Mystical Union as Acknowledgment:
Pseudo-Dionysius’ Account of Henosts

Nicolo Sassi

Stimmen, Stimmen. Hore, mein Herz, wie sonst nur
Heilige horten: daf3 die der riesige Ruf

aufhob vom Boden; sie aber knieten,

Unmaogliche, weiter und achtetens nicht:

So waren sie horend. Nicht, dafl du Gottes ertriigest

die Stimme, bei weitem. Aber das Wehende hore,

die ununterbrochene Nachricht, die aus Stille sich bildet.
Rilke, Duino Elegy 1.54-60

SEUDO-DIONYSIUS does not conceive the deification of
man as a transformative process of radical dehumaniza-
tion or overhumanization, but rather as the awakening of
awareness of the primeval and perpetual condition of union
with the divine. The purpose of this essay is to help clarify this
problematic Dionysian theme, which is far more theologically
daring than our current understanding of Dionysian thought
let us believe, underlining how rooted it is in the panentheistic
Weltanschauung of the author. I argue that:
(a) According to Pseudo-Dionysius’ account of causality, man
and God are constantly united, therefore the mystical union is
not a shift into a new state of being.
(b) The process leading to mystical union, the via negationis, an
act of progressive removal of attributes, culminates in the
acknowledgment that God transcends every positive deter-
mination.
(c) There 1s a straightforward connection between the via
negationis and deification itself: when all determinations are
eliminated, so are all differences between human and divine;
if the divine is not “something” (i.e. it is not a determinate
being), then it cannot be “something else” either. Thus, in the
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772 MYSTICAL UNION AS ACKNOWLEDGMENT

recognition of God as Not-Other, the mystic acknowledges
the presence of the highest reality of the universe in one’s self.
This acknowledgment is the completion of the highest beati-
tude and the actual realization of the unio mystica.
The mystical union therefore must not be understood as a
process of transition into an higher state of being, but as the
unveiling of a hidden state of grace, a profound realization of
the soul, occurring when it has been properly purified through
negations, to bear in its depth the divine nature itself. When
the highest reality is thus achieved, the human soul experiences
the beatitude of feeling its own life as divine and infinite,
because the divine lives within it and it lives through the divine.
Following this path I hope to explain these complex concepts,
shedding light on such a fascinating theological idea.

1. The dwine causality

In Pseudo-Dionysius’ account of causality a higher level of
the cosmic hierarchy is not separated from what derives from
it: in some way the source, through its causal power, is con-
tained in its effects. The cause is therefore not exterior and
separated from what it produces, but rather permeates it.! As
such, everything existing participates (ueteiAngel) in the cause
of everything (De coelesti hierarchia 4.1, 177C—D):2

mhvTo HEV 0OV T SvTol peTéxel Tpovolog £k Thg Vrepovsiov kol

navoitiov Bedtog éxBAvlopévne: od yap av fv, el pl ThHe TdV

I This postulate evidently depends on the Platonic tradition. Plotinus de-
scribes it in the Enneads through the metaphor of the sphere whose simplest
and originary point, the center, is the innermost part (6.5.4): kol yop el
Aéyotuev GALo pet’ adTO 10 Ev, Opod ad odTd Kol 1O pet’ odTo Tepl Ekelvo
Kol elg ékelvo kol 0rhToD 0lov YEVVILO GUVOLPEG EKetv, HBoTe TO HeTéyov T0D
pet’ o0TO KOAKEIVOL UETEAN@EvoL. TOAADY YOp Oviev Tdv év 1§ vontd,
TpGOTOV Te Kol devtépov kol Tpitev, kol olov ceaipog wibe eig &v kévipov
avnuuévav, od dactipoact detdnuuévav, AL’ Sviov 6pod ovTolg omdv-
TV, 6mov Ov Topf TO TplTal, Kol To dedTepa KOl TO TPdTO TEPEGTL.

2 Text: Corpus Dionysiacum 1, B. R. Suchla, De dwinis nominibus (Berlin/ New
York 1990); IT12, G. Heil and A. M. Ritter, De coelesti hierarchia, De ecclesiastica
hierarchia, De mystica theologia, Epistulae (2012). Transl.: CG. Luibheid, Pseudo-
Dionysius: The Complete Works (Mahwah 1987).
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dvtav odotag kol dpyfic uetetMget. T pév odv dloo ndvio TH
etvoll adTRG HeTéyet (TO Yop elvot TEvimv 0Tl 1) DIEp TO elvor
Oedtn).

