away, the diminishment chac is
sensible-experience, the fact that God is not responsible forevil, the punish-
ment bestowed on humanity for its rebellion, and yet the compassion of
God which shows itself in his providential care for Man after the Fall, i.e.,
afcer any fall—all of these are thoroughly part of John's metaphysics, hence
lead him to affirm both sides of the dichotomy. As a matter of fact, it would
appear that at this structural-point of John's metaphysics, both sides must be
affirmed, because each is symbolic of that larger confrontation between his
soaring visions of theophanic being and his tugged acceptance of the Chris-
tian doctrine of the Fall. The world is a good creation: it manifests the ‘na-
re’ of the super-essential God and is dependent on him. Yet, the world is
also marked with deficiencies that come in a variety of shapes and sizes, but
all of which are privative influences, stripping being of its character, order,
and harmony. John's metaphysics posits both of these views: God has cre-
ated and is in control of all even though the world is not entirely as God had
aboriginally willed it to be: the world is in fact God’s world even though
marked by deficiency. John often gives eloquent and passionate defenses of
thedivinelove and order which govern the world, even in its deficiency; i.e.,
evil, he argues, is made to enhance the good of the world.*" In this light, the
sensible creation, including animal and vegetable life in all their chaotic va-
riety and mess, is the product of sin and also of God. It is both because it
would not have existed if Man had not turned away from God; yet, despite
its origins in human distrust and rebellion, it serves a beneficent and de-
signed purpose for humankind and all of creation: it is “the spiritual medi-
cine by which God willed to recall His Image to itself and into Himself”
(V.35.959B). Hence its purpose is to help to restore our fallen reality to its
pristine condition.

How, in such a case, is it theophany? John is less explicit than one would
like him to be. In light of the principles that we have drawn out of his thought
in this reinterpretation, however, at least one answer can be provided on his
behalf. Simply put, it is that the sensible creation is as naturally capable of
communicating the creator’s will and nature as are intelligibles. The barriers
will be more numerous, the lessons less clear, but the meaning of the whole
can be found in and through sensibles, as theophanies, even as it is glimpsed

@ Periph. 11.25.582C-583A: cf. 11.9.536B-D, 25.581B-C.
! Inter alia, see Periph. \"35.953C-954C, 38.1012C-1013A., 11.20.684B, de dir. praed.
XVii.5-6, xviii.6, 8.
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in fuller apprehensions of being. As an illustration, let us take the example
the sexes, i.e., their differentiation. For John, such differentiation is the
sult of the Fall. As che fragmentation of the prior unity of the human
sence, with its manifestation in all of the social and personal conflicts in ¢
‘battle of the sexes’ (and in other concerns related to gender and sexuality),
may then be seen as a punishment (or portion thereof) which follows fra
Man's disobedience. And yet, even as a punishment, it is also a portion of
divinely prescribed medicine for fallen souls. In other words, on the ot
hand, taken by themselves (i.e., without any reference to source or pring
ple), they might mean nothing ac all; moreover, and what is worse, th
could and, indeed, do lead to a variety of ills, e.g., the mis-use of another
the sake of one’s own pleasure, alienation and fear, condemnations of 1
‘other’ (hence a dualism of a non-metaphysical but divisive sort), disorde
in sociery and self where passions begin to rule one’s life instead of serving
part of it, etc. On the other hand, however, as images tied to the God-wor
theophanic relation, they may symbolize two becoming one, human dest
(and need) for unicy, the productivity of union, the joys of togetherne
which are free from use and abuse, the mystery that is sameness in diff
ence. They allow such manifestations to be made more immediately, discus
sively, simply. For the soul to be led in this way upwards, as it were, by
sensible portion of reality, easily lends itself to the Scot's doctrine of th
sensible as medicine. What is visible, seen aright, helps those who have falle
through infatuation for the sensible to restore their original order.* Th
Don Giovanni figure, loving (rather, lusting) his way through the ranks
women he finds appealing, learns to see himself and those whom he previ
ously ordered tfor his own pleasures in the light of the divine marriage
God and world: he marries himself © one; he orders his life to that one. 1
longer guided solely by his selfish desires but now shaping his life accordin
to the larger whole. In this way, Eriugena’s sensible becomes not only th
scene tor the decision to be at all, but the influence by which those who hav
fallen from being are enabled once again, albeit through small steps, to exist
fully.*

