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All T.uth is a Shadow except the last, But
every Truth is Substance in its own place, though
it be but a Shadow in another place. And the
Shadow is a true Shadow, as the Substance is a

true Substance.
ISAAC PENNINGTON



PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION

T N preparing this final edition of my Gifford Lectures

for the press, I have read through the whole of the
Enneads again. I have also revised my book throughout,
and have made some hundreds of small corrections and
alterations.

A good deal of work has been done upon Plotinus in
the last ten years. Professors Dodds and Sleeman have
published a large number of textual emendations, some
of which are important as clearing up obscurities caused
by errors in the manuscripts. In spite of all that has
been done to remove such errors, the text of Plotinus is
still faulty in many places.

Of recent books on the philosophy of Plotinus, the most
important is that of Fritz Heinemann (Plotin, Leipzig,
1921). Heinemann claims not only to have restored the
chronological order in which the different parts of the
Enneads were written, but to have discovered considerable
interpolations, which he ascribes to friends and disciples
of the philosopher. He also asserts that the doctrine
of Plotinus changed materially between the earliest and
the latest parts of his book. In the earlier chapters
he cannot find the characteristic Plotinian doctrine of
‘the One.” I have tried to judge this theory on its merits,
but I am not convinced. It is unlikely @ prior: that
a thinker who wrote nothing before the age of fifty, and
died sixteen years later, should have altered his views on
fundamental questions as he went on. Nor do I find
anything more than a slight change of emphasis. On the
Problem of Evil it might be possible to find contradictions
between earlier and later books ; but I do not think that
Plotinus ever dealt confidently with this problem. On

x
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the whole, I agree with Arnou, that ‘ la doctrine est bien
la méme dans tous les livres.’

Another book which I have found valuable is René
Arnou, Le Désir de Dien dans la Philosophie de Plotin
(Paris). N. O. Lossky, The World as an Organic Whole
(Oxford, x928), is interesting as a modern philosophic
work avowedly based on the Enneads.

Mr. Whittaker has brought out an enlarged edition of
his admirable book T'he Neoplatonists. Mr. Stephen
Mackenna has now translated the whole of the Enneads
except the Sixth Book. The later volumes confirm the
high opinion which I formed of his work after reading
the first. I earnestly hope that he will endure to the
completion of his labour of love. I have profited by
some of Professor Taylor’s criticisms of the first edition
in Mind (x919).

There has been, I rejoice to observe, a great change in
the estimate of Plotinus as a philosopher. Some of the
errors against which I protested ten years ago are seldom
any longer repeated, and it is now more generally
recognised that he is one of the greatest names in the
history of philosophy. Professor Dodds’ little book,
Select Passages Illustrating Neoplatonism (S.P.C.K., 1923),
is very sound, and will be helpful to students beginning
the subject.

My method of treating my subject was necessarily
determined by the conditions of the Gifford Lectureship;
this has been forgotten by one or two critics. But I was
glad to be obliged to treat Neoplatonism as a living, not
as a dead, philosophy; for so I believe it to be. In
choosing so to deal with it, some parts of the Enneads
seemed to me more vital than others. I could not, for
example, include a detailed discussion of the Categories
in the Sixth Ennead. I wish the book to be regarded as
a contribution to the philosophy of religion, rather than
a treatise on general metaphysics. My last reading or
Plotinus has only confirmed me in my conviction that
his value as a religious philosopher can hardly be over-
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estimated. I know no more powerful defence of the
rcligious view of life, which bids us pass through things
temporal ‘in the spirit of a worshipper,” to usc a phrase
of Bishop Gore’s. Plotinus sets himself to prove dialecti-
cally, as a Platonist must attempt to do, the soundncss
of the upward track which he is treading in his inward
experience. He names the rungs on Jacob’s ladder, but,
as I have said, his view of reality is much rather a picture
of a continuous spectrum, in which the colours merge
into each other, unseparated by any hard lines. Most
of the waverings and apparent contradictions which
schematists have found in the Euncads are thus to be
accounted for.

For him, ‘the good life’ itself is its own reward,
and we must look for no other. He disdains the threats
and promises of ecclesiasticism. His profound indif-
ference to worldly affairs and the problems of civilisation
puts the modern spirit out of sympathy with him ; but
is not this indifference also characteristic of the Gospels ?
The riddle of the Sphinx for the twentieth century is how
to preserve what is true and noble in the idea of evolu-
tionary progress, without secularising our religion and
losing our hold on the unchanging perfection of God.
This problem was not so insistent either in the first
century or in the third. Plotinus will teach us that there
can be no evolution except in relation to a timeless back-
ground which does not itself evolve. This is, of course,
the Christian view, and I believe it will vindicate itself
against the rival view of a Deity who is vitally involved
in the fortunes of His creatures.

W. R. INGE.

DEeANERY, ST. PAUL'S.

June 1928,



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

HE Gifford Lectureships have given many English
and some foreign scholars the pleasantest of intro-
ductions to the life of the Scottish Universities. The
Inique charm of St. Andrews is but half realised by those
~ho only know it as the Mecca of the golfer. Those who
aave had the privilege of being admitted to the academic
society of the ancient city will understand why Andrew
Lang confessed that even Oxford had a successful rival
in his affections. The present writer will always look back
upon his two visits to St. Andrews as the brightest inter-
lude in four sad years.
It is my agrceable duty to acknowledge the help which
I have received from several friends. I have been en-
couraged and gratified by the interest in my lectures
shown by those two distinguished Platonists, Professors
Burnet and Taylor, of St. Andrews. For several years I
have received the kindest sympathy in my philosophical
studies from Lord Haldane. Three Oxford friends have
been good enough to read my book in manuscript or in
the proof-sheets: Captain Ross, Fellow of Oriel ; the
Rev. H. H. Williams, p.D., Principal of St. Edmund Hall ;
and Mr. C. C. J. Webb, Fellow of Magdalen and at present
Gifford Lecturer at Aberdeen.

xii



SYILLABUS OF LECTURES I-XI

LECTURE 1
INTRODUCTORY

Plotinus is generally regarded as the great philosopher of mysticism.
The word is loosely used, and in many different senses. The psychical
experiences which are often supposed to distinguish it are really a sub-
sidiary and not indispensable part of the mystical quest, which is the
journey of the soul, by an inner ascent, to immediate knowledge of
God and communion with Him. The close agreement which we find
between mystics of all ages and countries indicates that the mystical
experience is a genuine part of human nature, and that it assumes the
same general forms wherever it is earnestly cultivated.

Mysticism is now studied chiefly as a branch of the psychology of
religion. But, valuable as these rccent studies are, they remain outside
the position of the mystics themselves, whose aim is the attainment of
ultimate, objective truth. The mystic is not interested in the states of
his consciousness ; he desires to unite himself with reality, to have a
vision of the eternal Ideas, and perchance of the supreme Unity that
lies behind them.

This kind of philosophy may not be in fashion just now ; but when
we see what havoc popular subjectivism has made of religious phil-
osophy, and how it has encouraged a recrudescence of superstition, we
may be glad to return to Plato and his successors. For them, mysticism
involves and rests upon metaphysics.

Mysticism, thus understood, is a spiritual philosophy, which demands
the concurrent activity of thought, will, and feeling, which in real life
are never sundered from each other. By the proper discipline of these
faculties a man becomes effectively what he is potentially, a partaker
of the divine nature and a denizen of the spiritual world. We climb the
pathway to reality by a power which all possess, though few use it. It
is the amor intellectualis Dei which draws us upward, and not merely a
susceptibility to passionate or rapturous emotion.

No other guide on this pathway equals Plotinus in power and insight
and spiritual penetration. He leaves us, it is true, much to do our-
selves; but this is because the spiritual life cannot be described to
those who are not living it. He demands of us a strict moral discipline
as well as intellectual capacity for learning.

On the intellectual side, Neoplatonism sums up the results of 700
years of untrammelled thinking, the longest period of free speculation
which the human race has enjoyed. The greater part of it passed over
into Christian philosophy, which it shaped for all time. Neoplatonism
is part of the vital structure of Christian theology, and it would be im-
possible to tear them apart.

xiii
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The neglect of Plotinus, alike by students of Greek philosophy and
of Christian dogma, is therefore much to be regretted. It makes a gap
where no gap exists. Apart from prejudices, which have operated
from the side of thc theologians, the extreme difficulty of reading the
Enneads in the original has contributed to this neglect. [An account
follows of the literature of the subject, with a criticism of some of the
chief madern Dooks on Plotinus. )

The lecturer has found Plotinus a most inspiring and fortifying
spiritual guide, as well as a great thinker. In times of trouble like the
present hie has much to teach us, lifting us up from the miseries of this
world to the pure air and sunshine of cternal truth, beauty, and good-
ness.

LECTURES II, III
THE THIRD CENTURY

Plotinus is the one great penius in an age singularly barrea of great-
ness. It was a dismal and pessimistic age, when civilisation seemed to
be stricken with mortal sickness. And though Plotinus deliberateiy
detaches himsclf from current affairs, the great man always gives voice
to the deepest thought of Liis own time, and cannot be understood apart
from his historical setting.

A blight had fallen upon the Greek and Roman stocks, and the Em-
pire was full of Orientals and Germans. This change of population pro-
foundly affected the social life, the morals, and the religion of the
Empire. Except in law, religion, and religious philosophy there was
stagnation or retrogression everywhere.

The revival of the religious sentiments was strongly marked. Tolera-
tion and fusion of cults were general ; only atheism and impiety were
frowned upon. The old Gods were again honoured ; but the religions
of the East were far more potent. These came chiefly from four coun-
tries—Egypt, Syria, Phrygia, and Palestine. Characteristics of the
worship of Isis, Cybele and Attis, Mithra.

The new syncretism (feoxpas:a) differed widely from the old poly-
theism. It was now the fashion to worship one God with many names.
The deity, says Themistius, takes pleasure in the diversity of homage.
Paganism had no dogma and no church. It tolerated Lucian, who
made few disciples, and persecuted the Christians, who made many.
But the real rivals of Christianity were the Eastern cults, not the
official paganism, the object of the rhetorizal polemic of the Fathers.
The real enemy was ignorcd, not attacked, Hy controversalists on both
sides. The Christians hardly mention Mnthra; Plotinus leaves the
Christians severely alone.

There was a great revival of superstition, especially of magic, white
and black, and of astrology, which was called the queen of the sciences.
We probably underestimate greatly the pernicious influences of these
pseudo-sciences in the last age of pagan antiquity. Christianity
deserves credit for reducing a permanent nightmare of the spirit to a
discredited and slowly dying superstition.

Eschatology is always vague and contradictory, and it is most diffi-
cult to discover what was really believed in a past age. But it is clear
that belief in immortality was much stronger in the third century than
in the first. The Orphic and Neopythagorean faith in the essential
imperishableness of the soul was quite independent of spiritualistic
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supesstitions, and the Oriental cults owed much of tlicir attractivencss
to their definite promises of a future life. The revival of the ‘ mysteries ’
was not unconnected with the same tendency.

Judaism could not offer this particular attraction; and in our period
it was returning to its former exclusiveness, and was relapsing into an
Oriental religion.

Meanwhile, Christianity was developing rapidly into a syncretistic
European religion, which challenged the other religions of the Empire
on their own ground. A great change came over the Christian Church
between Marcus Aurelius and Decius. In the second century the
Christians appeared to their neighbours a tenebrosa et lucifugux nativ ;
they were heartily despised, but hated only by the mob. Dut in the
third century they atfracted many nobles and able professional men ;
in Origen they could boast of the most learned man of his generation.
The silence of Plotinus is not due to ignorance. He attacks at length
the half-Christian Gnostics, who seemed to travesty his own doctrines ;
with the school of Origen he could not have much to quarrel about;
and Roman churchmanship, already practical and political, would not
claim his attention as a philosopher. He left it to Porphyry to assail
Christian orthodoxy. The real quarrel between Neoplatonism and
Christianity lay in their different attitudes towards the old culture, and
towards the Roman Empire. Origen and Plotinus might exchange
compliments; but Minucius Felix calls Socrates scurra Atticus, and
Cyprian speaks of the pagans as ‘dogsandswine.’ The pagans retorted
by calling the Christians ‘insolent barbarians.” The struggle was
between two political traditions.

The moral reformation was not less conspicuous than the religious
revival. Besides the growth of asceticism, we note the emergence of
the clerical profession, the private chaplain, the sermon, and the pious
tract. Civic virtue declined ; sexual purity and humanity increased.
The Catholic type of piety was establishing itself.

LECTURES 1V, V
THE FORERUNNERS OF PLOTINUS

The evolution of thought in Pluto’s mind was a foreshowing of what
happened to his school. The history of Platonism is anticipated in
Plato himself. But before the fusion of Greek philosophies in Neo-
platonism could take place, there had to be a new development and
transformation of the older schools. Heracleitus and the Cynics had a
new life in Stoicism ; the Atomists and Cyrenaics joined to produce
Epicureanism; the Eleatics and Megarians lived on, to some extent, in
the Scepticism of the post-Aristotelian period. Plato influenced them
all, except perhaps the Epicureans.

The best part of Plato—his spiritual vision—was not preserved by
the Athenian professors who expounded his doctrines, and before long
the Academy devoted itself to a rather arid and timorous moralising.
But the school came back, through scepticism, to a position nearer
Plato’s own. Eclectic Platonism became a philosophy of revelation.
The earliest philosophies had been cosmocentric ; the later anthropo-
centric; the last phase was to be theocentric. By insisting on the
supersensual as alone real, and on inspiration as alone blessed, it made
a return to the true Plato.
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But the cradle of Neoplatonism was not Athens but Alcxandria, the
meeting-place of East and West, hospitable to all ideas.
The Neopythagoreans.
Plutarch.
Maximus of Tyre.
Apuleius.
Numenius.
" Ammonius Saccas. '
The Hermetic writings.
Jewish-Alexandrian philosophy.
Christian Platonism at Alexandria.
The Gnostics.
Obligations of Plotinus to his predecessors.
Life of Plotinus.

LECTURES VI, VII, VIII

THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS—THE WORLD
OF SENSE

There are two fundamental triads in Plotinus—that of the Divine
Principles, the Absolute (70 dyafty, 70 &, 70 wplrov) ; Spirit (vobs),
and Soul (yvx7) ; and the division of man into Spirit, Soul, and Body.

In their objective aspects, Body, Soul, and Spirit are respectively the
world as perceived by the senses; the world interpreted by the mind
as a spiritual and temporal order ; and the spiritual world. The last
alone is fully real. Reality is constituted by the unity in duality of the
spiritual faculty and the spiritual world which it contemplates in
exercising its self-consciousness. The reality of Soul and its world is
derivative and dependent; the phenomenal world does not possess
reality (odola).

Refutation of materialism. £ Plotinus sees the issue between material-
ism and the philosophy of spirit more clearly than any previous thinker.
He argues against the Stoics that when we pass from Body to Soul, we
have to deal with a different kind of existence, to which the quantitative
categories do not apply. Justice and virtue cannot be stated in terms
of extension. And the explanation of a thing must always be sought in
what is above it in the scales of value and existence. The Stoics, while
professing to be pantheists, slide into materialism. /

Matter (6\9) is not material in our sense. It is the subject of energy,
viewed by abstraction as separated from the energy which alone gives
it reality.

In what sense does Plotinus regard Matter as evil? The difficulty
arises from the relation of the two standards, that of Value and that of
Existence. In the scale of existence there are no minus signs; but the
value judgment has to register temperatures below zero. But we have
to remember that there can be no world without Form working on
Matter. Form and Matter together are ‘ one illuminated reality ’; itis
only when isolated by abstraction that Matter appears as that which
resists the good. Matter can be perceived only ‘ by an illegitimate kind
of reasoning.” The half-blinded spiritual faculty, the clouded percep-
tion, and the shapeless object, all belong together, and all ‘ desire ' to
rise into a light where all will be transformed. But there is Matter in
the spiritual world, since in every sphere the reeipient of Form holds
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the position of Matter. This is enough to prove that Plotinus never
dreams of making Matter the diabolical principle in his universe,

Matter was created, but not in time., It was created in order that
the will-activities of Soul and Spirit might become actualities.

The world of appearance may be regarded either as the spiritual
world seen through a distorting medium, or as an actual but imperfect
copy of the archetype. The real-idealism of Plotinus holds these two
views together. ‘ A feeble contemplation makes a feeble object of con-
templation.” Our knowledge of this half-real world is a kind of half-
knowledge.

Nature (pvots) is the active faculty of the World-Soul, its outer life.
On the other side, it is that which, added to Matter, gives it its substanti-
ality. It is the lowest of the spiritual existences. ‘ All that is below
Nature is but a copy of reality.’

The ground-form of all appearance is Extension. Mutual externality
is the condition of things in the world of sense, as compenetration is the
character of the spiritual world. ‘Space is after everything else '—
the lowest rung of the ladder. Spatial ideas are our clearest and our
poorest ideas.

Time is the moving image of eternity. ‘ Things that are born are
nothing without their future.” Perpetuity is the symbol and copy of
the permanence of eternity. In eternity the whole is in each part; in
the world of Time the stages follow each other.

Time arose through the desire of the World-Soul to exert its active
powers ; ‘it desires always to translate what it sees in the eternal world
into another form.” ‘ Time is the activity of an eternal soul, exercised
in creation.’

Bergson’s theory of Time is next discussed.

We cannot admit real causality without teleology. Things cannot be
causes,

Time is the form of willed change.

The universe had no temporal beginning and will have no temporal
end. But its history consists of an unending series of finite schemes,
which have a beginning, middle, and end. This cosmology is alone
consistent with modern science.

Categories of the world of appearance.

The dualism often ascribed to Plotinus—the two worlds theory—
has no foundation in the Enneads.

The controversy with the Gnostics. ‘ Those who despise what is so
nearly akin to the spiritual world show that they know nothing of the
spiritual world except in name.” ‘ This world is worthy of its Author,
complete, beautiful, and harmonious.” * There is nothing Yonder
which is not also Here.’

LECTURES IX, X, XI
THE SOUL

The Orphics were the first to teach that the Soul of man is ‘ fallen’
—* an exile from God and a wanderer.” Their doctrine of a multitude
of immortal souls broke up the older doctrine that Soul generically is
the active manifestation of one spiritual Being. The Orphic doctrine
involved a theodicy. Plotinus thus inherited a double tradition—that
which regarded Soul as analogous to the * Wisdom ’ of later Jewish
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literature, and that which thought not of Soul, but of souls on pil-
gtimage. He attempts to combine the best of both.

The Scul is in the centre, not at the summit, of being. ‘Itbindsex-
trames togother.” It is in vital connexion with both the spiritual and
the phenomonal worlds. There is no limit to its possible expansion.
1t may rise into the realm of Spirit, where * it will sece God and itself and
the all." ‘It will be unable to find a stopping-place, to fix its own
limits and determine where it ceases to be itself; it will give up the
attempt to distinguish itself from the universal Being.” It is a stranger
among the things of sense, which are only the shadow of Soul cast by
the sun of Spirit. It is an energy thrown out by Spirit; it is eternal
and tx eless. ‘It is indivisible even when divided ; for it is all in all
and all in every Part.‘ From the desire of Soul to create after the
p;ttem of Spirit, ‘ the whole world which we know arose and took its
shapes

The World-Soul is not in the world ; rather the world isinit. ‘ There
is nothing between Soul and Spirit except that Spirit imparts and Soul
receives. But even the Matter of Spirit is beautiful and of spiritual
form.” The World-Soul is the creator and the providence of the world.
Its energy descends as low as vegetable life, and slumbers even in
inorganic nature. Ommia sunt diversis gradibus animata. The World-
Soul directs the world from above ; it is not involved in it. The crea-
tive Logoi of the World-Soul are ‘ an activity of contemplation.” Like
Leibnitz and Fechner, Plotinus beheves that the heavenly bodies have
souls. The ancient opinion that ‘ There are in the universe many
things more divine than man’ seems to me entirely reasonable, and
far more respectable than the arrogant anthropocentrism of Hegel and
others.

Individual Souls are not parts into which the anima mundsi is divided :
Soul cannot be divided quantitatively. Individual Souls are Logoi of
Spirits. But their division from each other is an affection (rdfnua) of
bodies, 1.0t of Soul itself. In the spiritual world there is distinction
without scparation. ‘ All Souls are one.” Individuality is a fact, but
unity is also a fact. Plotinus is anxious to preserve individuality. Each
Soul is an ‘ or'ginal cause.” Human sympathy proves our common life
in the ‘ undivided Soul’: ‘ we have a fellow-feeling with each other and
with the All, so that when I suffer the All feels it too.” But on earth
this sympathy is ‘ dull * (duvdpa).

The true being of cach individual consists in its raison d'étre (vd Sid
7l). Soul, as we know it, is a teleological category, though its home
is in the realm of achieved purposes.

Faculties of the Soul. Sewnsation. This is not a passwe impression,
but an energy, a kind of force (lox¢s is). Perception itself is largely
the work of imagination. Berkeleys doctrine is very similar. The
fact of sensation is due to a ‘ faint sympathy,” and is evidence of the
living unity of nature. But there is no purely sensational experience :
consciousness always involves perception.

Pleasure and palﬂ"‘belong neither to the Body nor to the Soul, but to
the ‘ compound ’ of them. They are not pure sensations, nor yet affec-
tions of the Soul. The soul can conquer them by living upon its own
highest level.

Memoyy and Imagination are closely connected ; they belong to the
Discursive Reason (dudrvoia). Recollection (dvduvnois) is the power
of active search or recall ; it demands a higher kind of volitional and
rational activity than Memory. Memory in a sense constitutes the
empirieal ego. It is of images only; Spirit néeds it not; we do not
remember voyré—we possess them, or they us.
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Imagination, Opinion, and Reasoning have their places in an ascend-
ing scale between Sensation and Spiritual DPerception (vénous).
Plotinus, for whom ¢avracia is rather Vorstellung than Imagination in
the higher sense, does not give it such an exalted place as (2.g.) Words-
worth does. Wordsworth, Ruskin, J. C. Shairp on Imagination.

Reason (8udvoa) is the proper activity of the Soul, in which it dis-
charges its characteristic function. Self-consciousness bclongs to the
reasoning faculty. But in the psychic life, ‘ we scc ourselves as another’;
Soul knows itself truly only when it knows itself as Spirit. Conscious-
ness i3 aroused most sharply by what is alien and hostile; ‘ when we
are well, we are not conscious of our organs.” We do things best when
we are not thinking of ourselves as doing them. Thus what we usually
call sclf-consciousness is consciousness of externality. R. L. Nettleship
quoted. Strictly, there is no such thing as self-consciousness; every
cognitive state has for its object something other than itself. There is
a kind of unconsciousness in the highest states of the Soul, the ‘ waking
state,’ as Plotinus calls it. Discursive thought contains within itself
neither the material nor the formal, nor thefinal causes of its own think-
ing. Itis, in fact, never separated from réyois at one end, and crea-
tiveness (woinais) at the other. Soul is the immediate experience of
an organic individual ; it is conscious and self-conscious in various
degrees. Its ideal perfection is such an all-embracing experience as will
break down the barriers between the individual Soul and universal
Soul-life.

Plotinus’ doctrine of consciousness illustrated from Leibnitz, Ferrier,
Bain, Lewes. Drews attempts unsuccessfully to connect it with Hart-
mann’s doctrine of the Unconscious.

Bergson's doctrine, in spite of superficial likeness, is incompatible
with that of Plotinus, since Bergson makes the spontaneity of life reveal
itself in motiveless diversity, while regularity is for him a proof of
thraldom to blind mechanism. This is far removed from the Plotinian
doctrine, which does not triumph in introducing the unpredictable into
the predetermined, but rather rejoices in the harmonious working of
what has been called cosmic consciousness.

‘ Each man’'s Self is determined by the principle of his activity ’;
we choose our own rank in the scale of Being. The Self is not given to
start with.

In what sense is finite selfhood an illusion ? Lotze’s doctrine of
personality. Royce’s doctrine. The self is a teleological category.

* The Descent of the Soul.” The universe is a living chain of Being, a
‘harmony ’ in the Greek sense of the word. The divine life overflows
in an incessant stream of creative activity, so that every possible mani-
festation of divine energy, in degree as well as in kind, is somewhere
represented. There is a corresponding centripetak movement of all
created things back to the divine: such is the systole and diastole of
universal life. There should then be no blame attaching to the Soul
which has been ‘ sent down ’ to earth. But too often the Soul does not
try to return, and the question arises, * Would it not have been better if
it had not come down ? ° Was it pride or curiosity, or wilfulness that
brought it down ? Plotinus is manifestly perplexed, and unable to find
clear guidance in Plato. There is a want of firmness and consistency
in his discussion of this subject. The Christian doctrine of the Incarna-
tion—of the Divine voluntarily ‘ soming down,’ impelled by love, might
have helped him greatly. The human soul also, though it did not choose
its lot, may have its share in redemptive work.

The question whether the Soul ‘ comes down ’ entire, or only the
lower part of it, is discussed at length by Plotinus. We shall under-
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stand it better if we ask instead, ' Can the soul itself sin ? > Is there, as
the medieval mystics taught, a Soul-centre which can never consent to
evil ? Plotinus says there is : most of his followers in the school differ
from him. Proclus asks, ‘ If the will sins, how can we call the Soul im-

eccable ? * Proclus also says definitely, that the Soul comes down ‘ to
1mitate the divine providence.” The inmost life and being of the Soul
are safe, because the Soul is the child of God, but the Soul cannot
remain always on the mount of vision, and it may miss its way back
thither.



THE PHILOSOPHY OF
PLOTINUS

LECTURE I

INTRODUCTORY

HE honour which the University of St. Andrews
has conferred upon me has given me the oppor-
tunity of delivering in the form of lectures the substance
of a book on which I have worked, with many interrup-
tions, for about seventeen years. My interest in Plotinus
began while I was writing my Bampton Lectures on
Christian Mysticism, which I gave at Oxford in 1899.1
Mysticism is a very wide subject, and the name has been
used more loosely even than ‘ Socialism.” We are unable
in English to mark that distinction between the higher
and the lower kinds of mysticism which the Germans indi-
cate when they call the one Mystik and the other Mystizis-
mus. To many persons a mystic is a dreamer who takes
a detached and unpractical view of life. Qthers suppose
the essence of mysticism to be the search for ‘ loose types
of things through all degrees,” as if nature were a divine
cryptogram, the key to which is furnished through some
kind of occultism. The Roman Catholic Church associates
the word closely with what are called mystical phenomena,
those strange experiences of the cloistered ascetic which
1 My judpments of Plotinus in this early work are crude, and do
not represent my mature opinions. Arnou’s criticisms are quite justi-
fied, but I regret that he has not read the present volumes, which he
mentions in his bibliography.
1.—B
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that Church ascribes to the direct agency of supernatural
powers, benign or maleficent, and which modern psy-
chology belicves to be purcly subjective and for the most
part pathological. There are few stranger things in
literature than the semi-official Roman Catholic books
on ‘mystical theology,’ compiled with great learning
and a show of scientific method, but consisting largely
of cases of levitation, incandcscence, transverberation,
visions and auditions of cvery kind, which the mystics
of the cloister, many of whom have been canonised as
saints, have recorded as their own experiences. The
main task for the theologians and spiritual directors who
collect these cascs is not to establish the objective reality
of these phenomena, which is taken for granted, but to
show how ‘ divine mysticism ’ may be distinguished from
diabolical imitations of it. It is, however, only fair to
say that the wisest of the Catholic writers on mysticism
discourage the tendency to attach great importance to
miraculous favours and temptations. These cxperiences
are a subsidiary and not indispensable part of the great
mystic quest, which is the journey of the Soul, by an
inner ascent, to the presence of God and to immediate
union with Him. The stages of this ascent are mapped
out with the same precision as the supernatural visita-
tions above mentioned, and these records of the Soul’s
progress have a recognised value for psychologists as well
as for divines. Although much importance must be
allowed to the effects of suggestion in all matters of
religious experience, the books of the medieval mystics
have great value as first-hand evidence of the normal
progress of the inner life when the mind and will are
wholly concentrated upon the vision and knowledge of
God. The close agreement which we find in these records,
written in different countries, in different ages, and even
by adherents of different creeds (for Asia has here its own
important contribution to make) can only be accounted
for if we hold that the mystical experience is a genuine
part of human nature, which may be developed, like the
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arts, by concentrated attention and assiduous labour,
and which assumes the same general forms whenever
and wherever it is earnestly sought.

There are some students of mysticism who are content
to investigate the subject as a branch of psychology. They
examine and tabulate the states of mind described in
mystical writings, without raising the question what
degree of intrinsic value or truth they possess. This is
the right attitude for a scientific psychologist to take.
But it is not the right attitude for one who wishes to
understand the mystics. We cannot understand them
as long as we confine ourselves within the limits which
psychology, which is an abstract science, is obliged to
accept. Mysticism is the pursuit of ultimate, objective
truth, or it is nothing. ‘ What the world calls mysticism,’
says Coventry Patmore,?! ‘is the science of ultimates, the
science of self-evident reality.” Not for one moment can
it rest content with that neutrality or agnosticism with
regard to the source and validity of its intuitions, which
the psychologist, as such, is pledged to maintain. For
psychology is a branch of natural science. It may be
defined as the science of behaviour, or as that part of
physiology from which the physiologist is self-excluded
by his assumption that all vital functions can be explained
mechanically.? { The mystic is not interested in the states
of his consciousness. He cares very little whether he is
conscious or unconscious, in the body or out of the body.
But he is supremely interested in knowing God, and, if
possible, in seeing Him face to face. His jnner life is not
an intensive cultivation of the emotions. It develops
by means of what the later Greek philosophy calls ‘ the
dialectic,” which Plotinus® defines as ‘ the method and
discipline which brings with it the power of pronouncing
with final truth upon the nature and relation of things,
also the knowledge of the Good and of its opposite, of

1 The Rod, the Root, and the Flower, p. 39.

2 My own belief is that ‘ mechanism ’ and ‘ purposive action,’ when

confrasted with each other, are both false abstractions.
1.3 4.
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the eternal and of the temporal.” This knowledge gained,
the dialectic, now freed from all deceit and falsehood,
‘ pastures the Soul in the meadows of truth’; it has a
clear vision of the eternal Ideas, and points the way to
the supreme Unity that lies behind them. Then at last,
and not before, it rests, leaving behind the operation of
the discursive reason and contemplating the One who is
also the Good.}

I am well aware that this philosophy runs counter to
a very strong current in contemporary thought. It is
possible to write a book on the philosophy of religion, as
Hofiding has done, in which the three parts are epistem-
ology, psychology, and ethics, that is to say, the science
of knowledge, the science of mental states, and the science
of conduct, without touching on the question which to
the Platonist seemed the necessary starting-point and
the necessary goal of the whole inquiry—the question,
‘ What is ultimate reality ?° But when I observe what
this popular relativism has made of religion and philos-
ophy; when I see that it has helped to break down the
barriers which divide fact from fancy, knowledge from
superstition, I am confirmed in my conviction that when
the philosophy of religion forsakes ‘its old loving nurse
the Platonic philosophy ’ (to quote one of the Cambridge
Platonists of the seventeenth century), it is in danger of
talling from its high estate, and playing into the hands of
those who are willing to exploit the superstitions of the
vulgar. Pragmatism is defenceless against obscurantism ;
the ‘ Gospel for human needs’ rehabilitates those half-
suppressed thought-habits which are older and more
tenacious than civilisation.

Thusit soon became clear to me that mysticism involves
a philosophy and at bottom is a philosophy. Although it
never leaves the pathway of individual and concrete
experience, it values that experience precisely as being
not merely subjective, not merely individual, but a
revelation of universal and eternal truth. And while the
intelligence itself is continually enriched and strengthened
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by the experiences which come to it, so that it changes
progressively in correspondence with the growth of its
knowledge, it is ncver a passive spectator of the energics
of the will and the raptures of the emotions, but on the
contrary is ever active, co-ordinating, sifting, and testing
the whole content of experience, and maintaining a
mental discipline not less arduous and not less fruitful
than the moral discipline which accompanies it.

Mysticism is a spiritual philosophy which demands the
concurrent activity of thought, will, and fecling. It
assumes from the outset that these three elements of our
personality, which in real life are never sundered from
each other, point towards the same goal, and if rightly
used will conduct us thither. Further, it holds that only
by the consecration of these three faculties in the service
of the same quest can a man become effectively what
he is potentially, a partaker of the Divine nature and
a denizen of the spiritual world. There is no special organ
for the reception of Divine or spiritual truth, which is
simply the knowledge of the world as it really is. Some
are better endowed with spiritual gifts than others, and
are called to ascend greater heights; but the power
which leads us up the pathway to reality and blessedness
is, as Plotinus says, one which all possess, though few
use it.

This power is emphatically not a mere susceptibility to
passionate or rapturous emotion. .Mysticism has indeed
been defined as ‘an extension of the mind to God by
means of the longing of love’; and there is nothing to
quarrel with in this definition. But it is ‘the Spirit in
love ’ of Plotinus, the amor intellectualis Dei of Spinoza,
which draws us upward. It is the whole personality,
unified and harmonised under the leadership of what the
Stoics called the ruling faculty, that enters the holy of
holies. There are some admirers of the mystics who
speak as if the intellect were an intruder and almost an
obstacle in the life of holiness. Against such I will be
content to quote the words of one of our foremost theo-
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logians, the Roman Catholic layman, Baron Friedrich
von 1liigel. ‘Tt is impossible to see why, simply because
of their superior intellectual gifts and development, men
like Clement of Alexandria and Origen, Cassian and Duns
Scotus, Nicholas of Coes and Pascal, Rosmini and New-
man, should count as necessarily less near to God and
Christ, than others with fewer of these gifts and oppor-
tunities. For it is not as though such gifts were considered
as ever of themselves constituting any moral or spiritual
worth. Nothing can be more certain than that great
mcental powers can be accompanied by emptiness or
depravity of heart. The identical standard is to be
applied to these as to all other gifts : they are not to be
considered as substitutes, but only as additional material
and means for the moral and spiritual life; and it is
only inasmuch as they are actually so used, that they can
effectively help on sanctity itself. It is only contended
here that such gifts do furnish additional means and
materials for the devoted will- and grace-moved soul,
towards the richest and deepest spiritual life. For the
intellectual virtues are no mere empty name : candour,
moral courage, intellectual honesty, scrupulous accuracy,
chivalrous fairness, endless docility to facts, disinterested
collaboration, unconquerable hopefulness and persever-
ance, manly renunciation of popularity and easy honours,
love of bracing labour and strengthening solitude ; these
and many other cognate qualities bear upon them the
impress of God and His Christ. And yet they all find but
a scanty field of development outside the intellectual
life.’* The same writer makes, as it seems to me, a most
acute comment on the influence which Realism and
Nominalism have respectively exercised upon the intel-
lectual factor in religion. ‘ Whereas,” he says, ‘ during
the prevalence of Realism, affective, mystical religion is
the concomitant and double of intellectual religion,
during the later prevalence of Nominalism, Mysticism
becomes the ever-increasing supplement, and at last ever

1 F. von Htigel, The Mystical Element of Religion, Vol. 1. p. 79.
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more largely the substitute, for the methods of reason-
ing.’* Inother words, it is the alliance of mysticism with
that great school of thought which can be traced back to
Plato, which saves it from Schwdrmerei and the vagaries
of unchecked emotionalism. The ‘contemplation’ of
the Platonic mystic is only what St. Paul mcans when
he says, ‘ I will pray with the Spirit and I will pray with
the understanding also.’

Such being the truth about the mystical element in
religion, as I was led by my studies to bclieve, I was
naturally brought to pay special attention to the great
thinker who must be, for all time, the classical represen-
tative of mystical philosophy.: No other mystical thinker
even approaches Plotinus in power and insight and pro-
found spiritual penetration. Ihavesteeped myself in his
writings ever since, and I have tried not only to under-
stand them, as one might try to understand any other
intellectual system, but to take them, as he assuredly
wished his readers to take them, as a guide to Tight living
and right thinking. There is no Greek philosopher whe
did not intend to be an ethical teacher ; and in Plotinus
the fusion of religion, ethics, and metaphysics is almost
complete. He must be studied as a spiritual director, a
prophet and not only a thinker. His is one of the most
ambitious of all philosophical systems, for he not only
attempts to unite and reconcile what was best in all Greek
philosophy, but he claims to have found the way of
deliverance and salvation for the soul of man, in what-
ever circumstances he may be placed. And, as he is
never tired of telling us, we can only understand him by
following him, and making his experience our own) The
quest is for him who will undergo the discipline and
follow the gleam. Spiritual things, as St. Paul says, are
spiritually discerned; the carnal mind, however quick
in apprehending the appearances of the world of sense,
cannot know the things of the Spirit. We can only judge
of what is akin to ourselves. He says: ‘ As it is not for

1 7d, Vol. 1. p. 62.
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those to speak of the beauties of the material world who
have never seen them or known them—men born blind,
for instance, so must those be silent about the beauty of
noble conduct and knowledge, who have never cared for
such things ; nor may those tell of the splendour of virtue
who have ncver known the face of justice and temper-
ance, beautiful beyond the beauty of the morning and
evening star.’! There is much in philosophy (so Plato
himsclf felt) that cannot be explained in words. In his
Seventh Epistle, which I think, with Professor Burnet,?
we may accept as genuine, he declares his intention of
publishing nothing on what he must have regarded as
the crown of his philosophy, the Idca of the Good.  There
is no writing of mine on this subject, nor ever shall be. It
is not capable of expression like other branches of study ;
but as the result of long intercourse and a common life
spent upon the thing, a light is suddenly kindled as from
a leaping spark, and when it has reached the Soul, it
thenceforward finds nutriment for itself. I know this
at any rate, that if these things were to be written
down or stated at all, they would be better stated
by myself than by others, and I know too that I
should be the person to suffer most by their being badly
set down in writing. If I thought that they could be
adequately written down and stated to the world, what
finer occupation could I have had in life than to write
what would be of great service to mankind, and to reveal
Nature in the light of day to all men? But I do not
even think the effort to attain this a good thing for man,
except for the very few who can be enabled to discover
these things themselves by means of a brief indication.
The rest it would either fill with contempt in a manner
by no means pleasing, or with a lofty and vain presump-
tion as though they had learnt something grand.” So
in the Timaeus he says, ‘ To find the Father and Maker
of this universe is a hard task ; and when you have found
him, it is impossible to speak of him before all people.’
11, 6. 4. * Burnet, Gresk Philosophers, pp. 221, 337.
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We find exactly the same feeling in Clement, who is im-
portant as illustrating the methods of teaching philosophy
at Alexandria in the generation before Plotinus. ‘ To
write down everything in a book,” he says in the
Stromatess, ‘ is as bad as putting a sword into the hand
of a child.’ ‘ The safest thing is not to write at all, but to
learn and teach orally; for what is written remains,’
The disciplina arcani of the Christian Platonists probably
consisted in an allegorical and philosophical interpretation
of certain historical dogmas ; but there was also the per-
fectly legitimate feeling that spiritual teaching is for the
spiritually minded; and this is the motive of such
reticence as we find in Plotinus. Plotinus himsclf learnt
the duty of reticence from Ammonius; and we must
remember this principle in dealing with any mystical
philosopher. Even St. Paul had seen in a vision things
‘ unlawful to utter ’; and Samuel Johnson blames Jacob
Bohme for not following the apostle’s example in refrain-
ing from attempts to utter the unutterable. Nevertheless
I do not think that Plotinus has suppressed anything
except the indescribable. The Enneads are notes of
conferences held with the inner circle of his disciples.

My study of Plotinus has therefore been, by necessity,
a moral as well as an intellectual discipline. And I have
not found that he fails his disciples in good fortune or in
evil. Like Wordsworth, he is an author whom a man may
take up in trouble and perplexity, with the certainty of
finding strength and consolation. He dwells in a region
where the provoking of all men and the strife of tongues
cannot annoy us; his citadel is impregnable even when
the slings and arrows of fortune are discharged against
ourselves or our country. For he insists that spiritual
goods alone are real; he demonetises the world’s currency
as completely as the Gospels themselves. The good life
is always within our power; and ‘if a man secks from
the good life anything beyond itself, it is not the good life
that he is seeking.” It is a severe utterance; but there
is what Emerson calls a ‘tart cathartic virtue’ in it,
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which is bracing when we are battling through a storm.
I have found him, I say, a wise and inspiring spiritual
guide ; and if I have also found his philosophy intel-
lectually satisfying, it is partly because a religious
philosophy must satisfy religious needs as well as specula-
tive difficulties. The two cannot really be separated,
unless we try to divide our minds into water-tight com-
partments, which is unnecessary, since we are in no danger
of being torpedoed in this voyage.

It is a satisfaction to me to know that in thus confessing
mysclf to be a disciple and not merely a student and critic
of the philosopher whose system I have undertaken to
expound, I am in harmony with the intentions of the
founder of this lcctureship, as expressed in the deed of
foundation. He wished his lecturers to study the nature
of the supremc Reality, within which we live and move
and have our being. He wished them to consider the
duty and destiny of man, determined by his relations
with the powers above him. And he desired that the
knowledge to which these studies may lead us shall be
a knowledge that is our own, not depending on any
external special revelation, nor enjoined by any sacrosanct
authority. To such knowledge Plotinus promises to
conduct us, and his last word to us is, ‘ Remember that
there are parts of what it most concerns you to know
which I cannot describe to you; you must come with
me and see for yourselves. The vision is for 'him who
will see it.’