Hence everything in some way partakes of the providence flow-
ing out of this transcendent Deity which is the originator of all
that is. Indeed nothing could exist without some share in the
being and source of everything. Even the things which have no
life participate in this, for it is the transcendent Deity which is
the existence of every being.

In De diwinis nominibus 13.3, 9808, the following characterization
of God provides further useful elements to understand this
account of divine causality:
kol mdvto én’ ovthy (i.e. the Oeopyio) évdikme dvoméuneton kol
avortiBetat, D’ Hig kol € g kol 1 Hig kol &v §) kol eig v Tdvto
£0TL Kol GUVTETOKTOL KO WEVEL KO GUVEXETOl KOl GMOTAN-
poDTO KOl EMIGTPEPETAIL.
So all things are rightly ascribed to God since it is by him and in
him and for him that all things exist, are co-ordered, remain,
hold together, are completed, and are returned.

In the Dionysian view of the universe, the life-bringing
activity of the divine source operates in an eternal movement of
metaphysical descent: from the unmanifest thearchy, through
the intermediate intelligible realms of &yyelot, to the sensible
world. The divine act of existence is handed from being to
being, like the reflection of light on mirrors,> downward
through the continuum of levels of the cosmic hierarchy: the
ultimate pale gleam of the originary? light is the life by which
the beings of the sensible world are animated (arorAnpodrot,
literally “filled”), that “through whom” (8" #¢) all things are
maintained in existence.

Another passage states clearly that the divine is present in
what exists through the pure act of existence (lit. “the being

3 This metaphor appears in De coel. hier. 3.2, 165A.

* “‘Originary’ is used in the sense of an originating cause to distinguish it
from ‘original’ as a mere first cause.
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774 MYSTICAL UNION AS ACKNOWLEDGMENT

itself,” 10 elval avtd) emanating from it, and “never leaves”
(00démote dmoAeineton) any being. The Godhead enlivens
everything through its existence, which exists in each existent
(De div. nom. 5.8, 824A):

Kol o pév TpecPelo Tod elvor vépel Toig kpeittostv ovcloug, g
kol olmviog kodel To Adyton. TO 8¢ elvor odTd TAY Fviev TévTov
00démote dmoleimerat. kol adTO 8¢ TO elvon €k 10D mpodvtoc,
Kol a0Tod £6TL 10 elvat kol ovk odTOg ToD elvot, kKol 8v adTd
#0711 10 elvort Kol 00K adTOE &V T elvot, kol adTov Exet 10 elva,
Kol 00K o0TOg Exet TO glvor (...) kol yop o0 16de pev #ott, 10e
8¢ ovk €otv 000¢ fj uev £oti, wfj 0& ok £oTlv, GAAL TOVTOL
£0TIV G TAVTOV CTI0G KO &V E0VTY TAGOG GPYAG, TAVTO CUM-
TEPAGULOTO TAVIOV TOV OVIOV CUVEX®OV Kol TPogYmV, Kol DTEP
T TAVTOL €TV O TPO TAVIMV VIEPOVGLOG VILEPDV.

He grants the highest measure of existence to those more
exalted beings described in scripture as eternal. But beings are
never without being which, in turn, comes from the Preexistent.
He is not a facet of being. Rather, being is a facet of him. He is
not contained in being, but being is contained in him. He does
not possess being, but beings possesses him (...) It is not that he
exists here and not there. He does not possess this kind of
existence and not that. No. He is all things since he is the Gause
of all things. The sources and the goals of all things are in him
and are anticipated in him. But he is also superior to them all
because he precedes them and is transcendentally above them.

This form of non-distinction® and immanence of the cause in
its effects implies that man and God are constantly united. As a
result, the mystical union cannot be understood as an onto-
logical change into a new state: the union is a perpetual con-
dition. What then does Pseudo-Dionysius mean by deification?

