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SIXTH ENNEAD, BOOK FOUR.

The One Identical Essence is Everywhere Entirely Present.

WHY THE WORLD-SOUL IS EVERYWHERE ENTIRE IN THE WORLD-
BODY.

1. Is it because the body of the universe is so great that the Soul is everywhere present in the
universe, though being naturally divisible in (human) bodies? Or it is by herself, that she is
everywhere present? In the latter case, she has not been drawn away everywhere by the body,
but the body found her everywhere in existence before it; thus, in whatever place it may be, it
found the Soul present before it itself was part of the universe, and the total body of the universe
was located in the Soul that existed already.

HOW COULD THE SOUL HAVE NO MAGNITUDE, IF SHE ALREADY
FILLED ALL SPACE?

But if the Soul had such an extension before the body approached her, if she already filled all
space, how can she have no magnitude? Besides, how could she have been present in the
universe when the latter did not yet exist? Last, being considered indivisible and non-extended, is
she everywhere present without having any magnitude? If the answer be that she extended
herself throughout the body of the universe without herself being corporeal, the question is not
yet resolved by thus accidentally attributing magnitude to the Soul; for it would then be
reasonable to ask how she grew great by accident. The Soul could not extend herself in the entire
body in the same manner as quality, as for instance, sweetness or color; for these are passive
modifications of the bodies, so that one must not be astonished to see a modification spread all
over the modified body, being nothing by itself, inhering in the body, and existing only within it;
that is why the soul necessarily has the same magnitude as the body. Besides, the whiteness of
one part of the body does not share the experience! (or, "passion") experienced by the whiteness
of another part; the whiteness of one part is identical, in respect to species, to the whiteness of
another part; but it is not identical therewith in respect to number; on the contrary, the part of
the soul which is present in the foot is identical with the portion of the soul present in the hand,
as may be seen in the percepts thereof. Last, what is identical in the qualities is divisible, while
that which is identical in the soul is indivisible; if it be said to divide, it is in this sense that it is
present everywhere.

THE SOUL WAS CAPABLE OF EXTENSION BEFORE THE EXISTENCE
OF THE BODY.

In view of these facts, let us, starting from the very beginning, explain in a clear and plausible
manner, how the soul, being incorporeal and extended, could, nevertheless, have assumed such
an extension, either before the bodies, or in the bodies. If indeed one see that she was capable of
assuming extension before the bodies existed, it will be easily understood that she could have
done so within the bodies.

DESCRIPTION OF THE UNIVERSAL BEING.