The great constructive effort of Neoplatonism, in
which the speculations of seven hundred years are
summed up, and after which the longest period of unim-
peded thinking which the human race has yet been per-
mitted to enjoy soon reached its end, is of very great
importance in the history both of philosophy and of
theology. Historically, this is what Platonism came to
be ; this is the point at which it reached its full growth—
its 7élos or ¢vois, as Aristotle would say, and then
stopped. The Neoplatonic philosophy underwent no
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further development of importance after Plotinus, but
it absorbed into itself most of the rival theorics which
had flourished alongside of it, so that it scemed to later
students to have unified Plato and Aristotle, and the Stoics
to boot. {But its later history, from an earlicr date than-
the closing of the Athenian schools of philosophy by
Justinian in 529, must be sought not among the crumb-
ling ruins of Hellenism, but within the Christian Church.
If it be true, as Eunapius said, that ‘ the fire still burns
on the altars of Plotinus,’ it is because Christian theology
became Neoplatonic. This involved no violent changes.
From the time when the new religion crossed over into
Europe and broke the first mould into which it had flowed,
that of apocalyptic Messianism, its affinity with Platonism
was incontestable. St. Paul’s doctrines of Christ as the
Power and the Wisdom of God ; of the temporal things
that are seen and the eternal things that are invisible ;
his theory of the resurrection, from which flesh and
blood are excluded, since gross matter ‘ cannot inherit
the Kingdom of God ’ ; and his psychology of body, soul,
and spirit, in which, as in the Platonists, Soul holds the
middle place, and Spirit is nearly identical with the
Platonic Nofis—all show that Christianity no sooner
became a European religion than it discovered its natural
affinity with Platonism. The remarkable verse in
2 Corinthians, ¢ We all with unveiled face reflecting like
mirrors the glory of the Lord, are transformed into the
same image from glory to glory,” is pure Neoplatonism.
The Fourtlh Gospel develops this Pauline Platonism,
and the Prologue to the Gospel expounds it in outline.
One of the Pagan Platonists said that this Prologue ought
to be written in letters of gold. The Christian writers of
the three generations after the Johannine books are, on
the intellectual side, less interesting; but from the
beginning of the third century we have an avowed school
of Christian Platonism at Alexandria, which lives for us
in the writings of that charming man of letters, Clement,
and in the voluminous works of Origen, the most learned
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Biblical scholar of his time. After this, Greek Christianity
remaincd predominantly Neoplatonic ; Gregory of Nyssa
and Basil are full of echocs of Plotinus and his school.
With Augustine Latin theology follows the same path.
Plotinus, rcad in a Latin translation, was the school-
master who brought Augustine to Christ. There is there-
fore nothing startling in the considered opinion of Rudolf
Eucken, that Plotinus has influenced Christian theology
more than any other thinker (since St. Paul, he should
no doubt have added). From the time of Augustine to
the present day, Neoplatonism has always been at home
in the Christian Church. The thoughts of Plotinus were
revived and popularised in Boéthius, long a favourite
author with medieval students; his spirit lives again in
Scotus lirigena and Eckhart; and the philosophy of
Proclus (or perhaps rather of Damascius, the contem-
porary of the writer) was invested with semi-apostolic
authority when the treatiscs of the pseudo-Dionysius
the Arcopagite, which seem to have been written under
his influence, were ascribed to St. Paul’'s Athenian
convert. The Arabsincluded some Neoplatonic treatises
in their Aristotelian collection, and through them another
rivulet from the same source came back into European
philosophy, and influenced the theology of the schoolmen.t
It is impossible that a union thus early formed and so
frequently cemented can ever be dissolved. Platonism is
part of the vital Christian theology, with which no other
philosophy, I venture to say, can work without friction.
It is gratifying to me to find that Troeltsch, one of the
deepest thinkers in Germany, has said that the future
of Christian philosophy depends on the renewal of its
alliance with Neoplatonism.)

If this is so, the neglect with which the Enneads have
been treated is not a little surprising. In most of our
Universities where Greek philosophy is studied (I can

1 In the controversy between Realism and Nominalism the ad-
herents of the former were Christian Neoplatonists. Their opponents
were not slow to accuse them of pantheism.
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speak at any rate for Oxford and Cambridge), it has been
almost assumed that nothing later than the Stoics and
Epicureans is worthy of attention. Some histories of
ancient philosophy end earlier still. The result is that
a very serious gap seems to yawn between Hellenic and
Christian philosophy, a gap which does not really exist.
There were quarrels between Christian and Pagan philoso-
phers, but they were based mainly on violent prejudices
with which intellectual differences had not much to do;
for neither in philosophy nor in ethics were the differences
very great. It is therefore regrettable that students of
Greek philosophy should think it natural to ignore
Christian thought, and that students of Christian dogma
should often have no intimate knowledge of Greek
philosophy. An example of this limitation is furnished
by a very famous book, Harnack’s History of Dogma.
Professor Harnack is one of the most learned men in
Europe, and his survey of the whole field of Christian
speculation and dogmatic controversy is admitted to be
masterly ; but he has little or no sympathy with Greek
philosophy, and does not seem to be very well acquainted
with it. Neither his article on Neoplatonism in the
Encyclopedia Britannica nor his chapter on the subject
in the first volume of the History of Dogma seems to me
worthy of its author. He regards the Hellenic element
in Christianity with unmistakable impatience and irrita-
tion ; it is for him, one may almost say, an unwelcome
intruder. Other German theologians, who belong with-
out qualification to the Ritschlian school (which cannot
be said of Harnack himself) show this animus with no
disguise ; and the Catholic Modernists, in spite of their
quarrel with Liberal Protestantism, see in the Christian
Platonists only the spiritual fathers of their béte noire,
St. Thomas Aquinas. We have thus to face a revolt
against Platonism both in Protestant and Catholic
theology. Those who sympathise with this anti-Hellenic
movement are not likely to welcome my exhortations
to read Plotinus. But if they would do so, they would
understand better the real continuity between the old
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culture and the new religion, and they might realise the
utter impossibility of excising Platonism from Christianity
without tearing Christianity to pieces. The Galilean
Gospel, as it proceeded from the lips of Christ, was
doubtless unaffected by Greek philosophy; it was
essentially the consummation of the Jewish prophetic
religion.  But the Catholic Church from its very beginning
was formed by a confluence of Jewish and Hellenic re-
ligious idcas, and it would not be wholly untrue to say
that in religion as in other things Grecia capta ferum
victorem cepit. Catholicism, as Troeltsch says, is the last
creative achicvement of classical culture. The civilisa-
tion of the Empire, on its moral and religious side, expired
in giving birth to the Catholic Church, just as on the
political side the Casars of thc West handed over their
sceptre, not so much to the Holy Roman Emperors as to
the pricstly Casar on the Vatican.

I regret that the scope of these lectures cannot be
enlarged so as to include a survey of the development of
Christian Platonism. Valuable books on the subject
already exist ; but none of them, so far as I know, treats
this school of Christian thought as a continuation, under
changed conditions, of the latest phase of Greek phil-
osophy. The assumption is that the Christian religion
may be traced from the Old Testament Scriptures,
through the canonical books of the New Testament,
and so to the Councils of the Catholic Church. This is
like tracing a pedigree from one parent only, for the
Hellenic element in the New Testament is usually almost
ignored.

To the student of historical evolution, whether in the
political sphere or in the growth of ideas, the great
interest of this period is the reciprocal influence of East
upon West, and of West upon East. The classical
civilisation was driven in self-defence to import certain
alien elements which properly belong to the East, and
which are exotic to that type of culture which was
developed on the shores of the Mediterranean. The
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ancient system of self-governing city states, with their
vivid social and intellectual life, and their devotion
to art, science, and letters, was too weak to withstand
the menace of northern barbarism. The empire of
Augustus became inevitable from the time when the
Republic was driven to suspend constitutional formsand
empower Gaius Marius to raisc a professional army.
The fate of liberty was sealed when, after a century of
military revolutions and pronunciamicntos, the Empire
was centralised and turned into a Sultanate by Diocletian.
The establishment of a Statc Church, from which it was
penal to dissent, followed as a necessary part of this
Orientalising of Europe.  The change was casier hecause
the free Mediterranean races had long been declining
in numbers and energy. But neither absolutism nor
Casaro-papism belongs to the mnatural evolution of
European civilisation. It was no accident that as soon
as political conditions permitted the rise of free cities
in Italy and elsewhere, the study of classical culture
began again where it had been dropped a thousand
years before. From that time to this our civilisation has
been inspired by Graco-Roman ideas, kept alive by the
fragments of the old literature which fortunately survived
through the Dark Ages. The continuity of thought has
been less broken than that of political and religious
institutions. Catholic theology has stood firmly by its
ancient philosophical tradition, and has kept it alive and
active. As long as St. Thomas Aquinas is the norm of
scientific orthodoxy, the philosophy of the Church must
remain predominantly Neoplatonic.?

The neglect of Plotinus himself, in spite of the immense
influence of his teaching, is partly accounted for by the
reluctance of ecclesiastics to acknowledge obligations to
a Pagan, who was the master of that formidable anti-
Christian apologist, Porphyry. But it is partly due to
the extreme difficulty of reading the Enneads in the

1 To me at least it is clear that St. Thomas is nearer to Plotinus than
to the real Aristotle.
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original. The obscurities of his style baffle at first even
a good Greek scholar, and the arrangement is chaotic.
We have in fact only isolated conferences in the Semindr
of Plotinus, in which some particular difficulty is discussed.
Hence endless repetition, and often the impression of
keen young students heckling their professor. In one
place (5. 5. 6) ‘ you have said ’ is allowed to stand. When
after much labour thc student has become familiar
with the mannerisms of the author, he has his reward.
The sustained elevation of thought ; the intense honesty
of the man, who never shirks a difficulty or writes an
insincerc word ; the deep seriousness which makes him
disdain all ornament and fine writing, but frequently
moves him to real eloquence by the grandeur of his
intellectual visions; the beauty of holiness which per-
vades even the abstruse parts of the dialectic, produce a
profound impression on those who have given themselves
time to surmount the initial difficulties of reading the
Enneads. But these difficulties are certainly formidable,
and they have in fact deterred many who would have
found the labour well repaid. It has not hitherto been
possible to read Plotinus in a really good translation.
There is a Latin version by Marsilio Ficino, the well-
known Renaissance Scholar (1492). The enthusiastic
English Platonist, Thomas Taylor, published partial
translations between 1787 and 1834. The volume, which
was first issued in 1817, has been edited by Mr. G. R. S
Mead in Bohn’s Series. It is very useful to the English
reader, but is incomplete and not immaculate in scholar-
ship. Bouillet’s French translation (1857) has long been
out of print. It contains the whole of the Enneads, with
valuable notes, introductions, and appendices. As a
translation it has the merit of being always lucid and
readable, and the demerit of being often inaccurate.
Miiller (1878) has translated the whole with great care
into very crabbed German. In 1905 another German,
Otto Kiefer, published a translation of selected portions,
which I have not seen, but which Drews praises for its
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style. But in the near future it will be possible for any
English student to make the acquaintance of Plotinus in
an excellent English version. This we shall owe to the
devoted labour of Mr. Stephen Mackenna, who is trans-
lating the whole into admirably clear and vigorous
English.! The most convenient Greek text is that of
Volkmann, in the Teubner Series, 1883-4. He and other
editors have done something to clear the text of cor-
ruptions, but several passages are mutilated beyond
repair.?

The literature of Neoplatonism is extensive. Three
works in French—those of Matter (x81%), Jules Simon
(x845), and Vacherot (1846)—are still worth studying,
though in some important points I have found them
unsatisfactory, especially in their disposition to find un-
Hellenic elements in Plotinus. They are all excellently
written. A more recent French work, Chaignet’s Histoire
de la Psychologie des Grecs (1887), in five volumes, seems
to me very sound but not very brilliant. The fourth
volume is devoted to Plotinus. There is a large number
of German monographs. I have consulted, with varying
degrees of profit, those of Steinhart (1840), Kirchner
(x854), and Richter (1867), as well as the well-known
work of Zeller, whose citations I have found more valuable
than his interpretation of them. The pages of Ueberweg-
Heinze ?® and of the Real-Encyclopidie which deal with
the subject are useful. Hartmann’s comments on Plotinus
are good ; and his disciple, Arthur Drews, has published
a book called Plotin (1907), which contains valuable
criticism, though he is too anxious to find Hartmann’s
‘ Unconscious ’ in Neoplatonism. Essays in German and
French on the influence of Plotinus upon Augustine and
Basil have also been consulted. Rudolf Eucken has a

1 ] have not seen Bréhier’s translation in three volumes (1922-25).
It is well spoken of.
* The numerous and valuable emendations of Professors Dodds
and Sleeman are mentioned in the Preface.
3 Especially the new edition of Ueberweg, edited by Karl Praechter
(1926).
1.—C
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fairly long discussion of Plotinus in his Lebensanschauun-
gen Grosser Demker, which marks an advance on earlier
criticisms of the philosophy. Eucken {ully recognises
the great importance of Plotinus in the history of
thought, and cspecially of Christian thought; but he
has not escaped the common error of finding meta-
physical dualism in Plotinus, and he has not understood
the doctrines of the One and of Spirit in relation to each
other. The account of Neoplatonism in Windelband’s
Ilistory of Philosophy is short but very acute, and he
traces with great ability the influence of Plotinus upon
Christian philosophy. Of English works, by far the best
is Mr. Whittaker's volume, The Neoplatonists (xgox), an
admirable survey of the subject. An independent con-
tribution to an understanding of our author is the chapter
on ‘ The Spiritualism of Plotinus’ in Mr. Benn’s Greek
Philosophers. Mr. Benn is not afraid to claim that in
some respects Plotinus shows a real advance upon the
teachings of Plato and Aristotle. But this writer declares
roundly that ‘ the speculations of Plotinus are worthless,’
an ex cathedra pronouncement which no philosopher
should have the hardihood to utter. Dr. Bigg’s little
volume on Neoplatonism (1895) is marked by the liber-
ality, penetration, and humour which distinguish all his
writings. Writing as a Christian theologian, he is a little
inclined to treat the Pagan philosophers de haut en bas ;
but for all that, his account of the Neoplatonists is one
of the best in English.?

Of other English books on the subject I am unable to
speak with the same satisfaction. Max Miiller notices
Plotinus in his lectures on Psychological Religion ; but
he has been at so little pains to verify the information
which he has gathered from other books, that he prints
in extenso, with a few Greek words in brackets, a purely
fictitious ‘letter from Plotinus to his friend Flaccus,’
remarking that a man’s real opinions may sometimes be

1 1t is difficult to know what to say of Plotinos, Complete Works,
by Kenneth Sylvan Guthrie, University of the South, U.S.A. The
translation is readable and fairly accurate, but the notes and excursuses
are very poor.
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discovered more accurately from his correspondence than
from his published works. The letter is a cento of
Plotinian phrases, compiled, without any intent to
deceive, by R. A. Vaughan, in his Hours with the Mystics.
Vaughan has not made it quite clear that the document
is his own composition, and I have found four later
writers caught in the trap thus inadvertently laid for
them. This incident throws some light on the careless-
ness which critics have shown in dealing with the subject
of these lectures. An American, Mr. Fuller, has published
an essay on T he Problem of Evil in Plotinus. The subjcct
is not happily chosen, for Plotinus makes no attempt to
hide his embarrassment in dealing with this insoluble
problem, and throws out several suggestions which have
no appearance of finality.

I wish that I could speak with a more whole-hearted
appreciation of Dr. Edward Caird’s chapters on our
subject in the Gifford Lectures, entitled Theology in the
Greek Philosophers, delivered at Glasgow in 19oo-02. The
book as a whole is as instructive as it is delightful, and
it is no light matter to differ from one of the master-minds
of his generation. But I must take my courage in both
hands, and say that he seems to me to have attempted
to stretch Plotinus on his Hegelian bed of Procrustes,
and to have grievously distorted him in the process. When
I read that the method of Plotinus ‘involves a negation
of the finite or determinate in all its forms’; that he
makes unity the ‘ direct object of thought ’ ; that for him
‘ religion ceases to be the consecration of life’; that
‘ the world of pure intelligence is opposed in the sharpest
way to the world of spatial externality and temporal
change’; that he ‘ develops to its extremest form the
dualism of form and matter’; that he escorts us to a
region in which ‘all that concerns the individual life is
left out ’; that in the ascent ‘ spirit divests itself of one
element of its life after another,” I cannot resist the con-
clusion that Dr. Caird has in some important respects
entirely misinterpreted the doctrine of the great Neo-
platonist. I shall have to return to all the points raised
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by his criticisms, in the course of my lectures. Here it
will suflice to say that Dr. Caird takes no notice of the
doctrine of évépyeta, the creative activity of the higher
principles, which is an essential part of this philosophy ;
that in criticising Plotinus he assumes that because in
the material world no movement can take place without
loss of energy on the part of the mover, the same law must
hold in the spiritual world ; and finally, that he virtually
ignores the kaomos voyros, the world of Spirit, which for
Plotinus is the sphere of ultimate existence, and speaks
as if the universe of Plotinus consisted of the supra-real
One and the infra-real Matter, thus reducing to absurdity
a system which assuredly deserves a different treatment.
I do not mean to imply that Dr. Caird’s treatment of
Plotinus is throughout hostile and unsympathetic ; that
is far from being the case. Many of his strong points are
gencrously acknowledged. But it is taken as proved that
the philosophy is vitiated by certain fundamental errors
which must prevent it from possessing much more than
a historical interest. The errors and inconsistencies
which Dr. Caird finds in him are of a kind which could not
have escaped the notice of Plotinus himself, who was
no lonely thinker, but lived in an atmosphere of free
criticism, which he always encouraged. And in fact
there is not one of the objections which cannot be either
answered out of the Enneads, or proved to rest on a
misunderstanding of their teaching.

I will conclude this introductory lecture by quoting
a few laudatory estimates of Plotinus as a philosopher,
by writers whose names carry weight. I will omit the
culogies of later members of his own school, with whom
loyalty was a point of honour, and honorific epithets a
matter of custom. While other Platonic teachers were
deemed to have deserved the name of ‘divine,” the
superlative ‘most divine’ (BedTaTos) was reserved for
Plotinus. Augustine, who, as Grandgeorge has proved,
shows acquaintance with each of the six Enneads, and
quotes Plotinus by name five times, speaks of him
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in the following terms. ‘The uttcrance of Plato, the
most pure and bright in all philosophy, scattering the
clouds of error, has shone forth most of all in Plotinus,
the Platonic philosopher who has been deemecd so like
his master that onc might think them contcrnporaries,
if the length of time between them did not compel us to
say that in Plotinus Plato lived again.’* The precise form
of laudation is not happy ; but the words leave no doubt
that Augustine, at this early period of his career, was ap
enthusiastic admirer of Plotinus. In his later writings,
Augustine speaks of the ‘very acute and able men’
who formed the school of Plotinus at Rome ; regrets
that some of them were led astray by curious arts (the
theosophy and theurgy into which the Pagan revival
betrayed the Neoplatonists in the fourth century), and
thinks that if Plotinus and his friends had lived a little
later, they would have ‘ changed a few words and phrases
and become Christians, as many of the Platonists in
our generation have done.’? In the De Civitate Dei he
explains how little they would have had to change,
though he criticises one or two of their doctrines sharply
enough.

Of modern critics, Réville considers Plotinus ‘one of
the most vigorous thinkers that humanity has produced.’
Vacherot calls the Enneads ‘ la synthése la plus vaste, la
plus riche, la plus forte peut-étre qui ait paru l'histoire de
la philosophie.” Harnack thinks that his main influence
was in the ‘ creation of an ethical and religious mood, the
highest and purest ever attained in antiquity.” Whittaker
calls him ‘the greatest individual thinker between
Aristotle and Descartes’; Drews, ‘ the greatest meta-
physician of antiquity.” Benn, whose almost con-
temptuous estimate of the sytem has been quoted,
admits that ‘no other thinker has ever accomplished a
revolution so immediate, so comprehensive, and of such
prolonged duration.” FEucken speaks of the ‘ Weit

1 Augustine, Contra Academicos, 3, 18.
¢ Epist. 118 ; De Vera Religione, 12.
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beherrschenden Geist des Plotin.” The words of(Troeltsch,
already referred to, are: ‘In my opinion the sharper
stress of the scientific and philosophical spirit in modern
times has made the blend of Neoplatonism and New
Testament Christianity the only possible solution of the
problem at the present day, and I do not doubt that
this synthesis of Neoplatonism and Christianity will once
more be dominant in modern thought.’

Encouraged by these opinions, I shall endeavour to
put before you the teaching of this great man, in the hope
that you will find it, as I have done, full of intellectual
light and practical guidance. Nor am I without hope
that, as we study him together, we shall find in him a
message of calm and confidence for the troublous time
through which we are passing. It is not worsc than the
period in which Plotinus himself lived. And yet he was
able to breathe freely in the timeless and changeless
world which is the background of the stage on which
each generation struts for its brief hour and then is gone.
He lives among the eternal Ideas; he never refers to
the chaos which surrounded his peaceful lecture-room.
It is not callousness or indifference that makes him avert
his eyes from the misfortunes of the Empire ; he knows
that the earth is full of darkness and cruel habitations ;
but he is convinced that evil is not the truth of things;
he cannot regard it as having a substance of its own.
. Evil,” he says, ‘is not alone. By virtue of the nature
of Good, the power of Good, it is not Evil only. Itappears
necessarily, bound around with bonds of Beauty, like
some captive bound in fetters of gold ; and beneath these
it is hidden so that, while it must exist, it may not be
seen by the gods, and that men need not always have
evil before their eyes, but that when it comes before them
they may still be not destitute of images of the Good and
Beautiful for their remembrance.’? In another place he
says, in words as true as they are consoling, * Wickedness
is always human, being mixed with something contrary

} 1. 8. 12, Mackenna’s translation.
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toitself.” Itis human, and therefore not wholly evil and
not wholly incurable ; for the Soul of man comes from
God, and cannot be utterly cut off from Him. And above
the Soul of man is the great Soul, the Soul of the world,
This, for Plotinus, as for Eastern thinkers down to
Rabindranath Tagore, is no mere metaphor but a truth.
The world has, or is, a Soul, which, as the Wisdom of
Solomon says, sweetly ordereth all things. If our ears
were attuned to the Divine voices we should, in the
words of the great living poet and prophet of India,
‘ hear the music of the great I AM pealing from the grand
organ of creation through its countless reeds in endless
harmony.” The Soul of man is bidden to take its part
in the great hymn of praisc which the world sings to its
Creator. The body and its organs are the lyre on which
the Soul discourses its music. We must take care of our
Iyre while we can; but when the lyre is broken or worn
out, then, says Plotinus, ‘we must sing without accom-
paniment.” No losses or misfortunes, whether public or
private, can hurt the hidden man of the heart, our real
self ; still less can they impair the welfare of the universal
life in which our little lives are included. The real or
spiritual world is a kingdom of values ; and all that has
value in the sight of the Creator is safe for evermore.
‘ Nothing that has real existence can ever perish.” If
Plotinus sometimes seems to speak a little heartlessly of
such calamities as have lately befallen some unhappy
communities of men and women, it is because his phil-
osophy will not permit him to doubt for a moment that
a noble life cannot possibly be extinguished by death,
that the cause of justice and righteousness cannot possibly
suffer final defeat, and that no earth-born cloud can long
prevent the beams which stream from the eternal fount
of light from illuminating the dark places of this lower
world. He bids us, as his master Plato had done, to
‘flee hence to our dear country.” But this flight is no
shirking of our duties; it is, as he puts it, ‘a being made
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like to God’; and this we can achieve without any
running away ; for the spiritual world is all about and
within us ; ‘ there is not much between us and it.” And
when we have, in heart and mind, reached our dear
country, all earthly troubles fade into insignificance.
So it may be that others besides myself will find in
this prophet of a sad time a helper in public and private
sorrows, and that they will say of Plotinus what he
said of his master Ammonius, ‘ This is the man I was
looking for.’



LECTURES 1II, III

THE THIRD CENTURY

LOTINUS is the one great genius in an age singularly
barren of greatness. The third century is a dull and

dark period, which has been avoided by historians for its
poverty of material and lack of interest.! It was a
depressing age even to thosc who lived in it. When the
death of Marcus Aureclius on the banks of the Save or
Danube closed a long series of good emperors, even those
who had ridiculed the imperial saint were saddened ; all
men had a misgiving that a troublous time was coming.
Aurelius himself had been oppressed by the gathering
gloom ; he exhorts himself to courage and resignation,
not to hopefulness. In the generations which followed,
pessimism was prevalent. Cyprian, in rebutting the
charge that the Christians are the cause why plague,
famine, and drought ravage the world, says, ¢ You must
know that the world has grown old, and does not remain
in its former vigour. It bears witness to its own decline.
The rainfall and the sun’s warmth are both.diminishing ;
the metals are nearly exhausted; the husbandman is
failing in the fields, the sailor on the seas, the soldier in
camp, honesty in the market, justice in the courts, con-
cord in friendships, skill in the arts, discipline in morals.
This is the sentence passed upon the world, that every-
thing which had a beginning should perish, that things
t ¢ There is no period of the Roman Empire concerning which we
are so little informed as the third century,’ Cumont, Oriental Religions

in Roman Paganism, p. 13. Renan, Friedlinder, Boissier, Dill, and
others have made the death of Marecus Aurelius their limit.

25
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which have reached maturity should grow old, the strong
weak, the great small, and that after weakness and
shrinkage should come dissolution.”! Tertullian finds
in the state of the world ample corroboration of the
sombre apocalyptic dreams in which hec loves to indulge.
This is indecd, he cxclaims, the fin de siécle (ipsa clausula
saeculi), which threatens horrible misfortunes to the
whole world.? Pagan literature is equally pessimistic.
Dion, Lampridius, and Censorinus all lament the pro-
gressive decay of the world, which to Julian, in the fourth
century, seemed to be ‘at its last gasp.’? It would no
doubt be possible to find parallels to those lugubrious
vaticinations in the most flourishing periods of Greck and
Roman culture. The idea that the world is deteriorating
was very commonly held in antiquity, though the oppo-
sitc belief in progress also finds frequent expression. But
such a chorus of woc as rises from the literature of the
third century had not been heard before.

It has been customary to blame both Christianity and
Neoplatonism for encouraging and justifying this pessi-
mistic temper. Pagan apologists were not slow to ascribe
the decay of civilisation to the * third race,’ the adherents
of the new faith.# Modern historians too, lamenting the
wreck of the ancient culture and the destruction of its
treasures in the stormy night of the Dark Ages, have felt
a thrill of sympathy with the melancholy prophecy of
a certain Antoninus, son of Eustathius, that.soon ‘a
fabulous and formless darkness shall tyrannise over the
fairest things on the earth.” And as for Neoplatonism,
was not Plotinus a mystic, and does not the mystic’s soul

! Cyprian, Ad Demetr. 3 (abridged). Just a thousand years later
the same language 1s heard. The Abbé Rigord, of Saint Denis, writes,
‘ The world is sick; it relapses into infancy. Common report has it
that Antichrist has been born at Babylon and that the day of judgment
is at hand.” Luchaire, Social France, p. 1.

3 Tertullian, Apol. 32.

¥ iy olkovuérny Gomep Aeroyuxoboav. Further references in Rohde,
Psyche, 11. 397 ; and cf. Dion, 75, 4; Lampridius, Diad. 1; Cen-
sorinus, De Die Nat. 17.

4 The Christians retaliated, attributin% the anger of heaven to
‘ paganorum exacerbata perfidia,” Rohde, Psyche, I1. 398.
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dwell in a house with ‘rich windows that exclude the
light, and passages that lead to nothing’? Did he not
notoriously regard this world only as a good place to
escape from ?

As regards Christianity, subsequent history has shown
the absurdity of attributing the world-weariness of any
age or people to its influence. Christian idealism has
taken many forms, but it would be difficult to name any
period when it has quenched men’s hopes or paralysed
their energies. The true account of the matter is that
the mysterious despondency which brooded over the
Roman world at this cpoch, attacked the new religion
and infected it with a poison from which it was slow to
recover. The Christian Church was no contributory cause
of the disease. And if the {@dium vite of the third cen-.
tury nearly swamped the buoyant ship of Christianity,
it will be necessary for us to examine closely the other-
worldliness of Plotinus, in order to disengage if possible
the accidental from the essential in his obvious neglect
of social life and its problems. Our object is to under-
stand his philosophy, which, as I hope to show, has a
permanent value far greater than is usually supposed.
With this aim before us, we shall desire to give full weight
to the conditions under which the Enneads were written,
and in estimating the value of their moral teaching to
consider rather the logical implications of the author’s
system than the want of emphasis on social and civic
duties which we may observe in the work itself.. This
caution is the more necessary, because Plotinus follows
what was really a literary convention of his age in avoid-
ing any references to contemporary problems. There is
nothing in the Enneads to indicate that their author was
a subject of Decius and the Gordians ; he might be writing
in and for a timeless world. We may excuse him, for the
age was not favourable to the study of political philos-
ophy. The time was not yet ripe for St. Augustine’s
De Civitate Dei, which was written when the death-
throes of the first Latin Empire were heralding the yet
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wider sway of the second, the crowned and sceptred
ghost of Casarism which Hobbes beheld sitting amid the
ruins of its ancient power.

It would no doubt be possible to discuss the philosophy
of Plotinus as a thing independent of the date and locality
in which it appeared. Mysticism, above all other types
of human thought, is nearly the same always and every-
where.  Plotinus would perhaps have preferred that his
work should be so dealt with. But there is much in
Neoplatonism besides the mystical element, much that
can only be understood when it is replaced in its historical
setting. And if we are to treat Plotinus as the last of
the great Greek philosophers, as indeced he was, we must
try to picture to ourselves the strange and uncongenial
influences with which Hellenism had to contend in the
third century, and take account of the inevitable modifi-
cations which Platonism underwent in such an atmo-
sphere. A thinker may be in advance of his contem-
poraries, but not of his age. The great man gives voice
to the deepest thought of his own epoch.

The salient features of this period—the fusion of re-
ligious cults, the inroads of Orientalism, the growth of
superstition, the reverential deference to antiquity, the
profound but half unconscious modification of the older
pagan ethics, and the intense individualism of the con-
templative life are all phenomena which have their
explanation in the uprooting of nationalities which
resulted from the Roman state-policy, and still more
from the Roman slave-system. The racial factor had a
decisive influence in the religious movements under the
empire, and helped largely to bring about the defeat of
those traditions and aspirations with which Neoplaton-
ism, after the death of Plotinus, more and more allied
itself.

A very few words will suffice to indicate the nature of
the imperial government. When Septimius Severus lay
dying at York in 2r1, he flattered himself that he was
leaving in profound tranquillity an empire which he had



THE THIRD CENTURY 29

found torn with dissensions of every kind.! He was the
last emperor for eighty years who died in his bed. His
sons, whose ‘ concord’ and ‘ brotherly love ’ were cele-
brated on coins and commemorated in an annual festival,
agreed no better than Cain and Abel. Caracalla was
assassinated after a reign of six years; Macrinus, his
murderer and successor, fourtcen months later. The
next emperor was a young Syrian pricst, who for four
years cxhibited in his own person the worst aberrations
of unclean nature-worship. Next the army appointed
a boy named Alexander, who called himself Severus and
reigned for thirteen years, devoting his time to the
practice of a vague eclectic religiosity, in which Apol-
lonius and Jesus, Orpheus and Abraham, divided the
honours of his chapel. When he too was murdered by
the soldiers, a period of anarchy set in. There were seven
emperors in fourteen years (235-249). It was during this
chaos that Plotinus arrived at Rome (in 244). Then
came Deccius and a futile conservative reaction, which
as usual took the form of a persecution of the Christians.
His death in battle with the Goths—no emperor had
before fallen under the enemy’s sword in Roman terri-
tory—ushered in another period of wild confusion, during
which an emperor died the captive of the Persian king.
One able ruler, Aurelian, appeared, and was soon mur-
dered. His reign witnessed a bloody pitched battle in
Rome itself. The Illyrian emperors, of whom the last
and greatest was Diocletian, restored order by bringing
to an end the lawless rule of the army, and accepting
in principle the Sultanate towards which all indications
had been pointing since the time of the Antonines.

A vigorous nation can survive a long period of revolu-
tions and bad government, conditions to which the
ancient world was only too well accustomed. But the
two great races of antiquity were no longer vigorous.

1 Septimius Severus was a very able statesman, whose policy
anticipated the centralised despotism of Diocletian. The weakness
pf his successors undid his work, and causcd the misery.and chaos of
the third century.
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The system of city-states is a forcing-house of genius, but
terribly wasteful of the best elements in the population.
From the fifth century B.c. onwards, war, massacre, and
banishment steadily climinated the most virile members
of the Greek cities. Originally a very prolific race, as
is proved by the cxtent of its colonisation, the Hellenic
stock dwindled rapidly. The Spartiates became almost
extinct. Polybius speaks of Greece gencrally as an
empty country, and by the time of Plutarch large tracts
of land were absolutely deserted. The decline was in
quality as well as quantity ; by the time of Cicero the
Grecks had alrcady ceascd to be a handsome people.
Complete racial exhaustion had practically destroyed the
Hellenes before the period}which we are considering.

The same blight began to attack Italy in the second
century before Christ. The ravages of the Social War
and the proscriptions only aggravated a discase which
would have run its course without them, and which even
peace and good government could not cure. Marcus
Aurelius settled large bands of Marcomanni in Italy, a
proceeding which would be inconceivable if tracts of
good land had not been lying fallow. In the fourth
century not only the country but the towns were almost
deserted. Bologna, Modena, Piacenza, and many other
cities in Northern Italy were largely in ruins. Samnium
remained the desert which Sulla had left it ; Apulia con-
tained only sheep-walks and a few farm-slaves. Rome
itself seems to have shrunk by more than one-half between
Augustus and Septimius Severus. This decline, which
was not caused by want, but mainly by a deficiency of
births, reccived a sudden acceleration from the great
plagues of the second and third centuries. In a healthy
society the losses due to pestilence, like those due to war,
are quickly made good by a spontaneous rise in the birth-
rate; but in the Roman empire the loss was probably
permanent.

The exceptions to the universal depopulation are
found, not in the Romanised provinces of Gaul and
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Spain, which seem to have dwindled, though less rapidly
than Greece and Italy, but in the Semitic East. The
Romans themselves spoke with wonder of the fertility of
African and Egyptian women ; but Egypt was very full
under the Ptolemys, and the high birth-rate was probably
balanced by a high death-rate. The regions where the
numbers increased were, it scems, those inhabited by
Jews and other Semites, and those colonised by Germans.
The steady influx from these fertile races scemed at times
to have stopped the decline, so that Tertullian and
Aristides speak in exaggerated language of the great
abundance of population. The multiplication of the
Jews, in spite of frequent massacres,! is one of the
problems of history. Germans penetrated everywhere,
and werc not kept down by massacre; they probably
formed a large proportion of the serfs who were beginning
to take the place of rural slaves in many parts. The
army was chiefly composed of them : the fact that the
minimum height for the infantry was fixed, in 367, at
5 feet 7 inches, and 5 feet 10 inches for crack regiments,
shows that recruits were no longer expected or desired
from the Mediterranean races.?

The general result of these changes was that in the
third century the traditions and civilisation of Greece
and Rome were guarded almost entirely by a population
of alien origin. One curious difference was that while
the old Romans were almost vegetarians, and temperate
wine-drinkers, the new Romans lived by preference on
beef, and swilled great quantities of beer. In more
important matters there was a great change from the
second to the third century. Till the period of the
Antonines ancient morality shows an unbroken con-

1 The figures given for these massacres are in my opinion quite
worthless. Harnack thinks that there may have been great numbers
of proselytes among those killed ; but after Bar Cocheba proselytism
was severely repressed, and the figures given (e.g.) for the massacres
in Cyprus are ridiculous.

* The Roman foot was about & less than the English; but even
80, no modern nation is able to exact so high a standard.
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tinuity, and in certain respects differed widely from our
own. The most remarkable instance is the toleration
extended throughout aniiquity to the love of boys,
which was practised openly and with hardly any sense of
degradation in most parts of the Graco-Roman world.
This vice was not imported from the East, but spread
to the Persian empire from Greece. It appeared later
than the Homeric Age, ‘ quite recently,” according to
Plato, and fell into complete discredit only after Christian
and Northern cthical ideas made themselves felt. Not
to linger over a disagrecable subject, I will only call
attention to the contrast between the pious thanksgiving
of Marcus Aurelius, that he ‘ touched neither Benedicta
nor Theodotus,” making no difference between mistress
and minion, and the angry disgust of Plotinus, when a
paper justifying this practice was read in his presence.
In some respects the change was for the worse. The
barbarisation of the cmpire is shown by the increasing
brutality of the criminal law. Torture became the
commonest mode of examining witnesscs, even free men.
The ‘avenging flames,” a penalty almost unknown to
pagan antiquity, became the prescribed punishment for
every offence which the government found inconvenient
or difficult to stop. The advent of the Dark Ages was
deferred only by the amazing cast-iron despotism of
Diocletian and his successors, which saved the empire
from a welter of savagery at the cost of establishing a
bureaucratic caste-system which bound every man to his
father’s calling, and gradually sucked the life-blood of
the people by insatiable and unscientific taxation.
Throughout the storms of invasion, revolution aud civil
war, the large landowners somchow maintained their
colossal fortunes. The latifundia rivalled in extent the
largest haciendas and estancias in Mexicol and the
Argentine Republic. The six magnates who in Nero’s

1 The largest landowner in the world is said to be a certain Mexican
general, whose estates are about as large as Scotland—tweuty million
acres.
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time owned half the province of Africa must have had
millions of acres apiece. These vast estates were very
carelessly farmed, and as the depopulation advanced
land became almost valueless. An astonishing decree of
Pertinax (A.p. 193), which applicd to Italy as well as the
provinces, allowed anyone to ‘squat’ on uncultivated
land, whether in private owncrship or belonging to the
fiscus, and to acquire complete proprietary rights on
condition of farming it. The scnatorial class, forbidden
to govern, to trade, and finally even to fight, were con-
demned to a life of useless dilettantism. They read and
wrote, or looked after their property in an easy-going
fashion. The main part of their capital consisted of
slaves, whose labours supplied all the nceds of the great
house, and who could be let out to various employers ;
and of flocks and herds, which roamed over the vast
sheep-runs in charge of slave herdsmen and shephcrds.
New fortunes were acquired chiefly by inheritance from
wealthy bachelors, by usurious money-lending, or by
the pickings of office, which for an unscrupulous official
might be very large. The small proprietors were easily
bought out, and the luckless middle-class were the chief
victims of the fiscus.

The decay of culture in the third century is even more
deplorable than the disappearance of the old races. The
barbarians brought new blood into the empire, but litera-
ture, art, and science, which were born with the Greeks,
died with them. After the death of Hadrian, ‘a Sahara
of the higher intellect spreads its dreary wastes over
the empire.”* Under the enlightened rule of the Antonines
law and grammar alone seem to flourish. Suetonius is
an entertaining gossip who in an affected age has the
sense to attempt no style at all. Aulus Gellius, the
epitomator, 'is a typical product of an age of timid
pedants. With him ends classical Latin. The historian
of Latin literature now turns his eyes to Africa, where
the accomplished rhetorician Fronto is attempting to

) Dill.
t—D



34 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

regenerate the language by reviving the prose of the
second century B.C., and to the ‘ barbarous jewellery ’ of
the decadent Apuleius, the Huysmans of the ancient
world, in whom the elocutio novella, that strange mixture
of pre-classical Latinity and medicval sentiment, reaches
its highest excellence. The swan-song of Latin poetry
is the Pervigilium Veneris, with its singularly pathetic
close, in which the Muse bids her tearful farewell to the
language of Ennius, Lucretius, and Virgil.

*Tlla cantat; nos tacemus; quando ver venit meum ?
Quando fiam uti chelidon, ut tacere desinam ?’

There was no second spring for Latin poetry, though
Ausonius and Claudian were to make the first rcnais-
sance not undistinguished. In the third century the
chief writers in Latin are Christians, some of them, like
Tertullian and Cyprian, followers of the African tradition,
others, like the fcebler Minucius Felix and Lactantius,
would-be Ciceronians. Tertullian, in spite of his unques-
tionable power, is a sinister figure, with his gloomy
ferocity and scorn of the old civilisation. After reading
him we can understand, what sometimes seems hard to
account for, the extreme unpopularity of Christianity at
a time when the moral condition of the Church was only
a little below its best. Cyprian was an able administrator,
with a comparatively chastened style. Commodian,
though hardly a poet, had the courage to write as he
talked, in a Latin which is beginning to pass into the
language of medieval Italy. The great lawyers remain ;
and we must not forget that ‘ the first half of the third
century is the golden age of Roman law.’? The names of
Ulpian and Papinian do honour to their time, and their
work marks a real progress in justice and humanity,
before the barbarism of the later empire set*in.