5> This complex conception of the immanence of the divine in creation is
not to be understood as a form of mere Pantheism, since the presence of the
Godhead in everything existing does not reduce the divine to the world, but
rather displays a paradoxical interpenetration of transcendence and imman-
ence: in Pscudo-Dionysius’ metaphysical system the first divine principle is
still causally—and therefore ontologically—prior to creation.
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2. Via negationis

According to Pseudo-Dionysius, the mystical union can be
achieved at the end of a process of progressive negations of
divine attributes and names, called via negationis: this process,
culminating in the acknowledgment that God transcends every
positive determination, leads to fenosis. The description of mys-
tical soaring represents the heart of the De mystica theologia, the
last work of the Corpus Areopagiticum. In the second chapter, the
process of ascent toward the divine is described through a late
antique Platonic metaphor:® like a sculptor carving away mat-
ter to reveal the hidden beauty of the statue, the mystic must
subtract every attribute of every being in order to reveal the

most profound cause of the existence of everything (De mystica
theologia 2, 1025B):
womep ol avToPLEG GyoAuo molobvieg £Eapodvieg mhvto TO
¢mumpooBodvra tf) koBapd 100 kpuelov Béq koAdpaTE Kol COTO
€0’ €000 T} AEUIPEGEL LAV TO ATOKEKPVUUEVOV AVOLPOLIVOVTEG
K&AAog.
We would be like sculptors who set out to carve a statue. They
remove every obstacle to the pure view of the hidden image, and

simply by this act of clearing aside they show up the beauty
which is hidden.

This metaphor of the via negationis, expressed in such a beautiful
imaginative form, may be interpreted as follows: the operation
of carving away matter in order to reveal the inner sculpture
corresponds to the intellectual process of progressive negation
of attributes in order to reveal the true nature of God. But why
exactly 1s this the best way to attain the divine, as far as it is
possible for humans?

In a conference held in Teheran in 1977, Henry Corbin,

6 Plotinus Enn. 1.6.9 (which according to several scholars takes inspiration
from Pl. Phdr. 252D and 254B; this metaphor was used also by Gregory of
Nyssa in In Psalmorum Inscriptiones 2.11 (= KE®. I), ed. J. McDonough and P.
Alexander (Leiden 1962) 115-—117; see also J. Vanneste, Le mystére de Dieu.
Essai sur la structure rationelle de la docrtine mystique du Pseudo-Denys UAréopagite
(Brussels 1959) 66—68.
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776 MYSTICAL UNION AS ACKNOWLEDGMENT

one of the greatest historians of mysticism of the twentieth
century, justified persuasively the use of negative theology in
Greek, Near-Eastern, and Islamic theological traditions:’

La tradition néoplatonicienne aussi bien chez le Grecs que dans
le trois rameaux abrahamiques, tendra a donner la priorité a la
voie apophatique, a lui subordonner la voie affirmative, kata-
phatique, parce que I'Etre se trouve lui méme subordonné a
I’Absolue. Nous y avons fait allusion, il y a un instant. Sans cette
priorité de l'apophatique (de ce nihil dont tout procede), on ne
fait qu’accumuler sur la divinité des attributs créaturels (donc du
nihil dont rien ne procéde). Alors le monothéisme périt dans son
triomphe, dégénere dans l'idolatrie qu’il voulait farouchement
éviter.
Corbin argues that the via negationis was the fundamental tool
mainly used in those theological systems to preserve the tran-
scendence of God. Even if we can easily agree that negative
theology avoids idolatrous conceptions of the divinity—and
Pseudo-Dionysius himself also uses it in such a way—I none-
theless believe that there is a further fundamental metaphysical
reason leading the mystics, who somehow depend on the Pla-
tonic tradition, to choose this particular modality of theological
speech.

According to Pseudo-Dionysius every attribute and every
particular determination of every entity has a cause, transcend-
ing the sensible world, that the author calls d0vapig and napa-
devypa (De div. nom. 5.8, 824C):

TOAAD ye MOAAOV €ml THg Kol 00ToD Kol TAVIOV aitlog Tpo-
VeeoTdval O mAVIOV TOV Oviov mopodelyuoto Kot uioy
VIEPOVGIOV EVOIGTY GLYYMPNTEOV, ENEL KOl 0VGLOG TOPBYEL KOTX
v &nd odolog #xPoacty. mapadeiynota 8¢ pouev eivor Todg &v
Be® 1OV Sviov 00610m010VG Kol Evielmg TPoLPesTdTag AdYoUG,
oVg N Beoloyio mpoopiopovg xakel ol Oelor kol dryoBor Oeln-
pota, TV dviov dpoplotikd kol montikd, ko’ odg 6 Umep-
00610g TO GVTOL TAVTOL KO TPOMPLOE KOl TOLPTYOLYEY.