2. There exists a genuinely universal (Being). The world that we see is no more than its image.
This veritably universal (Being) is in nothing; for nothing has proceeded from its existence. What
is posterior to this universal (Being) must, to exist, be in it, since it would depend on it, and
without it could neither subsist nor move. Do not therefore place our world in this genuinely
universal (being) as in a place, if by place you understand the limit of the body containing so far
as it contains, or a space which before had, and which still has emptiness for nature. Conceive of
the foundation on which our world rests as existing in the (Being) which exists everywhere, and
contains it. Conceive their relation exclusively by the mind, setting aside all local nomenclature.
Indeed, when one speaks of place, it is only in relation with our visible world; but the universal
(being), being the First, and possessing genuine existence, has no need of being in a place, nor in
anything whatever. Being universal, it could not fail to support itself, for it fills itself, equals
itself, and is where is the universal because it is this itself. What has been built on the universal,
being other than it, participates in it, and approaches it, receives strength from it, not by dividing
it, but because it finds it in itself, because it approaches it, since the universal ("being") is not
outside of itself; for it is impossible for the essence to be in non-essence; on the contrary, it is
non-essence that must subsist in essence, and consequently unite entirely with the whole
essence. We repeat, the universal could not separate itself from itself; and if we say that it is
everywhere, it is only in this sense that it is in essence, that is, in itself. It is not surprising that
what is everywhere is in essence and in itself; for that which is everywhere is in the unity. We,
however, positing that the (Being) in question is sense-(existence), believe that it is everywhere
here below; and, as the sense-(existence) is great, we wonder how nature (that is, the intelligible
essence) can extend in that which has so great a magnitude. In reality, the (Being) which is called
great is small; the (Being) which is regarded as small is great, since the whole of it penetrates in
every part of all; or rather, our world, by its parts everywhere approaching the universal (Being),
finds it everywhere entire, and greater than itself. Consequently, as it would receive nothing
more by a greater extension (for, if it were possible, it would thereby exclude itself from the
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universal Being), it circles around this Being. Not being able to embrace it, nor to pierce into its
innermost, it contented itself with occupying a place, and with having a place where it might
preserve existence while approaching the universal (Being), which in one sense is present to it,
and in another, is not present; for the universal (Being) is in itself, even when something else
wishes to unite itself to it. Therefore, approaching it, the body of the universe finds the universal
"Being"; having no need of going any farther, it turns around the same thing because the thing
around which it turns is the veritably universal (Being), so that in all its parts it enjoys the
presence of this whole entire Being. If the universal (Being) were in a place, our world should
(instead of having a circular motion), rush towards it in a straight line, touching different parts of
this Being by different parts of its own, and find itself on one side distant from it, and on the
other side near it. But as the universal (Being) is neither near one place, nor distant from,
another, it is necessarily entirely present as soon as it is at all present. Consequently, it is
entirely present to each of these things from which it is neither near nor far; it is present to the
things that are able to receive it.

THE UNIVERSAL BEING IS INDIVISIBLE.

3. Is the universal (Being) by itself present everywhere? Or does it remain within itself, while
from its innermost its powers descend on all things, and is it in this sense that it is regarded as
everywhere present? Yes, doubtless. That is why it is said that souls are the rays of this universal
(Being), that it is built on itself, and that from it, souls descend into various animals. The things
which participate in its unity, incapable as they are of possessing a complete nature conformed to
its nature, enjoy the presence of the universal (Being) in this sense that they enjoy the presence
of some of its powers. They are not, however, entirely separated from it, because it is not
separated from the power which it communicates to each of them. If they do not have more, it is
only because they are not capable of receiving more from the presence of the entire whole
(Being). Evidently it is always entirely present there where its powers are present. It however
remains separated, for if it became the form of any one particular being, it would cease to be
universal, to subsist everywhere in itself, and it would be the accident of some other "being."
Therefore, since it belongs to none of these things, even of those that aspire to unite themselves
with it, it makes them enjoy its presence when they desire it, and in the measure in which they
are capable thereof; but it does not belong to any of them in particular. It is not surprising,
therefore, that it should be present in all things, since it is not present in any in a manner such as
to belong to it alone. It is also reasonable to assert that, if the soul share the passions of the
bodies, it is only by accident, that she dwells in herself, and belongs neither to matter nor to
body, that the whole of her illuminates the whole world-body. It is not a contradiction to say that
the (Being) which is not present in any place is present to all things each of which is in a place.
What, indeed, would be surprising and impossible would be that the universal (Being) could,
while occupying a determinate place, be present to things which are in a place, and could at all
be present in the sense in which we have explained it. Reason forces us, therefore, to admit that
the universal (Being) must, precisely because it does not occupy any place, be entirely present to
the things to which it is present; and, since it is present to the universe, be entirely present to
each thing; otherwise, one part of it would be here, and another there; consequently, it would be
divisible, it would be body. How otherwise could one divide the ("Being")? Is it its life that shall
within it be divided? If it be the totality of the (being) that is life, no part of it would be that. Or
will somebody try to divide the Intelligence, so that one of its parts be here, and the other there?
In this case, neither of the two parts would be intelligence. Or will the (Being) itself be divided?
But if the totality be the (Being), no one part of it would be that. It might be objected that the
parts of the bodies are still bodies themselves. But that which is divided is not the body (as such),
but a certain body of a certain extent; now each of its parts possesses the form that causes it to
be named body; while the form not only does not have some particular extension, but even any
kind of extension at all.