The list of Greek writers is far longer and more respect-
able than of Latin. A revival of Hellenism had been one
of the most prominent facts of the second century, The

3 Réville,
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victory of Vespasian with his Syrian legions over his
western rival was perhaps an early indication that the
centre of gravity was soon to pass eastwards, though the
roll of eminent Spaniards closes only with Trajan. Plu-
tarch, Dion Chrysostom, Herodes Atticus, Maximus of
Tyre, Arrian, and Lucian, are among the chief names of
a real though rather superficial Greek revival, It bears
all the features of a revival, in its artificiality, its con-
scientious imitativeness and reliance on authority, and
in its short duration. But the achievement of Athenzus,
Dion Cassius, and Pausanias, followed by Herodian,
Longinus, and Philostratus, is by no means contemptible,
and Christianity now contributes its share to literature
in Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Methodius. In
spite of political disturbances, a cultivated society existed
in the capital. It included littérateurs of all kinds, poets
or poetasters, rhetoricians, grammarians, critics, phil-
osophers. There were also numerous portrait-painters,
and architects and engineers capable of undertaking large
works. The art was imitative, but of a fair quality till
the middle of the century, when the coins begin to show
a strange deterioration. The bas-reliefs in the arch of
Septimius Severus are vigorously executed. But, speak-
ing generally, there was stagnation or retrogression every-
where, except in law, religion, and religious philosophy.

The Religious Revival

The revival of the religious sentiment, which Augustus
had desired in vain to see and had laboured in vain to
encourage, was now a swiftly rising flood.! Lucian’s
Voltairean impiety was a belated product even under

1 1t rose much higher after our period. Civil functionaries tended
more and more to be priests. Among the 164 decurions of Canusium
in 223 not one priest is found ; but out of 91 names of the Album of
Thamugas (about 365) there are 2 sacerdotes, 36 flamens for life, 4
pontifices, 4 augurs (Duruy, Rom. Hist. (English Ed.), Vol. 6, p. 149).
The titles of emperors, such as ‘ Pius,” which after Macrinus becomes a
regular title like fidei defensor, and sanctissima, officially applied to
empresses, mark the growth of the theocratic idea.
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the Antonines; he would have been impossible half a
century later. The causes are obscure. Chief among
them was probably the consciousness of spiritual sickness
and alicnation from God, which made men and women
feel the ‘need of a physician.” As Kirchner says, ‘the
rich fullness of the world of appearance had lost its
charm ; men now cared only for the pure universal and
the pure individual.” The movement took many forms.
There was a shcer conservative reaction, which looked
back to the gods of Olympus. There was a turning
towards a rcligion of pure inwardness; there was also
a growth of thcosophy and magic. Above all, the re-
ligion of the Hellenistic period found its characteristic
expression in the cult-brotherhood (6lacos). The
oracles, too, were no longer dumb. Communion with
God in some form or other was desired by all. ( A very
. prominent feature in the religion -of this period was the
deliberate mixture of cults originally quite distinct. It
was taught that the gods of different nations are all
manifestations of the same Divine principle. In many
cases the confusion of races, each with its own religious
traditions, made interdenominationalism not only easy
but necessary, as we observe in some parts of the United
States in our own day. Toleration and fusion were the
result, all the more readily because most of the old cults,
in their traditional forms, were by no means adequate
to the higher re11g1ous and moral needs of the age.)

It is not easy in this period to separate the religious
syncretism from the philosophic, for philosophy had now
become the intellectual expression of personal religion.
But it will be most convenient to consider the philo-
sophical genesis of Neoplatonism in a separate chapter,
and to give here a brief sketch of the religious condition
of the empire.

The Roman pantheon was densely populated before
the immigration of Oriental deities began. °There are
more gods than human beings,” as Pliny the Elder and
Petronius? assure us in the first century. But the Roman

1 Petronius, however, refers to Capua, not Rome.
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gods were invertebrate creatures, shadowy abstractions
which had not enough flesh and blood to make a myth-
ology. No one ascribed any definite personality to
Domiduca, Volupia, or Pertunda. But the feast-days,
which were as numerous as the festas of Catholicism,
gave abundant opportunities for little pious functions,
with prayer and sacrifice, followed by a meal on the sacred
flesh. Rome was full of dignificd ccclesiastics, with
ancient titles, and revenues sufficicnt to allow of frequent
and sumptuous banquets. The numerous benefit-clubs
and trade-unions had a religious basis, and the members
attended a periodical ‘ church-parade ’ in honour of the
deity who was the special protector of their calling.
Private and domestic piety flourished in well-ordered
households, and the time-honoured religious ceremonics
no doubt filled an important place in the country life
which Pater describes in Marius the Epicurean. This
piety was prompted by very different feelings from those
which dictated conformity with the established and
official cult of the reigning emperor, who could make it
more dangerous to swear falsely by his genius than by
all the other gods in the pantheon.! There was nothing
revolting either to Greeks or Asiatics (except Jews) in
paying Divine honours to a man. The apothcosis of the
ruler of the civilised world was a matter of course.
Vespasian no doubt had been conscious of the comic
side of his approaching deification (vae! puto deus fio) ;
and Caracalla, after murdering his brother Geta, could
jest upon the promotion which he had secured for him.2
This complimentary worship of dead Caesars was so little
serious or so little religious that the Christians must have
seemed to their contemporaries merely obstinate or
unpatriotic for objecting to it. But recalcitrance was
always dangerous, and the living cmperor was now
beginning to collect the insignia of a real theocratic ruler.

1 Tertullian, Apol. 28. ‘Citius per omnes deos quam per unum
genium Ceesaris peieratur.’
* Spartianus, Geta 2. ‘ Sit divus dum non sit vivus.’



38 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

Diocletian compelled those who had interviews with him
to prostrate themselves as before a god.! Long before
this, each divinised emperor and imperial family had
their own association of worshippers, and membership of
these guilds added intcrest and a sense of importance to
the life of a middle-class citizen. Paganism, like Catholi-
cism, knew how to make religion pleasant and interesting.

Strictly, it was not the emperor, but his genius or
guardian-angel, who must be propitiated and by no means
blasphemed. Every man had a ‘genius,” every woman
a ' Juno." This piece of old Roman folk-lore was now
so much mixed up with speculation about disembodied
souls and spirits that the fuller consideration of it must
be postponed to a later chapter. Apuleius is a valuable
source of information on the spiritualistic beliefs which
were now becoming almost universal. Christianity was
not unaffected by them, but it did a great service by
discountenancing magic and theurgy. The school of
Plotinus was less successful in resisting the popular
craving : it was at last deeply infected by this kind of
superstition, which Plotinus himself disliked but could
not wholly repudiate, since nature, for him, was a web of
mysterious sympathies and affinities. The ‘ genius’ was
properly a man’s higher self, his spiritual ego. It is there-
fore significant, as showing how fluid was the conception
of personality at this time, that families, cities, trades,
had their ‘ genius,” much as the individual soul might be
held to be subsumed under a higher unit, and ultimately
under the universal Soul. This vagueness about person-
ality made the notion of a celestial hierarchy easy and
acceptable. Maximus of Tyre is fond of regarding the
spirits as messengers and interpreters between earth and
heaven, and Celsus, the Roman official, compares them
to proconsuls or satraps, deputy regents of the supreme
ruler. Plotinus himself believed in these intermediate
beings, and so did the Christians, for whom the ‘ deemons ’
of paganism became demons in our sense.

1 Aurelius Victor, Cas. 39, 4.
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In an age when the Semitic element in the population
was gaining every year on the Mediterranean stocks, the
East, always the cradle of rzligions, was certain to have a
great influence both on belief and worship.! Rome was
almost equalled in population, wealth, and culture by
Alexandria and Antioch, and a considerable fraction even
of the Roman population came from Syria and Egypt.
In the army the Eastern gods were the most popular
objects of worship; inscriptions in their honour are
found in the military stations of England, Germany, and
North Africa. The Eastern religions brought with them
their priests, not state-officials like the higher Roman
ecclesiastics, who might hold many secular posts in coni-
bination with their sacerdotium, but a dedicated castc
with no other interests except the service of their god,
anrd a recognised obligation to proselytise. These priests
ranged from the often saintly servants of Mithra or Isis
to the disreputable charlatans who perambulated the
country-side with an image, a donkey, and a band, and
collected coppers from the gaping crowd.

The four countries from which the most important
Oriental religions came were Egypt, Syria, Phrygia, and
Palestine. We will consider them in turn.2

The Egyptian Religion

At Rome, the cult of Isis was the most important
among the foreign religions. Even in the first century
her worship was widespread in Italy, as is testified by
numerous inscriptions at Pompeii. For Minucius Felix the
Egyptian gods are already ‘ Roman.” At first looked
down upon, the Egyptian goddess had become fashionable
long before the arrival of Plotinus at Rome. Commodus,
while emperor, took part with shaven head in her cere-

1 Cumont says truly that the East was far more civilised in religion
than the West. *‘ Never did any highly cultured people have a more
infantile religion than the Greeks and Romans.’

* It will of course be understood that only a very cursory summary

of a subject on which much new material has come to light, and on
which valuable books are being written every year, is here possible.
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monies, and carried the image of Anubis. Caracalla
showed special favour to the Iigyptian rites, and built
splendid temples to Isis at Rome. Theeclectic Alexander
Severus was as learned in the theology of Egypt as in
that of other countries.

{ As the goddess of fertility, Isis combined some of the
attributes of Venus, Ceres, and other Roman deities ;1
she was also in a special degree the protectress of com-
merce and navigation. Sailors and women were equally
devoted to the goddess who brought ships safe into port,
and children into the world. But she was also the vision
of the initiated mystic. The Metamorphoses of Apuleius,
full of foulness as it is, leads up to a passionate prayer of
devotion to her, as she reveals herself to her pious votaries.

In carlier times the shrines of Isis had an cquivocal
reputation.? The goddess was popular with the demi-
monde, and her worship can have had little connection
with moral purity. But such scandals are not recorded in
the third century, when indeed they would have hardly
have been tolcrated. In our period the worship of Isis
was organised in a manner very like that of the Catholic
Church. There was a kind of pope, with priests, monks,
singers, and acolytes. The images of the Madonna were
covered with true or false jewels, and her toilette was
dutifully attended to every day. Daily matins and even-
song were said in the chief temples. The priests were
tonsured and wore white linen vestments. There were
two great annual festivals, in the spring and autumn.

The autumn festival was the occasion of public grief and
joy over the death and resurrection of Qsiris-Sarapis. The
processions and ceremonies described by Apuleius and
others were ingeniously contrived to excite curiosity,
stimulate devotional feeling, and gratify the asthetic
sense. For the mystic, Isis represented the deepest mys-

1 Plutarch, De Iside et Osivide §3. 4 "laus pvpidvuuos kék\nrat, 8id 78
wdoas Umd Tob Noyou Tpemouévn popdds Séxeabar xal (5éas,

2 Cf. e.g. Tibullus 1.3.23 ; Ovid, Ars Amat. 1.77 and 3.393 ; Juvenal
6.489; Josephus, Ant. 18.3.4.
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teries of life. Proclus makes her say, ‘T am that which
has been, is, and will be. My garment none has lifted.’

The worship of Isis was closely connected with that
of the dog-headed Anubis, long popular in Egypt; of
Harpocrates the son of Isis and Osiris, and above all of
Sarapis, who more and more took the place of the old
Egyptian god, Osiris. Sarapis was a deity of many
attributes ; he had a great reputation for miraculous
cures, and invalids often slept in his temples. He ended
as a solar deity of omnipotent majesty,! and as the great
god of Alexandria threw Isis somewhat into the shade.
Caracalla paid him the compliment of dedicating to him
the sword with which he had killed his brother Geta, as
South-Italian assassins have been known to offer to the
Virgin the knife which they have used successfully on a
private enemy.

. Isis was a suffering and merciful mother-goddess, who
longed to ease human troubles. Her worship had a
miraculous element for the vulgar, a spiritual theology
for the cultured, and an attractive ritual for the average
worshipper.; No other religion practised faith-healing,
by passing the night in temples (éyxoiunois), on so
large a scale. This Egyptian religion never inculcated
a very robust or elevated morality. Its power lay in its
charm, and in the hope of immortality which was always
strong in the Egyptian religion. ‘There is a famous
passage in an ancient Egyptian text relating to the
worship of Osiris, which speaks of the loyal votary of the
god after death. ‘‘ As truly as Osiris lives, shall he live ;
as truly as Osiris is not dead, shall he not die ; as truly
as Osiris is not annihilated, shall he not be annihilated.”
The initiate is to share eternally in the divine life ; nay,
he does already share it. He becomes Osiris.’2

1 ‘ Sarapis alone is Zeus,” came to be a sort of watchword in the
Alexandrian religion. Legge, Forerunners and Rivals of Christianity,
Vol. I. p. 55. The pvoricy Geoxpacia of the age enabled Sarapis to unite
almost every divine attribute in his own person.

¢ Kennedy, St. Paul and the Mystery-Religions, p. 99. An admirable
book,
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Phrygian Cults

The worship of the Magna Mater had been known and
recognised in Attica as early as the fourth century B.C.,
and at Rome as early as the second Punic war, and was
patronised by the aristocracy, though no Roman was
allowed to enrol himself among the eunuch priests of the
Asiatic goddess. King Attalus at this time presented the
senate with the black aerolite, formerly kept at Pessinus
and then at Pergamum, which was supposed to be the
abode of the Idzan Mother. The grateful Romans, at
last rid of Hannibal, erected a temple to her on the
Palatine, and ordained an annual holy week in her honour.
The Phrygian religion was wild and violent, as befitted a
climate which produces extremes of heat and cold. It
included such primitive elements as the worship of stones
and trees, and at once horrified and fascinated the West
by its wild orgics at the spring festival, which culminated
in the self-mutilation of devotees. But it had also an
ascetic order of mendicant friars, and ‘mysteries,” of
which little is known. Till the beginning of the empire,
the Phrygian worship was kept under strict control, and
attracted little notice except on the festival days when
the foreign priests marched in procession through the
streets. But Claudius, according to a second-century
authority, removed the restrictions on the worship of
Cybele and Attis, and Roman citizens began to be chosen
-as archigalli. Henceforth the Phrygian worship received
a measure of official support not extended to other
Oriental religions. The festal processions were very
imposing, and the death and resurrection of Attis was
regarded as a sacrament and pledge of human immor-
tality. The worshippers sang, ‘ Take courage, ye initiated,
because the god is saved : to you also will come salvation
from your troubles.’

Cumont thinks that in the worship of Sabazius, the
Phrygian Jupiter or Dionysus, closely connected with
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Cybele, some Jewish influence may be traced. The
religion of the Magna Mater was certainly changed by
partial fusion with the Persian cult, of which more will
be said presently. The baptism of blood (taurobolium)
was, according to some, introduced into the Mithraic
worship from the cult of the Great Mother ; though it is
perhaps more probable that it belonged originally to the
cult of Anahita, a Persian goddess. In the sacred feasts
of Attis we can trace the familiar change from an agape
to a sacrament in which the flesh and blood of the god
were consumed.? In the fourth century this plastic cult
even tried for a rapprochement with Christianity. Augus-
tine tells that pricsts of Cybele (or Mithra) used, to say,
Et ipse pileatus Chiistianus est, ‘ even the god with the
cap (Attis or Mithra) is a Christian,’2

Mithra

Lucian, in one of his Voltairean Dialogues of the Gods,
makes Momus ask contemptuously, * Who is this Mithra,
with the sleeves and tiara, who knows no Greek and can-
not even understand when one drinks his health ? ° But
in point of fact Mithra was a parvenu only in the West.
He was a very old god of the rising sun, who had been
degraded to a subordinate place by the worshippers of
Ahuramazda, but who refused to remain in the shade,
and advanced rapidly in popular favour among the
Persians.® The Persian religion was always disliked by
the Greeks ; the deadly rivalry of the two races is enough
to account for this. The West was less prejudiced. And
Mithra acquired characteristics which made him as wel-

1 Cumont, Oriental Religions, p. 69.

? Cumont thinks that the god referred to is Attis; Legge that it is
Mithra.

% Mithra is also one of the gods of the Vedic pantheon, where he
represents the light of day, the all-seeing witness. Zarathushtra seems
to have attempted, without permanent success, to discourage Mithra-
worship (H. S. Jones in Hastings’ Dict. of Religion and Ethics, * Mithra-
ism ‘). Sun- and star-worship was not a feature of primitive Iranian
religion. '
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come in Furope as in Asia. As god of the sun, he claimed
affinity with the nature-deities with whom the Greeks
and Romans were familiar, and as patron of life and
giver of immortality he appealed strongly to the harassed
subjects of the cmpire. While Isis attracted chiefly
women and peaceable citizens, Mithra was the god of
soldiers and adventurers. Plutarch says that the Romans
first became acquainted with this religion through the
Cilician pirates whom Pompey subdued in 67 B.C. For
Plutarch, Mithra is still a barbarian god. It was in the
time of the Antonines that he gained rccognition as a
deity of importance at Rome. Marcus Aurelius installed
him on the Vatican, where St. Peter’s now stands. From
this time he became a favourite of the legionaries, who
have scattered votive monuments in his honour over
every province where they encamped, and also of the
slave-class, for reasons less easy to determine.

The Mithraic symbol is familiar to all frequenters of
sculpture museums. The god, in the guise of a young
Phrygian wearing the national cap, a short tunic, and a
mantle floating in the wind, plunges his dagger into the
neck of a bull. The scene is complete only when several
other figures are present; two young Phrygians, each
holding a lighted torch, the one upright and the other
reversed ; five symbolic animals—a crow or owl, a scor-
pion gripping the bull from beneath, a dog lapping the
blood, a serpent, and a lion. The sacrifice is represented
as taking place in a cave or grotto. The details, however,
differ a good deal, and the meaning of the symbols is,
perhaps always was, obscure. In some representations
the signs of the Zodiac are introduced. This is part
of the process by which Mithra, now identified with
Shamash, the Chaldean sun-god,! became sol invictus.
The worship passed direct from the Parthian and Persian
empires to Italy, for the Greeks never worshipped the

1 On a tablet from the library of Ashurbanipal, Herodotus (1.131,
i(sI l(;leau'ly wrong in identifying Mithra with the ‘ Assyrian’ Mylitta
shtar).
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god of their old enemies, the Persians. In the West its
progress was rapid, especially after Commodus was
initiated into its mysteries.

All through the third century its influence increased,
till in 307 Diocletian, Licinius, and Galcrius dedicated
a sanctuary at Carnuntum on the Danube to Mithra,
‘ the protector of their empire.” In order to understand
this phenomenon, we must remember two things—first,
the great prestige of the revived Persian empire in the
third century ; and secondly, the dualism of the Persian
religion, which introduced a new and, to many minds,
an attractive explanation of the evil in the world. Plato,
towards the end of his life, was supposed to have dallied
with the idea of an evil world-soul ; Plutarch adopied it
more decidedly. But Hellenism knew of no anti-gods,
such as were a prominent feature in Mazdeism, and
disliked the whole type. Ahriman is identified with Satan
by Theodore of Mopsuestia, and the attributes of the two
are almost the same. Neoplatonism made room for male-
ficent agents, but not so easily as Christianity. Porphyry
gives us a demonology which he says that he took from
‘ certain Platonists,” but which looks like pure Mazdeism.
The medieval hell, with its denizens, is a legacy from
Persian thought, partly direct, and partly through Judzo-
Christian literature.? The obstinate persistence of Mani-
cheism? in the Middle Ages is another proof of the attrac-
tiveness of dualism. The popularity of Mithra-worship
in the army is easy to understand on other grounds, for
the Persian religion was one of strict discipline and mili-
tary ethics. It regarded lying as the basest of sins, and
loyalty to comrades as the chief of the virtues. Soldiers
would also readily understand that the moral life is a
state of war against ‘ ghostly enemies.” It was indeed
a fine and manly religion, spurring men to action, guid-
ing them by its discipline, and teaching them to live

1 And yet we must not forget the dualism of (e.g.) Empedocles,
nor the influence of Plato and Virgil.

* The dualism of Manicheism is more uncompromising than that of
the old Persian religion.
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honourably, cleanly, and often holily. Some writers
have even speculated as to what the consequences to
civilisation would have bcen if this cult, instead of
Christianity, had become the state-religion of the Roman
empire. The answer probably is that it would have
become very much what Christianity became in the
hands of the same population. The religion of the fourth-
century Pagan was nearer to Christianity than to the
paganism of the first century. The genuinely Persian
element would have decayed in Europe, as the Jewish
clement in Christianity decayed. But such speculations
are of small value. Harnack, who takes a less favourable
view of the Persian religion than Cumont, calls it a
‘ barbaric cult,” and reminds us that it hardly touched
the Hellcnised (i.e. the most civilised) parts of the empire.
It was favoured by the court and popular in the army,
but never made much way among either the intellectual
class or the free populace.

Nature of the Religious Syncretism

The syncretism of the later Roman empire differed
widely from the older polytheism, in that formerly the
gods had their several functions and lived together more
or less amicably as fellow-citizens of Olympus under the
limited sovereignty of Zeus or Jupiter. It differed from
the identification of Greek with Roman gods, which was
only the recognition of a bilingual religion. But now
Sarapis, the Great Mother, and Mithra all claimed to be
the supreme deity. We should have expected, from our
later experience, to seec furious jealousies and bloody
persecutions of the weaker religion by the stronger. But
nothing of the kind occurred. On the contrary, the
temples often stood side by side in the same city, and little
or no friction is recorded. The religious condition of a
great city in the third century must have presented a
strange spectacle. ‘Let us suppose,’ says Cumont, ‘that
in modern Europe the faithful had deserted the Christian
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churches to worship Allah and Brahma, to follow the
precepts of Confucius or Buddha, or to adopt the maxims
of the Shinto ; let us imagine a great confusion of all the
races of the world in which Arabian mullahs, Chincse
scholars, Japanese bonzes, Tibetan lamas, and Hindu
pundits would be preaching fatalism and predestination,
ancestor-worship and devotion to a deified sovereign,
pessimism and deliverance through annihilation—a con-
fusion in which all these priests would crect temples of
exotic architecture in our cities and celebrate their
diverse rites therein. Such a dream would offer a fairly
accurate picture of the religious chaos of the ancient world
before the reign of Constantine.” In a modern city thus
divided, every pulpit would thunder with denunciations
of the soul-destroying errors taught in the next street,
and the old state church, if there was one, would be most
bitter of all. But at Rome the new gods fused easily with
the old; no difficulty was felt in identifying a virgin
goddess with the Mother of the gods. Isis could be
adored as Venus, Minerva, Ceres, Diana, according to
the pleasure of the worshipper. Wendland prints at the
end of his book an extraordinary statuctte of Fortuna
Panthea, who is loaded with the characteristic emblems
of Fortuna, Isis, Nike, Artemis, Asclepius, and the
Dioscuri! The Oriental cults were not quite so com-
plaisant to each other; but even in them there was
borrowing, as when the lore of the Chaldeans mingled
itself with the Persian religion. Paganism had no horror
of heresy. The deity, said Themistius, takes pleasure in
the diversity of homage. Paganism had no dogma and
no church. It showed a kind of wisdom in tolerating
Lucian, who made few disciples, and persecuting the
Christians, who made many. There never was one
pagan religion. The common folk maintained their
simple sacred holidays through all changes till the victory
of Christianity—and long after ; the philosophers turned
the myths into allegories and so speculated without
restraint. The official religion was really dead, as dead
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as the republican magistracies, the titles of which were
kept up for the sake of old associations. The Romans
had no objection to makc-believe of this kind, and dis-
tinguished men were quite ready to accept dignified
priesthoods without believing anything. We must not
form our ideas of paganism from the rhetorical polemic
of Christian men of letters. Augustine probably got his
list of absurd little Roman gods from Varro, not from his
own contcmporaries. The real rivals of the Church were
the Oricntal deities, who are for the most part ignored
by the Christian Fathers. The paucity of allusions to
Mithra-worship in Christian literature is as strange as
the silence of the Pagan authors about Christianity.
The Church stood outside the zone of mutual tolerance ;
for the rest, a cult was only disliked if it seemed to be
unmanly, immoral, or anti-social.

Plutarch is for us the chief mouthpiece of the theory
that all religions are fundamentally one, under different
names and with different practices. For him and Maxi-
mus of Tyre ‘ the gods ’ are symbolic representations of
the attributes of a Deity who is in his inmost nature
unknowable. Maximus and Dion Chrysostom are
‘modernist * in their views about myth and ritual;
Philostratus and Zlian are genuinely superstitious. The
Hermetic writings are good examples of the Plutarchian
theory. They show, however, that the combination of
philosophic monotheism with popular polydamonism
was becoming difficult, though the writers are equally
anxious to retain both, as indeed the Neoplatonists were.
Syncretism was easier when the gods were regarded as
cosmic energies, or when their cults were fused in the
popular worship of the sun and stars.?

In the third century, and indeed earlier, educated men
were no longer ashamed of being superstitious ; the one
unpardonable thing was to be an atheist. There was no
reluctance to believe in miracles. Galen, the great

1 Dill, Roman Society from Nero to M. Aurelius, p. 435. Otherwise
Cumont, p. 163.



THE THIRD CENTURY 49

physician, is still a Stoic ; but in the third century magic
played havoc with medical science. Charlatans of every
kind found a ready market for their warcs. At the same
time, the Stoic faith in an unbroken order of nature was
too deeply rooted to be at once abandoned. While in
the lower intellectual strata sorcery and magic were
allowed to run riot, the more philosophical writcrs tried
to combine belief in a predetermined and inviolable order
with the patronage of popular superstition. The most
acceptable theory was that what Carlyle called a natural
supernaturalism is the law of the universe. Mystcrious
correspondences, sympathies, and antipathies pervade the
whole of nature. There is a divine science which enables
men to turn to their advantage, though not strictly to
control, these spiritual agencies, which form a celestial
hierarchy of deemons, gods, and the supreme Being, the
Author of the whole scheme, in whose mind all discords are
harmonised. But the distinction between utilising occult
forces and controlling them was too subtle for the popular
mind. The demons became the faithful servants of the
magician, and the old oracles, which had been almost
abandoned, once more did a lively trade.! Artemidorus,
at the end of the second century, writes a quasi-scientific
and quite serious treatise on the principles of interpreting
dreams. Every variety of divination was practised, and
few enterprises were attempted without consulting those
who knew or could influence the will of the higher powers.
Tertullian even speaks of child-sacrifice as still carried
on secretly in Africa ; ‘in the proconsulate of Tiberius’
(seemingly lately) several priests had been crucified for
this crime.?

But of all the superstitions which flourished rankly
at this time, astrology was by far the most important.
It was spoken of as ‘the queen of the sciences,” ‘the

1 See the passages quoted in Cumont’s note, p. 271.

* For table-turning, telepathy, and other supcrstitions common
to the third and the twentieth century, see Bigg, Christian Platonists of
Alexandria, p. 248 n.

IL.—E
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most precious of all arts,” and was almost universally
belicved in. The learning of the Chaldaans influenced
all the Eastern religions, even that of Egypt. It had
taken firm root at Rome as early as the second century
before Christ, and gained greatly in authority by the
advocacy of Poseidonius, the learncd teacher of Cicero,
whom Cumont and Wendland have shown to have been
one of the most influential thinkers of his time. All
through the first century A.p. the folly was growing,
not at first among the vulgar so much as in fashionable
socicty, where the makers of horoscopes practised their
art for high fecs. Their calculations were supposed to
be so difficult that an occasional mistake might be con-
fessed without loss of reputation. The immense popu-
larity of this pseudo-science has left its mark upon modern
languages. When we spcak of jovial, mercurial, or
saturnine tempers, or of lunacy, we are using the language
of astrology. The curious figures which cover old-
fashioned celestial globes, and the names which the
constellations still bear, are direct survivals of the same
science. It was easy, by the theory of universal sym-
pathies, to give a plausible justification of belief in
astrology, and the art was so much connected with
religion that scepticism could be represented as impious.
It directly favoured fatalism, and so tended to paralyse
energy as well 1o crush the mind under a load of gloomy
and absurd superstitions. It drove men to sorcery and
magic, as the only hope of combating the direful influ-
ences of the stars. It was in vain that the government,
while encouraging astrology, condemned magicians to the
cross. The severity of the punishment only emphasised
the malignant power which adepts in the black art were
supposed to exercise.

We probably realise very inadequately the pernicious
effects of astrology and magic in the last age of pagan
antiquity. These superstitions were all-pervading, and
except for accidentally stimulating interest in the
heavenly bodies and, to a less extent, in physics, they
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did unmitigated harm. Christian apologists might well
claim more credit than they have done for the Church,
as the libcrator of Europe from these two causes of
human wretchedness. Astrology no doubt lingered on,
though no longer sheltered by religion; and magic
survived as ‘the black art’ in spite of fierce attempts
at repression ; but Christianity may take at least some
of the credit for reducing a permanent nightmare of the
spirit to a discredited and slowly dying superstition.?

Beliefs about the Futlure Life

Eschatology is always vague and contradictory. The
human mind tries to envisage the ‘ought to be ’—the
not-given complement of our fragmentary and unsatis-
fying experience—under various forms borrowed from
finite existence. There are three types of formulated
eschatology, which present these hopes or beliefs under
the forms of place, time, and substance respectively. The
better world is either not here but elsewhere, or not now
but sometime, or it is the reality which lies behind
illusory appearance. In the higher religions, and in the
faith of educated individuals, two of these, or even all
three, are often combined or confused, the whole subject
being admittedly so obscure that even manifest contra-
dictions are tolerated. It is impossible to estimate what
proportion of the population at the present time really
believes in human immortality, or to determine whether
there have been great fluctuations in the diffusion and
intensity of the belief at different periods. In dcaling
with an age long past, it is hopeless to attempt an answer
to such questions. Inscriptions on tombstones, as we
know, are not trustworthy evidence either for the charac-

1 We must not, however, forget the appalling witch-trials of the
Middle (rather than of the‘ Dark’) Ages, to which there is no parallel
in antiquity. This pbenomenon is a measure of the barbarisation of
religion in the so-called ages of faith, and it is a saddening reflection
that the enlightenment of the Renaissance could not expel the evil.
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ter of the deceased or for the real beliefs of his surviving
relations. And the tone of polite literature is not
good evidence for the beliefs of the masses.

So far as we can form any opinion, belief in immortality
was less general in the first century than it is among
ourselves, and decidedly less general than it became two
hundred years later. Thosc who rejected the doctrine,
like Pliny the Elder, sometimes avowed their incredulity
with contemptuous frankness.2 But for the most part
the Romans were disposed to believe in some sort of
shadowy survival, which justified family meetings at the
grave and the customary tributes to the departed spirit.
Herc it is difficult to distinguish belief in personal survival
from the natural desire to be remembered and honoured
after death. But the belicf in ghosts and apparitions
(in spitc of Juvenal’'s emphatic testimony to the con-
trary) seems to have been almost uhiversal in the second
century, cxcept among the ‘godless Epicureans.” Plu-
tarch, Dion Cassius, the younger Pliny, and Suetonius
all believed in spiritualism; and Neoplatonism, with its
doctrine of demons, did nothing to discourage it. The
decay of Aristotelianism removed obstacles to free
belief in immortality, for in this school the later teachers
had taken up a more distinctly negative position than
the earlier.3

Religious and philosophical faith in immortality sub-
sisted quite independently of spiritualistic superstition.
Orpheus and Pythagoras, the former a purely mythical
character, the latter a historical figure embroidered with
legend, were regarded as the first teachers of the true

1 The commonest of the conventional dedications on tombs is,
‘ Dis Manibus ’; the commonest aspiration, ‘ Eternal Rest.” Others
cynically avow (through their friends) their disbelicf in any hereafter,
in such words as * non fui, fui, non sum, non curo.” Some mottoes are
frankly jocular, as “ Dum vixi, bibi libenter ; bibite vos qui vivitis.’
Ancient sentiment about the grave, as Friedlander says, differed from
ours. Comic and even indecent sculptures on a sarcophagus are not
unknown.

! Pliny, Nat. Hist., 7, 188-191.

¥ Alexander of Aphrodisias rejected human immortality.
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doctrine about the Soul. These two traditions blended
almost completely into one, and in the third century it
was the Neopythagoreans, with their spiritual kinsfolk,
the Neoplatonists, who practised and preached the
* Orphic ’ religion. The main doctrines of Orphism werc
the probation of the Soul in this life as a preparation for
eternity, the need of purification and sacramental
initiation as the condition of a blessed immortality, and
the rebirth of Souls in higher or lower forms, determined
by the merits or demerits of the subject in its previous
state of existence. The philosophical side of Neopytha-
goreanism will be discussed in a later lecture ; its religious
aspect is our present concern. It was conservative and
eclectic, uniting a devout reverence for traditions and
beliefs hallowed by antiquity with a genuine zeal for
moral reform and spirituality. It taught that the Soul
is' linked to the Divine by a chain of spiritual agencies,
which form a ladder of ascent for it. We are undergoing
a probation here on earth; and our salvation consists
in liberating the Soul from contamination by the gross
vesture of decay which now surrounds it, and in allowing
it to emerge into the pure air of the spiritual world. The
destiny of the Soul is determined in accordance with the
most rigorous retributive justice. We choose our com-
pany and consort with our likes. Death is only the
transit to that environment which we have made our
own. The higher part of the Soul is by nature indestruc-
tible; but its immortality may be an immortality of
degradation, or of blessedness. Such a theory of retri-
bution, which resembles the Karma-doctrine of Oriental
religions, could dispense with any clear pictures of the
future state, when the Soul shall have finally escaped
from the ° grievous circle ’ of births and deaths. Specu-
lation about the condition of beatified spirits was dis-
couraged. According to Philostratus, the spirit of
Apollonius of Tyana, the idealised prophet and saint of
the school, appeared in a dream to a doubter and said
to him, ‘ Thou shalt know all when thou art dead ; why
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dost thou enquire about these things when thou art still
among the living ? ° Imaginative pictures of future bliss
and torment were for the most part lightly sketched and,
unlike the lurid creations of medicval Catholicism, they
were, by the educated at least, not taken literally. For
it was the Soul only which was represented as in paradise,
purgatory, or hell, and a disembodied spirit cannot be
susceptible to physical delights or torments.? Immor-
tality was an axiomatic truth; if we are in any degree
sharers in the Divine nature, a fact which is proved by
our capacity of holding spiritual communion with the
Deity, there must be a divine and imperishable element
in the human Soul. On the other hand, the survival or
resuscitation of the earthly self was neither to be expected
nor desired. The category of personality, in the modern
sense, hardly existed for ancient thought. Few troubled
themselves with the problem how the self could persist
in a totally different environment. ‘7Thou shalt be a
god (i.e. an immortal) instead of a mortal,” was enough.
Nevertheless there were many who pictured beatified
spirits as enjoying themselves in a rather gross fashion ;
‘ the shout of them that triumph, the song of them that
feast * was no Christian invention. Even Plato jested
upon the ‘everlasting drunkenness’ (uéfy aldvios) of
the Orphic heaven. These notions are entirely absent
from Plotinus and his school. In fact, Neoplatonism is
open to the charge of considering the tastes of the phil-
osopher and the saint rather too exclusively in its scheme
of salvation. The popular teaching was at once more
attractive and more terrifying.

The doctrines of the evolution of Souls, and their
reincarnations, do not agree well with the belief in rewards

1 Plutarch (in De Sera Numinis Vindicta) gives us a vision of judg-
ment decidedly less fierce than Dante’s, which nevertheless it resembles
in many ways. His Inferno is tenanted only by a few desperately
wicked persons. In his essay on the demon of Socrates there is a
more philosophic vision, in which the so-called Neoplatonic Trinity
appear in charge of their several spheres. In his treatise on Super-

stition he complains, like Lucretius, of the terror caused by stories
of torments in hell.
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and punishments in a supra-terrestrial world. But
attempts to combine incompatible theories are character-
istic of all eschatology. Another favourite notion was
that the spirits of the just live the life of the blessed
demons, who people the intermediate spaces between
heaven and earth, and may aid the living in their carthly
difficulties and trials.

The Oriental religions which were now gaining ground
everywhere owed a great part of their attractiveness to
their definite teaching about a future life. If Judaism
ceased to make numerous proselytes in the third century,
the cause may be not only the persecution and unpopu-
larity to which the Jews were exposed, but the absence
of ‘ other-worldliness ’ from their religion. The popular
cults, those of Isis, Sarapis, and Mithra, resembled
Christianity in incorporating with their moral teaching
symbolical mysteries representing a dying and resusci-
tated God, whose victory over death contained a promise
of human deliverance from the power of the grave. The
old classical legends of Heracles, of Alcestis, of Perse-
phone, of Ariadne, were now invested with allegorical
significance, like the more obviously eschatological myths
of Adonis and Osiris. Whatever myths were made the
medium of the teaching, the aim and the method were
similar—namely, to stimulate faith in atonement, for-
giveness, and eternal salvation by means of symbol and
sacrament. The dramatic representation of the Soul’s
deliverance by divine interposition was the central act
of religious worship. Curiosity was also excited by throw«
ing a veil of mystery over all the higher teaching. It
was held that ‘mysterious concealment gives dignity to
the divine’ (1 kptfus 9§ pvorcr) oepvomoiet 76 felov).
Philosophers made genuine efforts to prevent their
theories from being made public, and sometimes exacted
a promise of secrecy from all who attended their lectures.
We find traces of this esotericism even in the Christian
school of Alexandria.
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The old mysteries, such as the Eleusinian, naturally
profited by this new tendency. These strangeinstitutions
combined ritual tradition and mystical theology,! the
realism of a legendary divine drama and philosophical
idealism, the religion of the senses and that of the heart.
‘They were the embodiment of the whole syncretistic
movement, in which nearly all who felt religious needs
could find what they wanted. They are the great enemies
of such Christian apologists as Arnobius, Clement, and
Lactantius, just because in them genuine religion
sheltered itsclf under the forms of paganism.

Although the secrcts of the mysterics were supposed
to be kept as carefully as those of freemasonry, Christian
writers like Clement and Arnobius knew something about
them, and enough has been gathered from them and
other sources, some of them very recently discovered,
to give us a general idea of the character of these cere-
monies. They contained much that to an unsympathetic
observer would seem grotesque and not a little that was
really revolting. It is a very primitive idea in religion
that union between man and God is sacramentally
effected in two ways, by eating the flesh of a god
or goddess, and by becoming his or her mate. The
former notion rests on the superstition, almost universal
among savages, that we acquire the qualities of what-
ever we eat. Much cannibalism has this origin; and
among ourselves many persons still eat large quantities of
beef ‘ to make them strong,’ like oxen. In preparing for
the mysteries long fasts were enjoined, especially from
flesh-food, the idea being that no impure animal spirit
should be allowed to enter the body soon to be honoured
by the reception of the god. Continence was practised
for the same reason, when the sacrament was to take
the form of a mystical marriage. This latter mode of
union with the Deity was enacted only symbolically in

1 Rohde appears to me to be wrong in minimising the mystical and

moral elements in the older mysteries. I agree with Wobbermin and
Kennedy (St. Pawl and the Mystery-Religions, p. 84).
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the mysteries, but, as Seeck shows, the symbolism was
probably of an unplcasant kind. Besides this ceremonial
purity, moral innocence was insisted on at all the more
reputable mysteries. At Eleusis the herald issued the
invitation to ‘whoever has clean hands and sincere
tongue.” In other mystcries the call is addressed to him
‘who is holy from all guilt and is conscious of no evil in
his soul.’” This formula is probably Orphic. There is
no reason to doubt that the mysteries helped many
persons to live pure and dutiful lives. The original
myths were not very edifying, especially when they con-
cerned the Olympian gods and goddesses ; but a bold use
of the allegorical method could smooth away almost
every offence. The device was not wholly unscientific,
since myth is often naive allegory ; but the belicfs which
the ancient myths may have been invented to signify
were very different from the religion of the third century.
The old mythology was a heavy weight for the Pagan
revival to carry.

Dionysus and Orpheus were two nearly connected
forms of the Sun-god, and the worship of both was
influenced by the rites of the Thracian Sabazius. The
central act of both mysteries was the rending in pieces
of the god or hero, the lament for him, his resurrection,
and the communion of his flesh and blood as a ‘ medicine
of immortality.” The Egyptian Osiris had also been torn
in pieces by his enemies; his resemblance to Dionysus
was close enough to tempt many to identify them. In
the Egyptian worship the doctrine of human immortality
had long been emphasised, and this was now the most
welcome article of faith everywhere. It was easy to
fuse these national mystery-cults with each other because
at bottom they all symbolised the same thing—the hope
of mystical death and renewal, the death unto sin and
the new birth unto righteousness, based on the analogy
of nature’s processes of death and rebirth. The asthetic
and orgiastic side of these rites was attractive to a popula-
tion now largely Oriental by extraction, and too little
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cultivated to appreciate the idealism which the phil-
osophers offered them. The ritual was much more
exciting than anything which Christianity had to offer.
We can fancy the emotion of the neophytes when the
priest of Isis in his linen vestments drew the curtain and
displayed them to the assembled throng, standing with
blazing torches in their hands and crowns of palm on
their heads, in all the glory of their new initiation. The
sacrcd robes alone must have been an attraction to
women. Ter{ullian tells us how some chose Demeter
for her white robes, others Bellona for her dark colours
and great black veil, others Saturn for his purple and
red. The proceedings were made more impressive by
mysterious and half unintelligible verbal formulas, to
be learnt by heart and on no account repeated to profane
ears ; by weird scenes in dark chambers, representations
of souls in torment, followed by a'sudden blaze of light
in which the statue of the goddess, surrounded by atten-
dant deities, was suddenly disclosed ; by songs and by
dances ; by the sacred meal of the brotherhood ; and by
solemn processions in which each participant felt the
dignity and holiness of his position.