7 H. Corbin, Le paradoxe du monothéisme (Paris 1981) 235.
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All this holds all the more truly with respect to the Cause which
produced the sun and which produced everything else. The
exemplars of everything preexist as a transcendent unity within
It. It brings forth being as a tide of being. We give the name of
“exemplar” to those principles which preexist as a unity in God
and which produce the essences of things. Theology calls them
predefining, divine and good acts of will which determine and
create things and in accordance with which the Transcendent
One predefined and brought into being everything that is.

Therefore, being good is possible because of the transcendent
essence of the Good-in-itself (transcendent Goodness), being
similar because of the transcendent essence of Similar-in-itself
(transcendent Similarity), being beautiful because of the tran-
scendent essence of Beautiful-in-itself (transcendent Beauty)
and so with being any other attribute. With their attributes the
entities participate in the relative transcendent essences (De div.
nom. 5.5, 820B—C):
kol €l Bodder 1av {aviov og {oviov dpynv edvor Ty ovTo-
Comv xol tdv Opolev ®¢ Opolmv TNV aOTOOUOLOTNTO KOL TV
NVOUEVOY OC HVOUEVOV THY 0DTOEVOGLY KoL TV TETAYUEV®V MG
teToyuévev Ty avtdtaéy kol v GAAov, 0o 1000 1 To0de R
GuQoTépmv N TOAADV petéyovio 100e N 100e N quedtepa fi
TOAAG €671, TOG ODTOUETOYOG EVPNOELS TOD E1VOIL TPATOV VTG
uetexovoog Kol 1@ elval mpdTov pv odoac, Emerto 1odde f
1008e dpydig odoag kol 1@ petéyev 10D eivon kol oboog kol
LLETEYOUEVOLG.
You could express it this way. Life itself is the source of every-
thing alive. Similarity itself is the source of everything similar,
Unity itself of everything unified, Order itself of everything
orderly. So it goes, you will find, with all other things which par-
ticipate in this quality or in that, in both or in many. What they
have primarily is existence, and this existence ensures for them
that they remain and that they are then themselves the source of
this or that. It is only because of their participation in Being that
they exist themselves and that things participate in them.

Now, the status of these transcendent paradigms—which evi-
dently recall Platonic archetypes—is ambiguous: they seem to
be part of an intelligible level of the cosmic hierarchy between
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778 MYSTICAL UNION AS ACKNOWLEDGMENT

the Godhead and the created natures, but it is not at all clear
how Pseudo-Dionyius conceives them or where specifically he
puts them in his taxonomy of beings. In De div. nom. 7.4, 872C,
they seem to be part of the Godhead itself:
“Adyog” 8¢ 6 Bedc Luvelton Tpog TV iepdv Aoyimv od pdvov, 11
Kol AOyou kol vod kol coptoag £6T1 xopnyos, GAA’ 31t Kol Tog
TAVTOV aiTlog &V E0VTE HOVOELdDG TPOEIANQE. . .
God is praised as “Logos” [word] by the sacred scriptures not
only as the leader of the word, mind, and wisdom, but because
he also initially carries within his own unity the causes of all
things. ..

Nonetheless, in several other passages (such as De div. nom.
5.5, quoted above) the relation between God and the arche-
typical ideas resembles that existing between God and every
other created nature. Corsini considers the mopadelypato as
the highest level of the hierarchy of created natures, whereas
Brons is more cautious, not going beyond the mere indicating
the ambiguity.® Whatever the actual status of these mopo-
detypnotor may be, the passages quoted above are relevant to
this analysis, because they show undeniably that Pseudo-Dio-
nysius contemplates, in his system, the Platonic metaphysical
law according to which every single sensible characteristic is
the reflection of a cause? which lies on a higher ontological
level. As logical outcome of this law, negating attributes is the

8 E. Corsini, 1] trattato “De divinis nominibus” dello Pseudo-Dionigi e i commenti
neoplatonict al Parmenide (Turin 1962); B. Brons, Goit und die Seienden. Unter-
suchungen zum Verhdlinis von neuplatonischer Metaphysik und christlicher Tradition ber
Dionysius Areopagita (Gottingen 1976).