THE UNITY OF BEING DOES NOT EXCLUDE THE EXISTENCE OF
OTHER BEINGS.

4. How can there be a plurality of essences, intelligences and soul, if essence be one? The
essence is one everywhere; but its unity does not exclude the existence of other (beings), which
may be said to conform thereto. It is so also with the unity of the intelligence, and of the soul,
although the Soul of the universe be different from the particular souls.

ESSENCE IS DIVISIBLE IF THEREBY NOT DIMINISHED.

It would seem as if there were a contradiction between the present assertions and other
statements of ours; and perhaps our demonstration imposes rather than convinces. It is
impossible to believe that the essence which is one be also everywhere identical; it would seem
preferable to admit that essence, considered in its totality, is susceptible of division, so long as
this division does not diminish it; or, to use more careful terms, that it begets all things while
remaining with itself; and that the souls that are born of it, and are its parts, fill up everything.
But if it be admitted that the One essence remains in Himself because it seems incredible that a
principle could everywhere be present entire, the same difficulty would hinder us in regard to
souls; for it will result that each of them will no longer be entire in the whole body, but will be
divided therein, or, if each individual soul remain entire, that it is by remaining in one part of the
body, that the soul will communicate her power to it. These same questions about the soul could



be raised about the powers of the soul, and we might ask if they be all entire everywhere. Last,
one could be led to believe that the soul was in one member, while her power was in another.

THE SOUL, AS COMPRISING MANY SOULS, IS INFINITE.

Let us first explain how there can be a plurality of intelligences, souls, and essences. If we
consider the things that proceed from the first principles, as they are numbers and not
magnitudes, we shall also have to ask ourselves how they fill the universe. This plurality which
thus arises from the first principles does not in any way help us to solve our question, since we
have granted that essence is multiple because of the difference (of the beings that proceed from
it), and not by place; for though it be multiple, it is simultaneously entire; "essence everywhere
touches essence,"? and it is everywhere entirely present. Intelligence likewise is manifold by the
difference (of the intelligences that proceed therefrom), and not by space; it is entire everywhere.
It is so also with souls; even their part which is divisible in the bodies is indivisible by its nature.
But the bodies possess extension because the soul is present with them; or rather, it is because
there are bodies in the sense-world; it is because the power of the Soul (that is universal) which
is in them manifests itself in all their parts, that the Soul herself seems to have parts. What
proves that she is not divided as they are, and with them, that she is entirely present everywhere,
is that by nature she is essentially one and indivisible. Thus, the unity of the Soul does not
exclude the plurality of souls, any more than the unity of essence excludes the plurality of
(beings), or that the plurality of intelligibles does not disagree with the existence of the One. It is
not necessary to admit that the Soul imparts life to the bodies by the plurality of souls, nor that
that plurality derives from the extension of the body (of the world). Before there ever were any
bodies, there was already one (universal) Soul and several (individual) souls. The individual souls
existed already in the universal Soul, not potentially, but each in actuality. The unity of the
universal Soul does not hinder the multitude of the individual souls contained within her; the
multitude of the individual souls does not hinder the unity of the universal Soul. They are distinct
without being separated by any interval; they are present to each other instead of being foreign
to each other; for they are not separated from each other by any limits, any more than different
sciences are within a single soul. The Soul is such that in her unity she contains all the souls.
Such a nature is, therefore, infinite.

THE GREATNESS OF THE SOUL HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH THE SIZE
OF THE BODY.