Apollonius of Tyana

The life of Apollonius of Tyana, by the elder Philostra-
tus, is one of the most important documents for the
history of religion in the third century. The subject of
the biography was a contemporary of Christ, a Pytha-
gorean and a religious reformer. In the early years of
the third century the Empress Julia Domna requested
Philostratus to write a life of him. The work is a highly
apocryphal gospel, in which the hero is almost divinised.
Many have thought that there was a deliberate attempt
to set up Apollonius as a rival to the Founder of Chris-
tianity. But there is no trace of rivalry in the details.
Apollonius is turned into a sort of Pagan Christ because
the age craved for a historical object of reverence. The
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picture is in part noble, but the discourses are very frigid,
and there are masses of silly thaumaturgy, which it has
been reserved for cur contemporary theosophists to
treat seriously. The feebleness of the whole production
is apparent when we compare it with the canonical
Gospels. The chief interest in it is the evidence which
it gives of Pagan idcals of saintliness at the time when it
was written. Apollonius, we are told, tried everywhere
to restore religion to its pristine purity, without attempt-
ing to alter any man’s manner of worship. Ie hated
bloody sacrifices, and would eat nothing that had lived.
He condemned war, holding that we have no right to
shed blood in any circumstances. Much stress is laid on
the ‘science’ of prayer and sacrifice. The piety of
Apollonius, or rather of Philostratus, is on the whole of
the Indian type ; the hero is recorded to have travelled
through India as far as the Ganges valley.

Judaism in the Third Century

After the edict of Antoninus Pius, which forbade under
the severest penalties the circumcision of any Gentile,
proselytism must have almost stopped, and it is not
unlikely that a good many half-proselytes at this time
came over to Christianity. Judaism until the last revolt
under Hadrian had been a strong rival of Christianity ;
some may even have dreamed that it might become an
universal religion. But the savage reprisals which fol-
lowed this fanatical outbreak drove the Jews back upon
themselves, and compelled them to preserve their faith
and nationality by returning to the exclusiveness of an
earlier period. Philo and Josephus had claimed that
Judaism was a ‘ philosophic ’ religion’—that is, it was

! Some great writers in Greece and Rome admitted as much,
¢ Aristotle (according to Clearchus), ¢\éoogo wapa Zipos; Theo-
phrastus (according to Porphyry), d&re ¢éoogo. 70 ~évos Bvres;
Strabo (16.2.35), Varro (in Augustine, De Civ. Dsi, 4.31)." Harnack,
Expansion of Christianity, Vol. I. p. 338. Kennedy (3¢. Paul and the

Mystery-Religions) has a valuable account of the affinities of Hellenistic
Judaism to the mystery-religions.
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compatible with Greek culture. At Antioch and
other places large numbers of ‘ Greeks ' had been bap-
tized into Judaism, if not circumcised. But this policy
was gradually abandoned in the second and third cen-
turies. It must be remembered that in the first century
the profession of Judaism (not of course by a Roman
citizen) carried with it certain political and commercial
advantages. Even in the third century the Jews were
still a privileged class.? But the periodical Jew-hunts
must have been a formidable set-off against such im-
munities as they enjoyed, and the Pagan revival greatly
increased the unpopularity of a sect who were accused
not only of unsociability and want of patriotism but of
atheism, from their insulting attitude towards the
religion of their neighbours and the absence of any visible
objects of adoration in their rites.

Christianity in the Third Century

While Judaism was purging itself {rom its Hellenistic
element and relapsing into an Oriental religion, the bond
of union in a people who were determined to remain
aliens in Europe, Christianity was developing rapidly
into a syncretistic European religion, which deliberately
challenged all the other religions of the empire on their
own ground and drove them from the field by offering
all the best that they offered, as well as much that they
could not give. It was indeed more universal in its
appeal than any of its rivals. For Neoplatonism, until
it degenerated, was the true heir of the Hellenic tradition,
and had no essential elements of Semitic origin. Chris-
tianity had its roots in Judaism ; but its obligation to
Greek thought began with St. Paul, and in the third
century ‘ philosophic’ Christianity and Platonism were
not far apart.

A great change came over the Christian Church between

! Compare Origen’s account of the power of the Ethnarch in Pales-
tine.
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the death of Marcus Aurelius and the middle of the third
century. In the second century the Christians had
appeared to their neighbours ‘a benightcd, hole-and-
corner tribe ’ (lenebrosa et lucifugax natio). The type to
which they seemed to belong—that of a semi-secret socicty
for mutual help, with a mystical religious basis, was
familiar enough to their neighbours, but they were looked
down upon—so much despised indeed that no trouble
was taken to gain accurate information about them.
The apologists—Justin and his successors—were con-
temptuously ignored. Fronto, who in the time of Anto-
ninus Pius wrote the first polemic against Christianity,
could set down in all seriousness the old scurrilities about
cannibalism and incest which Jewish hatred had circu-
lated. The apologists of this and the next two generations
—Theophilus, Tertullian, Clement, Minucius Felix, the
writer to Diognetus, are all occupied in defending the
Christians against the three charges of immorality,
atheism, and misanthropy. The government, till the
reign of Decius, was not afraid of the Christians, nor did
the educated and official classes feel any special hostility
towards them. It was the mob who hated them. This
feeling was perhaps strongest among the free or freed
lower class, who, imbued with intense conservatism and
jealousy, disliked the position which Christianity gave
to slaves and women, and the condemnation which it
pronounced upon their cruel and immoral amusements.
The martyrs before Decius were few in number, and
belonged almost exclusively to the hwumiliores, whose
lives were held in small account. They were even sacri-
ficed to make the shows in the amphitheatre more popu-
lar, as in the case of Perpetua and her companions. There
was no systematic effort to destroy the Christians; we
never hear of a congregation being netted in a church,
though there could have been no difficulty in discovering
where they met for public worship. Nevertheless there
was no disposition on the part of the government to
make Christianity a tolerated religion. From the Pagan
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point of view, the existence of an ‘atheistical’ sect,
which mocked at the recognised rites, and regarded itself
as a spiritual nation within the secular state, was an
offence if not a danger. The tests which were employed
at the trials of Christians were the simplest tests known
to be effective, and were selected as such. The Christians
could casily clear themselves of disloyalty; thcy were
always willing to pray for the health and safety of the
emperor ; but they objected to offering sacrifice. This
accordingly was the test chosen to convict them, though
the Jews were not compelled to sacrifice. The Jews were
recognised as ‘thc sccond race’; the Christians were
‘the third race,” and not licensed. This nicknamec
(though Harnack thinks that it may have originated
among the Christians themselves) seems to have suggested
something unnatural and monstrous—as we might speak
of a third sex, and not merely another type by the side
of Pagans and Jews. The third race had their own laws
and customs; they recognised each other by masonic
signs, and ‘ loved one another at sight.” It was a secret
society, and as such odious to a despotic government.
But already in the time of Commodus, according to
Eusebius, many noble and wealthy men at Rome became
Christians. They were protected no doubt by Marcia,
the devout concubine (giAofeos TaXiaxi)! of the emperor.
Tertullian himself was a distinguished lawyer at Rome
before he became a Christian. Some of the old family
of the Pomponii were converted before the end of the
second century. There were many Christians at the
court of the tolerant Alexander Severus. By this time
Rome was full of churches, and of schismatical chapels
for Montanists, Modalists, Marcionites, and Gnostics of
different sects.? The capital of the empire, in the
multitude of its competing places of worship, must have
resembled an English or American city. But the Catho-
lics were by far the most powerful of these bodies, since
Decius, according to Cyprian, made the surprising state-

1 Hippolytus. * Harnack, Expansion of Christianity, Vol. 2, p. 38s.
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ment that he would rather have a rival emperor at Rome
than the pope.! The extreme hostility of the great
church to heretics was noticed as early as Celsus, and
exhibited a striking contrast to the brotherly feeling
which united the orthodox.

The unpopularity of the Christians among the vulgar
was diminishing during the first half of the third century,
though the alarm of the official class was now beginning
to be excited; after 250 the conditions which, after a
fierce struggle, led to the recognition of Christianity as
the religion of the State, wére already in process of being
realised.? The Church was approximating to the hier-
archical organisation of contemporary society ; and it was
drawing support from all classes in fairly equal propor-
tion. It had shed most of its Jewish severity. In its
sacramental doctrine, its encouragement of relics and
charms, its local cults of saints and martyrs, it met
paganism more than half-way. Its annual festivals
became more and more like the festi dies of the old
worship. These accommodations were indeed too facile,
inasmuch as many now joined the Church without under-
standing what ‘Christianity really meant, and fell away
at the first threat of persecution. The differences which
remained between Christianity and its rivals were never-
theless considerable, and all of them marked the
superiority of the new religion. The absence of bloody
sacrifices was a pure gain. Apart from the unseemliness
of making a piece of common butcher’s work the central
act in a religious rite, the distribution of the flesh among
the worshippers must have been an undignified finale.
Far more important was the entire exclusion of the sex-
element from Christian worship. The dissociation of
religious rites from impurity is to us a matter of course ;
but most of the other popular religions had at any
rate traditions of an undesirable kind. Other advantages
which helped to give Christianity the victory were that

1 Cyprian, Ep. 5

3 Geffken, Der Ausgtmg des Griechisch-Romischen Heidentums (1920)
proves by a wealth of evidence the decay of paganism all over the
Empire about 250.
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the Christian Founder was a historical person who had
lived comparatively recently ; and above all that in its
response to the most vital necds of the human heart its
superiority was one of kind rather than of degree.

The silence of Plotinus about Christianity certainly
cannot be set down Lo ignorance. While at Alexandria he
must have known of the famous Catechetical School, and
its distinguished heads, Clement and Origen. The latter
of these was one of the most celebrated scholars of his time,
whose adhesion to Christianity made it henceforth im-
possible for c¢ducated men to sncer at the Church. At
Rome the philosopher could not have walked far without
passing a Christian church or dissenting chapel, nor
mixed in socicty without ¢ncountering Christians. In
fact we know that he did meet them. In the middle
of his residence at the capital came the persccution under
Valerian, which was chiefly directed against converts
in the upper class. His friend and patron, Gallicnus,
restored the churches which Valerian had destroyed, and
gave back to the Christians their confiscated property.
We may even conjecture that Plotinus advised this act
of justice and toleration. His silence, then, is deliberate.
He attacks at great length the heretical Gnostics, as bad
philosophers. They attended his lectures and unsettled
some of his pupils. Their arrogant tone about Plato
angered him. Nevertheless he speaks of them with
gentleness, and wishes not to hurt the feelings of those
who were Gnostics ‘before they became our friends.’?
As for the Catholics, religion, apart from philosophy,
does not come within the scope of the Enneads. Plotinus
had a good deal in common with the Christian Platonism
of Alexandria, and, like Amelius, could have admired
the prologue of the Fourth Gospel.? But Roman Chris-
tianity, already stronger in administration than in

12,09, 10.

* Amelius, writing by order ot Plotinus against the Gnostics, quotes
from the prologue of the Fourth Gospel, the author of which he desig-

nates (without disrespect) as the ‘ barbarian,” Eusebius, Prep. Evang.
2, 19.
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thought, had little to attract him ; he was probably not
aware how far the Gnostics diverged from the orthodox
Church ; and he was definitely on the side of those who
wished to maintain the old culture and the old philosophy.
He combated the Gnostics, on grounds which will be
more fully explained later ; the controversy with Chris-
tianity he left to his disciple Porphyry. It is intcresting
to compare the attack of Porphyry with that of Celsus,
about a hundred years before. Celsus is most concerned
at the indifference of the Christians to the welfare and
security of the empire, in which he perccived a public
danger. Porphyry has no political cares. His polemic
is thoroughly modern. He has not much quarrel with
Christian ethics, nor (except in certain points) with the
Christian philosophy of religion. He objects to the
doctrine of the creation of the world in time, and its
futare destruction in time, as separating God from the
world. The doctrine of the Incarnation seemed to him
a clumsy attempt to reunite what had been falsely
dissevered. The resurrection of the body he spurned as
an impossible and objectionable doctrine. ‘In every
other respect,” as Harnack says,! * Porphyry was entircly
at one with the Christian philosophy of religion, and was
quite conscious of this unity.” Christian thinkers were
even anxious to satisfy the Platonists on the points where
they differed, with the exception of the Incarnation-
doctrine, which they rightly perceived to stand on a
different footing from the others, and to constitute a
real cleavage between the two creeds. Porphyry on his
side was ashamed of the theurgy which Neoplatonism—
never quite having the courage of its disbeliefs—had first
tolerated and then sheltered. Augustine was ready to
seize the advantage thus offered him. ‘ Porphyry,” he
says, ‘ holds out the prospect of some kind of purgation
for the Soul by means of theurgy, though he does so with
a certain hesitation and shame, denying that this art can
secure for anyone a return to God. Thus you can detect
1 Harnack, Expansion of Christianity, Vol. 2, p. 138,
L—F
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his judgment vacillating between the profession of
philosophy and an art which he feels to be both sacrilegious
and presumptuous.’t  Augustine clsewhere? speaks of
Porphyry with great respect; and Porphyry pays the
most respectful homage to the Founder of Christianity,
though not to His followers. This respectful tone was
not altogether new ; for Numenius is credited with the
strange statement that Plato is simply Moses talking in
Attic Greek; and ‘a certain Platonist,” according to
Augustine, used to say that the prologue of St. John
ought to be inscribed in golden lctters. There were in
fact honest attempts at a rapprochement from both sides.

The real quarrel between Neoplatonism and Christianity
in the third century lay in their different attitudes towards
the old culture. In spite of the Hellenising of Christianity
which began with the first Christian missions to Europe,
the roots of the religion were planted in Semitic soil, and
the Church inherited the prejudices of the Jews against
European methods of worship. Hellenism was vitally
connected with polytheism, and with the sacred art which
image-worship fostered. These things were an abomina-
tion to the Jews, and therefore to the early Christians.
We, however, when we remember later developments,
must take our choice between condemning matured
Catholicism root and branch, and admitting that the
uncompromising attitude of the early Church towards
Hellenic polydemonism was narrow-minded. Porphyry
made a very dignified protest against the charge that
the Pagans actually worship wood and stone. ‘Images
and temples of the gods,’” he says, ‘ have been made from
all antiquity for the sake of forming reminders to men.
Their object is to make those who draw near them think
of God thereby, or to enable them, after ceasing from
their work, to address their prayers and vows to him.
When any person gets an image or picture of a friend,

3 Augustine, De Civ. Dei, 10, 9.

% De Civ. Dei, 19, 22. ‘Philosophus nobilis, doctissimus philos-
ophorum, quamvis Christianorum acerrimus inimicus.’



THE THIRD CENTURY 67

he certainly does not believe that the friend is to be found
in the image, or that his members exist inside the differcnt
parts of the representation. His idea rather is that the
honour which he pays to his friend finds expression in
the image. And while the sacrifices offered to the gods
do not bring them any honour, they are meant as a
testimony to the good-will and gratitude of the wor-
shippers.’? The carly Christian horror of idolatry was
a legacy from the Jews, who were, on the @sthetic side,
too unimaginative to understand a mode of worship
which for other nations is natural and innocent. Some
of the Christians also used insulting language about the
great names of Greek and Roman history. Minucius Felix
calls Socrates ‘the Athenian buffoon’ (scurra Atticus) ;
Tatian speaks of ‘ the wretched Aristotle *; and Cyprian
calls the heathen ‘ dogs and swine.’? Nor was the charge
of tunpatriotic sentiment without some justification.
Tertullian, among other protestations of crass individual-
ism, says, ‘ Nec ulla wmagis res aliena quam publica.’
Commodian gloats over the ravages which he hopes to
see the Germans perpetrate in Italy. The Pagans on
their side were both indignant and contemptuous.
‘ Barbarous ’ and ‘ insolent * were their favourite adjec-
tives in speaking of the Christians.? If Tertullian and
(later) Jerome surpassed them in scurrility, we must re-
member that Pagan prejudice was not vented in words
alone. The Christians would not have hated the empire
if they had been treated with common fairness. And so
the blame must be divided. We must bitterly deplore
that Catholicism took over from ‘paganism what was
most barbarous in it—sacerdotal magic—while destroy-
ing the masterpieces of sculpture and suffering much
of the literature to be lost. But on the other hand,
Catholicism extirpated what was worst in paganism—

1 Quoted by Harnack, Expansion of Christianity, Vol. 1, p. 376.

* Duruy, Roman History, Vol. 6, p. 215.

* e.g. Iamblichus reproves Porphyry for introducing ‘ archangel’

into his writings: o082 ¢hbaogos & Tpémos ofros dNNS BapBapikfs dAafovelas
ueorbs.  Proclus, in Tim. 47,
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its licentious rites; it greatly diminished the gravest
moral scandal of the ancient world ; and it quietly con-
veyed into its hive, and so preserved, the philosophical
tradition, in which the succession failed more from the
barbarisation of the empire under the devastating in-
roads of the northern tribes than from the hostility of
the Christian emperors. After Porphyry there was more
sound philosophy in the Church than in the Pagan
schools. Unhappily the time came when priestly tyranny
destroyed the philosophy of religion, or drove it, under
the rcign of scholasticism, into bondage as the ancilla
Jides. With the modern period, the emancipation of
science and philosophy from religion began, and Europe
retraced, in the reverse direction, the steps by which the
independent science of Ionia developed at last into the
Neoplatonic philosophy of faith and devotion. The
severance was complcte in the materialism and agnostic-
ism of the nineteenth century ; there are signs that the
tide has now begun to turn again.

Moral Reformation

The ethical reformation under the empire was not less
conspicuous than the religious revival. We must of course
be on our guard, in studying an age of rhetoricians,
against accepting literally either the denunciations of
satirists or the edifying language of moralists. There was
indeed far too much talk about justice and temperance,
and too little practice of those virtues. But we find, from
the second century onwards, a general acceptance of the
conviction that man is sinful, and needs moral discipline
and reformation (fepawrela and diopBwais). The religious
guilds for the most part, though not always, insisted on
purity of life as a condition of membership. And in the
growth of asceticism we find a new element in morals.
Its characteristic Greek form was Cynicism, which was
revived as the perfection of Stoicism, and sometimes as
a rival to it. The new Cynics were the begging-friars of
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antiquity. They were recognisable by their long beards
and coarse mantles, which sometimes masked idle im-
postors. The modern clerical profession had its origin in
our period ; the private chaplain, the sermon, and the
pious tract were all familiar to the subjects of the Pagan
empire. The Hebraic and Hellenic ideas of morality
influenced each other, and in Christianity werc com-
bined, without anything like perfect fusion. On the
whole, the Hebraic element receded, and the Greek
advanced. Clement’s ethics are mainly Greek, though
he is an orthodox believer. Rather later, the moral
teaching of Ambrose is mainly Stoical, that of Augustine
mainly Neoplatonic. The moral type, however, was
changing. There was less public spirit than formerly,
and what there was chiefly took the form of ostentatious
civic munificence. The personal rights of the individual
were better recognised. The treatment of slaves was less
harsh, and Dion Chrysostom has a fine protest against
the degradation of young slaves in the service of vice,
which had always been regarded as a regular part of the
slave-system, in spite of some legislative efforts to check
it. The moral influence of Christianity was probably
considerable among the adherents of other religions.
Jt tended to make social intercourse more sympathetic,
more cheerful (the happiness of the early Christians was
one of their most obvious characteristics), and more
democratic. {Pagan civilisation had no greater fault than
its neglect of, and contempt for, women, slaves, and hand-
workers, that is to say, for the large majority of the human
race. It was aristocratic in a bad sense, and it paid the
penalty. The masses allowed culture to perish, partly
because they had never been allowed to share it.)

Conclusion

Some writers, like Seeck, who perhaps exaggerates the
importance of the racial factor in history, and certainly
exaggerates the dysgenic effects of racial admixture, have
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treated the third century as a period of senile decay,
without qualification. From the standpoint of art,
literature, and science the decay is unquestionable, but
not from that of religion or of psychology. Here, on
the contrary, there was progress. The groundwork of
religious thought was laid; the problems of religious
thought werc set and answers attempted. The so-called
Alexandrian philosophy of religion was a great achieve-
ment of still unexhausted richness. Its characteristics
have been summed up by Schmidt as ‘the union of
philosophy and rcligion, a strong trend towards system
and dogma, mistrust of arid intellecctualism, conscious-
ness of the nced of revelation, aspirations after the
spiritual life, thoughts of immortality, inwardness,
purity, mysticism.” The thrce protagonists were Plotinus,
Origen, and the successors of Valentinus; representing
respectively Greek philosophy, Hellenised Christianity,
and Hellenised Orientalism. The common debt to Greece
prevented these three parties from being wholly alien to
each other, though the fact that they responded to the
same needs, and often in a similar manner, brought them
into strong rivalry. Greek Christian theology, and the
Augustinian theology, were alike the heirs of the first
two. In East and West alike the influence of Plotinus
on Catholic dogma, and on the whole intellectual life of
the Church, has been enormous, and is still operative.
The emergence of a philesophy which has had an abiding
influence on the religious thought of the whole civilised
world is enough to acquit the third century on the
charge of complete sterility.



LECTURES IV, V
FORERUNNERS OF PLOTINUS

HE philosophy of the third century is more

closely linked to the intellectual tradition of the
past than to the social conditions of the time. It is
impossible to expound Plotinus without saying somec-
thipg of Plato, and of the vicissitudes of the Platonic
school during the six hundred years which divided them.
So cursory a treatment of great subjects must seem
unsatisfactory, at any rate to a scholar ; I must ask such
to consider these lectures only as a necessary introduction
to the subject of my book.

We have lately been bidden to see in Plato a kind of
brilliant digression from the main current of Greek
thought.! Plato, we are told, was not a representative
Greek thinker. The Hellenic spirit is concrete and
definite, mundane and unmystical, open-minded and
liberty-loving. Plato, on the other hand, is as, Nietzsche
says, ‘a Christian before Christ.’” His view of love is
romantic and mystical ; he distrusts the natural instincts
and scorns the flesh ; he is afraid of poetry and the arts ;
he wishes to ‘make life a long study for death’; and
finally he is willing to enforce the acceptance of his views
by persecution. ‘The legislator has only to find out
what belief will be to the greatest public advantage, and
then use all his efforts to make the whole community

' This view is advocated by Rohde, and also by Nietzsche. It has
recently been defended in this country by Mr. Livingstone, in his very
able and interesting essays on The Greek Genius.

71
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utter these words and no others all their lives.”* Heretics
are to belocked up for five years, with the option between
death or submission at the end of them ; atheists are to
be executed at once.

These characteristics of Plato must certainly be taken
into account in any estimate of his work and influence.
But the writers whom I have mentioned have, I think,
overstated their case. The author of the Symposium
was surely a Greek to the finger-tips. The famous myths
may be unlike anything else in Greek literature; but
they would be much stranger in any other. They are
quite unlike the bloodless mythologics of the Gnostics.
The harsh rcgimenting of men and women appears no
doubt in the Republic, but the passage quoted above is
from the Laws, the work of Plato’s old age. There is no
lack of fresh air and free talk in the dialogues generally.
The qualities which are said to separate him from Hellen-
ism are un-Attic rather than un-Greek. Plato, in fact,
was politically a pro-Spartan ; just as we can imagine an
Englishman, in despair of the undiscipline and inefficiency
of English democracy, praising German institutions, with-
out altering his distaste for some features in the Prussian
character. As a natural result of his leaning towards
military discipline and iron bureaucracy, he turns his
eyes back to the philosophy which seems most in harmony
with such a state-organisation—the philosophy of stable
equilibrium as taught by the Eleatics. This is' not un-
Hellenic ; itis, so far as it goes, a recognition of an early
and very characteristic tendency of Greek philosophy.
Above all, it seems to me, those critics go wrong who
talk of Plato’s ‘ otherworldliness’ as a departure from
the genuine Greek view of life. It is true so far as this—
that the ‘ intelligible world,’ or spiritual world as I have
called it in these lectures—the wdouos voyrds—is in a
sense the Hellenic ideal of existence, banished from earth
by hard experience and now transported to heaven. But
it is not true that Plato abandons the directness and

1 Plato, Laws, 664.
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concreteness of Greck thought, and prefers the nebulous
region of dreams and hypostatised abstractions.. The
true account is rather different. 'When Pater speaks of
a ‘sensuous love of the unseen’ as a characteristic of
Platonism, he indicates a rare quality of mind which
Plato seems to have possessed in an eminent degree. He
saw his generalised Ideas!-—saw them as the great Greck
sculptors saw their ideal types of beauty and copied them
in marble from the mental picture. They were for him
so clear and concrete that they made the visible world
pale and dim by comparison. This again is not un-
Hellenic. The world of the Ideas was a very Greek
world, in its order, symmetry, beauty, and clear outlines.
Only it was not the world which the ordinary man secs
clearly and calls the real world. Lastly, those who rebel
against Greek ways of thinking generally dislike mathe-
matics, or at least the application of mathematical
methods to other sciences. Plato, as is well known, had
an exaggerated reverence for geometry, and came to
hold (in the Laws) that without mathematics ‘no one
could be a god or a demigod or a hero to mankind.’? In
this he resembled Leonardo and Spinoza. It is true that
much in Plato’s ideal state could only be realised, if at all,
under conditions resembling those of medieval Catholi-
cism, and quite unlike those of ancient Greece. But
Hellenism was itself an ingredient of Catholicism. In
short, I feel sure that we cannot separate Plato from his
nation, and that we must not suppose that there was
any very deep difference between his view of life and
that of Pindar or Sophocles, for instance. It is, as
Reitzenstein says, only when two distinct nationalities
clash, that profound conflicts in religion and philosophy
take place.

The real Plato has been obscured behind Platonism,
as the real St. Paul behind Paulinism. Plato was not a

1 Professor Stewart brings out this characteristic of Plato’s mind in
his book on Plato’s Ideas. ‘ Plato was a visualiser.” This does not
mean that he saw the Ideas clothed in sensuous forms.

2 Plato, Laws, 818.
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mere professor of philosophy, and no ‘system’ can be
found in his writings. He was a poet and prophet; and
his true followers are those whom Professor Stewart? calls
*personal Platonists.” The true Platonist is he who sees
the invisible, and who knows that the visible is its true
shadow. The man Plato was of course many things
besides a poet of Divine beauty, and he was many things
at different periods of his life. In his early works we find
a sunny light-heartedness, combined with much reserve ;
there is little exhortation, sentiment, or cmotion. In the
Gorgias there appears for the first time the Pythagorean
influence, and a dcep moral seriousness. He has also
begun to distrust and dislike the wvulgar commercial
prosperity which he saw around him, and he despises the
democracy, though rather from the standpoint of an old
Whig family than from that of an extreme Tory. ‘What,’
asks his Socrates, ‘would be the fate of a physician ac-
cused by a confectioner before a jury of children ?’

To touch upon the famous doctrine of Ideas in a single
paragraph is a rash proceeding ;2 but introductory
lectures can hardly escape rashness and its penalties.
The doctrine seems to spring from three sources—the
gift of abnormally clear spiritual vision above mentioned,
which caused Plato to see concepts more clearly than
material objects; a real confusion caused by the habit
of human speech, which <lothes abstractions in the same
dress as percepts, so that forces, qualities, and relations
were treated as things, sometimes even as persons; and
the strongly mathematical bent of Plato’s mind, a habit
which always tempts a thinker to assign constant values
to the fluid images of thought and the changing processes
of nature.? That these tendencies caused Plato to give

1 J. A. Stewart, Platonism in English Poetry, in the volume called
English Liteyature and the Classics. Thxs short essay is a perfect gem,
and should be read by all lovers of Plato and of pure English.

2 The doctrine of Ideas in Plotinus is dealt with in another chapter.
3 An unknown hand has added to Alexander’s Commentary on
the Metaphysics of Aristotle (A.S. 985 b.), that Plato xareuafn-
patikeboaro Thv ¢Pbow. The Philebus, as Prof. Stewart says, aims
at establishing a mathematico-scientific method which will apply to all
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a handle to his critics is not to be denied ; but he has
suffered injustice both from his own disciples, who tried
to systematise his doctrine without sharing anything of
the poetical imagination and the amor intellectualis which
are its primary sources, and from opponents who are
debarred from sympathy with or understanding of
Platonism by the same defects in their own minds.
Platonic generalisation, as Pater truly says, is a method,
not of obliterating the concrete phenomenon, but of
enriching it with the joint perspective, the significance, the
expressiveness of all other things beside. It is applied
chiefly (in the Phedrus, Phedo, and Republic) to spiritual
values, such as the Good and the Just, and to such mathe-
matical universals as equality and similarity. These
spiritual values are fully known only when they are
perceived to put forth ‘organic filaments’ everywhere.
These values are seen by Plato and all Platonists to be
also creative forces.

‘ General truths, which are themselves a sort
Of elements and agents, under-powers,
Subordinate helpers of the living mind."?

Nor must we forget that for Plato exclusion or distinction
(Swalpeats) is as essential to the clarifying of thought as
combination (ovvaywyi). To idealise is to essentialise
~—to eliminate non-characteristic elements. The Platonic
Socrates is largely occupied in trying to clicit the exact
meaning of ethical terms ; vague ‘ generalities * are just
what he desires to hunt and slay. Aristotle is probably
right in saying that the quasi-personification of the Ideas
as separable (xwpiora) from particulars is the doctrine
of Plato, not of Socrates.? It was the natural way for
branches of knowledge, to ethics and @®sthetics among others. Kant
declares that ¢ Nothing has been more injurious to philosophy than
mathematics.” The school of Bergson has pressed home this criticism
with much exaggeration.

1 Wordsworth, Prelude, Bk. 1.

2 But he is wrong in making Plato’s Ideas separate things. (hey are

(in themselves) eternal truths of the spiritual world, and formative
principles in the world of appearance. In the Sophist (p. 248) he
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Plato to think ; he does not wish us to picture anything
like an extraction of the ideal element from a concrete
compound. These transcendental Ideas are the contents
of the creative mind of God,! the final causes of the
world and the inspirers of our thoughts, not the pro-
ducts of our speculation or imagination. They are  that
which really is’—they are reality; whereas sensible
objects are only imperfect reproductions of reality. All
philosophy is a quest of reality ; thisis the wisdom, to
love which makes a man a philosopher (¢:Ad-godos). To
love the Ideas, then, is virtue and wisdom ; and it is in
natural beauty that the spiritual world is most clearly
revealed to our senses. °‘Beauty alone has had this
fortune [to reveal the Ideal to sight]; so that it is the
clearest, the most certain, and the most lovable of all
things.” In the Sophist the dynamic character of the
Ideas is strongly insisted on; whatever truly ss, must
be active and creative. The argument of this dialogue
would almost satisfy modern ‘activists’; but the
genuine Platonist must feel that the ‘ vision splendid’
of the earlier prose-poems has faded into the light of
common day. The famous T¢maeus, which had an
immense influence on later religious philosophy, teaches
argues against the ‘ friends of the Ideas’ who deny to the Ideas active
and passive qualities. These friends of the Ideas have been identified
with the Megarian School, with Plato himsclf at an earlier stage of his
philosophy, and with Plato’s * muddle-headed disciples ’ (Stewart) from
whom Aristotle can hardly be excluded. Proclus (in Parmznidem,
p- 149, Cousin) identifies them with ‘ the wise men of Italy '—i.e. the
Pythagoreans, and this fhust have been the accepted view in the
Academy. Plotinus, we may say parenthetically, gives his Ideas nocety,
but not mdoyew. It is, I am convinced, a useless attempt to make
the Platonic vopra depend for their existence on the alofyrd
(Natorp and Stewart). Stewart even holds that the fvy3 alone is
real, and that Plato always held this view. This is modernising Plato
with a vengeance. I have no wish to explain away the definition of
Being as Power in Sophist, 247 ; but for all that, the Ideas are not
‘ simply force,’ but eternal fountains of force. In no sense whatever
are they the products of our thought; our thoughts conform to
them. Modern psychologism must not be read into Plato, or into any
Greek philosopher.

1 This phrase is not Platonic. The Idea of the Good is the ground
of all that exists; but Plato is not at pains to connect this with the

mind of a personal Deity. See Vol. II, p. 29, where the subject of the
Ideas is further discussed.
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that the supreme Deity, the Demiurge, creates a univer-
sal World-Soul, through which the universe becomes an
organism. The World-Soul bears the image of the
Ideas, and the World-Body was fashioned after the same
pattern. The Creator desired all to be good, and ‘as
far as possible’ ordered the world accordingly; but
‘necessity * impedes the full power of the good. This
‘ necessity ’ seems to reside in an intractable material,
which was in ‘ disorderly motion’ before the Creator
imposed form upon it. It is hard to reconcile this notion
with the doctrine that time came into existence with the
world-order, and I believe that the whole passage is
intended to be myth rather than science. We must
remember that for a Platonist a science of the phenomenal,
the half-real, is impossible, precisely because Platonism
is not dualistic. Plotinus, as we shall see, teaches that
there was never a time when the universal Soul was not
present in the universe. Plato in this dialogue seems
for a moment to dally with the dualistic solution, which
has been so unjustly imported into his philosophy as
a whole. As soon as the beneficent creative power is
personified, there is, no doubt, a danger that the force,
whatever it is, which prevents or retards progress in the
world of time and space, may also be personified. The
evil World-Soul threatens to appear for a moment in
the Laws. But Plato shrinks from making the powers of
evil too powerful ; he is no Manichean. And so man
himself must have the seeds of degeneracy within him:
the brutes, he suggests, are degenerate men. I think
that we may regard as typical the gradual change in
Plato’s mind in the direction of definite theism. I will
even risk the epigram that pantheists generally become
theists if they live to be seventy.

The evolution of thought in Plato’s mind was a curious
foreshowing of what happened at last to his school.
Whether we consider the Pythagoreanising tendency,
with its devotion to mathematics and astronomy, or the
growth of religious interest, of solemnity and devoutness,
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or the increase in ethical severity, especially as regards
sex-matters, or the deepening pessimism about politics
and human society, we find the whole history of Platon-
ism anticipated in Plato himself. But before the partial
fusion of Greck philosophies in Neoplatonism could take
place there had to be a new development and trans-
formation of all the older schools. Heracleitus and the
Cynics had a new life in Stoicism ; the Atomists and
Cyrenaics joined to produce Epicurcanism ; the Eleatics
and Megarians, and the Socratic Plato, on one side,
lived on, to some extent, in the Scepticism of the post-
Aristotelian period. Plato, the many-sided, influenced
them all, except perhaps the Epicureans; and at last
secmed to be the inspired prophet under whose mantle
all Hellenism might find a shelter against the storm.
And it was the author of the Timaeus whom the dying
Hellenism chiefly meant by Plato, while it was preparing
to bequeath its treasure to enrich another creed.

We could not expect that the most inspired part of
Platonism—its spiritual vision—would be preserved
intact when its custodians became endowed professors
at the University of Athens. The intellectual atmosphere
of Athens for a long period must have been too much like
that of the German universities, at the time when new
systems were appearing every other year. The school
of Plato was not content with mere commentatorship,
like many of the Peripatetics, and in spite of their loyalty
to their master, which was a tradition among them, the
Academics diverged from his teaching more widely than
they knew. After Polemo, the mathematical or Pytha-
gorean element, which had for a time been emphasised,
receded, and the rest of the speculative side in Plato was
also neglected. The doctrine of Ideas was practically.
abandoned as unintelligible, but great attention was paid
to ethics. This decay of speculation may be compared
with the collapse of Hegelianism in' Germany, and was
due to the same causes. On the one hand, Plato’s logical
structure seemed to be out of relation to the facts of ex-
perience and human needs ; and on the other, the natural
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materialism of the ordinary man reasserted itself against
the exalted idealism of the master. During this phase,
the Academy devoted itself to a rather arid and timorous
moralising.

At the beginning of the third century before Christ
there existed at Athens four schools, all firmly established,
the Academics, the Peripatetics, the Stoics, and the
Epicureans. It was inevitable that free interchange of
views should result in free borrowing of ideas, and in
breaking down the dogmatism which was characteristic
of all alike when lcft to themselves. Hence arose the
kindred movements of Scepticism and Eclecticism.
Scepticism not only had a flourishing school of its own
in the third century—the disciples of Pyrrho, but it
almost completely captured the Academy. From merely
ignoring theoretical knowledge, the school of Plato at
tHis period came to preach its impossibility. Arcesilaus,
the founder of this movement, accepted from the Stoics
their theory that no knowledge can come to us except
through the senses, and then attacked the validity of
sense-impressions. Having thus destroyed the possibility
of knowledge, he taught that probability is enough for
practical purposes. The Sceptics even claimed that they
were more invulnerable than the adherents of any system
which left objective reality standing over against our
views about it. Carneades followed the same path,
which leads towards what is now called pragmatism.
But every attack upon the possibility of knowledge is
foiled by the impossibility of finding a ground on which
to fix its batteries. If we try to plant them on anything
within the intelligible world, we assert the knowableness
of that world in the act of denying it ; and there is no
place outside the intelligible world on which they can
be fixed. The Academics were too acute not to see this ;
and before long the sceptical development of Platonism
gave way to frank Eclecticism. Doubt was no longer
a dogma.

Greek thought was mow fast entering upon a long
period of comparative barrenness. From the early part
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of the third century before Christ till the rise of Neopla-
tonism no new system arose ; men were content to choose
what suited them best among the doctrines of their
predecessors. Eclecticism is closely akin to sceptical
pragmatism, and naturally followsit. For when scepticism
refers us to practical utility as the test of truth, we are
bound to ask what is the end towards which action
should be directed in order to be useful ; and the answer
to this question, if any answer can be found, takes us
beyond scepticism. Though each individual must answer
the question for himself, and with reference to his own
character and circumstances, this much at least is
implied, that each man has within him the means of dis-
tinguishing truth from crror. Thus the Academic sceptic
was brought back to a position nearer Plato’s own. For
Plato had taught that the soul possesses, by recollection
of its experiences in a previous state, an innate conscious-
ness of the Ideas, which only needs to be elicited by
scientific and moral training. The eclectic Platonists,
however, had begun by denying the value of dialectic for
acquiring a knowledge of truth. They were therefore
obliged to rely more upon the inner light; they now
taught that truth is given intuitively to our consciousness.
This ‘ ontologism ’ is philosophically objectionable ; it is
often the last resource of the confused thinker who cannot
make a rational defence of his convictions; but it had
the double advantage of once more finding within the
individual the ground of a higher knowledge than can
come through the senses, and of perceiving that this
higher knowledge, if it is genuine, must be communicated
to the soul by some kind of divine inspiration., Thus
eclectic Platonism began to display a new feature; it
became a philosophy of revelation. The earliest philos-
ophies had been cosmocentric ; the later anthropocentric ;
the last phase (foreshadowed no doubt in Plato) was to be
theocentric. This tendency was destined to dominate the
whole of the last period of Greek philosophy. It grew
out of the Scepticism of the New Academy; but was
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none the less a revulsion from it ; and by insisting once
more on the supersensual as alone real, and on divine
inspiration (‘enthusiasm’) as alone blessed, it made a
return to the true Plato. There wasa slight recrudescence
of scepticism under the influence of Anesidemus (first
century B.C.) ; but the whole trend of thought under the
empire was towards belief and piety.

Meanwhile, the Peripatetics also were becoming
eclectic. Antiochus tried to read Stoicism into Aristotle,
making the Deity a kind of World-Soul ; while Alexander
of Aphrodisias, in spite of his polemic against Stoicism,
deviates from Aristotle in the direction of materialism.
After Alexander we hear of no more distinguished Peri-
patetics, and this school, like the others, was at last
absorbed by Neoplatonism.

But the cradle of Neoplatonism was not Athens but
Aléxandria. The official Academy, with its diadoxos or
professor at Athens, fell into an insignificance which
continued until, about the beginning of the fifth century,
it was captured by the school of Plotinus, or rather of
Iamblichus, and remained Neoplatonist until the edict
of Justinian in 529 closed the roll of Platonic professors
who had taught at Athens for more than eight hundred
years.! Alexandria had been ever since its foundation
an important centre of learning and cultivation, and it
was as cosmopolitan as Rome itself. The East and West
met in its streets, its lecture-rooms, and its temples. It
was there that first Judaism and then Christianity
became Hellenised ; the writings of Philo and of the
Christian Platonists remain as memorials of these trans-
formations. If we may believe the emperor Hadrian,
even the exclusiveness of Christianity broke down here,
and the same persons worshipped Christ and Sarapis.
It was no doubt inevitable that Oriental ideas should
also mingle with European ways of thinking. The
wisdom of the East was held in high repute at Alexan-

1 Tt is significant that Plotinus, Porphyry, and Tamblichus wished
to be called Platonists, not Academics. Augustine De Civ. Dei, 7, 12.