9T am using the word ‘cause’ to describe the intelligible archetypes even if
this may seem inappropriate. It is a fact that Pseudo-Dionysius, following
the Platonic tradition, establishes a necessary relation between an intelligible
origin and the phenomena manifesting in the sensible world: everything ap-
pearing in the sensible world is necessarily the reflection of an intelligible
reality. Nonetheless, unlike pagan Platonic theologians of late antiquity,
Pseudo-Dionysius argues more than once in the corpus that the paradig-
matic causes have no causal power in themselves: they are merely auxiliary
to the unique original cause.
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best way of ascending to the highest realities in the hierarchy of
beings (De myst. theol. 3, 1033B):
éneinep 06@® mPOG 10 GVOVTEG GvoveDoUEV, T060DTOV ol Adyol
TG CLUVOYEGT TAY VONTOV TEPLOTEALOVTOL.

The fact is that the more we take a flight upward, the more our
words are confined to the ideas we are capable of forming.

The very first cause in a Neoplatonic universe must be
ontologically prior to all possible determinations: the Godhead
itself has no determinations at all, and consequently cannot be
a determinate being. In fact, following the metaphysical law
described above, the existence of a determination inherent in
the first principle would in fact require a cause, which would
then be on an ontological level prior to the most originary
ontological principle, and this is obviously contradictory; every-
thing which is characterized by a determination is simply not
what is absolutely originary in reality. This is why to describe
the divine every positive characterization, and consequently
every intellectual operation of predication, is inadequate and
needs to be overcome through the via negationis. The intellectual
and rational process of negation of attributes leads to an at-
tainment of the divine which is, paradoxically, beyond intellect
and rationality: we need the logical process of negations in
order to get rid of hampering misconceptions about the God-
head, but the ultimate step into /henosis is beyond intellect.
Pseudo-Dionysius does not make clear how this ultimate step is
possible or which specific faculty does the acknowledging, but
since he is a mystic this is completely understandable; as Plo-
tinus wrote, echoing the Eleusinian mysteries, dotig 8¢ €idev,
01dev 0 Aéyw (Enn. 6.9.9.46-47): as a mystic, Pseudo-Dionysius
considers the deifying union a process that can ultimately only
be experienced and not be described.

3. The mystical union as acknowledgment

When all determinations and characterizations are overcome
through negations, so are all differences between human and
divine: at the end of the itinerarium mentis of the negative way,
the mystic acknowledges the divine as Not-Other. So far we
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780 MYSTICAL UNION AS ACKNOWLEDGMENT

have seen that every time the mystic conceives the divine as
characterized (through a positive attribute, e.g. God is Being,
God is Good, or characterized through a divine name, e.g.
God is the Lord, God is the Ancient of Days), they are not
speaking of the absolute first reality, that is, not of the authentic
divine, but only of either the lower levels of the hierarchy
through which it communicates its causal power (viz. the
napadetypnota), or of the symbols or images present in the
sacred texts through which it manifests!® (viz. the divine
names). In De myst. theol. 1.3, 1000D—1001A, Pseudo-Dionysius
states that “the highest and most divine things, thought or seen,
are but mere analogies of the things subject to him who
transcends everything,” todto 8¢ oluot onuoivelv 10 T8
Bedtato kol dxpdtato TOV OpwUEVOV Kol VOOLUEV®OV VTO-
Beticovg Tivag elvon Adyovg TV DmoBePAnuévov 1@ mdvio
VIEPEYOVTL.

Conversely, when every representation is overcome—and
consequently every idolatrous duality!!~—the divine is attained

10 Pscudo-Dionysius explains that even if these symbolic names are ul-
timately inadequate, they are nonetheless necessary for the divine to be
understandable to most people: it is then up to ecach person, as far as it is
possible according to their particular capacities, to overcome these
representations: the mystics, they who are able to overcome them all, attain
union (De coel. hier. 1.2, 121B, 100G £¢n’ adthv dg Bepitov dvavedoviog dvor-
Aoyog abtotg dvarteivel kol EVomotel Katd TV GrA®TIKNY o0Thg Evaoty).