5. The magnitude of the Soul does not consist in being a corporeal mass; for every corporeal
mass is small, and reduces to nothing, if it be made to undergo a diminution. As to the magnitude
of the Soul, nothing can be removed from it; and if something were removed, she would not lose
anything. Since, therefore, she cannot lose anything, why fear that she should be far from
something? How could she be far from something since she loses nothing, since she possesses an
eternal nature, and is subject to no leakage? If she were subject to some leakage, she would
advance till where she could leak; but as she cannot leak at all (for there is no place where or
into which she could leak), she has embraced the universe, or rather, she herself is the universe,
and she is too great to be judged according to physical magnitude. We may say that she gives
little to the universe; but she gives it all it can receive. Do not consider the universal Being
(Essence) as being smaller, or as having a smaller mass (than our universe); otherwise, you
would be led to ask yourself how that which is smaller can unite with that which is greater.
Besides, one should not predicate comparative smallness of the universal Essence, nor compare,
in regard to mass, that which has no mass with that which has; that would be as if somebody said
that the science called medicine is smaller than the body of the doctor. Neither attribute to the
universal Essence an extent greater (than that of our universe); for it is not in extension that the
soul is greater than the body. What shows the veritable magnitude of the soul, is that, when the
body increases, the same soul which formerly existed in a smaller mass is present in this whole
mass that has become greater; now it would be ridiculous to suppose that the soul increases in
the same manner as a corporeal mass.

THE SOULS WILL DIFFER AS WILL THE SENSATIONS.

6. Why (if the universal Soul possess the magnitude here attributed to her), does she not
approach some other body (than that which she animates; that is, some individual body)? It would
be this body's (privilege or duty) to approach the universal Soul, if it be able to do so; on
approaching to her, it receives something, and appropriates it. But would this body, that would
approach the universal Soul, not already possess her simultaneously with the soul proper to
itself, since these souls (the universal Soul, and the individual soul) do not appear to differ from
each other? The fact is, that as their sensations differ, so must the passions that they experience
likewise differ. The things are judged to be different, but the judge is the same principle
successively placed in presence of different passions, although it be not he who experiences
them, but the body disposed in some particular manner. It is as if when some one of us judges
both the pleasure experienced by the finger, and the pain felt by the head. But why does not our
soul perceive judgments made by the universal Soul? Because this is a judgment, and not a
passion. Besides, the faculty that judged the passion does not say, "I have judged," but it limits
itself to judging. Thus, in ourselves, it is not the sight which communicates its judgment to the
hearing, although both of these senses made separate judgments; what presides over these two
senses is reason, which constitutes a different faculty. Often reason cognizes the judgment made
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by some other (being), while being conscious simultaneously of the passion it experiences. But
this question has been treated elsewhere.

HOW CAN THE SAME PRINCIPLE EXIST IN ALL THINGS?

Let us return to this question: How can the same principle exist in all things? This question
amounts to asking how each of the sense-objects which form a plurality and which occupy
different places, can, nevertheless, participate in the same principle; for it is not allowable to
divide unity into a multitude of parts; it would be more fitting to reduce the multitude of parts to
unity, which could not approach them. But when these parts occupy different places, they have
led us to believe that unity likewise is split up, as if the power which dominates and which
contains were divided into as many parts as that which is contained. The hand itself (though
corporeal), may hold an entire body, such as a piece of wood several feet in length, and other
objects. In this case, the force that holds makes itself felt in the whole object that is felt, and does
not distribute itself in as many parts as it may contain, though it be circumscribed by the limit of
the reach of the hand. Nevertheless, the hand is limited by its own extension, and not by that of
the body which is held or suspended. Add to the suspended body some other length, and
admitting that the hand can carry it, its force will hold the entire body without dividing into as
many parts as it may contain. Now suppose that the corporeal mass of the hand be annihilated,
and, nevertheless, allow the force which, before, existed in the hand and held the weight, to
persist; will not this same force, indivisible in the totality, be equally indivisible in each of its
parts?

LIGHT EXISTS SIMULTANEOUSLY WITHIN AND WITHOUT.