1L—G



82 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

dria, But those who have sought Asiatic elements in
the philosophy of Plotinus are, I think, in error.! The
whole system may be accounted for without leaving
the lines of genuine Greek philosophy. In spite of the
affinity between some parts of Buddhism—‘ Boutta ’ is
named by Clement—and the later Platonism, it is not
necessary to infer direct influence; and it is doubtful
whether Philo found many readers outside the Jewish
body. But the affiliation of ideas is, on the whole, a
tiresome and unprofitable quest.

Neopythagoreanism

The Pythagorean school, as a theoretical philosophy,
almost disappcars from view during the fourth century
before Christ ; but as a mystery-cult, in connection with
the so-called Orphic discipline, it was full of life. It
represents the main stream of the mystical tradition in
Greek religion. The Pythagoreans were strict vege-
tarians ; they also abstained from wine, from marriage,
and (their enemies said) from washing.2 They were in
a word ascetics of a familiar type. In Aristotle’s time
there was little or no dogmatic teaching. The initiate
‘was not expected to learn or understand anything, but
to feel a certain emotion and get into a certain state of
mind, after first becoming fit to have such an experience.”
The only doctrine was the history of the god—that is,
the dramatised experience of the soul’s redemption.
After a long interval we find a Pythagorean lecturer,
Nearchus, at Tarentum in 209 B.C.; and Ennius trans-
lated Epicharmus. About Ioo B.C. a number of pseudo-

1 1 do not wish to be too dogmatic about this. The contrast
between Form and Matter is Greek, that between Light and Darkness
is Oriental. Both are prominentin Plotinus. It is also alleged that
in the later books of the Enneads Plotinus shows more interest in
theodicy, and that there are traces, here and there, of Persian dualism.

2 Athenzus, 4, 161, édei 8'Umopeivac pikpoarriay, pumov, piyos, arwniy,
orvyvéryr’, ddovoiav. (From a comic poet.) They also inculcated a
number of very absurd taboos, quite worthy of the Rabbis. Burnet,

Early Gyeek Philosophy, p. 104.
8 Aristotle, Frag. 45, 1483, a. 19.
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nymous Pythagorean treatises began to appear, among
which the ‘Golden Verses '—excellent moral precepts
in hexameters—are well known. Bloody sacrifices are
prohibited, and all oaths—we ought so to live that all
men will believe our bare word; we ought to make
friends of enemies, and never enemies of friends; we
are to destroy no animal that is not harmful to mankind.
The learned P. Nigidius Figulus, a friend of Cicero,
tried to found a Pythagorean club at Rome; but in
Seneca’s time the school was unpopular and could find
no professor to guide them.! The condition of the sect
at Alexandria, from which the gnomic literature probably
emanates, was no doubt better.

The Pythagoreans of the first two centuries after
Christ were so decidedly the precursors of Neoplatonism,
that we must give some account of this eclectic system.
It ‘was indeed an attempt to fuse into one whole all the
most acceptable doctrines of Plato, Aristotle, and the
Stoa. The Pythagorean tradition supplied the fantastic
number-symbolism, very popular at this time, the in-
sistence on divine revelation as the source of faith, and
the bodily discipline which had always been the chief
external mark of the brotherhood. The members of the
confraternity believed themselves to be true to the
teachings of Pythagoras, and defended their loyalty to
him partly by the assumption of an oral tradition handed
down from the Samian philosopher, and partly by forged
documents. The arithmetical symbolism of the older
school was now given a deeper metaphysical meaning.
The Monad and the Indefinite Dyad became metaphysical
categories of wide scope. By the name of the One, the
ground of all good, of all perfection and order, and of all
imperishable and unchangeable being was indicated.
The Dyad was the ground of all imperfection and bad-
ness, of disorder and change. The Monad was the sign
of the Godhead, of Spirit, of Form ; the Dyad of Matter,

1 Seneca, Nat. Queest. 7. 32. 2. ‘ Pythagorica illa invidiosa turbae
schola praeceptorem non invenit.’
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as the root of all evil. Such, we are told, was the meta-
physical dualism taught by the Pythagoreans. But the
Pythagoreans were really eclectics, and they produced
no master-mind to harmonise their contradictions. Some
of them, in whom the Stoic influence predominated,
identified the Monad with the Godhead, which duplicates
itself in order to form the Dyad, and is the active force
which penetrates down to inert Matter.! Others, follow-
ing the Timaeus and Aristotle, taught that the Godhead
is the First Mover,® who brings together Form and
Matter, the Creator who gives the Ideas a visible shape.
They were not strict monotheists, speaking freely of a
plurality of gods beneath the Godhead, and paying special
honour to the heavenly bodies. They conceived of God
as both immanent and transcendent, wishing to combine
what was true in Stoicism and Platonism. Perhaps, in
the absence of any great thinkers among them, the two
ideas are rather intertwined than harmonised. The
Godhead, they said, is something higher than Intelli-
gence ;3 he is to be honoured not by sacrifices but by
spiritual worship. The World-Soul, as in Neoplatonism,
occupied the third rank, next after the Intelligence.
They held with Plato that the phenomenal world is
unsubstantial and constantly changing, the intelligible
or spiritual world being alone truly real and eternal.
The visible world derives all the reality which it possesses
from the divine Ideas, in which it ‘ partakes.” But here
came in with a full flood the fantastic lore of numbers
which captivated even Plato at one time of his life.
Number is the original picture of the world, the first
thought of the Godhead, the determining principle of
forms and ideas, the instrument in the creation of the
world, the ground of all things. ‘ Number’ was personi-

1 Nicomachus is quoted as saying that the Monad is vofs, elra xal
dpoevdlinlus kal feos kal 5An 8¢ nws.

2 Windelband points out that the ‘ Idea of the Good' and the
‘ First Mover ' have very much the same attributes.

3 When we come to Plotinus, I shall always translate »ofs by
* spirit.’
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fied and apostrophised as the father of gods and men.?
But this deification of Number brought them into con-
flict with the dogma that the Monad, not plurality, must
be the highest principle. The Monad must be the source
of the other numbers, or of * Number’ in the abstract ;
and so they appear to have taught. Number is the source
of all things, in the same sense in which the Platonic
Ideas are the types and sources of all things ; but whereas
Plato, in his writings at least, had not clearly envisaged
any principle prior to the Ideas, and supreme over them,*
the Neopythagoreans were compelled to give this position
to the Monad, as the creator of Number. The wing of
the school which set God and Matter dualistically over
against each other was equally obliged to transcend this
dualism by postulating an unknown principle higher than
either. This strange metamorphosis of arithmetical sym-
bols into creative types of objects deprived ‘ the One’
of its mathematical meaning; it became a mystical
symbol. The number ten was also invested with
peculiar sanctity, as the perfect number, embracing the
whole ‘ nature > of Number. They swore by Pythagoras
as the god who had left them the ‘ tetractys '—a symbol
consisting of a pyramid of ten units, tapering to its apex
from a base of four.? This symbol, they held, contained
the ‘ fountain and root of ever-springing nature.’ It was
a picture of the processional movement (wpomodiouds)
of life, out of unity into plurality.# The tetractys was
a figure both of the Orphic ‘ cycle of birth,” by which
souls proceed out of their perfect state of union with
God, and at last find their way back, and of the ‘ proces-
sional’ movement just mentioned. Pythagoras found

1 Simplicius, Phys. 453, 12. «éxdvle, xddup’ dpifué, mdrep paxdpwr,
wdrep dvdpiv.

3 It is difficult to say how much importance we should give to the
isolated passage of the Republic, in which he speaks of the Good as
‘ beyond Being.’

8 Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. 20. Theon of Smyrna quotes the oath:
o pé tov duerépg Yruxd mapaddvra Terpaxtiv, maydy deviov ¢iveos pifwud
T !)‘(owav.

+ Cornford, From Religion to Philosophy, p. 209.
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this movement in the procession of numerical series,
which he originated. A progression like those contained
in the tetractys of Plato’s World-Soul (in the Timaeus)—
the series 1, 2, 4, 8; I, 3, 9, 27—is what the Pythagoreans
called a harmonia : it is a continuous entity knit together
by a principle of unity running through it, namely, the
logos or ratio which links every term to its predecessor
by the same bond. Both series, moreover, radiate from
the One, the source in which the whole nature of all
numbers was gathered up and implicit. The sanctity
attached to the number 3, as the first number which has
beginning, middle, and end, has lasted on and has had
a very remarkable history. But the number 4 was
regarded as even holier than 3.

It is not necessary to describe their theory of knowledge,
in which they followed Plato, helped out by the use of
the Aristotelian categories. In cosmology they taught
that the world is eternal, and that the human race will
never perish.

They laid great stress on human immortality. The
original doctrine was that souls are reincarnated in
each generation, passing through the ‘ wheel ’ of alternate
life and death for ever. This doctrine has no moral
significance. But it soon came to be modified by
another view, really quite distinct from it, according to
which the Soul falls through error from its state of purity,
undergoes a long purification from its sins both here and
in a purgatorial state hereafter, and at last returns to
heaven. With this was combined the doctrine of trans-
migration or rebirth, incorrectly called metempsychosis.?
Thus the older idea was moralised, but at the same time
changed, since now the individuality of the Soul persists
from one life to another. And since reincarnation is
always for the sake of punishment or discipline, the * weary
wheel ’ of existence is regarded as something to be escaped

v Metensomatosis or palingenesia are the right words, since it is the
bodies, not the souls, that are changed at rebirth.
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from, a notion which was far from the view of those who,
like Heracleitus, maintained the older doctrine.

They were ascetics on principle. The ‘ Pythagorean
life’ was a recognised discipline, which involved the
observance of many excellent and some unwise precepts.
They were also stern guardians of purity in family life.?
Tamblichus represents Pythagoras himself as preaching
against the loose manners of Croton. We have three
lives of Pythagoras, by Diogenes Laertius, Porphyry,
and Iamblichus. They are of little value as history;
but they are accurate portraits of what the ideal Py-
thagorean was expected to be. The life of Apollonius
of Tyana, already referred to, is another valuable docu-~
ment of the same kind. The Pythagorean sage re-
garded the Sun as the highest revelation of the supreme
Being ; but he took part in almost every pious rite, and
was initiated into all the great mysteries. In spite of
his austerity, he eschewed the coarseness and brutality
of Cynic asceticism.

Pythagoreanism, as Mr. Cornford says, was an attempt
to intellectualise the Orphic religion, while preserving its
social form. It was also an attempt to moralise it ; more
importance is attached to purity of life; and less to cere-
monial. We can trace three strata in this complex pro-
duct. The oldest was that which taught the unity of all
life, the unending cycle of births and deaths, and the
conception of a common Soul of the group. The more
definitely Orphic element is the doctrine of the fall of
the Soul, and its return by means of purifying discipline.
But Orphism also valued the passionate emotion aroused
by sacramental participation in the sufferings of the god.
This kind of communion was what Orphics meant by
contemplation—theoria. The Pythagorean influence, as
distinct from the two factors just mentioned, tended to

1 The Pythagorean philosopher, Theano (for women were prominent
in this school), says that an adulteress must be permanently excom-
municated from the temple worshH); and Phintys, another female
Pythggorean, says the same. Farnell, Highsy Aspects of Greek Religion,
PP 35, 41, :
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intellectualise theoria. It now meant that free exercise
of the Soul’s highest faculties which leads to spiritual
enlightenment.! The excitements of emotional religion
are merely a hindrance to the attainment of this calm
wisdom. Nor should the mortification of the flesh be
carried too far ; its object is merely to liberate the mind
from the importunities of the body.

In almost all its teaching, the resemblance of Pytha-
goreanism to the later Platonism is very close,

Plutarch

Plutarch is an important and interesting figure for us,
because his voluminous writings have survived. He gives
us a vivid picture of the intellectual life of his time. But
he was not a great philosopher, and the eclectic Platonism
which he expounds in numerous pleasantly written essays
marks no epoch in the history of thought. His main
interests were religious and ethical, not speculative ; and
he was a religious conservative of a familiar modern type.
His reverence for Plato is such that when he finds (to his
surprise) that according to that inspired man liquid
food descends not into the stomach but into the lungs,
he says: ‘the truth in such matters is perhaps unascer-
tainable ; and it is not right to take a presumptuous
attitude towards a philosopher of the highest reputation
and genius in a matter so obscure and so disputable.’?
In dealing with religion, he is equally deferential to
authority. The following utterance, which he gives as
his father’s, is characteristic. ‘ You seem to me, Pemp-
tides, to be handling a very large and dangerous ques-
tion—or rather you are disturbing subjects which ought
to be left alone,® when you question the opinion we hold
about the gods, and ask reason and proof for everything.

1 Philosophy, as Iamblichus says in his life of Pythagoras, is 4 7&»
kaM\loTwy Gewpla. 3 Plutarch, Qu. Conviv. 7.1.3.24.

3 r4 dxivyra Kively, a proverbial expression, from the old oracle
about Camarina. A late Neoplatonist complains that the glorious art-

treasures of Greece have been removed or destroyed by ol 7d dxlvyra
xwoirres—in this case, I suppose, meaning the Christians.
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For the ancient and ancestral faith! is enough, and no
clearer proof could be found than itself—‘ not though
man’s wisdom scale the heights of thought’’3—but it is
a common home and established foundation for piety ;
and if its stable and traditional character is disturbed
and unsettled in any one place, it becomes insecure and
distrusted by all.’$ It is the argument of ecclesiastical
orthodoxy in every age. But as Paganism had no dog-
matic theology, he will not quarrel with any religion or
philosophy that puts God and man in their right relation
to each other. There are parts of Stoicism which he dis-
likes, but Epicureanism is the only irreconcilable enemy.
What he chiefly objects to in the Stoics is their cold
rationalism. Like Alexander Knox, he could not ¢ cordial-
ise with an ens rationss.” He loves religious ceremonies,
which helped him to banish care and feel joy, ‘ not by the
abundance of wine and roast meat, but through good
hope, and belief that the god is present and gracious.’#

1 dokel B wdrpios xal wakaid wloris, The use of =lomis by mnone
Christian writers might be made the subject of a very illuminating
study. Plutarch, who distinctly regards philosophy as ancilla fides
(Oeoroyla Téhos @hosoplas, De Defectu Oyac.), uses ‘faith’ in the
Catholic-Christian sense, as does Philo: dAyfés uér éore dbyua 70
wioTevewy Oc@d, Yevdds 8¢ 1O mwoTeveww Tols Kevols Aoywrpols. Reitzenstein
(Die Hellenistischen Mpysteyien—religionen, p. 85) quotes instances
from * Zauber-papyri,’ in which wioris is deified. Plotinus returns
to the Platonic use of the word, in which it is opposed to ‘ demonstra-
tion." Of the Christian writers of this century, Clement is the most
interesting upon faith. He defines it as oivropos yv@ois, whereas
yvdaus is wlomis émoryuovixh, Proclus, deserting Plato and Plotinus,
but in agreement with the * Zauber-papyri,’ puts faith above reason.
‘ Those beings,” he says, which are not enlightened by reason are
necessarily deprived of faith, which is above reason,’ In Alcibd. 3, p. 10;
Theol. Plat. 1.1.26. This last passage is of great interest and import-
ance. 7pla pév éome Td wARpwTikd Tabre TEY Oelwy 3id wdvTwy wAnpoirra
70y xpertbrwy yevGv, dyalérys, copla, xdA\hos. Tpla 82 ad xal TGv TAnpoU¥TWY
cuvaywyd, Jevrepa uév ékelvwy, dvixovra 3¢ els wdoas Tds Oelas Siakosufoes,
wloris ki é\ffeia xal Eows. The influence of the three is distinguished
in In Alcib. 2, p. 141 ; faith is § &Spdfovoa 7& wdvra kal éndpiovea 7§
dvad@. Faith, for Proclus, is the state which admits us directly to
the beatific vision. This is not the Christian doctrine, which teaches,
on the contrary, that faith is the beginning, and love the crown, of
the devout life. For proof of this, see my Faith and its Psychology.

? From Euripides, Bacche, 203.

3 Plutarch, Amatorius, 12.

¢ Plutarch, Non suaviter, 21. (Quoted by Glover, The Conflict of
Religions, p. 77.)
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To a religious mind like his, the most pressing of
philosophical problems is the origin of moral evil. Plu-
tarch comes nearer to the Manichean solution than any
other Greek thinker. The imperfection of the world can-
not come from God ; for to make God the author of evil
is to contradict the idea of God. We must therefore
assume two principles, hostile to each other ; this hypo-
thesis alone can account for the strife and confusion which
we find everywhere in the world. The evil principle
cannot be Matter, for we find evil to be a positive, active
thing, such as could not proceed from anything so
characterless and indeterminate as Matter. There must
be a spiritual power of evil, which may best be designated
as an evil World-Soul. From this evil principle proceeds
all that is destructive in nature and all that is perverse
in man. Matter is only reluctantly overcome and domin-
ated by the evil spirit ; in itself it aspires after the good
and would fain come into contact with the divine. Matter,
says Plutarch, is the Egyptian Isis, the ‘ Poverty’ of
the Platonic myth. The moral dualism which Plutarch
finds in the constitution of the world is reflected in the
individual soul. We are ‘double’; and the two parts
of us are sharply opposed to each other.! Like St. Paul,
he is aware of a law in our members warring against the
law of our mind. Like Victor Hugo, he could say:

Si j’écoute mon ceeur, j’entends un dualogue ;
Nous sommes deux au fond de mon esprit ?

The higher part (vovs) 1s not properly speaking a part
or function of the Soul, but something above us and rather
outside than inside us.®? Our Spirit (vots) is not what
we are, but our deemon. Spirit is immortal, Soul is not.4

L De Virt. Mor. 3. alrfis éorl tiis yYuxis év davry olrBeréy 7t xal
Supuds xal dvbuoov. Dz Amim. Procr. 28. mhy yuxhy obuguroy Exovoay év
davr] Ty 700 Kaxod wofpav,

3 L' Année Terrible.

3 Plutarch, De Gen. Socr. 22. ol moAhol vodr xaholyres érrds elvas
voulfovaww atr@v ., . . ol 3¢ 0pfds Umwovoodvres, ws éxrds UOvre, 3aluova
rpocayopedovot.

¢ Plutarch, De Sgra Num. Vind. 17. There is a higher, rational
soul, which does not die.
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Plutarch fathers his theory of the evil World-Soul
on Plato, appealing to the Politicus, the Timaus, and the
Laws. Xenocratcs and Chrysippus had distinguished
good and bad spirits, as did the Christians, who identified
the bad spirits with the Pagan gods. In Plutarch’s
time, thercfore, the ideca of malignant powers was more
familiar than it was to Plato; and this hypothesis enabled
Plutarch to rescue Matter from the aspersions which
popular Platonism cast upon it, and to claim that Matter
‘ has a share of the first God, and is united to him by love
of the goodness and beauty which surround him.’?

Plutarch knows of the Persian doctrine about Ormuzd
and Ahriman, and speaks of it with respect. But his
evil World-Soul is no rival of the supreme God. The
Godhead, in his system, is an emperor who rules through
deputy-governors. These subordinate gods and demons
afe not (as the Stoics thought) natural forces or laws ;
they are personal rulers. There is a hierarchy of them ;
the gods are the superior class, the demons the inferior.
Some of the demons are disembodied human spirits,
delivered from the cycle of births and deaths. Each per-
son has one (or more probably, as Empedocles suggested
two) demons in attendance upon him. One of these
two may be the evil genius (kaxos Safuwv), such as
appeared to Brutus at Philippi. It is evil deemons, some-
times gathered up into the evil World-Soul, who are
responsible for the sin and sorrow of the world.

It is characteristic of Plutarch that he cannot make
up his mind about superstition. He cannot bring him-
self to condemn outright any practice or belief which
stimulates religious emotion. If superstition is a rheum
in the eye of faith, it is better to leave it there than to
risk putting out the eye in removing it.2 On the other

1 Plutarch, De .s. e Ossr. 58. I%is not easy to see how Matter
can be too characterless to be the evil principle, but definite enough to
“ desire God and be ever in his presence, and be filled with the most
powerful and purest parts of him '—iwords which follow the passage
quoted in the text.

* Plutarch, Non Suaviter, 21,
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hand, superstition is one of the main causes of human
misery, and it encourages all kinds of impious and
unworthy beliefs about the gods. ‘The atheist thinks
there are no gods; the superstitious man wishes there
were none.’* So he leaves the door wide open for super-
stition to enter, and hopes that she may be willing to
remain outside.

Departing from the best Platonic tradition, Plutarch
holds that the world was created in time, though he also
says that time is the form of the world-order, and began
with it. It is unnecessary to follow further his utterances
on anthropology, psychology, and ethics. They all
present the samc featurcs—a combination of Plato,
Aristotle, and the Stoa, dominated throughout by a
religion of feeling and emotion. In all this he is very
modern ; but since he does not place the knowledge
of truth first in his enquiries, he cannot claim to be
treated very seriously as a philosopher.

Maximus of Tyre

This rhetorical writer, who flourished under Antoninus
Pius and Marcus Aurelius, is a pleasing example of a
religious teacher rather than a deep philosopher. He
works out his theory that myth and legend are the
philosophy of the unlearned, enshrining the same truths
which philosophers teach under a higher form, The
ancient poets, whose prophetic inspiration it would be
impious to question, taught the same truths as later
philosophers, in a symbolic manner. He also thinks
much of the beneficent deemons, the guardian angels of
Paganism. He says that ‘he who has heard Plato and
yet needs other teaching is like a man who cannot see the
sun at noonday.” And yet, in his admiration for the
Cynic life, he puts Diogenes above Socrates and Plato.
He is an eclectic, like Plutarch.

1 Cf. Glover, The Conflict of Religions, p. 109. So Clement of

Alexandria, speaking as a true Platonist, says, dxpéryres duablas dfebrys
xal deioidaipmovia. (Admon. ad Grecos.)
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Apuleius

This licentious African novelist was also a capable
thinker, keenly interested in philosophy, and like many
decadent ritualists in our time, religious after a fashion.
His voluminous writings supply much information about
the welter of religious and philosophical beliefs in which
the civilised world then lived. Apuleius believes in a
transcendent, impassible and inaccessible God; in the
Ideas, which he at one time describes correctly as formae
simplices et aeternae, at another, by an amazing blunder,
as tnabsolutae, inforines, nulla specic nec qualilatis significa-
tione distinctae. He is atiracted by the superstitious
side of the Pagan revival ; spirits and ghosts, sacraments
and oracles, white magic and divination, make up the
larger part of his religion. The end of the Metamorphoses,
where queen Isis appears in glory to Lucius, and claims
him as her pious servant for the rest of his life, is justly
famous. Apuleius may here be describing his own
experience, but we could believe more readily in the
genuineness of his conversion if it had led him to expur-
gate the earlier parts of his novel.

Numenius

More important in the history of the later Platonism
is Numenius of Apamea, who so far anticipated Plotinus
that Amelius, a favourite pupil of the latter, was com-
missioned to write a treatise to vindicate the originality
of his master’s teaching. Numenius wished to go back
from Platonism and Pythagoreanism to Plato and Pytha-
goras ; but he also wished to sweep into his net the wis-
dom of the Magi, Egyptians, Brahmins, and even the
Jews. The respect which he showed for the Hebrew
religion is something quite new in Greek philosophy.
He is said to have referred to Moses as ‘ the prophet,’s

1 Apuleius, Dogm. Plat. 1.5 and 6.
8 Cf. Zeller, p. 236.



94 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

and, which is still more astonishing, to have called Plato
‘a Moses speaking in Attic.” Origen tells us that he also
referred to Jesus, respectfully, it would appear, but with-
.out naming Him. Here for the first time we come across
a very probable trace of Philonic influence in a Pagan
thinker. He separated the ‘ second God '—the Demiurge
or Creator, from the supreme Being, thereby gathering
together the crowd of inferior gods, to whom Platonism
entrusted the part of administering the universe, into
one divine Being, with attributes like those of the
Christian-Alexandrian Logos. He may have borrowed
rsomething hiere from the half-Christian Gnostics. The
supreme Godhead he called in so many words a 7os
fainéant (Bacievs dpyos).! The second God, though
all his divine qualities are derived from the First Prin-
ciple, is the active power for good in the world. The
‘ First God’ is concerned only with the spiritual world
(ra voyra) ; the Second with the spiritual and phenom-
enal both. He is double (derrds) in nature, in accordance
with this double interest. The Neoplatonists would say
that he is related to the spiritual world by his essence,
and to the phenomenal world by his activity. Our
world, says Numenius, is the ‘ Third God.” There are
therefore three divine hypostases—The Godhead, the
Creator, and the Created ; but these three are not equal
in glory. Just as the Demiurge is double, so the Soul is
double ; or rather there are two Souls, the rational and
the irrational Soul.? This division in the human Soul is
the common property of the later Greek philosophy,
and we shall find it in Plotinus. But Numenius, accord-
ing to our authorities, taught that there are two World-
Souls, one good, the other bad; and identified the
second with Matter. This last seems hardly credible.
Other dualistic interpreters of Plato, such as Plutarch,
had made the evil World-Soul a principle acting upon
Matter from without ; Numenius, we are told, invested

* Chalcidius (in Timacum, §295) says : ‘ Platonem idem Numenius

laudat quod duas mundi animas autumet, unam beneficentissimam,
malignam alteram, scilicet silvam, quae fons malorum est.’
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Matter itself with a spiritual activity, as a living and
recalcitrant power in opposition to the good World-Soul.
In the world and in man these two souls are in conflict.?
Apparently human souls may be good or bad souls, and
at death these are united each to its own principle. But
Numenius also believes in reincarnation.

On the whole, Amelius cannot have had a hard task in
proving that the philosophy of Plotinus differed sub-
stantially from that of Numenius.?

Ammonius Saccas

Ammonius, called ‘ The Porter,” was, according to
Porphyry, born of Christian parents, but reverted to the
Greek religion.? He must have been a very remarkable
man, since Plotinus was contented to be his scholar for
so many years, but the scanty and untrustworthy notices
that we have of his oral teaching (he committed nothing
to writing) do not enable us to say with certainty whether
he deserves to be called the founder of Neoplatonism.
Hierocles affirms that his object was to reconcile the
philosophies of Plato and Aristotle. Nemesius, at the
end of the fourth century, reproduces two arguments
which he attributes to Ammonius, one on the immaterial-
ity of the Soul, the other on the union of Soul and Body.
The former he attributes to * Ammonius and Numenius
the Pythagorean.” These pieces of information would
be more interesting if we knew where Nemesius found
them ; but they are probably a génuine tradition.*

The Hermetic Writings

The Corpus Hermeticum is composed of various strata.
The collection of these writings probably belongs to the

1 Tamblichus (in Stobzeus, Ecl. 1, 8g94) quotes Numcnius on this
‘ battle.’

! For an estimate of the differences between them, cf. Zeller, p. 470.

3 Eusebius and Jerome, who say that he remained a Christian,
have confused him with another Ammonius.

¢ Wundt and Heinemann are disposed to minimise the influence
of Ammonius on Plotinus; this naturally follows from their theory of
development in the views of Plotinus. These writers rather exalt his
obligations to Numenius,
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last quarter of the third century, and is therefore later
than Plotinus.! They show no trace of his influence,
and most of them may have been written earlier. The
Poemander is remarkable for its ‘ activist ’ theory of God’s
existence. ‘His energy (or activity) is will (6éAnas),
and his being is in willing all things to be.” * Spirit
(vods) is the Soul of God.” The second and third hypo-
stases are Spirit and Soul, as in Neoplatonism. A
curious innovation is the doctrine that the world was
created in time, but will last for ever. To the Greek
mind immortality in the future implied immortality in
the past;? if the human soul is to survive death, it
must have existed before birth.

The Hermetic writings are the surviving fragments of
a mass of literature, vagucly attributed to Hermes
Trismegistus, and claiming inspiration. They show an
acquaintance with Greck philosophy down to the time
of their appearance, with the Septuagint, and with the
New Testament. Some kindred spirits have found much
to admire in them. But they are of no philosophical
value, since they swarm with flagrant contradictions.
The world is the Son of God, and also the sum of all evil
(mMjpwpa Tis kaxias). Space is incorporeal, but also
body. Human souls can and cannot pass into the
bodies of animals. If we were to collect the passages
which define the attributes of the  Son of God,” or of the
origin of evil, we should be left in hopeless bewilderment.
The main interest of Poemander is as an illustration of
the boundless hospitality of Alexandrian religion, and
of the extreme looseness of its texture. The Hermetic
writings are authorities for what has been called vulgar
Gnosis.

1 Reitzenstein believes that an Egyptian priest, about A.p. 300,
coilected cighteen sacred documents, to prove that the Hellenised
religion of Egypt was uniform with that of the Empire as a whole.
Those documents belong to various dates, some of them to the first
century. Cumontand Zielinski think that Reitzenstein has exaggerated
the Egyptian element in these writings.

2 There were of course legends of mortals who were granted im-
mortality by the Olympians ; but I am speaking of serious thinkers.
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Jewish-Alexandrian Philosophy

It will not be necessary in these lectures to give a
detailed account of Philo, because there is no evidence
of any dircct influence upon Plotinus proceeding from
his writings.! At the same time, he is so characteristic
a product of the developments in Platonism which pre-
pared the way for the great philosopher of the third cen-
tury, that a brief survey of his views can hardly be
omitted. Philo is for us the representative of a type of
thought which was widely diffused, and which was
fundamentally the same in Pagans, Jews, and Christians
who belonged to what is called the Alexandrian school.

Philo, a contemporary of Christ, believed himself to
be an orthodox Jew of the dispersion ; the fact that his
orthodoxy was apparently accepted is strong evidence
how far the Judaism of the dispersion differed from
that of Palestine. He is an upholder of the verbal inspira-
tion of the Old Testament, which nevertheless he turns
into a moral and metaphysical romance by his theory of
allegorism. Philo himselt calls this the method of the
Greek mysteries. It is in fact the only method by which
the sacred books of a primitive race can be made edifying
to a highly civilised society, when the doctrine of develop-
ment is wholly ignored.

Philo’s theology is a curious blend of Platonism and
Judaism. The two creeds were drawing together. The
Alexandrian Jews worshipped a Jehovah who was far
more than the tribal God of the Hebrews; and the
Greeks of Alexandria were no longer content with Stoical
doctrines of immanence, and were willing to believe in
a transcendent Deity. Philo, like the Neoplatonists,
taught that we cannot know the Godhead as He is, while
we live on earth. ‘ In order to comprehend God, we must

1 Heinemann (p. 189) says that no direct or indirect influence of
Philo on Plotinus can be traced in the earliest books of the Enneads,
but that it is very probable in his ‘ second period,’ especially in 6. 9.
Cf. also, Gujot, Les reminiscences de Philon le jusf chez Plotin, 19035.

I.—H
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first become God, which is impossible.’! Strictly, we
can know nothing of God except His bare existence?
(fedyv dvev xapaxtiipos Omapfw). But we are safe in
ascribing to Him attributes which can belong only to
the supreme Being, and such attributes as goodness,
which can be fully realised only in God. The Platonic
doctrine of Ideas enables him to enumerate other qualities
of which only the copies or images exist here below. The
archetypes may be said to exist in God.2

Philo is a child of his age in assigning the administra-
tive work of the Deity to subordinate * Powers.” These
Powers are the divine Ideas in action; or they are
‘ Logoi’ proceeding from the Ideas® They are distinct
from the angels (in spite of Zeller and others) ; they are
personified only as countless other abstract ideas are
personified by Philo, for whom ‘all the virtues are
virgins.” The criticisms which have been passed on this
part of Philo’s doctrine seem to me beside the mark.
The ‘ Powers ’ are not invented to bridge over an impass-
able chasm between God and the world ; nor are they
the officials of a sultan who is too exalted or indolent
to do anything for himself. Such notions of the Deity
were never far away from religious speculation in this
period ; but Philo does not appear to me to have adopted
them. The transcendent Godhead must reveal himself
through something; and the ‘ Powers’ are his thought
and will taking the form of creative forces. Drummond
quotes a very close parallel from Athanasius. °The
Logos is, as it were, in all creation, outside the whole
in his essence, but in all things by his powers . . . con-
taining the whole of all things and not contained, being
wholly and in all respects within his own Father, and him
only.’ In the hierarchy of ¢ Powers,’ the Logos of God

1 Philo, Fragm. 2, 654. 3 Philo, Quod Deus, 11.

3 Heinemann says that this identification of the Platonic Absolute
with the God of the Hebrews is very important. It definitely makes
the Ideas the thoughts of God. Cf. Vol. II, p. 57. The Ideas are the

Logoi of the one Logos. .
¢ The ‘ Logoi’ of the later Platonism are rather like the ' Idées-

forces’ of Fouillce.
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is supreme. Philo invests his Logos with the attributes
of the Platonic Nogs, though he combines with these the
all-penetrating activity of the Stoic Logos. He gathers
up all the inferior * Powers’ into the Logos, in whom
‘ are inscribed and engraved the constitutions of all other
things.” The doctrine naturally follows, that the Logos
is ‘ double "—it is eternal archetype and also eternal
activity. The Logos in Philo is not a personal being.

Philo, in spite of his isolation, as a Jew, from the
comity of Greek and Roman philosophers, is directly
in the line of devclopment which ended as Neoplatonism.
The main diffcrence, as Hcinemann shows (Hermes,
January 1926) is that in Philo, though God sends his
‘ Powers ' into the world, the world is always outside
God, and as such deprived of value. ‘God is the only
citizen in his State.” There is no hierarchy of creative
po'wers, as in Plotinus. His theory of ecstacy prepared
the way for Neoplatonism. °He first recognised’ (says
Caird) ‘ the two great needs of the religious consciousness
—that of rising from the finite to the infinite, and that of
seeing the Absolute as mediated in the finite.” As a
thinker, he seems to me to have been considerably under-
estimated by his German critics. Geffken has lately
called him ‘ ein wahre Proteusgestalt,” borrowing succes-
sively from many schools of thought.

Christian Platonism at Alexandria

Clement and Origen were fellow-townsmen of Plotinus,
and Origen is said to ‘have attended the lectures of
Ammonius Saccas. It will be interesting, before passing
to Plotinus himself, to show (as far as can be done in so
very brief a summary as the limits of an introductory
lecture prescribe) what form the Platonic tradition
assumed when it was taken up into the Christian religion.

It was in the latter half of the second century that the
famous Catechetical School was established at Alexandria.
It was modelled, perhaps, on the Gnostic schools for the
study of religion, and its avowed object was the attain-
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ment of ‘Gnosis,” which meant any kind of esoteric
knowledge of Divine things, whether imparted by meta-
physical learning, or by sacramental rites, or by mystical
intuition. Biblical studies were seemingly the centre of
the teaching given in the School; but all the Greek
philosophers except the Epicureans, who were branded
as atheists by all outside their own sect, were read and
lectured upon. For us, the two representatives of the
movement are Clement and Origen, the second and
third heads of the School.

Clement tells us plainly that he admitted only the more
popular part of his doctrine into his books. The sup-
pressed doctrines probably consisted mainly of a bold
allegorising of Scripture, and perhaps contained also
certain mystical experiences, not easily described. He
is concerned to defend Christian philosophy, which many
Christians feared and distrusted as much as the orthodox
in our day dread science and criticism. ‘ Philosophy is
not a goblin who wants to run away with us.” He has to
support his position by appealing to an oral tradition
handed down from the apostles. His theology is mainly
Platonic. God is above space and time, ‘ above even the
One’; but He is a moral Being, whose will is only to
do good. The Second Person of the Trinity, the Logos-
Christ, has much the same attributes as in the Prologue
to the Fourth Gospel. Clement is not at pains to identify
him with the Platonic Nogs ;! and he never speculates
about the relation of the Holy Ghost to the universal
Soul of Platonism. His interests are throughout more
ethical than metaphysical, and for this reason he has
considerable sympathy with the Stoics. He dwells at
length on the ‘ Two Lives,” the natural and the spiritual,
the characteristics of which are faith and knowledge.
Faith is a ‘ voluntary anticipation of things unseen,’
‘ an uniting assent to an unseen object,” ‘ the foundation
of rational choice.” Thus he emphasises the co-operation

1 This had been done as early as the Gnostic Saturninus, who makes
the Aeon Nojs (=Christ) deliver even the Demiurge (the God of the
Old Testament) from the power of Satan.
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of the will in faith, while insisting that in its progress it
must go hand in hand with enquiry ({jmais). The
goal of the journey is to become a true ‘ Gnostic '—a
word which Clement will not abandon to the heretics.
The Gnostic  trains himself to be god’ (uederd elvac feds) ;
a phrase which was not shocking to Greek theology,
since ‘god’ meant simply an immortal being. But
Clement also says, in more Christian language, that
knowledge of God is inseparable from likeness to Him.
The Gnostic is distinguished especially by two qualities
—freedom from all passions (dmdfea), and love, which is
the hierophant of all the higher mysteries. In Clement,
says Dr. Hort, ‘ Christian theology in some important
respects reaches its highest point.’

Origen was the first great scholar whom Christianity
produced.! He strongly combats the Stoical materialism,
from which writers like Tertullian were by no means free,
and insists that God is incorporeal Spirit, ‘ everywhere
and nowhere,” ‘ natura simplex et tota mens.” His doctrine
of the Son resembles that of Clement ; but he distinguishes
more carefully those attributes which have belonged to
the Second Person of the Trinity from all eternity, from
those which were assumed at the Incarnation. He
attempts, as Clement did not, to determine the special
office of the Holy Ghost in relation to the world.

God created the world out of nothing. Our world had
a beginning ; but it is only one in an innumerable series
of worlds, which had no beginning in time. All things
began in unity, and will end in unity. The first creation
was of innocent spirits, some of whom fell by their own
fault from the ‘ first estate of good.” Others—the good
angels and the stars (for Origen endows the heavenly
bodies with Souls) did not fall. The world which we know
was made to be the scene of suffering and discipline for
guilty Souls, who are here expiating their ante-natal sin.
Thus Origen holds the Platonic doctrine of the Soul’s

1 I do not think, however, that he was well acquainted with Greek
philosophy. He knows the Stoics fairly well, Plato a little, Aristotle
perhaps not at all. He is strictly a Biblical student.
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fall, though he does not believe in reincarnation. Soul
is Spirit in process of redemption. ° Spirit has somehow
become Soul, and Soul when it is restored to its right
condition becomes Spirit.’? But during the process of
restoration ‘ the Spirit is with the Soul as a master and
director, associated with it to remind it of the good, and
to accuse and punish it for its faults.” If the Soul be
disobedient and obstinate in revolt, it will be divided
from the Spirit after it leaves the body.2 The Soul which
is exalted by following the Spirit must put off its nature
as Soul and become spiritual.? God never speaks to us
from outside ;¢ what we regard as a ‘ divine sensation’
(Gela alobnows) is only externalised by our minds. The
real agent in sanctification is the indwelling Logos, who
reveals himself both in history and in the inner life of
the individual, as men are able to receive him.

It is well known that Origen deviated from ecclesi-
astical orthodoxy in teaching, or rather hoping, that all
men will be saved at the last. He was led to this opinion
partly by the argument that God cannot hate any one,
or render evil for evil ; and partly by the purely Platonic
doctrine that man is a ‘spiritual nature’ (voepa ¢dous),
and that spiritual natures cannot perish everlastingly.
He is aware that this view comes into conflict with the
New Testament. But who, he asks, can interpret the
eschatology of the Gospels literally ? How can Spirits
‘gnash their teeth’? How can the stars, which are
much larger than the earth,  fall from heaven ’ upon it ?
It is not the empirical self which survives, but the Soul
become Spirit, which will make a new house for itself,
the resurrection-body.®* But the purification is not com-
plete at death ; even the holiest saints, such as Peter and
Paul, must pass through purgatory. At last, he hopes,
‘though he will not speak positively, the promise that

1 Origen, De Princip. 2, 8. * QOrigen, in Rom. 2, 9.

3 De Orat. 10. 4 In Psalm. 27, 1.

8 This resembles the Pauline view of the resurrection, which differs

widely, as every candid and attentive reader must acknowledge, from
the later Catholic orthodoxy.
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‘ God shall be all in all’ (i.e. fully present in every in-
dividual)—will be fulfilled, and all alike will find salvation
in being made like God.

Origen extends to the popular, half mythological
beliefs of the uneducated Christian the same tolerance
which the Platonists allowed to vulgar paganism. The
Logos teaches men in various manners, according to
their capacities; some must be fed with milk, others
with strong meat. The Gnostic knows that there is a
mythical, symbolic element in the New Testament as well
as in the Old.?

The fortuncs of Origenism in the Christian Church do
not fall within the subject of these lectures. But it may
be said here that Origen attempted to do for Christianity
very much the same that Plotinus attempted to do for
paganism. He destroyed Gnosticism by giving the Church
a Christian Platonism which was in every way superior
to the barbaric and Orientalised Platonism of the Gnostics.
But the price had to be paid, by accepting the Hellenic
compromise of a spiritual, idealistic religion for the edu-
cated, with a superstitious and half-paganised Catholicism
for the masses. And the fate of the two enterprises was
the same. Christianity was degraded into a religion of
cultus, and Neoplatonism (in the hands of Iamblichus?
and others) into a philosophy of theurgy and white magic.
The idealistic and mystical tradition was not destroyed,
but was suspected and sometimes condemned, or driven
underground. In the Christian Church it has never been
lost. Gregory of Nyssa is an Origenist (in many of his
doctrines) who has never been condemned.