As the weaving together of these two doctrines is no simple matter, mor
questions could be asked, most relevant of which is why, in light of all thi
we have said in defense of theophany, John should insist (if only at times
that the soul or sin creates the sensible or the sense-world. Such a clai

¢’ They need not, of course, and some will not: the sensible can be taken simply on its o
©* The fact that we stand inberween morally opposed forces of good and evil, and thus liay
at every turn the opportunity to move closer to or farther from nature, God, and self, len

added drama to the doctrine: see Leriph. 11.26.584A B, V.35.959B.
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throws doubt on the entire metaphysical vision which he labors so mightily
to awaken, unless it can be taken as the perspectival creation of a seeming-
world, or objects, or order. This ‘perspectivism’ is precisely what he suggests
in places.®* All the same, all of these points together illustrate John's doctrine
that sensible reality is designed by God for the support of fallen creatures.
Sensibility is a dispensation, foreseen (in some sense)*® by God and unfortu-
nate in respect to the unity of which the sensible by its very presence signals
the loss, but providentially “super-added” to the original creation for the
sake of maintaining in theophanic being creatures influenced by corruptive
non-being.

CONCLUSION

I have just been at pains to reintepret the dualistic passages and argu-
ments reviewed ac this study’s beginning. I have given John’s direct correc-
tions of some passages. Further, I have tried to show, with special emphasis
on his doctrine of a fallen creation, that more passages can be consistently fit
under a theophanic metaphysics than a dualistic metaphysics. T conclude
that we have no dualism in John’s thought. There is for him just one world:
the Fall takes place in it; thus, the deficiencies variously observed by western
religions and philosophies alike, also by Eriugena, appear not as a dualistic
opposition to divine theophany, but as parasitic influences wichin a divine
cosmos. The cosmos, even though it can be more or less adequately known
and participated, even though it only more or less allows its divine source to
shine through its many parts, and even though there is deficiency to be
found in it, remains a unified whole. John's very moving ‘parable of the
world,"® which compares the goods and evils of reality to the many-faceted
spectacle of daily life in a “great and richly appointed palace,” exemplifies
this idea very movingly, illustrating chat despite a variety of appearances
there is no final metaphysical basis for any Eriugenian dualism ac all, whether
of body and mind, good and evil, idea and particular, or God and world.
There is difference and variety in this one world; there is number and dis-
tinction and place; there is even a very real influence of evil and sinfulness.
But for John, deficient existence is not and cannot simply be ‘being in an-
other world’ or ‘participating in another substance.” To exist deficiently is,

“ Secagain LPeriph. IV.22.843A, 844B—C, IV.16.828B-829A, V.36.967D-968A and 970A—
B.V.38.1012B-C, V.6.871 B-872A,1V.23.849A~B; also. his reference to the “anificial things”
cteated by a fallen soul (IV.19.834C-D) and his description of ‘surface-secing’ (I11.34.723C);
cf.nn. 41, 52 above.

% John is well aware chac to say God foresees the Fall {and Man's need for sensible realitv) is
to mis-represent God’s eternality and omnipresence: see Periph. 1V.14.807A-808B.

% See Periph. V.36.972D-973C; cf. V.36.982B-983B. de div. praed. xvii.5.
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rather, to fail to be in chis world where there is only one substance, nam
the divine essence. which, in creating itself, creates the world, which iso
and, in its every part, theophanic. Thus, our Irishman’s metaphysics
take evil and sin seriously without thereby being committed to anv mel
physical dualism.®?