7. Imagine a luminous point which serves as centre, and imagine around it a transparent
sphere, so that the clearness of the luminous point shines in the whole body that surrounds it
without the exterior receiving any light from elsewhere; you will surely have to acknowledge that
this interior light, by remaining impassible, penetrates the whole surrounding mass, and that it
embraces the whole sphere from the central point in which it is seen to shine. The truth is that
the light did not emanate from the little body placed in the centre; for this little body did not glow
inasmuch as it was a body, but inasmuch as it was a luminous body; that means, by virtue of an
incorporeal power. Now in thought annihilate the mass of the little luminous body, and preserve
its luminous power; could you still say that light is somewhere? Will it not be equally in the
interior, and in the whole exterior sphere? You will no longer perceive where it was fixed before,
and you will no longer say whence it comes, nor where it is; in this respect you will remain
uncertain and astonished; you will see the light shine simultaneously in the interior and in the
exterior sphere. An example of this is the solar light that shines in the air when you look at the
body of the sun, at the same time that you perceive everywhere the same light without any
division; that is demonstrated by objects that intercept the light; they reflect it nowhere else than
in the direction from which it came; they do not shatter it into fragments. But if the sun were an
incorporeal power, you could not, when it would radiate light, tell where the light began, nor
from where it was sent; there would be but a single light, the same everywhere, having neither
point of beginning, nor principle from which it proceeds.

UNITY IS IN THE MANIFOLD BY A MANNER OF EXISTENCE.

8. When light emanates from a body it is easy to tell when it shines, because the location of
that body is known. But if a being be immaterial, if it have no need of a body, if it be anterior to
all bodies, and be founded on itself, or rather if it have no need, as has a body, or resting on any
foundation—then, a being endowed with such a nature has no origin from which it is derived,
resides in no place, and depends on no body. How could you then say that one of its parts is here,
and another is there? For thus it would have an origin from which it had issued, and it would
depend from something. We must, therefore, say that if something participate in this being by the
power of the universe, it participates in this being entirely, without thereby being changed or
divided; for it is a being united to a body that suffers (although often that happens to it only
accidentally), and in this respect it may be said that it is passive and divisible, since it is some
part of the body, either its passion, or form. As to the (being) which is united to any body, and to
which the body aspires to be united, it must in no manner share the passions of the body, as
such; for the essential passion of the body, as such, is to divide itself. If, therefore, the body be by
nature inclined to divide itself, then is the incorporeal, by nature, indivisible. How, in fact, could
one divide that which has no extension? If, therefore, the extended (being) participate in the
(being) which has no extension, it participates in this (being) without dividing it; otherwise, this
(being) would have extension. Consequently, when you say that the unity (of the universal
essence) is in the manifold, you do not say that unity has become manifoldness, but you refer to
this unity the manner of existence of the multitude, seeing it in this whole multitude
simultaneously. As to this Unity, it will have to be understood that it belongs to no individual, nor
to the whole multitude, but that it belongs to itself alone, that it is itself, and that, being itself, it
does not fail to support itself. Nor does it possess a magnitude such as of our universe, nor, let
alone, such as that of one of the parts of the universe; for it has absolutely no magnitude. How
could it have any magnitude? It is the body that should have such magnitude. As to the (being)
whose nature is entirely different from that of the body, no magnitude should be ascribed to it. If
it have no magnitude, it is nowhere; it is neither here nor there; for if so, it would be in several
places. If then the local division suits only the (being) of which one part is here, and the other



there, how could the (being) that is neither here nor there be divided? Consequently, the
incorporeal (being) must remain indivisible in itself, although the multitude of things aspire to
unite itself to it, and succeeds therein. If they aspire to possess it, they aspire to possess it entire,
so that if they succeed in participating in that (being), they will participate in that entire (being)
so far as their capacity reaches. Nevertheless, the things that participate in this (being) must
participate in it as if they did not participate in it, in this sense that it does not belong exclusively
to any of them. It is thus that this (being) dwells entirely in itself, and in the things in which it
manifests; if it did not remain entire, it would no more be itself, and things would no longer
participate in the (being) to which they aspire, but in some other (being) to which they did not
aspire.