The Gnostics

The word ‘Gnosticism’ is modern: the adjective
‘ Gnostic ’ appears first in the latter half of the second

! Origen, in Joh. 1, 9.

* Prof. Taylor, however, has shown that this element in Jamblichus
has been exaggerated. He says, ‘ Unless Iamblichus wrote the Abam-
mon treatise, which is impossible, there is no theurgy in him.’



104 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

century. ‘Gnosis,” however, in its technical sense was
already familiar a hundred years earlier. ‘ Knowledge’
and ‘ Faith’ had become catchwords of parties in the
Church when the Fourth Gospel was written, which must
be the reason why the evangelist carefully avoids both.
Gnosticism is the name not of a sect but of a tendency.
It was a large and many-sided movement,? which was
continually changing. Its distinguishing feature was,
as I have said, its claim to esoteric knowledge, to be
gained either by sacramental and magical rites, with
their appropriate discipline, or by secret teachings, or by
divine inspiration. It was not, as Harnack says, ‘an
acutc Hellenising of Christianity.” ‘Hellenism’ at this
period is only another name for European culture, and
Gnosticism certainly does not represent European cul-
ture. When real Hellenism came into contact with
Gnosticism, it felt itself strongly repelled, as by an alien
and hostile influence : there is no more earnest polemic
in the Enneads than the chapters in which Plotinus
denounces the Gnostics. Gnosticism sprang up first in
Syria, and through its great period, in the second century,
it bore the signs of an Eastern movement, and was
marked by characteristics which belonged to no Greek
philosophy. It was not Greek to allow the mythological
imagination to run riot in serious thinking. Greece had
a mythology, but the philosophers did not invent it.
Plato created myths, but did not present them as science.
The Greeks sought for pure concepts, which could be
used as symbols having a fixed connotation in philo-
sophical discussion. The Gnostics turned abstractions
into spirits, and created a quite peculiar transcen-
dental mythology, which blossomed out into the wildest
luxuriance.?

1 E. F. Scott, article * Gnosticism ’ in Hastings’ Dict. of Religion
and Ethics.

2 This statement is in formal contradiction with Mr. Scott, who
says that in Gnosticism ‘ personal names are replaced by terms of
philosophy.” He is probably thinking of the treatment of historical
dogmas by the Gnostics.
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Reitzenstein has shown that there was a pre-Christian
Gnosticism in the Levant, from which in fact the Hermetic
writings had their origin. But the movement acquired
a new impetus by its contact with Christianity, and it
is convenient to treat it as a half-Christian devclopment
of Babylonian, Persian, and Egyptian religious ideas,
blended in very various proportions.

The Gnostics were free-thinkers as compared with the
great Church, refusing to be fettered by a ‘tradition’
which was really the average Christian consciousness.
They had no wish to make their doctrine acceptable to
everybody ; they recognised unalterable differences in
the moral and intellectual status of belicvers, who were
not all capable of acquiring ‘ Gnosis.” On the other hand
they were not votaries of pure science or philosophy.
Their professed aiix was the liberation of the spirit from
the trammels of the flesh, that it might enjoy communion
with God and knowledge of Him.

Their speculation was a barbarised Platonism, in which
all history is sublimated into a dramatic poem, describing
allegorically the fortunes of shadowy personifications.?
All real history is supramundane ; the historical Jesus
disappears with the rest of past events. These dramas
of the invisible were sketched according to taste; there
were no schisms among the Gnostics, for whom, according
to Tertullian, schisma est unitas ipsa. Theymostly agreed
in holding that below the supreme God, the Father, there
are numerous spiritual beings who are arranged in pairs,
male and female.? These are the manifestations of the
unknowable God, and taken together they constitute the
Pleroma, or totality of the divine attributes. Valentinus,
the most influential of the Gnostic’ teachers, called
these beings Zons. They fill in his system the place of
the Platonic Ideas. One of these Aons, Sophia, fell, and
thereby called this lower world into being, the agent in

1 Blake's fantastic treatises present a modern parallel.
* Plotinus protests that in heaven they neither marry nor are
given in marriage—ér: undé & odpavd ydpor, 3.5.2.
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creation being the Demiurge, the son of Sophia, a blind
though not intentionally malignant being, who is strangely
identified with the God of the Jews. The great object of
the soul is to escape from the tyranny of this unintelligent
power. The Pleroma has been broken up by the lapse
of one of its members, and the loss can only be repaired
by the redemption effected by a superior Zon, Christ.
This Aon, in the character of ‘ Saviour,” comes down like
a knight-errant to rescue the truant Sophia and restore
her to her home.

The worship of the Gnostics was highly ritualistic, and
was allicd with magic and freemasonry. In morals they
were generally ascetic, but sometimes antinomian, like
other ‘ despisers of the flesh’ in the history of religion.
The nearest parallel perhaps is the ‘ Brethren of the Free
Spirit ’ and similar heretical mystics of the Middle Ages.
The Gnostic associations took every imaginable form of
union—churches, mystery-cults, strictly private philo-
sophical schools, free unions for edification, entertainments
by charlatans and deceived deceivers, and attempts at
founding new religions based on Christianity. This is not
the place to estimate the debt which the Church owed
to the movement, especially in the field of Biblical
scholarship. It quarrelled with the Gnostics mainly on
the Old Testament, the creation of the world, the unity
and equality of the human race, and the historical Christ.
The contest was severe enough to oblige the Church to
stiffen her organisation, which was on the whole a mis-
fortune. In the time of Plotinus, Gnosticism was a spent
force. Its last teacher of note, Bardesanes, died about
240. But Plotinus would not have paid so much atten-
tion to condemning their attitude towards the visible
world, if their opinions had not been widely held among
those with whom he associated. Plotinus disliked them
for caricaturing his own creed. There was much simi-
larity between parts of his teaching and theirs, but their
arrogance and perversity were intolerable to him. They
claimed a superior science, transmitted mysteriously,
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and chiefly through secret tradition. This °science’
concerned only God and the invisible world. Like Justin
Martyr, they turned impatiently away from teachers who
wished to make them learn the exact sciences. They
threw Aristotle aside, and revered the Phaedrus and
Timaeus. Like the Neoplatonists, they taught that the
Soul, which has lost its way in the dark, must return to
God. Like them, they believed that there is a divine
spark in the Soul which can light us through the gloom.
Like them again, they held that this desire to return to
God is not an individual affair only, but a cosmic move-
ment. They also spoke of the Godhead as beyond
existence.! Plotinus falls foul of them mainly for their
pessimism about the visible world,? and for their impiety
in not recognising the sun and stars as the abodes of
Dgity. Campanella makes exactly the same complaint
against the despisers of the visible world in his day.

‘ Deem you that only you have thought and sense,
While heaven and all its wonders, sun and earth,
Scorned in your dullness, lack intelligence ?
Fool | what produced you ? These things gave you birth :
So have they mind and God.’3

But no doubt he also disliked their Christology, which
must have held a larger place in their teaching than their
orthodox opponents would lead us to suppose ; otherwise
they would not have considered themselves Christians.
It may be that the extant Pistis Sophia gives us a fair
notion of the kind of Gnosticism which Plotinus encoun-
tered at Rome. This curious treatise teaches that the
child takes in evil with its food, which is ‘material.’
Jesus bids us ‘say good-bye to the world and all its
associations, lest we acquire more Matter (dAas) than
that which we have in us.” But the book also recognises
a ‘ necessity,” which forces men to sin. The remedy is by
means of sacraments.
1 Pseudo-Basilides in the Philosophumena.

3 * 11 se souvient qu'il est Grec,” says De Faye, Gnosticisme, p. 437.
¥ Symonds’ translation, quoted by Whittaker, p. 199.
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Plotinus also objects against the Gnostics that they
intercalate unnecessary grades in the spiritual world ;
that they exclude divine influence from part of nature,
viz. the material world ; that they ascribe the existence
of the phenomenal world to the fall of the Soul ; and that
they call the vilest of men their brothers, while denying
the divinity of the heavenly bodies.! He speaks bitterly
of their arrogant disrespect for the great masters of
Greck philosophy ; and in one place alludes to  the fraud
which at present invades mankind ’ : this can hardly be
anything else than the Christian religion. The Gnostics
also, he says, attempt to account for the creation of the
world in time, ignorant that it has existed from all
eternity. Again, they deny the plurality of gods:
Plotinus attempts a defence of polytheism.2 . They
practise absurd magical arts, and claim without justifica-
tion that they can cure diseases by these means. They
are lifted up with ridiculous pride ; ® and, lastly, they
presume to speak of God, without possessing true virtue.

Many of the writers whose views have been cursorily
summarised in this chapter are known to us only from
fragments quoted by later writers, or from ex parie state-
ments about the opinions which they held.* We cannot

1 Bentley, in his Boyle Lectures, thus states the doctrine which
moves the anger of Plotinus. ‘ Nor do we count it any absurdity, that
such a vast and immense universe should be made for the sole use of
such mean and unworthy creatures as the children of men. For if we
consider the dignity of an intelligent being, and put that in the scales
against brute inanimate matter, we may affirm without overvaluing
human nature that the soul of one virtuous and religious man is of
greater worth and excellency than the sun and his planets and all the
stars in the world.’ 2 2.9.09.

3 Compare Irenzus’s description of a Valentinian Gnostic: ‘ The
fellow is so puffed up that he believes himself to be neither in heaven nor
on earth, but to have entered within the Divine Pleroma, and to have
embraced his guardian angel. On the strength of this he struts about
as proud as a cock.’

4 Suchstatementsare more unreliable in the mouths of ancient critics
than when we have to deal with the more sensitive literary conscience
of modern times. Some of the Christian Fathers thought that any
stick was good enough to beat a heretic with; and many students of
Plato and Aristotle have been astonished at the superficiality of the
latter’s criticisms upon the former.
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be sure that we have the means of doing them justice.
But it is probably safe to say that between Aristotle! and
Plotinus no thinker quite in the first rank attached him-
self to the school of Plato. The only two who may claim
to have anticipated Plotinus in some of his distinctive
doctrines are Numenius (according to some third-century
students who knew his writings) and Philo. Philo is a
very interesting figure ; but he suffers from the almost
inevitable contradictions which lie in wait for all who try
to square an idealistic philosophy with a dogmatic
theology. His God, though exalted above existence,
must preserve some of the attributes of Jehovah; his
Logos must not be too personal; his demons must be
something like angels. It remains for us to consider
briefly the relation of Plotinus to his predecessors.
Plotinus has often been called an eclectic. By some,
like Jules Simon, the word has been used as a compli-
ment ; eclecticism for him consists in harmonising and
combining the best that has been said by different schools.
Others have used it as a reproach ; an eclectic philosopher
is one who clothes himself in a patch-work mantle. But
Plotinus was not consciously an eclectic in either sense.
He wished to be a Platonist, and indeed a conservative
Platonist. Nothing would have pleased him better than
the encomium of Augustine, who finds in Plotinus nothing
less than Plato himself come to life again.2 But though
he wished to go back from the Platonists to Plato him-
self, and for this reason was unwilling to be called an
Academic, his reverential temper made him reluctant to
acknowledge any serious errors in other ‘ ancient philos-
ophers of blessed memory,’® even when they seemed to
be at variance with each other or with his master. This
deference to antiquity, always prominent in classical

1 Aristotle himself, though the founder of a distinct school, several
times says ‘ we,” meaning the disciples of Plato. References in Ross’s
edition of the Metaphysics.

* Augustine, c. Acad. 3, 18. Quoted above, p. 21.

3 3.7.1, of dpxaiot xal paxdpios ¢iddoodos ; 4.3.25; 6.4.16; 06.8.19,
ol mdAas, ol wadaiol ; 5.1.6, oi mdAai oodwi.
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literature, was very strong in the third century, when
creative genius was at a low ebb. Thinkers under the
empire felt it to be incumbent on them to harmonise
differences as far as possible, as though the divergent
views of the ancients were but superficial discrepancies
covering a fundamental unity. Plotinus even maintains
that his three Divine hypostases, the One, Spirit, and
Soul, are to be found not only in Plato but in Parmenides,
Anaxagoras, Heracleitus, and Empedocles, though in the
case of Anaxagoras he admits that ‘ in consequence of his
early datc he has not treated the question thoroughly.”
But to Plato alone he attributes plenary inspiration. He
will not admit that he ever differs from his master’s
teaching. Again and again we find such protestations
as this : ‘ This doctrine is not new ; it was professed from
the most ancient times, though without being developed
explicitly. We wish only to be the interpreters of the
ancients, and to show by the evidence of Plato himself
that they had the same opinions as ourselves.”2 Plotinus
himself, as I have said, was treated with almost equal
reverence after his death. The epithet, ‘most divine’
(feidraros), was reserved for him, and occurs often
in Proclus and Simplicius.® Next to Plato, and not much
behind him, is Pythagoras, from whom Plotinus never
consciously differs. Pythagoras is only named thrice ;4
but this is no token of neglect, since even Plato is rarely
mentioned by name® However, Plotinus admits very
little into his system from Pythagorean sources that had
not been admitted by Plato himself after he came under
Pythagorean influences. The symbolism of numbers,
which played an important part in the writings of the

1 5.1, 76 dkpiBés 8 dpxaidryra mapike.

® 5.1.8. Seealso6.2.1.and 6.3.5. This extreme reverence for Plato
was characteristic of the school. Compare the language of Plutarch
and Maximus of Tyre, quoted by Zeller, p. 179.

3 Julian alone (Ep. 29) gives this title to his master, Iamblichus.

4 4.7.8.; 4.8.1.; 5.1.9. The Pythagoreans are named three times ;
5.5.6.; 6.6.5; 6.6.9. In the second passage he differs from them
about the lore of numbers.

5 Opponents too are seldom named; we have ¢nai, Aéyovas,
ruwds, etc., in introducing their views.
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later Neoplatonists, is touched upon by Plotinus in a
slight and almost perfunctory way. Aristotle is treated
with less deference. Plotinus regards him as an ally
against the materialism of the Stoics and Epicureans ;
but he frankly criticises his categories, and hardly does
justice to the considerable obligations which a modern
reader readily observes in the Enneads. Some of these
obligations are of great importance. For instance, the
fundamental distinction of &dvaus and évépyeia, which
he owcs to Aristotle, is as essential to the philosophy
of Plotinus as the Platonic distinction of unity and
plurality. The One is defined, in Aristotelian rather than
Platonic fashion, as absolute activity.®! It is an Aristo-
telian doctrine that no potentiality can achieve potency
without a previously existing activity.? T he world of
Ideas is alive for Plotinus, since each Idea is an ‘ activity.’

Every Idea is the original type of a definite individual.
All general Ideas betoken something qualitative or
quantitative, and in so far, are characters of particulars.
The eternity of the world was a Peripatetic dogma, on
which the later Platonists had wavered. There are also
several points in psychology, in which unacknowledged
obligations to Aristotle can be traced. The Enneads give
one the impression that Plotinus knew Aristotle as well
as he knew Plato.® Although he is not much interested
in biological speculation as such, he shows intimate
knowledge of nearly all the most important works of
Aristotle, and has welded much of his thought firmly
into his own system. If these obligations are too scantily
acknowledged,* we must remember that there had been
a very active interchange of ideas between the Academy

1 j.e. as not merely an airia elducif, but an alrla xwnricy and redecsy
for all things.

? It is of course true that Plato is nearer this position in his later
than in his earlier dialogues.

3 Bouillet shows that Plotinus was acquainted with all the following
Dialogues of Plato: Theaetetus, Phaedo, Republic, Phaedrus, Phileb .s,
Symposium, Politicus, Timaeus, Laws, Cratylus, Parmenides, Sophist ;
also with the Second Epistle and the Alcibiades.

¢ Aristotle is named four times only : 2.1.2; 2.1.4; 2.5.8; 5.1.0.
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and the Peripatetics before Plotinus, and also that
Plotinus was probably anxious to vindicate his orthodoxy
as a Platonist in face of the jealousy of the Athenian
school, who were the established church of Platonism and
had the Diadochus over them.}

The attitude of Plotinus towards Stoicism was in the
main hostile. One of the main objects of his life was to
combat materialism in all its forms, and to establish on
a firm basis the spiritual nature of reality. The Stoics
were not among the ‘ ancients of blessed memory ’ whose
dogmas it is impious to attack. And yet Plotinus owes
a great debt to them—only less than his debt to Plato
and Aristotle. The so-called dynamic pantheism of
Plotinus (the name is not very happy)®>—the doctrine
that the living forces of the Deity permeate the whole of
nature—is Stoical. It was the Stoics who taught him
that * Matter,” so far as it exists, is the creation of God.
Perhaps, as De Faye says, the Stoa helped him to reject
Gnostic dualism and pessimism. The terms Adyos and
mvedpa, the former of which is used very freely, the latter

1 To later generations (and even to Porphyry, Life, §14) it appeared
as if Plotinus had set out to reconcile Plato and Aristotle, explaining
away the differences between them. So Augustine (Centra Academ. 3,
19) says : ‘Quod autem ad eruditionem doctrinamque attinet, et moribus
quibus consulitur animae, quia non defuerunt acutissimi et solertissimi
viri, qui docerent disputationibus suis Aristotelem ac Platonem ita
sibi concinere, ut imperitis minusque attentis dissentire viderentur,
multis quidem saeculis multisque contentionibus, sed tamen eliquata est
ut opinor una verissimae philosophiae disciplina.” Porphyry asserts
that the metaphysics of Aristotle are all contained in the Enneads.
But there is much truth in what Arnou says, that the Neoplatonists
invented a religious and mystical Aristotle, and made him: a good
Platonist. Porphyry certainly attempted this very task in his treatise,
mept 10ob piav elvar Tiv IIddrwvos kal 'Apiwororédlovs alpeow; and
Boethius, at the beginning of his De Imterpretatione, promises to
harmonise the doctrines of Plato and Aristotle ‘ after the example of
Porphyry.’ Hierocles (Photius, Biblioth, p. 127, 461) says that
Ammonius Saccas achieved this reconciliation, thus leaving philosophy
in peace for Plotinus and Origenes, his disciples, and their successors.
Simplicius too, on the Categories of Aristotle, says that Iamblichus has
proved the agreement of the doctrine of Archytas (a Pythagorean)
with that of Aristotle. Themistius (Orat. 20) has *Apigrorédec mpofvoas
eis Ty ITarwvos EXnyev iepovpyiav.

* The phrase is Zeller’'s. It is incorrect because in Plotinus the
world is immanent in God, not God in the world, and the supreme
principle is transcendent.
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only in two or three places in the Enneads, belong to
Stoical nomenclature. The Neoplatonic ethics, in their
indifference to external interests and concentration upon
the subjective condition of the individual, are Stoical,
and also in their very close connexion of theory with
practice. These obligations to the Stoa were not direct
borrowings. The eclectic Platonists, as we have seen,
had already adopted Stoical doctrines, and Plotinus was
probably hardly aware that not much sanction could
be found for them in Plato. He sums up his quarrel
with Stoicism and kindred theories in the seventh
book of the Fourth Ennead. It is a radical mistake,
he says, to explain the higher by the lower, and to
suppose that the merely potential can of itself develop
actuality.

, Can we trace any debts in Plotinus to the sceptical
developments of Platonism, of which a short sketch has
been given earlier in this chapter, or does he reject the
agnosticism of the Academy as an aberration and a
misunderstanding of Plato? The answer is that there
is indeed a sceptical element in Plotinus; but it is like
the so-called scepticism of Bradley, of which Hé&ffding
speaks in words which arc helpful also to the under-
standing of Plotinus. ‘ Scepticism is hardly the correct
expression for Bradley’s point of view. He does not rest
content with a cleft between the labour and the goal,
between appearance and reality. The highest is present
at every step, and every step has its truth. There are
many grades and stages, but all are indispensable. We
can find no province of the world so unimportant that the
Absolute does not dwell therein. Rather he should be
called a mystic; and that” he certainly is, when his
thought comes torest, and when he enters upon a polemic
against the concept of time and the importance of
activity. Here he passes over to undisturbed contem-
plation, to a settled view, to a treatment sub specie
aeterni’t The complete experience is beyond our grasp,

1 Hoaffding, Modern Philosophers, p. 68.
1.—I
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just as we cannot get beyond the strife between good and
evil. ‘The standard is the same for reality and value.
Every unsatisfied impulse is an ineffectual thought : in
all pain there is expressed a disharmony, and there is an
incitement to do away with this conflict. Our thought
is always aspiring to something which is more than
thought, our personality to something more than person-
ality, our morality to something higher than all morals.’?
Even the highest that we can discover implies as its
logical prius something unknown to us. Scepticism has
thus a partial justification, in that we come to recognise
the inadequacy of every synthesis except the last. Itis
used, not to destroy absolutism, but to establish it.

Life of Plotinus

Our chief authority for the life of Plotinus is the short
biography written by his disciple Porphyry, who knew
the philosopher intimately during the last six years of
his life. He was an enthusiastic admirer not only of his
master’s teaching but of his character, and we may
suspect some tendency to portray Plotinus as the typical
philosopher - saint. But in spite of a few legendary
details, in which miraculous powers are attributed to
his master, Porphyry gives us the impression of being a
conscientious and accurate biographer, and his picture
of the personality of Plotinus is clear and convincing as
well as attractive.

The name Plotinus is Roman. It is possible that the
philosopher was descended from a freedman of Trajan,
who on his emancipation called himself after the empress
Plotina. But this is mere conjecture ; an Egyptian with
a Roman name in the third century may have belonged
to any of the numerous races which made up the popula-
tion of Egypt. Plotinus would never talk about his
family or his country. He seemed, says Porphyry, to
be ashamed of being ‘in the body.” His birthplace is

3 Hofiding, Modern Philosophers, pp. 64, 65.
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uncertain. Porphyry did not know it; Eunapius says
that he was born at ‘ a place called Lyco’; Suidas calls
him ‘a Lycopolitan’; the empress Eudocia (eleventh
century) says that ‘ some say he was born at Lyco, a
nome of Lycopolis in Egypt.” He was born in A.D. 204
or 2035, in the reign of Septimius Severus. Plotinus would
not allow his portrait to be painted. When Amelius came
to him with a request that he would consent to sit to
a painter, the philosopher replied : ‘Is it not enough to
have to bear the image (e{dwAov—the mere simulacrum
of reality) in which nature has wrapped me, without
consenting to perpetuate the image of an image, as if it
were worth contemplating ?° His friends had to resort
to stratagem. A skilful portrait-painter attended his
lectures, and watched the professor’s face under pretence
of listening. With the help of Amelius he afterwards
worked up his recollections into an excellent likeness,
without the knowledge of Plotinus. We are told that his
countenance reflected the sweetness and beauty of his
character.

From chance words let fall by his master, Porphyry
learned that he attended an elementary school at his
birthplace, and then followed the usual course of liberal
education at Alexandria. It is plain that from an early
age he determined to devote his life to the search for
truth, for he remained at Alexandria making trial in
turn of all the philosophical teachers who were most in
repute, till he reached the age of twenty-eight. Depressed
at finding no guidance in any of them, he took the advice
of a friend and went to hear Ammonius Saccas. ‘ This is
the man I was looking for ’ (rofrov é{rjrovv), he exclaimed
after listening to a discourse of Ammonius, and from that
time became his disciple. Ammonius, whose name is
not mentioned in the Enneads, nor by Iamblichus nor
Proclus, was a self-taught! philosopher like Béhme, the
cobbler of Gorlitz. Plotinus attended his lectures for

1 The laudatory title feod{8axros, applied to Ammonius, probably
indicates that he had no instructor in philosophy.
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ten years. I have already said that scarcely anything
is known about the doctrine of Ammonius, who was a
lecturer, not a writer, and wished his teaching to be
kept secret. He must have been a remarkable man to
have retained such a hearer as Plotinus till the age of
thirty-nine.

The wisdom of the East exercised a great attraction
upon the students of Alexandria, and there was nothing
unprecedented in the desire of Plotinus to consult the
Magi, and perhaps even the Brahmans, in their own
homes. An opportunity seemed to be presented by the

‘military expedition of the Empcror Gordian against
Sapor, King of Persia. Plotinus accompanied the army
to Mesopotamia, where Gordian was assassinated, and
the philosopher made his way back to Antioch with
difficulty. Thence, in 244, he went to Rome, which was
to be his home for the rest of his life. He may well have
felt that Ammonius (if he was still alive) had taught him
all that he had to teach; he would not wish to open a
school at Alexandria as his rival ; and he could hardly
have lived at Athens, which was the seat of the Diadochus,
the official professor of conservative Platonism. Rome,
the capital of the empire and an important intellectual
centre, had obvious advantages.

On his arrival at Rome, he opened a school which from
small beginnings soon became popular and even fashion-
able. The emperor Gallienus and his wife Salonina
showed him great favour, and consented to a scheme
which, like the Persian expedition, must be regarded as
a foolish episode in an otherwise wisely ordered career.
Plotinus applied for leave to found a city, to be called
Platonopolis, on a deserted site in Campania, which was
to be governed on the principles of Plato’s Republic.
The site was probably malarious, and the project would
certainly have ended in a fiasco, had not the emperor
withdrawn his consent, probably in order to save his
friend from so great a blunder. The chief interest of the
story is in the light which it throws on the character of
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Plotinus. He is frequently reproached for building a
philosophy in the clouds and leaving the Empire to its
fate. But it is plain that he had his plans for the recon-
struction of society, and courage to carry them out.
The scheme was after all no wilder than some modern
attempts to found socialistic communities.!

One of the most devoted disciples of Plotinus was
Amelius, who had previously studied at Athens, and was
agreat admirer of Numenius. Hearing that the Athenian
students regarded Plotinus as a mere echo of Numenius,
Amelius wrote an essay, in the form of a letter to Longinus,
to explain the differences between the two teachers.
He was the first editor of Plotinus’ lectures, and the
author of rhetorical and wordy commentaries on Plato.
Plotinus commissioned him to convince Porphyry on an
igpportant point of Neoplatonic philosophy—a3&r: otk é€w
voi Ta voyrd : 2 and after a friendly controversy Porphyry
accepted his master’s view, and abandoned his belief in
a spiritual world which exists independently of the spirit
which knows it.

Porphyry was about thirty years old when he came
to Rome and joined the school of Plotinus, who was
now in his sixtieth year. Unlike his master, he was an
industrious writer, and produced numerous treatises, in-
cluding a short but very clear summary of the philosophy
of Plotinus, which he entitled ’Adopuai mpds Ta voprd,
a title which is nearly equivalent to ‘ The Pathway to
Reality.” After some years of arduous work Porphyry
fell into a state of melancholy, and meditated suicide.
Plotinus discovered the conditon of his mind, and
advised him to take a holiday in Sicily. The depression
was thus remedied, but Porphyry missed the privilege
of attending his master in his last illness. Among less

1 Examples are numerous. In 1670 an attempt was made in
North Carolina to introduce a new government called the ‘ Funda-
mental Constitution,’” drawn up by John Locke. This project was
soon abandoned. William Penn’s experiment in Pennsylvania,
modelled partly on Harrington’s ‘ Oceana,” was very successful.

Berkeley and Coleridge both dreamed of similar schemes.
? See p. 138.
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notable members of the school we hear of two physicians,
Paulinus and Eustochius, Zoticus, a critic and poet,
Zethus, another physician, Castricius Firmus, Serapion,
and some senators, one of whom, Rogatianus, renounced
the world to live the philosophic life in poverty and
austerity. The circle included some ladies, one of whom,
named Gemina, gave Plotinus rooms in her house.

Porphyry tells us something of the manner of teaching
which Plotinus employed. The works of the great
philosophers, especially the Platonists, but also the
Peripatetics, were diligently studied, and a frequent
correspondence was kept up with Athens and other
intellectual centres. In these letters differences were
freely discussed, and Plotinus would instruct his disciples
to write essays against astrology, magic, and the errors
of the Gnostics. But like a true Greek, he did not devote
himself so completely to intellectual speculation as to
have no leisure for other things. Not only was much
time given to private devotion and meditation ; we hear
that he studied art and music, though he was not per-
sonally much attracted by them; and he allowed him-
self to be appointed guardian and trustee to several
orphans of good family, to whom he was like a father,
listening to their childish compositions and managing
their property with as much skill as integrity. He was
also in request as an arbitrator, since he had a high
reputation for perspicacity as well as for absolute fair-
ness. During all the years of his residence at Rome he
made no enemy, except for the jealousy of some rival
teachers.

For several years, we are told, the instruction given
by Plotinus was purely oral and professedly an exposi-
tion of the teaching of Ammonius. We are told that
he had made an agreement with Erennius and Origenes,
not to divulge the doctrine of Ammonius by publication.
He was fifty years old before he began to write anything.
It was Porphyry who persuaded him to throw his lectures
into a more or less orderly and regular form. Hitherto
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he had allowed his auditors to interrupt by raising ques-
tions which sometimes broke the thread of the discourse.
Much of the Enneads was written before Porphyry
joined him, but his writings were not widely known,
partly from the difficulty of copying them. Plotinus
wrote badly, and took no pains about composition ; he
was even guilty of misspellings and mispronunciations.?
Porphyry very oddly refers to these first-written parts
of the Enneads as the work of the philosopher’s ‘ early
youth ’; they were written, as we have seen, between
the ages of fifty and sixty. Porphyry professes to find
far greater maturity of genius in the other half of the
work, which was written in the six years when Porphyry
lived with him, The latest portion of the Enneads was
sent in manuscript to Porphyry in Sicily. The pupil
thinks that these chapters show traces of failing powers,
due to the illness which was wearing out his master’s
constitution. These judgments do not commend them-
selves to a modern reader: Porphyry seems to think
that Plotinus was at his best only when Porphyry was
with him ! The whole of the Enneads was written by
a man at the summit of his powers ; there is no sign any-
where either of immature crudeness or of senile decay.?
Porphyry, following, as he tells us, the example of
Andronicus of Rhodes in his editions of Aristotle and
Theophrastus, tried to arrange the scattered lectures of
Plotinus according to their subject-matter. He further
made a capricious division of the whole into six books,
each containing nine chapters, an arrangement for which
only Pythagorean reasons can be found. The plan of
gathering together all discussions of the same subject is
by no means consistently followed. But in fairness to
Porphyry we must admit that few editors have had a
more difficult task. Plotinus had weak eyes ; he disliked
the trouble of writing, and never corrected his manu-

1 Some have supposed that he spoke Greek like a foreigner; but
this is impossible in an educated Alexandrian.

* I therefore disagree with Heinemann. Cf. my preface to this
edition.
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script, which was composed hurriedly, amid constant
interruptions. His style in lecturing is said to have been
pleasing and eloquent. But his writing seemed ° enig-
matic ’ even to Eunapius ; it is so concise as to demand
constant effort from his readers, who, as Macaulay said
of Montgomery, ‘ must take such grammar as they can
get and be thankful.” There are many very beautiful
passages in the Enneads, but these are admirable for the
sublimity and deep sincerity of the thought, not for the
style. It is necessary to emphasise these unfortunate
characteristics of the Enneads, not at all in order to dis-
parage the transcendent value of the contribution which
Plotinus has made to the philosophy of religion, but to
account for the widespread misunderstanding of his
teaching, which is mainly the result of laziness on the
part of his critics, who have shrunk from the labour of
reading a very difficult author. If Plotinus had been
studied with half the care that has been bestowed on
Plato and Aristotle, the continuity of philosophical and
religious thought in the early centuries of the Christian
era would be far better understood, and the history of
Greek philosophy would not be habitually deprived of
its last chapter.

We should misconceive the whole character of Plotinus
and his circle if we did not recognise that the intellectual
discipline was throughout subsidiary to holiness of life.
The main object of Plotinus was to bring back seuls to
‘ their heavenly Father.” The philosopher himself lived
the life of a saint. Austerely simple in his habits, though
without any harsh asceticism, he won all hearts by his
gentle and affectionate nature, and his sympathy with all
that is good and beautiful in the world. His countenance,
naturally handsome, seemed (so Porphyry tells us) to
radiate light and love when he discoursed with his friends.
He was almost too patient of interruption, and would not -
cut short any honest objector who propounded a difficulty.
He was a shy man, and signs of nervousness were fre-
quently observed while he lectured. This diffidence led
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him to mask his own originality, and sometimes fettered
his freedom, since his reverence for authority was extreme.
But in another way his modesty stood him in good stead.
He never presumed upon the favour of heaven, or sup-
posed that private revelations had been made to him.
He had, as he believed, experienced the beatific vision
of the all-transcending Godhead several times; but such
privileges were, according to his conviction, very rare
exceptions ; they were to be waited for, not sought; he
never tried to throw himself into an ecstatic state,
and never claims that any mysteries were revealed to
him while in a state of trance. There is not the slightest
trace of hysterical emotion in Plotinus.

His health, never strong, began to fail some time before
his death, but the details of his infirmities given by
Porphyry do not enable us to specify the disease which
terminated his life. He was at a country house in
Campania when fatal symptoms appeared. His friend
and physician Eustochius was sent for from Puteoli, and
arrived just in time to hear the philosopher’s last words :
‘T was waiting for you, before that which is divine in me
departs to unite itself with the Divine in the universe.’
His other friends were all absent, Amelius in Syria,
Porphyry in Sicily, Castricius at Rome.

1 There is an interesting parallel in the last words of Descartes,
reported by Cherselier : * My soul, thou hast long been held captive ;
the hour has now come for thee to quit thy prison, and to leave the
trammels of the body. Suffer then this separation with joy and
courage.’ Compare also the last testament of Labadie: ‘I surrender
my soul heartily to my God, giving it back like a drop of water to its
source, and rest confident in him, praying God, my origin and ocean,

that he will take me into himself and engulf me eternally in the divine
abyss of his being.’



LECTURES VI, VII, VIII
THE WORLD OF SENSE

“TTHERE are two fundamental triads in Plotinus.

One of thesc is the Trinity of Divine principles—
the Absolute (16 dyaBov, To &, To mpwTov), Spirit (vous),
and Soul (Yvyi); the other is the tripartite division of
man into Spirit, Soul, and Body. This triadic schematism
was becoming almost obligatory for a Greek philosopher.
The number-mysticism of Pythagoras provided a frame-
work for all Hellenic speculation. Even Aristotle denies
the possibility of a fourth dimension on the ground that
“all things are three and three is everywhere ; for, as
the Pythagoreans say, the all and all things are deter-
mined by the number three.’”? Three is the number of
perfection ; it is the first number which has beginning,
middle, and end ; all excellence, says Photius, depends
on and proceeds from this number. Iamblichus, followed
by Proclus, says that the number one is the ‘ cause ’ of
identity and unification, two of procession and differentia-
tion, three of the return of all things to their first prin-
ciple.2 The continual recurrence of the triad in mental
processes, especially in the syllogism, led naturally, in
the early days of speculation, to a half-superstitious
reverence for this symbol. In Plotinus the triad is impor-
tant, but it does not dominate the whole of his thought,
as it does that of Proclus and Hegel. The classifications
of Plotinus, as we shall have to insist again and again,
are not intended to be rigorous and exclusive. In his

i Aristotle, De Caelo, 1, 1. t Proclus, iz Tim. 206.
122
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philosophy there are no hard boundary-lines drawn across
the field of experience. His map of the world is covered
with contour-lines, which, as in the designs of modern
surveyors, are to be understood to indicate not precipices
but gradual slopes. The continuous spectrum of astrono-
mers provides a still better analogy. Neoplatonism deals
throughout with spiritual, non-quantitative relations,
which cannot be represented by diagrams, or treated as
logical counters. The very difficult Platonic doctrine
of ‘participation’ (ueefis, xowwvia, mwapovaia) is an
attempt to express symbolically the interpenetration of
all spiritual existences in an ordered hierarchy. We shall
see that this is eminently true when we come to consider
the ‘three Divine principles '—the Absolute, Spirit, and
Soul ; but the recognition of it is not less the key to his
anthropology and cosmology.

CIn their objective aspect, Body, Soul, and Spirit are,
respectively, the world as perceived by the senses (kdouos
alonrds) ; the world interpreted by the mind as a
spatial and temporal order; and the spiritual world
(kdomos vonrds). The organs which perceive the world
under these three aspects are the bodily senses, discursive
thought (Stavoca), and spiritual perception or intuitive
knowledge (vdnois). Of these, the last alone perceives
the world as it really is, sub specie a@ternitatis) It is only
when we exercise this highest faculty of our nature,
‘a power which all possess but few use,’? that we are
ourselves completely real and in contact with reality.
This reality is neither an independently existing external
universe, nor a subjective construction thrown off by
the mind. It is constituted by the unity in duality of
the spiritual faculty and the spiritual world which it
‘beholds’ in exercising its self-consciousness. Spirit
and the spiritual world imply and involve each other ;
neither has any existence apart from its correlative. If
we call the spiritual world the self-externalisation of
Spirit, we must add that with equal propriety Spirit may

'1.6. 8.
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be called the self-consciousness of the spiritual world.
This doctrine of Spirit and the spiritual world will be
further elucidated in a later lecture. Here it is only
necessary to say that the spiritual world is the only
fully real world, the reality of Soul and its world being
purely derivative and dependent, and the phenomenal
world being an appearance only, not possessing reality
(ovala).r)

Refutation of Materialism

The rclations of the eternal and the temporal, of reality
and appearance, of Spirit and Matter, or, to use the
favourite antithesis of Plotinus, of Yonder (exer) and
Here (évraifa), constitute the first and last problem of
philosophy? To the earlier Greek thinkers the greatest
crux was the reconciliation of change and permanence.
It was not till much later that the debate took the modern
form of a war between idealism and materialism. At first
there were naive attempts to solve the contradiction by
negating one of its terms. Heracleitus seemed to some
of his critics to ignore or deny the static aspect of reality
altogether ;3 and the Eleatics, according to their critics,
could give no intelligible account of change. The altcrna-
tives for these pioneers were to say either * All things will
die, Nothing will change,” or ‘ All things will change,
Nothing will die.” But Plato, and perhaps still more
clearly Aristotle, had recognised that each of’these is
a thesis which is untrue or unmeaning if divorced from
its antithesis, and that the solution, if it is attainable at
all, must lie in a closer investigation of change and
permanence, which will show them to be not mutually
exclusive. After Aristotle the controversy began to

13.2.1. 5 700 vod kal 7To0 Owros ¢pUois kbopos dorlv & dAnbwébs.
5.9. 5. % v &vev O\ys émiorhiug Talrdy 8 wpdyuare.

2 Heracleitus 7peular kal ordowr éx 7@y S\wy drype - €omi ydp Tobro TOY
vexpdv. Plut., de Placit. Philos., i. 23. But for Heracleitus, though
phenomena are in flux, movement (force) is eternal. Mr. Cornford
(From Religion to Philosophy) has rightly protested against the injustice
done to this great philosopher by his critics.
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pass into a new phase. The philosophy of concepts was
partially discredited, and the discouragement of specula-
tion opened the door to naturalism on the one side and
scepticism on the other. Reality was conceived by both
Stoics and Epicureans either as body itself, or as a
quality or relation of body. In opposition to this material-
ism was ranged scepticism, not the scepticism of Plato’s
Sophist, but a refined, disillusioned agnosticism, which,
by its insistence on the relativity of all knowledge,
destroyed Being not less than thought. The sceptical
method of combating dogmatic materialism was abso-
lutely barred to Plotinus, who had no sympathy with the
disintegrating speculation of the Academy. To refute
materialism by scepticism would have been to cast out
devils by Beelzebub. He carries on war upon two fronts—
against materialism and against scepticism. It is always
by the standard of a higher and surer knowledge that he
condemns the premature synthesis of an infra-spiritual
view of the world.

In dealing with the materialists, he sees the issue more
clearly than any previous thinker. Neither Cicero nor
Plutarch ever alludes to the Stoics and Epicureans as
materialists. It is to Plotinus more than to any other
thinker that we owe a definite docirine of spiritual
existence. His first object is to prove that the Soul is
not corporeal. Life, he says, cannot be generated by
an aggregation of lifeless particles, nor can intelligence
be produced by things without understanding. If it be
suggested that when the molecules are arranged in a
certain order, life results, then the principle which pro-
duces the order, and not the molecules which are so
arranged, should be called the Soul or vital principle.
Body is produced, through the agency of the seminal
Logoi,* by Soul, which gives form to indeterminate
‘ Matter.” Every body is compounded of Matter and
Form. But the Soul is by definition an uncompounded

1 For the meaning of Myos in Plotinus see p. 156. The Stoical
Aoyor omwepuarikol are much the same as the Platonic ¢vos.
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substance ; it cannot then be Body. Nor can it be a
simple manner-of-being of Matter ; for Matter, being
pure indetermination, cannot give itself Form. Without
the coherence given by Soul, Matter would have no
-determinate existence.! The Stoics; against whom
Plotinus is arguing, admit the existence of an intelligent
Spirit (wvevmua voepov) ; and yet they assert that all
things, even God, are only states of Matter (PAn wws
éxovoa), a banal phrase to which they resort when in
difficulties.? That which 7ws &ovoa adds to Matter is,
in fact, the formative power of the Soul.? Plotinus goes
on to show by other arguments of the same kind that
the very conception of Soul includes elements which
cannot be explained in terms of Body; while on the
other hand Body is explained by Soul, since Body
plainly has a ‘form’ which does not belong to the
material part of it. Changes in the Soul, such as the
acquisition of new knowledge, are rightly spoken of
as an increase of wisdom, but there is no local or material
augmentation. The Soul can neither lose nor acquire
parts, as the Body can.* When we pass from Body to
Soul, we have to deal with a different kind of existence,
having laws of its own. The quantitative categories
do not apply to Soul. It is impossible for the Body to
feel or think; these operations cannot be explained
materialistically. The perceiving Soul must be an unity
everywhere identical with itself. Still less can the Body

1 4.7.3. Bouillet shows how closely Augustine reproduces this
argument in De Immortalitate Animae, 8.