It is precisely this consideration that looms largest, here at the conclusi
of this study. One rightly questions just how Eriugena (and Christian Pl
tonic thinkers like him) could so easily slip into dualistic-seeming statement
stacements with the force and energy of those reviewed above. These p
losophers, atier all, are allegedly the great unitiers (and supposed monists)
western philosophy. Yet now one sees thac chis near-dualism follows lo
cally, perhaps necessarily, from John's commitment to the ‘reality’ of evi
Although for Eriugena the whole of being is theophanic, it is pockmarke
here and there with the very real influence of a metaphysically unreal pow
evil. His eagerness to aftirm both sides, as it were, of our experience—th
all is unified and whole even while all is influenced by corruptions—is v
clearly demonstrated in the following passage:

So it is vreated and creates in the primordial causes, but in cheir effects ic is creared and
does not create ... and therefore every creature corporeal and visible and subject to the
senses, is wont o be called in Scripture not inappropriately the last trace of the Divine
Nacure, and chis every contemplative mind, like a Moses ascending 1o the peak of con-
templation, is permitted re penetrate, and as yet it can scarcely be tully discerned by
wise minds owing ro the distraction of the vapours of earthly fanasies and the thunderings
and lightnings of mutable chings which are suddenly born and suddenly passaway. For
it is tor very few, wholly detached trom earchly thoughts and purged by vistue und
knowledge, to know God in these visible creatures as the patriarch Abrahan knew Him

... (H1.23.689C-D)

John presents then corrects a dualistic-seeming view several times in chis on
passage. All is theophany, he attirms, but consider too the distractions of thi
lite: all is marked with deficiency, as well.

This balanced interpretation of Eriugena is superior to any simply pan-
theistic or simply dualistic view. Like many others in the Platonic traditions
Eriugena’s thought is constructed mosaically: one stone must be placed nexe
to another one, piece by piece finding the whole, which emerges gradual
even while being intimated wholly in each part, and its structuring princi
ples. No easy task, to be sure. Yet, only this sort of painstaking hermeneuti

¢"A.H. Armstrong speaks to this point on behalt of late Neoplatonists. reminding us lb::

evil in the Neoplaronic cosimos can be seen as serving the good without producing a ‘05“3"5
optimism” that would be “too fancifully and inhumanely roseate” (“Dualism Platonic, Gnostic,
and Christian” 41).
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one striving to see through each piece of the puzzle in the attempt to glimpse
the whole captured in this or thar enigmatic part of his writing, can do
justice o a thinker like Eriugena. Perhaps this review of his thought will not
only make a contribution to philosophical thinking about dualism,*® then,
but also suggest corrections to any interpretations of his metaphysics that
have not struck such a balance.

This being said, John's reliance upon dualistic statements seems in some
places quite insistent. ] have argued that even in these cases he knows better,
metaphysically speaking; and yer, his language is sometimes more than sug-
gestive. Despite the foregoing reinterpretation, we must consider that John's
theophanic view may have been influenced by some other. Or could these
besslips of the tongue? Or was he speaking for etfect®® Or perhaps one could
explain the dualistic passages in connection with larger cultural currents? In
the early Middle Ages there can be traced a continuing trend away from late
ancient Platonic and Stoic this-worldliness to a divine retreat, a metaphysi-
cal bifurcation, which in the later Middle Ages would more strongly empha-
size the independence of the particular. Perhaps John’s metaphysics is em-
blematic of such a transition, for in just a few hundred years, Anselm, Abelard,
and then the High Medieval philosophies, which make sharper distinctions
between nature and grace, reason and revelation, this life and the next, etc.,
will emerge.™ On the other hand, it may be possible to explain John's dual-
istic ‘slips’ as the result of a more basic dichotomy, namely, that between two
separate visions of reality (including diff'erent lines of thought), one reli-
gious or Christian, emphasizing sin, Fall, and grace, and one philosophical
or pagan, emphasizing limit, mutability, nature.” On this view, John would
be struggling with two quite diff erent ways of explaining the present life and
its deficiencies. I think that there are, however. too few of these passages to

 Eriugena’s metaphysics presents an imposing case to be made against dualism: moreover,
it does so as something of a watershed in the history of Platonic metaphysics. We find in his
thoughtanarray of insights scattered throughout the history of Platonism which precedes him.