POTENTIALITIES ARE INSEPARABLE FROM THEIR BEINGS.

9. If this unity (of the universal Soul) divided itself in a multitude of parts such that each
would resemble the total unity, there would be a multitude of primary (beings); for each one of
these (beings) would be primary. How then could one distinguish from each other all these
primary (beings), so that they might not all in confusion blend into a single one? They would not
be separated by their bodies, for primary (beings) could not be forms of bodies; as they would be
similar to the primary (Being) which is their principle. On the other hand, if the things named
parts were potentialities of the universal (Being), (there would be two results). First, each thing
would no longer be the total unity. Then, one might wonder how these potentialities separated
from the universal (Being), and abandoned it; for if they abandoned it, it could evidently only be
to go somewhere else. There might also be reason to ask oneself if the potentialities which are in
the sense-world are still or no longer in the universal (Being). If they be no longer in it, it is
absurd to suppose it diminished or became impotent, by being deprived of the powers it
possessed before. It is equally absurd to suppose that the potentialities would be separated from
the beings to which they belong. On the contrary, if the potentialities exist simultaneously in the
universal (Being) and elsewhere, they will, here below, be either wholes or parts; if they be parts,
that part of them that will remain on high will also form parts; if they be wholes, they are here
below the same as above; they are not divided here below in any way, and thus the universal
(Being) is still the same without any division. Or again, the potentialities are the particularized
universal (Being), which has become the multitude of the things of which each is the total unity;
and these potentialities are mutually similar. In this way, with each being there will be but a
single potentiality, united to Being, and the other things will be no more than mere potentialities.
But it is not easier to conceive of a being without potentiality, than a potentiality without a being;
for above (among the ideas) the potentiality consists of hypostatic existence and being; or rather,
it is something greater than being. Here below there are other potentialities, less energetic or
lively; they emanate from the universal (Being) as from a brilliant light would emanate another
less brilliant light; but the beings inhere in these potentialities, as there could be no potentiality
without being.

THE UNIVERSAL SOUL IS EVERYWHERE ENTIRE, INCLUDING SOULS
SPLIT INFINITELY.

Among such potentialities, which are necessarily conformable to each other, the universal
Soul must be the same everywhere, or, if she be not absolutely everywhere, she must, at least, in
every place, be entire without division, as in one and the same body. In this case, why could she
not also be thus in the whole universe? If we were to suppose that each particular soul were
divided into infinity, the universal Soul will no longer be entire, and, as a result of this division,
she will become completely impotent. Then, as there will be entirely different powers in different
parts of the world, there will be no more sympathy among souls. Last, the image, separated from
the essence it represents, and the light, separated from the source of which it is only a weakened
emanation, could no longer subsist; for in general everything that derives its existence from
anything else and its image could no longer subsist without its model. Likewise, these powers
which radiate from the universal Soul would cease to be if they found themselves separated from
their principle. If so, the Principle which begets these powers will exist everywhere they are;
consequently, from this standpoint also, the universal (Being) must be everywhere present as a
whole, without undergoing any divisions.

THE IMAGE IS BOUND TO ITS MODEL BY RADIATION.

10. It may be objected that the image need not necessarily be attached to its model; for there
are images that subsist in the absence of their model from which they are derived. For instance,
when the fire ceases, the heat that proceeds from it does not any the less remain in the warmed
object. The relation between this image and its model should be understood as follows. Let us
consider an image made by a painter. In this case, it is not the model who made the image, but
the painter; and even so it is not even the real image of the model, even if the painter had painted
his own portrait; for this image did not arise from the body of the painter, nor from the
represented form, nor from the painter himself, but it is the product of a complex of colors
arranged in a certain manner. We, therefore, do not really here have the production of an image,
such as is furnished by mirrors, waters, and shadows. Here the image really emanates from the
pre-existing model, and is formed by it, and could not exist without it. It is in this manner that the
inferior potentialities proceed from the superior ones.