22.4.1; 4.7 4.

3 For the Stoics, the Soul is a mirror which passively receives the
impressions derived from the senses. Plotinus has no difficulty in
showing that discursive thought (Sudvoa) is not passive, but selects,
combines, and distinguishes. Boethius, following Plotinus, brings this
out very well (Consol., V, 4, 5). The Stoics also contended, as con-
scientious materialists, that the Soul is an exhalation or emanation
from solids, a theory which evoked great indignation from Longinus
and Porphyry.

¢ Cf. Augustine, De Quantitate Animae, 19. ‘ Recte dicitur anima
discendo quasi crescere, et contra minui dediscendo, sed translato
verbo, ut supra ostendimus. Tamen illud cavendum est, ne quasi
spatium loci maius occupare videatur,” etc.
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think. How can an extended substance have ideas of
what is not extended, such as abstract conceptions ??!
Justice and virtue cannot be stated in terms of extension.
{The Stoic doctrine that Soul and Spirit are developed out
of lower faculties is rejected on the ground that the lower
can never generate the higher. In other words, the
explanation of a thing must always be sought in what is
above it in the scales of value and existence, not in what
is below.2 The higher does not need the lower, but the
lower does need the higher. In the Sixth Ennead he
objects that the Stoic doctrine gives the first place to that
which is only potential (Swvauer), whereas the possibility
of passing into activity and actuality (evépyera) is the
only thing that makes Matter respectable. This possi-
bility, however, would not exist if Matter were anterior
to Soul. Matter cannot improve itself ; it can only pass
into activity by the help of what is above and before it.
Matter, in short, has only a contingent existence, and the
contingent cannot be the first principle.} If the Stoics had
thought this out, they would have found themselves
obliged to seek for that which has an existence not con-
tingent, and so would have reached the conception of
the Absolute.® If they insist that their ‘ Matter’ can
undergo inner development, without being acted upon
by anything from outside, Plotinus answers in effect
that UAy means that which is the subject of action from
without, and that what the Stoics wrongly call * Matter’
is ‘all things.” In modern language, while professing to
be materialists, they slide into pantheism. Their prin-
ciple that sensation is the only evidence of real existence
compels them to identify absolute being with what has
only a contingent existence, and to assign an inferior
degree of reality to the higher objects of thought which

1 4. 7. Cf. Whittaker, The Neoplatonists, p. 45.

2 Aristotle’'s % ¢dois réos éorw is the classical statement of
this truth. Aristotle, however, also recognised the partial truth of
what may be called the Darwinian method. ‘He who considers things
in their first growth and origin, whether a State or anything else, will
obtain the clearest view of them’ (Pol. 1. 2. 1). 2 6. 1. 26,
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are not objects of sensation. But this invalidates their
own arguments, for sensation cannot prove a philosophy.

Matter (5Xy)

What, then, is this ‘ Matter,” to which Plotinus finds
that the Stoics ascribe qualities which cannot belong to
it? It is most unfortunate that we have to use so mis-
leading a word as the equivalent of . In modern
English, Matter means ponderable and extended stuff,
the texture out of which objects perceived by the senses
are woven, the substance which physicists classify as
consisting of this or that ‘ element.’! But JAy in Plotinus
has no resemblance to Matter in this sense: it is not
material.? It is in fact a mere abstraction, a name for
the bare receptacle of Forms; .the subject of energy,
as we would say, viewed by abstraction as separated
from the energy which alone gives it being and reality.
The most modern physics is approximating, it would
seem, to the ancient notion of Matter. The particles of
which the molecule consist have been divided and sub-
divided into atoms, corpuscles, and electrons, till they
are on the point of vanishing altogether except as the
subjects of electrical energy. Ostwald, in his Natur-
philosophie (x9o2), and most physicists at the present
time, wish to reduce all Matter to energy. All is energy,
and there exists nothing else. Plotinus, I think, would
have refused to take this last step. Energy, he would

1 Maher, Psychology, p. 560, has an interesting note on the change
in tla: meaning of ‘ Form’ and ‘ Matter.” ‘The original usage is almost
completely inverted.” For the schoolmen, forma or actus connoted full
actuality, the complete realisation of being ; while materies or potentia
signified the unrealised, the indeterminate. Now we speak of a merely

formal observance; while material is equivalent to important. ‘In
strictly philosophical literature, Kant did most to bring about the
change.’

'gIt is dodpuaros, 2. 4. 8 and 12; 3. 6. 7. The Stoics ascribed size
(uéyebos) to My, and called it dmotov odpa. The Pythagoreans,
Platonists, and Aristotelians agreed that Matter is incorporeal; but
some of them distinguished two Matters, one the substance of bodies
(the Stoic JAy), the other the subject of forms and immaterial essences.
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have said, must move something; motion cannot be
moved. He would have been better content with the
hypothesis of ether as the ultimate form of Matter.?
Ether has been defined as ‘ undifferentiated, imperceptible,
homogeneous plenum.’ Plotinus says that Matter is
the infinite (dwewov) in the sense of the indeterminate
(ddprorov). Its mature is to be the recipient of Forms.
In itself it is no thing (76 u7 &v), though not absolutely
nothing (odx &v). In the Timaeus, ‘ primary Matter’
cannot be distinguished from Space in three dimen-
sions. But for Plotinus Space is ‘later’ than Matter
and bodies.? In discussing Matter, he combines the
Aristotelian distinction of 3dvaus and évépyeia with the
Platonic conception of a world formed by the union of
being and not-being, of the same and the different, of the
one and the many. Plotinus calls Matter pure 8dvaus,
i.€. potentiality without any potency.® In one of his
fullest descriptions of it,4 he says, ‘ Matter is incorporeal,
because Body only exists after it ; Body is a composite
of which Matter is an element. . . . Being neither Soul
nor Spirit nor life nor form nor reason nor limit (for it
is indefiniteness) (dmetpla), nor a power (Sdvaus);5 for
what does it produce? but falling outside all these
things, it cannot rightly be said to have Being, but
should rather be called Not-being (u5 év). . . . It is an
image and phantom of extension (e{8wlov kai ¢dvracpua
Sykov), an aspiration to exist (dmoordoews é&peots). It
is constant only in change (éomnkds olk év ordoed) ; it

1 Moore (Home University Libravy—" Nature and Origin of Life’)
thinks it probable that atoms are generated out of the ether. Men-
deléeff, too, has argued that the ether, instead of being some mysterious
form of non-matter, is the lightest and simplest of the elements. The
atomic weight of the ether he concludes to be nearly one-millionth of

that of hydrogen. Duncan, The New Knowledge, p. 250.

2 2.4.12. Itisnoteasy toreconcile this with Plato, Timaeus, p. 49.

3 2.5 5.

*3.6.7.

5 3Yvauis in Plotinus means sometimes potency, sometimes potenti-
ality. In the former sense §An is the negation of 8Yvapcs, in the latter
it is pure 8vvaus. There is the same unfortunate ambiguity about
&vépyeta, which means sometimes activity, sometimes actuality.

I.—K
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is invisible in itself, escaping him who wishes to see it,
When one is not looking at it, it is there ; when one gazes
at it, it is not seen. It is made up of contradictions ;
it is great and little, less and more, dcfect and excess. It
is a phantom which can neither stay nor flee. Flee it
cannot, for it has received no strength from Spirit, but
is the negation of all being. In consequence it deceives
in all that it professes to be. If it is represented as great,
it straightway appears as little ; if as the more, it appears
as the less. Its being, when one tries to conceive it,
appears as not-being ; it is a fugitive bauble (walyviov),
and so are the things that appear to be in it, mere shadows
in a shadow. As in a mirror the semblance is in one place,
the substance in another, so Matter seems to be full when
it is empty, and contains nothing while seeming to con-
tain all things. The copies and shadows of real things
which pass in and out of it, come Into it as into a formless
shadow. They are seen in it because it has no form of
its own; they seem to act upon it, but they produce
nothing ; for they are feeble and weak and have no
power of resistance. But neither has Matter any such
power ; so they go through it like water without clearing
a passage.’

In this picturesque and half humorous way Plotinus
bids us contemplate his abstraction!—that intangible
impalpable all-but-nothing which remains when we sub-
tract from an object of thought all that gives.it form,
meaning, and definite existence.? We shall understand

1 It1s an abstraction, because it never and nowhere exists without
form: 2. 4.3. The comparison with a mirror is not exact, because the
mirror of $\n disappears with the reflected images, when they are with-
drawn. That t\y and yvx+ can only be separated by abstraction is
made very clear by 4. 3.9. ok %y dre obx épvxolro 763¢ 7O wir, 003
Ay wore 8re dxbounros %y, 4NN’ émwoijcar Talra xwplforras adrd dmw’
d\\fAwr oléy Te. The interesting definition of Matter as mens moment-
anea calls attention to the fact that Time is ignored in our attempts
to picture Matter. Plato in the Timaeus makes Space the unchanging
yeceptacle of changing bodies.

3 Herbert Spencer (Fiyst Principles, 1, 67) says: ‘ Thero is some
thing which alike forms the raw material of definite thought, and
remains after the definiteness which thinking gave to it has baeen
destroyed.’
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his meaning better when we realise that (as will be
explained below)(Matter is Matter only in relation to
that which is next above it, and which gives it form,
meaning, and definite existence. Thus the same thing
may be form (eldos) in relation to what is below it,
and Matter in relation to what is above it. A thing is
Matter in so far as it is acted upon by a higher principle.
It is a purely relative term : every stage in the hierarchy
of being, except the highest, is ¥Ay, every stage except
the lowest is eldos. Every eios makes its own UAn.
But oAy is generally the name of the lowest rung in the
ladder. When the lower Soul turns to itself, wishing
to create that which shall be next in order below itself,
it makes 7o wn 8, which is its own image, indefinite and
dark through and through.! At this stage we reach the
limit of the downward movements

But Matter is not always spoken of as pure negativity.
There are many passages where it is said to exercise a
positive influence of a sinister kind. The defects and
hindrances to which the Soul is liable are due not to the
privation of something which it ought to have, but to the
presence of something which ought not to be there.
Matter is like a beggar at a feast ;2 it intrudes where it
has no right to be. It obscures the light which shines
upon the soul, by mingling its own darkness with it.
As the nature (¢ioiw) which resists Form, Matter is evil.
This is so surprising a statement, after all that Plotinus
has told us about the helplessness and pure negativity
of Matter, that we must consider carefully what he means
by it.

y’I”he difficulty consists in the inter-relation of the two
kinds of judgment—that of existence and that of value.®
Hitherto, in dealing with Matter, we have been con-
sidering exclusively its claim to substantial reality
(oVcla). But the word ‘evil’ at once introduces another

13, ® 1.8.14; cf. Plato, Symposium, 203 B.
31 do not; mean to imply that this distinction is clearly drawn by
Plotinus er any anclent philosopher,



132 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

scale—that of value. The problems of physical science
have, strictly speaking, nothing to do with comparative
values. An ‘appearance,’” as opposed to ‘reality,’ is a
presentation of reality which needs to be enlarged or
harmonised, in order to make it a true presentation. It
is false if it claims to be a presentation of a fact in all its
relations, whereas in truth it ignores some of those rela-
tions. It is an error to mistake appearance for reality ;
for example, it is an error to regard the world of sense as
an objective self-existing cosmos, This error may be,
and probably will be, a cause of moral fault; but the
moral aspect of the mistake begins with the effect upon
the will of a mistaken judgment about the nature of
reality ; there is nothing immoral about the appearance
itself. A shadow has its place in the order of the world, as
well as the substance which casts the shadow ; we blame
neither the body for casting a shadow, nor the shadow
for being a shadow. It is, however, practically impossible
to confine ourselves to the purely existential aspect of the
world. Even in natural science such words as progress,
degeneration, survival of the fittest, are freely used, and
those who use them are often unaware that they are
introducing qualitative and ethical categories into an
investigation which they wish to restrict to measurable
quantities. If these value-judgments are rigidly excluded,
it will be found that natural science approximates to
pure mathematics. Qualitative estimates are -based on
fact, no less than quantitative. These, however, give us
a different standard, and a different arrangement from
the other ; and we are threatened with an intractable
- dualism. (For Plotinus it is a matter of faith that the
hierarchies of existence and of value must ultimately be
found to correspond. His whole philosophy is based on
this assumption. It follows that that order of phenomena
which has the lowest degree of reality in the existential
scale, must have the lowest degree of value in the ethical
or spiritual scale. And whHereas, in estimating degrees of
reality, we regard that as least real which needs most



THE WORLD OF SENSE 133

supplementing and rearranging, in order to make it con-
form to the two requirements of inner harmony and
universality, so in value-judgments we pronounce that
to be worst which we conceive to be furthest removed
from the thought and will of God, or from our ideal of
what ought to be.

But there is an important difference in the two series.
In the scale of existence there are no minus signs.
The lowest rung of the ladder is occupied by that
which is all but non-existent. But in the scale of
values, as in our thermometers, we have to register
temperatures far below freezing-point. There are many
facts, and some characters, on which the moral verdict is
that it would have been better if they had not come into
existence. It is this difference, above all others, which
makes it difficult to bring judgments of value into line
with judgments of existence. The moral standard is
essentially dualistic, and the dualism cannot be tran-
scended without transcending the standpoint of morality.
The existential standard is monistic: all things are
ranked by the degree in which they fall short of inner
harmony and universality. But harmony and universality
are clearly values, and we cannot deny that the purely
cxistential aspect of things gives us no scale at all. The
attempt to separate existence from value seems in truth
to be an impossible enterprise, though it forms the basis
of the Ritschlian theology. That which has no value has
no existence, and that which has no existence has no
value. But the quarrel between the ethical and scientific
views of the world is a fact; and various attempts at
reconciiiation have been made. The existential scheme
may be forced into correspondence with the ethical by
making ‘ Matter * or ‘flesh’ a substantial reality with
evil characteristics, in which case we have accepted
metaphysical dualism. Or we may retain the monistic
conception of existence, and force our value-judgments
to conform to it by holding that evil is only a defect of
goodness, its appearance of positive malignity being
valid only within the sphere of the moral struggle. Accord-
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ing to this view, the minus signs disappear when we
contemplate the world under the form of eternity. The
latter is the solution to which Plotinus inclines *; but he
is too much in earnest about morality, and too conscious
of the positive hindrances which impede moral progress,
to be at his ease in describing evil as the mere defect of
determination by Spirit and Soul. When we come to
the consideration of his Psychology and Ethics, we shall
find abundant proof of his embarrassment in dealing
with the problem of moral evil, an embarrassment which
I think is felt by every philosopher whose system is in
contact with the facts of life. Here we have to notice
traces of the same hesitation in speaking of the properties
of Matter, and its place in the ordered scheme of the
universe.

There are unquestionably passages in which Plotinus
seems to make Matter the principle of evil. Side by side
with such expressions as ‘ absence of good,” ‘ depriva-
tion,” ‘ absolute poverty,” we find that Matter is ‘ the
first evil.”2 In one place? he tries to prove that Matter
may be at the same time ‘ without qualities,” and evil
by nature. Matter is * without qualities * because it has
no determination that it does not receive from without ;
but it has a ‘ nature,” which is to be ‘ without qualities,’
and this is to have a bad nature. But this argument does
not justify him in investing Matter with powers of resist-
ance to Form, and this is what is required, if it is to
represent the principle of evil in the sphere of conduct.
Plotinus’ Matter is the absence of order, which when
isolated by abstract thought becomes the foe of order.
In a philosophy which never forgets the partial truth of
‘naturalism, and endeavours to bring all things under
one law, the influence of Form upon Matter is regarded
as analogous to the moral activities of the Soul. But in
the will-world, which is the soul-world, obstacles are not
inert. We wrestle against principalities and powers.
Thus that dualism, which is the only atmosphere in which

1 There is a clear statement of evil as defect in 5. 9. 10 ad fin. ;

and in 2. 2. 8, ¢ &k T&v uepdv 16 SAov alridpevos dromos &y €.
21.8.8; 2. 4. 16. 3 1. 8. 10,
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ethics can live, threatens to infect natural science, where
it has no place. In the polemic against materialism
Matter naturally becomes the principle of externality,
the ‘ muddy vesture of decay ’ which impedes our vision
of things invisible to mortal sight. But he is sometimes
tempted to meet the Stoics on their own ground, and to
use Matter in the Stoical sense rather than in his own.
Instead of being content with showing that the Stoics
are inconsistent materialists, in attributing to Matter
qualities which Matter cannot have, he sometimes
attempts to argue that the principle which they call
Matter—the visible as opposed to the invisible order—is
an obstacle to the higher life. So a modern idealist might
argue that the God of naturalism, if he existed, would not
be worthy of reverence. When he attributes a positive
evil nature to Matter, Plotinus is thinking of the material-
ist’s Matter, not of his own doctrine. Zeller does not seem
to me to be justified in saying that Plotinus follows the
Neopythagoreans and Philo, rather than Plato and
Aristotle, in making Matter the evil principle.! Against
the few polemical passages which might seem to support
this contention, must be set the whole tendency of his
philosophy. . He is careful to point out that though
Matter in itself would be evil, if it could exist by itself,
yet Matter as we know it has the promise of good. Itis
‘ potentially all things’; its being consists in what it
may become.? It is the necessary condition of all good,
in so far as good is a progress from potentiality (Svvapucs)
to actuality (évépyeia). There can be no cosmos without
form working on Matter.® Matter is always the inferior
element in that of which it forms a part, but there could
be no greater misunderstanding of Plotinus than to sup-
pose that it constitutes a bad world, set dualistically in
opposition to the good world of Spirit and Soul. There
is such a thing as ‘ divine Matter,’® which in receiving
its proper form, has a ‘ definite spiritual life,” i.e. it is
enriched and glorified by the Spirit which is infused

1 There is a very striking passage in 2. 9. 12, in which he carries

up the cause of evil to the Soul ; 7d xaxa mpd To@ Kopov rofde etc.
? 2.5 5. 3 2. 4. 4. $2.4.5.
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into it, and which gives it a place within real Being. It
is only on the lower levels of existence that Matter, even
when 1t has received its form, remains a ‘decked-out
corpse.” On these levels, form and substratum are still
to some extent held apart; °‘Yonder,” Matter too is
delivered from the bondage of corruption. And the
reason why °‘Here’ Matter remains dark and dead,
imperfectly informed by Soul, is that ‘ Here ’ even Form
is but an image (eldwhov), and so the substratum remains
an image too. But ‘ Yonder,” where the form is genuine,
the substratum has reality (ovsfa), or rather, Form and
Matter together are ome ‘illuminated reality’ (ovoia
megpwTionévn).!  The illumination is veritably appro-
priated by ‘ the Matter which is Yonder,” though always
as a gift from above.;

Matter in this sense is an essential factor in every pro-
cess, since all things endeavour to rise in the scale of
being. Matter is that without which no effort would be
necessary or possible. Can we go further and say that
Matter, thus regarded, is a negation posited in the
Absolute, a necessary ‘moment’ in reality, without
which the finite could not become actual? Is it the
benign evil which calls the good into activity, the neces-
sary tension without which there could be no process,
no struggle, no victory ? Proclus distinctly says that
Matter is not evil but ‘a creation of God’ (yéwiua Oeov),
necessary to the existence of the world. This thought is
not drawn out in Plotinus, and he would shrink from
endowing his own ‘Matter’ with active powers of
resistance. Moreover, he never regarded reality (ovo(a)
as the result of conflicting elements in the Absolute,? nor
would he have admitted that without tension there can
be no life ‘ Yonder.’® Friction and conflict belong only to

12, 4.

2 In 1. 8 6, perhaps the most dualistic passage in the Enneads,
he speaks of a false oloia resisting the true olcla as its opposite; but a
‘false reality * has surely no substantial existence.

¥ But he does say in one place (1. 8. 7), ‘The All is made up of
contraries.’
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the world of time and change ; they are a condition of the
actualising of spiritual activity on that plane,; and in that
world, the world projected by Soul, there is a necessity for
a material which shall not be entirely ductile and tractable.
If this world is to be of such a kind as to be the scene of
moral effort, there must be a hierarchy of values, and
there must be real tension. It is also mecessary that
reality shall be actualiscd, not only in every manner but
in every degree.! The lowest degree, that which is
most widcly separated from the Absolute, is Matter.
Below this there can be nothing, for the next stage below
Matter would be absolute non-entity. The ‘must be’
is for Plotinus a form of the ontological argument. It
belongs to the notion of perfection that it should be able
to create in the fullest and freest manner ; and we see
that this power has been exercised. Plotinus often
appears to cut knots by saying ‘it had to be.” But he
really means that we have to accept the results of the
dialectic and the data of experience. No particular
explanation of an universal truth should be demanded.
The two hierarchies, of value and existence, are so
deeply involved in the constitution of the Soul that they
cannot be explained and accounted for, as from an outside
standpoint. Rather, they are the foundations on which
philosophy has to build.

But now arises an epistemological difficulty. (Reality,
as we have said, is not a purely objective realm, existing
apart from the mind. It is a Trinity constituted by the
perceiving Spirit, the Spiritual World as its own counter-
part, and the Spiritual Perception (vonots) which unites
subject and object in one. This law of correspondence
and mutual dependence of subject and object holds good
all down the scale. Ltke alone sees its like. This is one
of the fundamental doctrines in the philosophy of

' 1,8.7. The fullest creation is not a reduplication of a perfection
which cannot be measured quantitatively—a self-contradictory idea—
but the creation of a graduated hierarchy, all linked with its divine
criginal.
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Plotinus : it is an integral part of the real-idealism of the
later Platonists) It is found in Plato and Aristotle ; and
in a poetical, rather crude form, in Empedocles,* whom
Aristotle quotes as the author of the canon 7 yvéois To0
dmoiov To Smole. It has been reaffirmed by many later
writers. For instance, the seventeenth-century mystic
Angelus Silesius writes :—

Soll ich mein letztes End und ersten Anfang finden,

So muss ich mich in Gott und Gott in mir ergriinden,
Und werden dass, was Er ; ich muss ein Schein im Schein,
Ich muss ein Wort im Wort, ein Gott in Gotte sein.

The doctrine has a central position in the nature-philos-
ophy of Wordsworth and Coleridge. They were antici-
pated by Blake, who says :—

The sun'’s light, when he unfolds it,
Depends on the organ that beholds it.

Lotze denies it ; but no Platonist can do so. It is the
real meaning of( Plotinus’ famous canon, that ‘the
spiritual world is not outside Spirit’ (ot &w vol Ta
vorra). Thought and thing depend upon and correspond
to each other. This does not imply that Spirit has no
knowledge of Soul, or Soul of Matter.?2 It is no declen-
sion in Soul to know Matter to be what Soul in fact has
made it. But Matter standing alone is only thinkable
if it is invested with a spurious substantiality. We do,
in fact, frequently so think of it ; and the existence of
such false opinions (Yrevdeie dofa) requires explanation.
The senses regard the objects of perception as real ; this
judgment seems to be an activity of the Soul; and yet
sensation is not the proper activity of the Soul, nor are
its objects real for the Soul. There must be, Plotinus
says, an element of indeferminateness in the Soul; and
it is this part of the Soul which apprehends the indeter-

1 yaly pév vdp vyalay érdmrapey, 3are 5 U8wp,
alfépe & albépa Siow, drdp wupl wip didyhow,
aropyp 88 aropyiy, veikos 3é Te velkel Avyp@.

% Though, strictly, what the soul perceives are 45y roprd,
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minate, Matter. Noos has to reduce itself to avoia ;
it perceives Matter by an illegitimate kind of thought
(vd0p Aoywoup).! The apprehension is dim, dark, and
formless, like its object. Nor can such an experience
bring satisfaction. The half-blinded spiritual faculty,
the clouded perception, and the shapeless indeterminate
object all *desire’ to rise together into a clearer light,
where all three will be transformed. From this it might
be inferred that Matter, as an object of thought, is nothing
more than a delusive appearance, which vanishes, as such,
when the Soul is ‘awake.” Plotinus would accept this
statement ; Matter has no reality (ovsia); but the
activity of the irrational Soul which produces these
phantasms is none the less a fact. In denying reality to
Matter, we do not affirm that it is absolutely non-existent.”

Matter in the Spiritual World

(When the Soul is awake, and exercising its proper
activities, it begins to contemplate a yet higher flight
than the knowledge of its own states. It aspires to the
life of Spirit ; and forthwith that which on a lower plane
was Form, becomes now Matter. ‘Soul may in a sense
be called the Matter of Spirit.) Those who wish to find
in Plotinus a dualistic conception of the world will be
puzzled by learning that the same thing may be Form
in relation to that which is below it, and Matter in rela-
tion to that which is above it. And they will ask why we
have so many warnings against ‘ Matter,” if the word
means only the indispensable lower end of each upward
progress, the outside of every inside. Why should we
kick away the ladder by which we have mounted ? The
answer to this question will help us to understand several
difficulties in Plotinus. The Soul, as we shall see in a
later chapter, is a wanderer through all the fields of

! Borrowed from Plato, Timaeus, 52. Matter, strictly, cannot
be known, for if we know it, it is no longer Matter that we know.
Cf. Aristotle, Metaph. 10, 1036 a 8.
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existence. It has its affinities to all the grades of reality
But it has its own proper sphere, just within the confines
of the real or spiritual.? Spirit also, though it may divest
itself of its proper attributes in order to contemplate
Matter, has its own exalted sphere, where it is at home.
So too has Matter its own place at the bottom of the
scale. When Plotinus speaks of Matter, he generally
means that phantasmal abstraction which we have been
discussing, the indefinite and nebulous substratum on
which the Soul in the exercise of its lowest and least
spiritual activities impresscs a vague and fugitive form.
But the word is also used of that which, in any stage,
occupies the same position in relation to that which is
next above it, that Matter, in the world of appearance,
occupies in relation to Form. Plotinus speaks of ‘ what
we incorrectly call reality in the world of sense ’ (7 evravfa
oudwpuos ovaia). He might (though he does not) speak
of 7 éxet omdvvuos UAn. The word Matter is thus used
in more than one sense, and care is needed to consider
the context of passages where it occurs. But if Plotinus
had held the dualistic view about material things which
has been often laid to his charge, he could not have
brought ‘ divine Matter ’ into the world of Spirit.
Plotinus probably got his conception of ‘divine
Matter ’ from Aristotle, who also speaks of voyry UAn.
But Aristotle’s doctrine is different, since he does not
conceive ‘ intelligible Matter ’ as entering into the objects
of pure intuitive reason. His conception resembles Kant’s
doctrine as to the forms of sense. Perceptions, Aristotle
says, are not passive impressions; sense is an activity
which apprehends ‘ sensible Forms,” not ‘ sensible Matter.’
These sensible Forms have an ‘intelligible Matter’
attaching to them, as being images of spatial and tem-
poral objects, not objects of pure thought.2 { Plotinus,
on the other hand, teaches that Matter proceeds from

} 4. 4.2, 7his Yuxiis év olov éoxdrois Tol vonTol Kespdyrs.
* Cf. E. Caird, Evolution of Theology in the Greek Philosophers,
Vol. 1. p. 336.
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the Absolute. ‘The infinite’ (=Matter), he says, ‘is
generated from the infinity or powers or eternity of the
One ; not that there is infinity in the One, but that it is
created by the One.’! The ‘ Matter’ which is created
directly by the Absolute is the substratum of Spirit, the
recipient of its illumination ; and this is hard to distin-
guish from the Universal Soul. Lower kinds of Matter
are created mediately by the Absolute.? ‘ We must not
everywhere despise the indeterminate and formless, if it
gives itself as the subject of higher things; the Soul is
indeterminate with respect to Spirit, which gives it a
better form than its own.’® ‘ Divine Matter ’ shares in
the properties of spiritual life. The Matter of sensible
things is dead, while that of spiritual things, in receiving
the Form which determines it, possesses a spiritual and
determined life. ‘ The Form of sensible things being only
an image (e/dwAov), their Matter is so too. Since the form
of the voyra is real, so is their Matter.” In another
placet he makes Soul the Matter, or the potentiality
(8¢vauts) of spiritual things (voyra). He asks whether,
if there is Matter ‘ Yonder,” we can say that all things
there are évepyelqa, and not dwvauer.) This question leads to
an interesting discussion, in which Plotinus shows that he
is conscious of the difficulty. Even if Matter ‘ Yonder’
is different from Matter ‘ Here below,’ it must (we shall
be told) have the essential nature of Matter. Must we
then admit into the spiritual world the terrestrial triad
of Matter, Form, and the compound of them ? To this
Plotinus answers that Matter ‘ Yonder’ is itself Form,
being in fact Soul. Is it then Form in one aspect and
Matter in another ? For our thinking it is so ; but there
is no real distinction between the Form and the Matter
of a spiritual being ; ‘ the two are one nature.” But, says

12, 4.15.

2 4.8.5. «xal yap 4o’ §s dpxfis kaora, € kal 7& perafd woANd, xat Td
&xara eis abryy dvagéperar. Proclus, however, makes the One act
directly upon Matter. His doctrine is that the higher the principle,
the further down does its power extend.

' 2. 3. 3-5. $ 2. 85 3.
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the objector, the Soul is capable of growth ; it acquires
powers which it had not always; if the Soul, then, is
a spiritual being, must we not admit that there is poten-
tiality (ro duwauet) in the spiritual world ? Not precisely,
because Soul itself is their potency (Suvams). Every
spiritual being is a Form and perfect in itself. That
which is only potential requires some force from outside
to bring it into actuality ; that which is eternal and self-
sufficing is actual (évepyelq).! The Soul in the spiritual
world is in this state; and even in Matter the Soul is
actually (évepyelg) what it is. The Soul therefore is
SUvames rather than Swauer; and it is always evepyeiq.
Can we then say that spiritual things are at once evepyeia
and evepyela ? We must say so, because in the spiritual
world all is awake, and all is life. ‘ The place of spiritual
realities is the place of life, and the principle and source
of the true Soul and Spirit.” The category of l/ife seems
to Plotinus to offer the best solution of the difficulty.
There is no real distinction between Form and Matter
‘Yonder’; but whereas the Soul is capable of real
development, through its own nature, we must, if we
wish to analyse its activities, postulate something in it
which is analogous to Matter in the world of sense.

(In the fourth book he says ‘the activity of man is
directed towards the spiritual world, and he becomes
vorroy, giving himself as Matter for Spirit and Form,
and taking its Form in agcordance with what he sees;
and henceforth he is only dvvaue« himself.’2? The Soul
which constitutes our personality may beccme the Matter
of Spirit. In doing so, Soul, which is essentially true
being or reality (odoia), becomes illuminated reality
(wepwricuern ovsia), in presenting itself passively to
receive what Spirit has to give ; and renouncing its own

t 73 Suwduec may be acted upon by alien forces, by its own inner
nature, or by its desire to rise. 2. 5. 1. Matter never becomes
évépyeia; but that which was (e.g.) a statue Svwdues may becomse
a st:xtue dvepyelq. The fullest discussion is in 2. 5.

4 4 2 ¥
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activity, it is exalted. Every grade of being performs its
highest act in becoming the Matter of the grade above it.
Thus the all-but non-existent Matter at the bottom of
the scale is redeemed in giving itself as the recipient of
Form. In so doing, it is an image of the great self-
surrender whereby the World-Soul receives illumination
from Spirit, and of the ineffable self-surrender by which
Spirit itself awaits the visitation of the Absolute
Godhead.1) ’

Creation of Matlcr

The following passage from the Timaeus of Plato may
be taken as the foundation of the Neoplatonic doctrine
about the creation of the visible world. ‘ Let me tell you
why nature and this universe of things was framed by
him who framed it. God is good; and in a perfectly
good being no envy or jealousy could ever arise. Being
therefore far removed from any such feeling, he desired
that all things should resemble himself as far as possible.
This is the prime cause of the existence of the world of
change, which we shall do well to believe on the testimony
of the wise men of old. God desired that everything
should be good and nothing evil, so far as this could be.
Therefore, finding the visible world not at rest but
moving in a disorderly manner, he brought order out of
disorder, thinking this in every way an improvement.
Now it is impossible that the best of beings should produce
any but the most beautiful of works. The Creator there-
fore took thought and discerned that out of the things
that are by nature visible no work destitute of reason
could be made so fair as that which possessed reason.
He also saw that reason could not dwell in anything
devoid of Soul. This being his thought he put Spirit in
Soul and Soul in Body, that he might be the maker of
the fairest and best of works. Hence we shall probably

1 On the subject of 1 éxei J)y it is interesting to note that Kant
;peaks of ‘ Die transcendentale Materie aller Gegenstande, als Ding an
ich. Compare too the Pauline doctrine of a ‘ spiritual body.'
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be safe in affirming that the universe is a living creature
endowed with Soul and Spirit by the providence of God.?

Plotinus holds that Matter was created, though not.in
time.? It was created ‘of necessity,’ a phrase which
Zeller and others take as excluding any voluntary action
on the part of the Creator.? But Proclus is not deserting
his master when he says that ‘ with God necessity and
will always correspond.”* Matter was created in order
that the will-activities of Soul and Spirit might become
actualities. Was creation ‘ out of nothing,” as Christianity
teaches ? The question has a meaning if creation took
place at a point of time; but this is not the doctrine
of Plotinus. Eternal crcation—creation which had no
date—seems to be only another way of saying that the
world is lower than God and always dependent on Him.
The creation of finite things is going on perpctually ;
there was never a time when God was not creating.
Plato, as we have seen, thinks of God as intervening first
to reduce  irregular and disorderly motion ’ to harmony.
But motion must be motion of something. Eckhart is
in the same difficulty as Plato. He says that there was
no Matter before creation ; but there was ‘ indetermina-
tion’ (Unbestimmtheit). Chaos, then, was not created
by God. This seems to be Plato’s opinion ; and it may,
of course, suggest the hypothesis of some other creative
agent, blind or malevolent. Plato’s disciples differed
as whether their master believed in the eternity of the
world ; Plutarch and Atticus held that he did not,
probably wrongly.® Nor was the school agreed whether

1 Plato, Timaeus, 29, 30. $ 3.2 1.

3 Plato (Timacus, 68) assigns two causes, one ‘ necessary,’ the other
“ divine.” Here ‘ necessity,” as Professor Taylor has pointed out to me,
‘is not the mechanical cause, but rather wlavwpéry airia, what
James Ward calls ‘ contingency in the heart of things.” I do not find
this distinction in Plotinus, and it is repudiated by Proclus.

4 Proclus ¢t Tim. 49. 1) Oela dvdyxn auvrpéyer vy Oelg BovMifoer.
Origen, arguing against dualism, asks how Matter could have been
exactly suited to receive all the forms which God wished it to take, if it
had not been created for the purpose by God Himself (Eusebius,
Praep. Evang. 7, 20).

& Xenocrates and other early Platonists held that the world was
represented as having a beginning in time only for the purpose of
exposition (Si8aoxallas xdpw). Burnet, Greek Philosophers, p. 340.

Here, as in the problem of evil, Platonism seems to have suffered by
not being quite honest with the outside public.
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the Soul of chaos, or what took the place of a Soul (some
olpduros émbuuin) was a passive resister or actively
obstructive. The more dualistic view gained ground till
Plotinus, who rejects it. He repudiates the idea of a
spatial chaos into which the higher principle descends
with its Forms.! But he seems to me to have been almost
afraid to clarify what Plato had left obscure. In one place
he says that Soul could not have ‘ come,” if Matter had
not been there already.? Chaignet finds that Plotinus
contradicts himself here ; and there would be a contra-
diction if the language about Time was meant to be
taken literally. But it is not, either here or in the
opposite statement that °efficient cause must precede
Matter.’”® The higher principle is ‘ before’ the lower ;
but on the other hand the higher principle cannot begin
tqg mould the lower unless it finds something to work upon.
The doctrine of an eternal creation is certainly not free
from difficulties.

The traditional Christian doctrine, developed into a
dogma after the dispute with the Gnostics, was that the
world was created out of nothing by an act of the Divine
will, and in time. Creation out of nothing has been
ignorantly ridiculed, as if it meant that God took some
‘nothing * and made a world out of it. Augustine says
that God made the world because He wished to make
it (quia voluit fecit). He adds, * When we say that He
made it out of nothing, we mean that there was no pre-
existent Matter, unmade by Himself, without which
He could not have made the world.”* Aquinas explains
the orthodox doctrine of creation as follows. ‘Creation
is a production of a thing according to its whole substance,
nothing being presupposed, whether created or un-
created.’® Christian orthodoxy denies (1) the pantheistic
theory that the world is God ; (2) the theory that Matter

16, 8. 11, 2.8 14. 3 2 4.8

4 Augustine, Ad Orosium, 1-2. De Div, Quaest. 83. The statement
of the Epistle to the Hebrews that  things which are seen were not
made of things which do appear,’ is supported by modern science. The
final analysis of the physicist leaves us with an invisible, all-pervading

energy, and an invisible, impalpable medium of expression.
§ Summa, 1. 65. 3.

I.—L
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is uncreated, and that creation consists in shaping it.
The assertion that the creation took place by a free act
of God’s will denies the Hegelian doctrine that the world
is a necessary self-evolution of God. The third statement,
that the world was created in Time, was a stumbling-block
from the first. Origen could not be satisfied with the
beginning of the world in Time, and taught instead that
there is a series of worlds succeeding each other without
beginning and without end. Augustine held that the world
was created not in Time, but with Time ;! and Aquinas
almost implies that he accepts the orthodox doctrine of
creation in Time solely on the authority of the Church.
Scotus Erigena makes creation co-eternal with God, who
is prior to the world only as its cause. ‘ When we hear it
said that God makes all things, we ought to understand
simply that God is in all things; that is, that He sub-
sists as the Being of all things.” Action and Being are in
God the same thing. The world was not made out of
nothing, for it was made out of God. The world is the
thinking out of God’s thoughts. God is the First Cause—
He is Being, Wisdom, and Life. He is the immediate
Creator of the Ideas, which in their turn create the
phenomenal world. But through these the Creator
himself descends to the lowest created things, which all
manifest His eternal power and Godhead. This is very
much like Plotinus; but the Irish philosopher is less
careful than the Neoplatonist to keep the Being of God
unentangled with the world of change. Eckhart teaches
that the Word of God, to whom he gives the attributes
of the Platonic Nous, is the creative principle of the world,
and that He creates from all eternity and constantly.?
‘ We must not suppose that God stood waiting till the

1 See the passage in Confsssions, 11. 30, ending: ‘ Videant itaque
nullum tempus esse posse sine creatura et desinant istam vanitatem
loqui,” in answer to the question, * What was God doing before He made
the world ? *

8 Eckhart, 553. 6. ° Principium in quo Deus creavit caelum et
terram est Nunc simplex aeternitatis, ipsum inquam illud Nunc penitus
in quo Deus est ab aeterno, in quo etiam est, fuit, et erit acternaliter
personarum divinarum emanatio.’
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time came for Him to create the world. He created the
world as soon as He was God, as soon as He begat His
co-eternal Son.’y The Theologia Germanica argues that
God can never have been idle, and that therefore there
can never have been a time when there was no world.
Leibnitz says that God was obliged to create the world,
but that the necessity was a moral one. Hegel, on the
contrary, teaches that it belongs to the essence of God to
create ; He would be imperfect without His world. This
is not the view of Plotinus, who is entirely free from a
doctrine which would in a sense subordinate God to the
category of Time. He says indeed that the world was
necessary for the manifestation of the Divine thought and
will ; but the necessity proceeds from God’s eternal per-
fection, not from His supposed temporal imperfection. )
« Proclus is more emphatic in rejecting the dualistic
interpretation of the nature of Matter. Matter, he says,
cannot struggle against the Good, since it cannot act in
any way. It is not disordered movement; for move-
ment implies force, and Matter has none. It is not the
evil principle, since it is an essential part of the com-
position of the world, and is derived from the One. It
is not ‘ necessity,” though it is necessary. What then is
it? Take away order from everything that is orderly,
and what remains is Matter. It is that which, if it had
any active power, which it has not, would produce
disintegration in that which is integrated, disconnexion
in that which is connected. It isin a word that which is
no thing, though not absolutely nothing ; it is a ‘ true
lie.)1

Value of Plotinus’ doctrine of Matter

When Plotinus shows that to strip an object of its
qualities, its values, its meaning in a moral and spiritual
scheme, and its &sthetic properties, is the way to reduce it
to all-but nothing, he gives us a refutation of materialism,

1 Proclus, Comm. {8 Alcéb, 2. 219, 251, Bouillet, Vol. L. p. 485
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which is still valuable. He reminds us that the universe
as conceived by naturalism owes far more to the mind
of the observer than the naturalist is willing to admit.
The naturalist is not, as he supposes, describing what he
sees; he is interpreting it. He is translating sensuous
impressions into the language of human thought. With-
out this labour of the mind there would no doubt be
something left, but certainly not a world. The world
as known to science is an abstract view of the real or
spiritual world. It is a synthesis based on the ‘ laws of
nature,” externalised by the imagination as if they
existed independently of the mind. In constructing this
world, the mind deliberately inhibits all qualitative
judgments, and treats reality as something measurable
and ponderable. Even so, it imports a great deal which
does not belong to Matter, and which is certainly not
perceived by the senses. Materialism would have to
commit suicide as a theory long before it came down to
the atoms or electrons in motion with which it professes
to deal. We shall see later that this argument by no
means carries with it a distrust of the truths which
natural science can teach us.