¢The ‘three worlds’ passages in John’s “Homily on the Prologue to the Gospel of Joh™ falls
into this category, as its pastoral purpose would naturally be to exhort sinners to return to God,
to tight intluences from darkness—i.e.. an ethical dualism of a sort.

 G.H. Allard argues somewhat along these lines in “The Primacy of Existence in the
Thought of Eriugena,” in Neoplaronism and Christian Thought (New York, 1982) 89~96, where
he sees Eriugena shifting emphasis from essences to existences; cf. W. Otten, “The Bialectic of
the Return in Eriugena’s Periphryseon,” Harvard Theological Review 84.4 (1991): 399~421, on
the Scot’s “hyperallegorical” or “performative” exegesis {419-20), which would contrast sharply
with an exegesis that ‘waits patiendy for the Lord.

' A. Wohlman works on the supposition that such a tension is woven into John's thought
precisely at the point where Procession ends and the Retuen begins: see LZhomme, le monde
sensible, et le péché dans la philosophie de Jean Scor Erigéne (Paris, 1987) 24-25.
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pose any real threat to seeing John as a thoroughgoing theophanist. At any
rate, philosophical consistency and coherence have been the aim of this study,
hence I have labored mainly to correct John’s divergent statements with what
I have argued to be more fundamental metaphysical commitments.

One remaining ambiguity cannot so easily be set aside. In dealing with
the question of the constitution of the creature vis-a-vis its divine source, the
same kind of ambiguity is present that we have been dealing with in respect
to evil (and sin) and being. Indeed, in this study [ have favored John's think-
ing on deficient existence, rather than having focused exclusively on the
possible dualizing of creature gua creature (rather than gua fallen) and God.
But a similar (albeit weaker) challenge to his theophanism can be made on
these grounds, i.e., very simply by existence itself. What is each existent, i
not some combination of divinity and some extra-divine material or imma-
teriality? John's arguments against dualism extend even to this considera-
tion, as those infamous pantheistic passages well testify with their demand
that the creature be seen as existent only ‘in” or ‘through’ its ontological
source. This emphasis is nearly everywhere present in John’s discussion
the ontological constitution of the created world. And yet, he does not sim-.
ply reduce everything to God. There isgenuine ‘standing out’-—ex-istence—
that takes place in his theophanic world. But, how? Not dualistically, as this
study argues. As participations, John's thought will say: beings have being
only “after” and always "in” God.”? But what does this mean, if not a com-
pletely separate (if not opposed) thing? Here again, John's metaphysics de-
mands balance of che finest sort. We must not have simple dualism. Nor
must we have simplistic monism. We must have both. All is one through the
differences which constitute it as All,”> and the many are many because they
are unified in and through their source. This kind of manyness-in-unity (or
theophanism) appears, at any rate, to be the source and goal of John’s thought.
In light of its importance (and difticulty), a more precise account of th
Eriugenian view of the God-world relationship, its theophanic, not panthe-
istic nor dualistic, nature, will serve as the next appropriate and importan
step in understanding John's metaphysical vision of the world.

™ See Periph. 1.12.453D~454A, 111.3.630A-632B, II11.9.644A, 1.62.506C.

7 OF obviously close relation to such a ‘both-and’ metaphysics is the Areopagite's by,
aftirmation of affirmation and negation: God is and is not all things; God is and is not nam
erc.
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