SOULS ARE AS IMMORTAL AS THE ONE FROM WHOM THEY
PROCEED.

Let us proceed to the objection drawn from the heat that remains after the withdrawal of the
fire. The heat is not the image of the fire, or at least, we may deny that there is always fire in
heat; but even so heat would not be independent of fire. Besides, when you withdraw from a body
the fire that heats it, this body grows cold, if not instantaneously, at least gradually. It would,
however, be wrong to say that the powers that descend here below also gradually grow extinct;
for this would amount to stating that only the One is immortal, while the souls and intelligences
are mortal. Besides, it is not reasonable to admit that even the things that derive from a "being"
that wastes away also gradually exhaust themselves; for even if you should immobilize the sun, it
would still shed the same light in the same places. If it were objected that it would not be the
same light, the conclusion would be (the absurdity) that the body of the sun is in a perpetual
wastage. Last we have elsewhere demonstrated at length that what proceeds from the One does
not perish, but that all souls and intelligences are immortal.

BEINGS PARTAKE OF THE ONE DIFFERENTLY ACCORDING TO THEIR
CAPACITIES.

11. But if (the intelligible Being) be present everywhere, why do not all (beings) participate in
the intelligible (Being) entire? Why are there several degrees amidst these (beings), one being
the first, the other the second, and so on? Because the (beings) which are capable of absorbing
(intelligible Being) are counted as present thereto. Essence exists everywhere in that which is
essence, thus never failing itself. Everything that can be present to it is present in reality, in the
measure of its capacity, not in a local manner, as light is modified by transparence; for
participation takes place differently in an opaque body. If we distinguish several degrees among
beings, we shall surely have to conceive that the first is separated from the second, and the
second from the third, only by its order, its power, its (individual) differences, but not by its
location. In the intelligible world nothing hinders different things from subsisting together, such
as soul and intelligence, and all the sciences, superior or inferior. Thus also in a single apple the
eye sees color, the nostril smells perfume, and each other sense-organ perceives its individual
quality. All these things subsist together and are not separated from each other.

THE DIFFERENT KINDS OF PRESENCES.

Is the intelligible (Being) then so varied and manifold? It is indeed varied, but it is
simultaneously simple; it is both one and manifold; for reason (which is the essence of the
universal Soul), is both one and manifold. The universal (Being) is also one; though any difference
in it (in this sense, that it contains different essences), results from its own constitution; the
difference inheres in its nature, for it could not belong to non-being. The constitution of Essence
is such as to be inseparable from unity; unity is present wherever essence is, and the one
Essence subsists in itself. It is indeed possible that an essence which in a certain respect is
separated from another essence, is, however, entirely present with it. But there are different
kinds of presence; first, when sense-things are present with intelligible things, at least to those to
which they can be present; second, when intelligible entities are present to each other; likewise,
when the body is present to the soul; another, when a science is present to the soul; further,
when a science is present to another science, and both coexist in the same intelligence; last,
when a body is present to another body.

HOW VARIOUS THINGS CAN PARTICIPATE IN THE SAME PRINCIPLE.