11 Pseudo-Dionysius seems to consider the conception of a divine alterity
as a form of impure religiosity, something that the true Christian must over-
come and maybe disdain as a form of idolatry and attachment to mere
images and metaphors. In a long passage of De coel. hier. (2.1, 136D—137B) he
offers a speech of blame against those who “unholily” (Gviépwg) consider its
manifestations as the Godhead itself: Snog un xoi Mpelc doovTOg TOlG
noAAolc dvigpmg oldpebo todg odpoviovg kol Beoe1delc voog moldmodog
glvail Tvog kol ToALTPosHTovg Kol Tpdg Podv knvediav § mpog Aedvimv
Onpropopoiov tetvnopévoug kol Tpdg Getdv dykvAdyetlov €100¢ § TPOC
TINVAV TP1L®OdN TTEPoPLicy damenAacuévoug Kol Tpoxovg TIVOG TUPMIELG
vrgp tov ovpavov povialmpeBo kol Bpdvoug Dhailovg 1 Beoapyiq mpog
qvaxkMowy émundeiovg kol (mmovg Tvig moAvypoudtovg Kol dopvedpoug
dpyrotpotiyoug kol doo GAAo mpOg TV Aoylov Mulv iepomAdotmg év
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in its true transcendence. Pseudo-Dionysius describes this final
condition as thought’s “obscurity of silence” (ciyfic yvoeov).!12
In this condition, God is no longer an anthropomorphic super-
entity, but the absolute Not Other, as a Pseudo-Dionysius
epigone, Nicholas of Cusa, will call him during the Ren-
aissance.!3 This is the basis of Pseudo-Dionysius’ mystical
theology: if God is not a particular entity,'* i.e. he is not
“something” (10 un 11),'° he cannot therefore be “something
else” either; the necessary absence of every positive determina-
tion of the first cause of the universe is parallel to the necessary
absence of a difference, anything that could represent a
threshold separating the divine from the created natures:
paradoxically, the process leading to establish the absolute
transcendence of the divine culminates in the acknowledgment
of a form of profound immanence of it. The mystic, he who has
been able to overcome every partial image, manifestation, and

nowkiAig 1@V Ekeavtopik®dv cvuPfolov nopadédotal. kol yop dtervdg M
Oeoloyior tolg momtikailc iepomAoctiong éni tdv doynuotictov vodv
gyphiooto tov ko’ fudg d¢ elpntol vodv dvockeyopévn kol Thg oixelog
adT® Kol cuUELODG Gvaywyiig Tpovoncaca Kol Tpog adTOV dvaridcaco
TOG AVay@YIKOG 1EPOYPOLOLOC.

12 De myst. theol. 2.1, 977B. This image will have a long-lasting fortune in
the patristic tradition as well as in the medieval theological tradition. In this
regard see H. C. Puech, La ténébre mystique chez le Pseudo-Denys IAréopagite et
dans la tradition patristique (Paris 1938), esp. 33-53.

13 Cusanos’ main work on this topic is Directio speculantis, seu de non aliud
(1462). The Corpus Areopagiticun implies, rather than articulates, the concept
of Non Aliud: nonetheless this Clusanian idea seems to be a perfect category
to interpret and understand Pseudo-Dionysius’ mystical theology.

14 A wider analysis of the fundamentality of the assumption according to
which negative theology leads to the recognition that God is not an entity
(ens) in Pseudo-Dionysius’ works has been made by J. N. Jones, “Sculpting
God: The Logic of Dionysian Negative Theology,” HThR 89 (1996) 355—
371: “I summarize Dionysian negative theology roughly as follows: ‘God 1s
not a being and so cannot be known or spoken of as beings are known or
spoken of” ” (369).

15 On the Platonic root of this argument see L. H. Grondjjs, “Sur la ter-
minologie dionysienne,” BAssBudé 18 (1958) 438447, at 443.
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anthropomorphic representation, attains the obscurity of
silence and identifies with God, extinguishing himself in con-
templation.