12. When a sound resounds in the air, and when it constitutes a word, the ear that is present
hears and perceives this sound and this word, especially if the place be quiet. If another ear
should come to be in this place, the sound and the word approach it likewise, or rather, this ear
will approach the word. Suppose also that several eyes consider the same object; all are filled
with its sight, although this object occupy a determinate place. Thus the same object will impress
different organs with different perceptions, because the one is an eye, and the other is an ear.
Likewise, all the things that can participate in the soul do participate therein, but each receives a
different power from one and the same principle. The sound is everywhere present in the air; it is
not a divided unity, but a unity present everywhere, entirely. Likewise, if the air receive the form
of the visible object, it possesses it without division, for, in whatever place the eye should place
itself, it perceives the form of the visible object; at, least, according to our opinion, for not all
philosophers agree herewith. We give these examples to explain how several things may
participate in one and the same principle. Besides, the example of the sound suffices to
demonstrate what we here wish to explain; namely, that the entire form is present in the entire
air; for all men would not hear the same thing, if the word uttered by the sound were everywhere
entire, and if each ear did not likewise hear it entire. Now if in this case the entire word spread in
the entire air, without some definite part of the word being united to a certain part of the air, and
some other part of the word being united with another part of the air, how could we refuse to
admit that a single Soul penetrates everywhere without dividing herself with the things, that she
is entirely present everywhere where she is, that she is everywhere in the world without dividing
into parts that correspond to those of the world? When she has united with the bodies, in
whatever kind of union, she bears an analogy to the word which has been pronounced in the air,
while before uniting with the bodies, she resembles him who pronounces, or is about to



pronounce some word. Nevertheless, even when she has united to the bodies, she does not really
in certain respects cease resembling him who pronounces a word, and who, while pronouncing it,
possesses it, and gives it at the same time. Doubtless the word does not have a nature identical
with those things that we proposed to illustrate by this example; nevertheless, there is much
analogy between them.

THE BODY'S RELATION TO THE SOUL IS A PASSAGE INTO THE
WORLD OF LIFE.

(Let us study) the relation of the (world) Soul to bodies. As this relation is of a different kind,
it must be understood that the Soul is not partly in herself and partly in the bodies.
Simultaneously she dwells entirely within herself, and also projects her image into the
multiplicity of the bodies (which reflect her, like mirrors). Suppose that some definite body
approach the Soul to receive life from her; it obtains life silently, and thus possesses what already
was in other bodies. Indeed, conditions had not been arranged so that a part of the Soul, located
in a certain place, should await a body, so as to enter into it. But this part of the Soul which
enters into a body, so to speak, existed already in the universe, that is to say, in herself, and she
continued to exist in herself although she seemed to have descended here below. How indeed
should the Soul descend here below? Therefore, if she did not descend here below, if she only
manifested her actual presence, without awaiting the body which was to participate in her,
evidently the Soul dwells in herself simultaneously with becoming present to this body. Now, if
the Soul dwell in herself at the same time as she becomes present to this body (for it is not the
Soul that came into this body), it is the body which entered into her; it is the body which, being
till then outside of veritable Essence, entered into it, and passed into the world of life. Now the
world of life was all in itself, without extension, and, therefore, without division. The body has,
therefore, not entered into it as in something that possesses extension. It commenced by
participating, not in one of the parts of the world of life, but in this whole world, entirely. If an
additional body should also enter it, it will participate in it in the same way (entirely).
Consequently, if we said that the world of life is entire in these bodies, it is similarly entire in
each of them. It is, therefore everywhere the same, and numerically one, without dividing, but
always present entire.

EXTENSION IS MERELY A SIGN OF PARTICIPATION IN THE WORLD
OF LIFE.

13. Whence originates extension in our universe, and in the animals? The world of life
contains no extension. Sensation, whose testimony hinders us from believing what we are told in
this respect, reveals to us here and there the world of life. But reason tells us that, if we see it
thus, it is not that it is really extended here and there, but that all that possesses extension has
participated in the world of life, which, however, has no extension.

PARTICIPATION CAN BE ONLY IN THE INTELLIGIBLE.

When a being participates in something, evidently it does not participate in itself; for thus it
would really participate in nothing, and would remain what it was. The body that participates in
something must, therefore, not participate in corporeal nature, for it possesses it already.
Consequently, the body will not participate in the corporeal nature, any more than a magnitude
would participate in a magnitude, which it possesses already. Let us even admit that a magnitude
be increased, yet on that account alone it would not participate in magnitude; for a two-foot
object does, not become a three-foot object, but the object which first had a certain quantity
merely changes to some other quantity; otherwise two wou