Pseudo-Dionysius describes this whole process through an
episode taken from the Old Testament (a sort of resumé of
Exodus 19-20),'6 which can be considered an ultimate syn-
thesis of his system of mystical theology (De myst. theol. 1.3,
1000c—1001A):

kol yop ovy amAde 6 Belo¢ Mwiotc droxaBapbfival npdtov

adTdg kedeetan kol addig TOV ph totovTmY dpopiodijvar kol

peto ooy amokdBopoty dxovel TV TOAVPOVOY GOATIYYOV
kol 0p 9@t ToAAG koBopdg dmacTpdnTovTa Kol ToALYOTOVG

GkTivac: eitor TV TOAA®VY dpopiletor kol petd TdV €xkpitov

iepéov énl v dxpdtnta 1oV OBelov dvoPdoeov @Bdver. kdv

T00T01g VTP pev o0 cvyyiveton 1@ Bed, Oswpel 8¢ ovk -

oV (GBéatog yép), GALG TOV TOmOV, 0V EoTn. (ToBTO 8¢ oluat

onuoively 10 10 Betdtoto kol dxpdroto TV Opopévev kol
vooupévov drobetikovg Tivag eivat Adyouvg @V droPefAnuévov

@ mévio dmepéxovil, dU GV N Umép micav émivolav adTod

nopovoion delkvuTol Tolg vontalg GkpdTNol TAV GylOTOTOV

a0100 tonov EmPatedovon). kol T0TE Kol aOTOV GTOADETOL TV

Opouévav kol TV OpOVIOV Kol gig TOvV yvogov Thg dyvmoiog

eicdbvel tOov Sviog pvotikdv, kaB’ Ov dmopdel mdoog Tog

YVOOTIKOG GVTIANYELS, Kol €V T® TAUToV dvagel kol Gopdto

ylyveton, nag dv 100 ndvimv nékeva kol 00devie, ovte Eovtod

obte €1€pov, T® ToVIEADdG 08 AYVOOT® T TAoNG YVOCEMG

Gvevepynolg kaTtd TO KPELTTOV EVOLUEVOS KOl T@ UNdev yi-

VOGKELY DIEP VOOV YIVOGK®OV.

It is not for nothing that the blessed Moses is commanded to

submit first to purification and then to depart from those who

have not undergone this. When every purification is complete,
he hears the many-voiced trumpets. He sees the many lights,
pure and with rays streaming abundantly. Then, standing apart
from the crowds and accompanied by chosen priests, he pushes

16 The reference to the “place in which God dwelt” (Bewpel 8¢ olx
adtév (6Béartog Yép), GAAL TOV témOV, 00 #oTN) seems however to refer to
Ex 33:21.
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ahead to the summit of the divine ascents. And yet he does not
meet God himself, but contemplates, not him who is invisible,
but rather where he dwells. This means, I presume, that the
holiest and highest of the things perceived with the eye of the
body or the mind are but rational which presupposes all that lies
below the Transcendent One. Through them, however, his un-
imaginable presence is shown, walking the heights of those holy
places to which the mind at least can rise. But then he [Moses]
breaks free of them, away from what sees and is seen, and he
plunges into the truly mysterious darkness of unknowing. Here,
renouncing all that the mind may conceive, wrapped entirely in
the intangible and the invisible, he belongs completely to him
who 1s beyond everything. Here, being neither oneself nor some-
one else, one is supremely united by a completely unknowing
inactivity of all knowledge, and knows beyond the mind by
knowing nothing.

The adverb anA®c, in the first line of the passage, underlines

the solidity of the connection between the elimination of
predications!” and the achievement of union.

4. Conclusions

The mystical union is the acknowledgment of the divine non-
alterity, of its eternal presence in everything, in ourselves as
well. In the sixth century, during the twilight of Greek pagan
thought, a fundamental statement of the very first philosopher
of the western world seems to rise once again: mavto TANPN
Oedv eivor, “Everything is full of the divine.”!® This ac-
knowledgment occurs at the end of the wvia negationis, the
privileged path of mystical ascent throughout the entire history
of western theology: when all determinations are eliminated, so
is every difference between human and divine. The divine is
the Not-Other, non aliud: this ultimate recognition is the mys-

17 Pseudo-Dionysius uses dmoldopor when Moses “abandons” visible
things (ko tote Kol oOTAOV droAbeton TOV OpOUEVOVY Kol TV Op@dvimv) and
dmopd®w when he “silences” every predication, literally “all intellectual
operations” (&mopdel TEo0g TOG YVOOTIKOG GVTIANWELS).

18 Thales, quoted by Aristotle De anima 411a8.
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tical Aenosis, and not some sort of phenomenal transition into a
new and exceptional state. The mystic, he who has had the
spiritual strength to overcome every idol as well as the pro-
fundity of thought to investigate the abyss which opens behind
every literal meaning of the scriptures, recognizes his identity
with God, thus reaching the completion of the highest life of
the spirit.
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