But we are still unsatisfied. The Platonic schools were
not thoroughly honest in dealing with the problem of
evil. Origen accuses Celsus of giving an explanation
which he knows to be unsatisfactory. ‘Celsus in the
next place, as if he were able to tell certain secrets con-
cerning the origin of evil, but chose rather to keep silence
and say only what was suitable for the multitude, con-
tinues as follows : ““Itis sufficient to say to the multitude
that evil does not proceed from God but cleaves to
Matter and dwells among mortal things.” It is true that
evils do not proceed from God; but to maintain that
Matter, dwelling among mortal things, is the cause of
evil is in our opinion untrue. For it is the mind of each
individual which is the cause of the evil which arises in
him, and this is Evil (r6 xaxdv) ; the actions which pro-
ceed from it are wicked; and strictly speaking there
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is nothing else, in our view, which is evil.’? Origen is
not alone in bringing this charge against the Platonists
and Pythagoreans. Simplicius quotes from Eudorus :
‘according to their highest teaching, we must say that
the Pythagoreans hold the One to be the principle of all
things; according to a secondary teaching (Sedrepos
Adyos) they hold that there are two principles of created
things, the One and the nature opposed to it.’? After
such testimony we can hardly doubt that some at least
of the Platonists and Pythagoreans taught, as a popular
doctrine, a metaphysical dualism which they did not
believe themselves. They have paid dearly for it. I am,
however, disposed to think that this ‘ secondary doctrine ’
was retained in popular lecturing, not so much from
want of candour (for what had they to gain by it ?) but
from reverence for Plato, who in some of his most eloquent
passages had described the heavy weight which lies
upon the Soul while it is enclosed in this muddy vesture
of decay. Philo and Plutarch are quoted as exponents
of the ‘ secondary doctrine.” But Philo makes it clear
that if Matter is associated with evil, it is not because it
is corporeal, but because it is a state of flux and change.?
This is a most important doctrine, which is the key to
much that is hard to understand in Platonism. For a
Greek, the nature of God means, specifically, immortality.
The gods are deathless and changeless; the greatest of
evils in this world is that all things change, decay, and
die. Therefore, says Philo, it is not possible, while
dwelling in the mortal body, to have communion with
God.* This is why philosophers seek to die to the flesh
while they are yet alive ; their object is ‘ to participate
in the incorporeal and incorruptible life with him who
is unbegotten and incorruptible.’® The body is a dead
weight, not because it is material, but because it is perish-
able. Philo in other places teaches that the mind alone

1 QOrigen against Celsus, Bk. 4. 66.

2 Simplicius, Phys. 181,

3 Drummond, Philo Judaeus, Vol. 2, p. 296 sq.
¢ Philo, Leg. AU. 3. 14. b Gigant. 3.
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is the abode of virtue and vice ; the principle of moral
evil is in the falsc relation which the Soul assumes to the
body. False opinions (avarice, ambition, etc.) are further
from Soul than the body is. The body, after all, was
made by God, to manifest His glory. He also speaks of
psychical but irrational Powers, which lead men to ruin.
Vice is a kind of higher ignorance, the penalty of a mis-
directed will. Plutarch also does not really make Matter
the principle of evil. ‘ We must conceive of Matter as
having a share of the primal God, and as united to Him
by love of the goodness and beauty which surround Him.
Matter dcsires God, and is ever in His presence, and is
filled with the most powerful and purest parts of Him.?
For him the principle of evil is not Matter, but the evil
World-Soul.

These writers seem to have grasped, perhaps more
closely than Plotinus himself, the truth that the Soul can
fight its battles only on its own ground. Its enemies
must themselves be psychic ; corporeity, as such, cannot
be a real obstacle to the flight of the Soul towards God.
When he says that evil is an essential property of the
corporeal, and only an accidental property of the psychi-
cal,2 he is at least liable to misinterpretation. The radical
optimism of his philosophy makes him reluctant to give
evil any footing within the world of reality, which is
eternal ; in the flux of Matter he found a kind of symbol
of reality in a state of complete disintegration. It is the
symbol of the indeterminate and dark, and these qualities
are evil. Whatever is material (or rather, transient and
changeable), is not yet what it ought to be. It embodies
the subordinate pessimism which results from a radical
optimism, since each concrete fact or phenomenon is
condemned by reference to a standard of perfection.
We may contrast with this philosophy the attitude of
writers like Robert Browning, who, being intellectually
a pessimist, will not allow us to disparage the world of
will and striving.

1 Plutarch, De Is{d. et Osér, 58. 11.8 3
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The World of Appearance (kdopos alafnyrds)

‘ Natural phenomena,” says Berkeley in the Sirss,
an essay which illustrates several points in Plotinus,
‘are only natural appearances. They are such as we
perceive them—passive, fluent, changing. The mind
takes her first flight and spring by resting on these
objects ; and therefore they are not only first considered
by all men, but most considered by most men. They
and the phantoms that result from these appearances—
the children of imagination grafted upon sense—are
thought by many the very first in existence and reality.’
When Berkeley tells us that natural phenomena are
such as we perceive them, he means no more than
Mr. Bosanquet,! when he says, ‘ Everything is real, so
lopg as you do not take it for more than it is.” The world
of appearance may be regarded either as the real, the
spiritual world, dimly seen by an imperfect instrument
and through a distorting medium, or as an actual but
imperfect copy of the perfect archetype. The real-
idealism of Plotinus holds these two views together. An
imperfect world and an imperfect vision of the world
reciprocally imply each other. ‘A feeble contemplation
makes a feeble object of contemplation.’2 The world of
appearance differs from its archetype in presenting us with
a diversity which exists by the side of unity, unreconciled
by it (év xal moAAd), instead of the complex or concrete
unity (mAjfos év) of Spirit; with mutual exclusion as
the mark of differentiation, instead of the mutual inclu-
sion or compenetration which exists in the spiritual
world ; with strife and opposition in the place of har-
mony ;® with time in the place of eternity; with per-
petual flux and change in the place of the unchanging
activity of Spirit.

osanquet, Principle of Individuality and Value, p. 240.
8. 4.
2. 3; and especxally 6. 3. 2, where the contrast between real

1 B
3.
3 3.
being and 7 dradba dudvvpos odola is drawn out in detail.
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Although reality is not, as Aristotle thought, a mixture
of Form and Matter, these ingredients may be said to
constitute what we erroneously call the reality (5 spdvvpos
odoia) of the world of appearance. ‘Quality’ is the
" manner in which reality plays upon the surface of things.1
It is that which affirms itself as the attribute of a subject
other than itself. It is only an appearance of reality,
which is itself independent and non-contingent. Thus
Plotinus seeks to overcome not only Stoic and Epicurean
naturalism, but Aristotelian pluralism. The Form (ef8os)
in ‘ sensible reality ’ (alofnry) odola) is without activity
and therefore unreal; and its Matter too is unreal.
‘ Sensible reality ’ is at best only a sharer in true reality.?
The sensible world is a reflexion of the spiritual world in
the mirror of Matter.®

The knowledge which we have of this half-real world
is a kind of half-knowledge. Plotinus calls it opinion
(86¢a), following Plato. Opinion is abstract or unsyste-
matised knowledge of the sensible world. As Aristotle
says, it accompanies sensation or comes from sensation.4

Modern science is well aware that the world with
which it deals is a mental construction from very imper-
fect knowledge. The visible spectrum occupies only 4%
of the known range of ethereal vibrations. We only see
that small fraction of the colours which eyes differently
constructed might see. The same is true of sound. We
hear over a range of about eleven octaves, but physicists
assure us that there must be thousands of octaves.® Our
mental picture of the world is like that which would be
conveyed to an audience by a musician who played on
a piano, of which all but half a dozen notes were dumb.
If that audience got any notion of a tune, the tune would
be largely the work of their own imagination, and would

12, 6. 1-3. t6.3; 6.8,
3 Qutward perception (4 alofnois 1) éfw) is only an image of the
perception proper to the Soul. The Soul does not perceive ra alafyrd,

" but their forms, which are 789 voyrd. In contemplating these forms,

the Soul exercises diavola:, 86¢ar, vorfoess, &vba 8% fueis pdhora.
¢ Aristotle, De Anima, 3. 3.
§ Simpson, The Spiritual Interpyetation of Nature, p. 17,
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be very unlike the tune composed by Mozart or Beethoven.
In these circumstances, science aims at consistency rather
than completeness.

Nature ($vots)

The conception of Nature which has come down to us
from Greek philosophy has had such an important influ-
ence upon human thought down to the present time that
a few preliminary remarks upon the use of the term before
Plotinus will not be out of place. The early cosmologists
made ‘ Nature’ the object of their speculations, and by
Nature they meant the primary substance—that which
Aristotle called dpy . If we ask how they came to
apply a word which means ‘ growth’ 1 to the first principle
of the universe, the answer is not easy to find. They all,
including Thales, held that in some sense ‘ the All has
Soul.” The gods were the departmental powers who were
in charge of the elements. According to Herodotus,?
they only acquired names and personal attributes by
degrees. Behind the gods was Moira—impersonal and
unalterable Law. The philosophers tended to exalt
Moira and to disregard the personal gods—in other
words they favoured naturalism against supernaturalism.
But they were far from regarding the Law of Nature as
non-moral. In all early societies the customary ¢s the
moral. There was, for these early thinkers, a complete
solidarity between the sacred traditions of human society
and the order of the world generally. The ‘ Nature’
which is the sanction of both alike is a metaphysical
entjty, a substance which is also Soul and God. The
Milesians no doubt tended to think of this living sub-
stance as a subtle and attenuated Matter—a kind of

1 We must remember that the Atomists called the atoms ¢do:s ;
the word does not seem to have suggested to them the idea of ‘ growth.’
Burnet, Greek Philosophy, p. 27.

! Herodotus, 2. 52.
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materialism which has proved very hard to kill. But
Aristotle seems to ‘have overemphasised this side of
Ionian thought. Nature, we must remember, was
‘alive’ and ‘ full of gods.” The Ionians regarded Nature
as Soul-substancc even when they identified it with one
or other of the ‘ four elements.’

But as soon as the Greeks began to treat natural
science as a special study,! the old hylozoism fell to pieces.
The rcligious and metaphysical elements? in the idea of
Nature werc allowed to fade, and a picture of the world
was constructed which showed only Space filled by
Matter, or, as Leucippus was the first to teach, Matter and
a Vacuum. The only divine attribute which was left
to Nature was unchangeableness ; the only vital attribute
was motion in Space. Thus arose the philosophy of the
Atomists. Empedocles has naot reached the Atomist
position. He denies that there is such a principle as
Nature (¢vows); there is, he ‘says, only a continual
aggregation and dissolution of compounds, and this is
what men call Nature. But though he thus strips Nature
of creative activity, he ascribes a kind of vital force to
his two principles of Love and Strife, which ‘make
the world go round’ by their interplay of attraction
and repulsion. Anaxagoras is still more emphatic in
denying that there is any évolution créatrice at work in
the world. With Leucippus and Dentocritus we come
to real Atomism, and Nature as an intelligent principle
disappears. Thus the scientific and the spiritualistic
tendencies in Greek thought fell completely apart. The
mystics emphasised the community of life in all Nature,
and sometimes, like the Indians, condemned the taking
of animal life for food, on this ground. Heracleitus
identifies Nature with justice, law, and reason, and bids

1 Burnet has shown that the Ionian ¢uvoixol were real men of
science, and that their errors were due rather to scantiness of data

than to false method.
2 We must however remember, in the case of the early philosophers

whose works are lost, that the Greeks had an inveterate tendency to
read later ideas into writings of the ‘ blessed ancients.’
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us remember that it admits of no ‘ private interpretation,’
but is the source of true wisdom for all alike. But it is
not till later that we find the fruitful conception that the
life of Nature is essentially an aspiration towards higher
forms of activity, an upward striving, a doctrine which
dominates all the thought of Plotinus on this subject.

i In the Enneads the sensible world is the creation of the
Universal Soul, through the medium of Nature which is
its moving power. Nature is the active faculty of the
World-Soul, its outer life, the expansion of its energy,
that without which it would be shut up in itself, mute
and inactive. On the other hand Nature is the activity
of Matter ; it is that which, added to Matter, gives it its
substantiality, and without which Matter is a mere
abstraction or nonentity. Nature is ‘a sleeping Spirit’
(ein schlafender Geist), as Schelling says. It is the lowest
of the spiritual existences.! All its activity comes from
Soul ; it is itself unconscious, but casts upon Matter a
reflexion of the forms which it has received from above.
Thus Plotinus concedes reality or spiritual existence to
‘Nature,” though not to the material bodies which
receive, through Nature, the impressions of the World-
Soul. ‘ All that is below Nature is but a copy of reality.’
The four elements are said to be the direct product of
Nature. The thoughts of the Soul are not ideas but
creative powers (Adyor). These Adyor, however, are
traced back directly to Spirit. ‘Spirit,” he says,? ‘ giving
part of itself to Matter, made all things, remaining itself
in peace and at rest; this is the creative power that
flows out of Spirit. That which flows out of Spirit is
creative power, and it flows continually, as long as Spirit
is present in real existences’ (i.e. until we reach the limit
which divides real existence from appearance). This
Adyos is elsewhere defined as ‘ neither spiritual percep-

1 4. 4. 13. Nature is fewpla, Gccbpyua, and Adyos; and its elva: is

woudy. It is & Yux), yémpa Puxils mporépas duvvardrepor {doms . . .
sovx &v éavri Oewplay &xovoa od @pds té dvw o003’ ad mpds 7o Kdrew.

3. 8. 4.
2 3.2, 2
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tion nor vision, but a power that acts upon Matter, not
knowing but only doing.’t} It is very difficult to find
an English equivalent for Adyos. Sometimes * creative
power ' conveys the sense, sometimes one is tempted to
translate it by ‘reason’ or ‘ meaning.” It{{s that which,
proceeding from Spirit, either directly or through the
medium of the World-Soul, and identical in its nature
with Soul,? conveys the energy of Spirit and Soul into
Matter. And that which proceeds from Soul to irradiate
Matter is Nature.®.

But the most illuminating passage on Nature is in the
eighth book of the Third Ennead, which is one of the
finest and most characteristic parts of the whole work.
I give it in extenso.

‘If, before embarking on the serious discussion of
Nature, we were to say, speaking lightly, that all living
beings, not only rational but irrational, and all vegetables
and the earth which produces them, aspire to contempla-
tion and look to this end, and attain to it as far as in
them lies; and that some of them arrive truly at contem-
plation, while others achieve only a reflexion and image
of it, would anyone accept so parodoxical a statement ?
But now that we are discussing the matter among our-
selves,* there is no objection to our maintaining this
paradox in play. Are not we ourselves contemplating
while thus playing ? And not ourselves only, but all
who play, are not they doing the same and aspiring to
contemplation ? One might say that the child at play,
as well as the man in earnest, has the same end, to arrive
at contemplation ; 5 and that all action earnestly aims

1 2.3.17. Cf.too dpx7 ofv Ayos xal wavra Adyos. 3. 2. 15; and even
6 7o mavrds vépos. 3. 2. 4.

: ol Aéyos wdvres Yuxal. 3. 2. 18.

¢ ’i‘lnss ;)Z.‘ssage shows that we have Plotinus’ lecture-notes rather
than a work written for publication.

8 Compare Findlay, The School, p. 85. ‘To play is to image an
activity and act out the image, instead of merely displaying immediate
impulse in response to stimulus. . . . All the child’s actionsare directed

to the learning of facts, to a better estimate of values, and play is the
process by which he attempts to relate these to himself.*
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at contemplation. Necessary action turns contemplation
chiefly towards external things; that which is called
free does this less, but itself tbo exists through desire of
contemplation. But we will deal with this subject later.
Let us begin by explaining what kind of contemplation
may be attributed to the earth, to trees and plants,
and how we can ascribe the products and progeny of
the earth to the activity of contemplation; how, in a
word, Nature, which is regarded as void of reason and
imagination, has a power of contemplation in itsclf and
produces all its works in virtue of a power of contempla-
tion which, strictly speaking, it does not possess.

‘ Nature evidently has neither fcet nor hands, nor any
artificial or natural instrument. It only needs Matter,
on which it works, and to which it gives a Form. The
works of Nature are not produced by any mechanical
operation. It is not by impulsion, nor by levers and
machines that it produces the various colours and forms
of objects. Even workers in wax, whose mode of working
is often compared with that of Nature, can only give to
the objects which they make colours which they bring
from elsewhere. We must also remark that these crafts-
men have in them a power which remains unmoved, in
virtue of which alone they manufacture their works. In
the same way there is in Nature a power which remains
unmoved, but needs no assistance of hands. This power
remains entirely unmoved ; it does not need some parts
which move and others which do not move. Matter alone
is moved ; the formative power does not move at all.
If the formative power were moved, it would not be the
first mover ; the first mover would then not be Nature,
but that which would be immovable in the whole. No
doubt, it may be said, the seminal Reason! is immovable ;
but Nature is distinct from Reason, and does move. { But
if we speak of Nature in its entirety, we include Reason.

1 Myo. omepparixol. This famous Stoical term is defined by
Marcus Aurelius (9. 1) as ‘certain germs of future existences, endowed
with productive capacities of realisation, change, and phenomenal
succession.’ See Davidson, T/a Stoic Creed, p. 88.
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If any part of it is immovable, that part will be Reason.
Nature must be a form, not a composite of matter and
form. . . . In animals and plants, it is the Reasons
which produce; Nature is a Reason which produces
another Reason, which is its offspring and that on which
it works, while remaining itself. The Reason which con-
sists in the visible form holds the last rank ; it is dead
and cannot produce yet another Reason. The living
Reason, being brother of the Reason which produced the
visible form, and possessing the same form as that Reason,
produces alone in the created being.

‘ How then can Nature produce, and, so producing, to
what contemplation can it attain? Since it produces
while remaining immovable in itself, and is a Reason, it
must itself be a contemplation.} Every action is produced
according to a Reason, and in consequence differs from
it. Reason assists and presides over action, and in conse-
quence is not itself action. Since then it is not action, it
must be contemplation. In every chain of reasoning,
the last link proceeds from contemplation, and is contem-
plation in the sense that it has been contemplated. As
for the previous link, this may be not Nature but Soul,
or again it may be in Nature and be Nature.

‘ Does Reason considered as Nature proceed from con-
templation ? Certainly ; but has it not also contem-
plated itself ? For it is the product of contemplation and
of a contemplator. How does it contemplate itself ?
It has not that kind of contemplation which comes from
discursive consideration of what one has. How comes it
that being a living Reason, a productive power, it does
not consider what it has in itself ? It is that one only so
considers what one has not got yet. Now, as Nature does
possess, it produces because it possesses. To be what
it is and to produce what it produces are for Nature
the same thing. It is contemplation and the object con-
templated because it is Reason. Being contemplation,
the object contemplated, and Reason, it produces in
virtue of being these things. Production then has been
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proved to be contemplation ; for it is the result of the
contemplation, which remains unmovable, which does
nothing but contemplate, and which produces in virtue of
being contemplation.

{ If anyone were to demand of Nature why it produces,
it would answer, if it were willing to listen and speak:
“ You should not ask questions, but understand, keeping
silence as I keep silence; for I am not in the habit of
talking.! What ought you to understand ? In the first
place, that which is produced is the work of my silent
contemplation, a contemplation produced by my nature ;
for being born myself of contemplation, I am naturally
contemplative ; and that which contemplates in me
produces an object of contemplation, as geometers
describe figures while contemplating. I, however, do
nqt describe figures, but while I contemplate I let fall,
as it were, the lines which mark the forms of bodies.
I preserve the disposition of my mother and of the
principles which produced me.2 These too were born of
contemplation ; and I was born in the same way. They
produced me without acting, by virtue of being more
potent reasons and contemplating themselves.” What do
these words mean ? That Nature is a Soul engendered by
a superior Soul which possesses a more powerful life, and
that its silent contemplation is contained in itself, without
inclining either to what is above or to what is beneath
itself. Remaining in its essence, in its own stability and
self-consciousness, it beheld, by this understanding and
self-consciousness, that which is below itself, so far as
this is possible, and without seeking further produced
a brilliant and pleasing object of contemplation. And
if anyone wishes to attribute to Nature a kind of under-
standing or sensation, these will only resemble the know-
ledge and sensation which we attribute to other things

1 So Walt Whitman says, ‘ The elemental laws never apologise.’
George Meredith frequently inculcates the same lesson in his poems,
And compare the fine line :

dmavra auy@v ¢ Oeds éfepydleras. .
8 These are the Universal Soul and the creative Logoi
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as those of a man asleep resemble those of a man awake.?
For Nature contemplates its object peaceably, an object
born of itself from the fact of its abiding in and with itself,
and of its being itself an object of contemplation—a con-
templation silent, but feeble. For there is another power
which contemplates more clearly; Nature is only the
image of a higher contemplation. For this reason that
which it produces is altogether weak, because a weak
contemplation engenders a weak object.) So there are
men who are too feeble for contemplation, and who find
in action a shadow of contemplation and Reason. Being
unable to raise themselves to contemplation, from the
weakness of their Soul, unable to behold spiritual reality
and fill themselves with it, but desiring to see it they are
driven to action, that they may see that which they could
not see with the spiritual eye.2 Thus, when men act,
they wish to see reality themselves, and they wish others
also to contemplate and perceive it, when their object is,
as far as possible, expressed in action. We shall every-
where find production and action to be either a weakness
of contemplation or an accompaniment of it; a weak-
ness, if, after having acted, we have nothing further ;
an accompaniment, if after the action we can contemplate
something better than what we have produced.? Who that
is able to contemplate the reality would prefer to go to the
image of the real? A proof is afforded by the fact that
the less intelligent children, who are incapable of theoretic
knowledge, turn to the practice of manual crafts.’s

1 ‘ Sensation,’ he says elsewhere (3. 6. 6), ‘ is the dream of the soul.’
When the soul awakes, it separates itself from the body.

? For the majority of mankind the way to spiritual vision lies
through outward activity, undertaken without any clear perception
of the spiritual principles which are implied by it. The spiritually
enlightened man is not less active, but his activity flows almost
unconsciously from his ‘ contemplation.” Cf. 1. 5. 10.

3 This seems to be quite true. A product of human fabear, in
which the spirit and intellect have no share, is a pale copy of reality ;
while a work of genius appears to be thrown off from the mental and
spiritual life of its author, rather than to be the direct object of his
deliberate activity.

¢ This disparagement of skilled handicraft is a well-known weakness
not only of Platonism, but of Greek thought generally.
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Plotinus proceeds to show how contemplation is the
source of life in the higher regions of Soul and Spirit.
“ All life,” he says, ‘is a kind of spiritual vision.’* He
affects to speak in jest about the contemplative aspira-
tions of the lower kinds of life ; but he is really in earnest.
Aristotle (more definitely than Plato) had expressed the
same opinion. Every natural thing, he holds, in its own
way longs for the Divine and desires to share in the
Divine life as far as it can.? ‘ The Good moves the whole
world because it is loved.” This is to admit a principle
of movement and progress in Nature.? Wordsworth too
cherished the  faith that every flower enjoys the air it
breathes.” There is an unbroken chain from the highest
order of creation to the lowest. Soul, in the very act of
turning towards the source of its own life, creates a
fainter image of that life—a grade inferior to its own,
but a true if indistinct copy of the radiant existences in
which God beholds His own glory. Thus the natural
world, which we see with our eyes, is spiritual throughout
and instinct with life, though its life may seem to sleep,
and though its spiritual characters are faint and hard to
trace. In looking for them, we make as well as find
them.* The Soul that understands Nature is continuous
and homogeneous with the Soul that creates it. And
we understand Nature best by looking above what is
merely presented to our senses. We are to do what, in
fact, both men of science and poets do, in their different
ways. We are to seek for the vital laws, the Adyoi, which
give a meaning to phenomena. These laws may be
scientific, or ®sthetic, or moral. In each case it is by
studying them that we understand the place which par-
ticular phenomena hold in the whole economy. The
downward look which Plotinus deprecates is not the

1 3 De Anima, 2. 4. 415; Metaph. 10.

s Cf Miss Stawell’s Essay in Marvin, Progress and History, p. 58.

¢ Professor A, E. Taylor (Elements of Metaphysics, p. 242) argues
cogently that the Kantian distinction between what is ‘ given’ and
‘the work of the mind,’” is untenable. No such dualism is to be
found in Plotinus,

IL.—M
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reverent and intelligent scrutiny of the scientist, the
artist, or the poct ; but interest in sensuous particulars
for their own sake, as vehicles of vbluptuous sensation
or animal gratification.

*  Nature is the rational and therefore unvarying expres-
sion of a perfect intelligence.r Footprints (Ixvg) of the
Universal Soul can be traced in bodies.? ; It follows that
the scientific view of the world is reality, not merely
appearance. Only we must not make the mistake of
supposing that the phenomenal world is real apart from
the Soul that perceives it, or that the Soul registers
passively a kingdom of facts external to itself. The
world of the scientist is demonstrably spiritual, not
material. What is real in it is not the aggregation of
ponderable matter, but the laws which Soul both makes
and finds there. :

Natural science limits itself to the relations of visible
and ponderable things, interpreted by Soul. It endeavours
to understand the ‘order and limitation’ (rdéws and
mépas) which the World-Soul has impressed on the
spatial and temporal world. But for Plotinus it is incon-
ceivable that the laws of Nature should be alien or
contrary to the laws of Spirit. They ‘imitate ’ them, and
express them in their own way. As Malebranche says:
‘Il n’y a pas d’autre nature, je veux dire d’autres lois
naturelles, que les volontés efficaces du tout-puissant.’®

Extenston

. {The ground-form of all appearance is Extension (7dwos).
Extension is the necessary form which results from the
inability of Matter to receive all forms without dividing
and separating them.* Mutual externality is the con-
dition of things in the world of sense, as mutual inclusion
on compenetration is the character of the spiritual world.

1 Whittaker, The Neoplatonists, p. 91. 12 30
* Quoted by Ward, The Realm of Ends, p. 351.
4 3.6.18; 4.2. 1,
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Space implies limit (mépas); the purely indeterminate
and infinite (dmepov) iz spaceless; extension is given
to it by Soul;

There is no such thing as empty space. Thisis also the
doctrine of Leibnitz, who says, ‘If there were no
creatures, there would be neither time nor place, and in
consequence no actual space.” We must remember that
empty space is not the same as physical vacuum. What
physicists call a vacuum is simply a space in which there
is no matter of the kind with which they are dealing.
Strictly, I suppose, there is no such thing as a real vacuum
in nature; the hypothetical ethcr, whatever propertics
it may possess or lack, must in some sort fill space. But
‘ empty space,’ regarded as a blank sheet on which forms
may be subsequently drawn, seems to be an illusion
arising from the abstract conception of objects as dif-
ferentiated only by local position 2

If Space were real, externality would be an ultimate
fact, for space is the form of externality.? Also, objects
in a real space would be unrelated to each other, for they
could not affect each other internally without over-
lapping. Two parts of one space cannot penetrate each
other.# But in reality there are no merely external
relations. ‘ The merely external is our ignorance set up
as reality.”® In the spiritual world, which is the fully real
world, there are no spatial partitions, and no obstacles
to the free intermingling of existences which are inwardly
in harmony with each other.

(The space which we think of as containing the physical
order is conceptual, not perceptual ; and so are all divi-
sions of space, which, as Plotinus would say, are  limits ’
imposed on matter by Soul. Perceptual space is con-
tinuous. Even percepts of space are never merely quanti-

1 Letters to Clayke, I11.

3 Taylor, Elements of Metaphysics, p. 249.

? 4.2.1.

¢ On this difficult point, cf. Bradley, Appearance and Reality,

. 288~-9.
PP Bradley, p. 577
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&
tative, since they involve form, which is qualitative. And

it is probable that our perceptions of space are always
determined by reference to our own spatial position. The
above statements apply also, mutatis mulandis, to time.
That neither can be more than an appearance of reality
is argued with great force by Professor Taylor, in the
following paragraph.!

‘ An all-comprehensive expericnce cannot apprehend
the dctail of existence under the forms of space and
time for the following reason. Such an experience could
be neither of space and time as we perceive them, nor of
space and time as we conceptually reconstruct them. It
would not be of perceptual space and time, because the
whole character of our perceptual spaceand time depends
upon the very imperfections and limitations which make
our experience fragmentary and imperfect. ( Perceptual
space and time are for me what they are, because I see
them, so to say, in perspective from the special stand-
point of my own particular here and now. If that
standpoint were altered, my whole outlook on the space
and time order would suffer change. But the Absolute
cannot look at the space and time order from the stand-
point of my here and now.) For it is the finitude of my
interests and purposes which confine me in my outlook to

this here and now. If my interests . . . were coextensive
with the life of the whole, every place and every time
would be my here and now. . . . Hence the absolute

experience, being free from the limitations of interest
which condition the finite experiences, cannot see the
order of existence from the special standpoint of any of
them, and therefore cannot apprehend it under the guise
of the perceptual space and time system.

‘Again, it cannot apprehend existence under the
forms of space and time as we conceptually reconstruct
them. For reality, for the absolute experience, must

1 Elements of Metaphysics, p. z54~5. I am not sure that the dis-
tinction between perceptual and conceptual Space is not over-empha-
sised in the passage quoted.
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be a complete individual whole, with the ground of all
its differentiations within itsclf. But conceptual space
and time are constructed by deliberate abstraction from
the relation to immediate experience implied in all
individuality, and consequently they contain no real
principle of internal distinction, their constituent terms
being all exactly alike and indistinguishable. In short,
if the perceptual time and place systems of our concrete
experience represent individual but imperfect and finite
points of view, the conceptual space and time of our
scientific construction represents the mere abstract
possibility of a finite point of view; neither gives a
point of view both individual and infinite, and neither
therefore can be the point of view of an infinite experience.
‘An absolute experience must be out of time and out
of space, in the sense that its contents are not appre-
hended in the form of the spatial and temporal series,
but in some other way. Space and time then must be
the phenomenal appearance of a higher reality which is
spaccless and timeless.’)

This argument, which could not be shortened, belongs
to a maturer stage of metaphysical analysis than the
Enneads of Plotinus. But the conclusion at any rate is
the same. Space is only appearance. But of what is it
the appearance ? Kant, as is well known, taught that
Space is only a form of perception, and added that
there can be no comparison between the space-world
and the world of real existence. The latter statement
does not follow from the former, and Plotinus would not
have accepted it. Forms must be suitable to that which
they represent. It is reasonable to suppose that there
are real relations between things, which are reflected in
corresponding forms of spatial relation. The belief that
‘ the invisible things of God are clearly seen, being under-
stood by the things that are made,” is fundamental for
Platonism. What then are the ideas which we learn from
our experience of Space ? Leibnitz was no doubt right
in calling it ‘an order of coexistence.” But this does
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not exhaust the idea of Space. It is also the form by
which we recognise the relations of whole and part, and
of near and far. The former of these, which shows us
‘wheels within wheels,” is as important as coexistence,
and without Space we could not conccive of this relation.
Further, the incompenetrability of objects in space must
stand for something in the real world, though it does not
hold good for spiritual existences. It is mainly Space,
perhaps, which assures us of our individuality. Again,
we can hardly draw comparisons without using spatial
images. All plurality must be distributed in Space, all
unity must be fenced off by boundary-lines, if we wish
to make unity and plurality clear to the mind. Words
like ‘ content,” and many others, show how little we can
dispense with spatial images, which, as Bergson has
shown, unconsciously mould our thought about Time
also.

{ The external world, as viewed spatially, has much to
teach us about ultimate truth. Plotinus insists especially
on the attributes of order and limitation (rd£s and mépas)
which the observation of Nature proves to be products of
the Divine mindy Modern science has added the wondrous
contrast of the immeasurably great and the immeasur-
ably small, and by proving the immense prodigality of
nature in achieving her ends has perhaps given an indi-
cation which may help us in dealing with the problem of
evil—namely, that the Creator, having all infinity and
all eternity to work in, may be as prodigal of values as
He is of existences. Plotinus is also too good a Platonist
to disparage the reflexions of the Divine beauty which we
find in the visible world. His quarrel with the Gnostics
is mainly on this ground. They see no value in the
beautiful world, forgetting that the Soul beholds genuine
reflexions of Spirit in Nature. ¢ The world which they
ignorantly despise is created by Soul after the pattern
of Spirit ; in the mirror of Matter it reflects the realities
of the eternal world. ‘All things that are Yonder are
also Here.’)
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Spatial ideas, as Hoffding says,! are our clearest ideas.
But they are also our poorest ideas. The narrow frame in
which primitive religious thought sets the world-picture
ensures clearness and definiteness. But with the advance
of culture there is a growing dislike to give the Deity a
local habitation. ‘ However short the distance between
heaven and earth is conceived to be, it is all too wide
for religious needs. The Deity must stand in a far closer
relation to man than is consistent with localisation in a
particular place.”2 When once the idea of the omni-
presence of God has begun to occupy men’s thoughts, it
becomes apparent that expressions like ‘higher’ and
‘lower,” ‘ here * and ‘ yonder ’ have only a metaphorical
meaning. Plato clearly sees that we are no nearer heaven
by gazing at the sky. ‘Those who elevate astronomy
into philosophy,” Socrates says, ‘ appear to me to make
us look downwards rather than upwards. In my opinion,
that knowledge only which is of Being and the unseen
can make a soul look upwards, and whether a man gapes
at the heavens or blinks on the ground, seeking to learn
some particular of sense, I would deny that he can learn,
since nothing of that kind is matter of science ; his soul
is looking downwards, not upwards, whether his way to
knowledge is by water or by land, whether he floats or
lies on his back.”® Thus philosophy in the fourth century
before Christ had already condemned the popular re-
ligious picture of the world as a building in three storeys.
But the clearness and definiteness of the old picture

1 Héffiding, Philosophy of Religion, p. 42 sq. I should rather say
that they provide our clearest images.

2 1d., p. 44.

3 Plato, Republic, Bk. VIL. p. 529. There is a good parallel in the
charming little book called The Cloud of Unknowing, a medieval
mystical treatise (pp. 265, 268). ‘ Time, place, and body—these three
should be forgotten in all ghostly working. And therefore be wary
in this work, that thou take none ensample at the bodily ascension
of Christ for to strain thine imagination in the time of thy prayer
bodily upwards as thou wouldest climb above the moon. For it
should on nowise be so, ghostly. . . . For heaven ghostly is as nigh
down as up, and up as down, behind as before, before as behind, on

one side as another. Inasmuch that whoso had a true desire to be in
heaven, then that same time he were in heaven ghostly.’



168 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

gave it a high religious value, and in the early Church
there was a reaction towards the idea of a spatial heaven,
the residence of God. How far the popular Christian
theology is still shaped by this picture, is obvious to all.
Augustine regarded it as a happy discovery (which he
learned from the Platonists) that he could be a Christian
without believing in a local heaven and a material God.
The Christian God, he had now learncd, is ubique totus, et
nusquam locorum. The scholastic mystics taught that
the Deity has his centre everywhere, and his circum-
ference nowhere. We may say that for Christian philos-
ophy, Space was excluded from the spiritual world long
before the downfall of the geocentric cosmology.! But
popular religion 1s still almost as naively realistic as it
was in antiquity, and spatial pictures, as the clearest of
our images, hold their own against both philosophy and
science, especially in the domain of eschatology. For
Plotinus, they have comparatively small value. ‘Space,’
he says, ‘is after everything else ’ 2—the lowest rung of
the ladder. It is inferior to Time; for while Space
furnishes the stage and scenery of the world-drama, Time
gives us the play itself.®

1 Lossky, a modern Neoplatonist, doss not exclude the idea of a
voqrds Témos, but says, ‘the space which is characteristic of the
Kingdom of the Spirit has an infinite number of dimensions (Ths
World as an Organic Whole, p. 92). Plotinus (5. 9. 10) says, ¢ 8¢ rémos
éxel voepds 70 dAdo év dAAw. Space éxet interposes no barriers to
compenetration. 26.8 11,

3 Before leaving the Neoplatonic doctrine of Space, it is necessary
to say something about a characteristic theory of Malebranche, who
in all his speculation shows a strong sympathy with the philosophy of
Plotinus. In his earlier writings, Malebragche speaks of the Ideas as
existing in the mind of God, but he develops the theory of intelligible
extension (étendue intelligible). ‘ God sees in himself the intelligible
extension, the archetype of matter out of which the world is formed
and in which our bodies dwell’ (Entretiens, 1). Intelligible extension
contains in itself potentially all intelligible figures, thus rendering (e.g.)
geometry possible. It does not move, but gives us the idea of move-
ment. Malebranche’s doctrine of creation (as the result of the will
or character of God, not as part of his essence) is very similar to that
of Plotinus, and so is his doctrine of the relation of our world to the
" real or spiritual world. Material extension is to the immensity of God
as time to eternity. But intelligible extension is not the same as

immensity ; it is rather the idea or archetype of distinct and locally
separate forms. But Malebranche appears to me to err in making the
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Time

Plotinus is well aware that the problem of Time is one
of the hardest in metaphysics. In the long chapter?
devoted to it he approaches it with diffidence, and does
not claim to throw any new light upon it. ‘ Some of the
blessed ancients must have found the truth. Itis cnough
for us to select the wisest of their opinions and try to
understand it.” We have, no doubt, an instinctive notion
of Time, but when we analyse it more closely, we are in
difficultics.?

Time is, as Plato 3 says, the moving image of Eternity,
which it resembles as much as it can. Eternity is the
sphere of Spirit, and Time is the sphere of Soul. But
we must not, with some of the Pythagoreans, identify
Eternity with the spiritual world, and Time with the
phenomenal world. For the spiritual world contains
particular things as parts of itself, while Eternity con-
tains them as an unified whole—it contains them as
they are sub specie aeternitatis. Eternity is the atmosphere
in which spiritual existences live. As for the phenomenal
world, ‘things that are born are nothing without their
future.”* It is their nature and the condition of their
existence to be always ‘making acquisitions.” Each
individual life in this world would be truncated and shorn
of its meaning if taken, by abstraction, out of the tem-
poral sequence in which it lives. To talk of ‘living in

Idea of extension itself extended; at least he gave his opponent
Arnauld a bhandle for accusing him of making God corporeal.
Malebranche was, in intention at least, far removed from Spinoza, but
his critics here accuse him of Spinozism. There can in reality be no
spiritual extension any more than spiritual time. Plotinus discusses
this question in the sixth book of the Third Ennead. The ‘ appear-
ance of greatness ’ in visible things is a reflexion of real greatness ; but
the word ‘ great’ is used in two senses, since there is no extension in
the world of Spirit. I am not sure that Malebranche would have
denied this; he has been much misunderstood by writers who have
not read Plotinus. 137

* So Augustine, Confessfons, xi. 14, says: ‘Quid est tempus?
Si nemo a me querat, scio ; si quarenti explicare velim, nescio,’

3 Timaeus, 37.

¢ 3.7 4
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the present ’ is, on the plane of ordinary experience, an
absurdity. The present is an unextended point, and there-
fore reality, on this theory, consists of two parts, the past
and the future, neither of which is real. Things that are
born yearn to continue in existence, because perpetuity
is the symbol and copy of the permanence of Eternity,
and the effort to make perpetual progress is the symbol
and copy of the perfection of Eternity.! In the eternal
world, on the contrary, there is no future or past. Activity
there is ; but if it were possible to take a section of eternal
life, as we attempt to do for this life when we separate
‘ the present ’ from the past and the future, the section
would exhibit all the perfection of the whole. The form
of existence in the world of Time is succession (76 dAdo pe7r’
dAdo) ; the stages follow each other. But in Eternity the
whole is in each part ; all is present together in its realised
meaning and achieved perfection. Will is not destroyed,
nor activity paralysed ; but will and satisfaction, activity
and rest, are taken up into a higher unity.

The views of the Stoics and other schools about the
nature of Time are found to be erroneous. The Stoics
identified Time with motion (ximais). But motion is
Time.2 Besides, motion can stop or be arrested, while
the process of Time is constant. Lastly, there is no
uniform speed of motion. If Time and motion were
identical, there should be many times.

A second theory, that Time is ‘ that which'is moved’
(o kwovuevov), a view attributed to Eratosthenes and
Hestizus of Perinthus, is dismissed without comment.

Is Time then one kind of motion? It is not ‘the
interval of motion’ (kurjoecws Sudornua, Zeno), for there
is no uniformity in the ‘ intervals.” As before, this theory
would produce ‘ many times.” Besides, ‘interval’ is a

! This does not mean that each period of Time is better, as con-
taining higher values, than the preceding; but only that upward
striving (é feaus) is a constant character of existence in Time,

! Cf. Augustine, Confessions, xi. 24.
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spatial, not a temporal expression. It may be said that
motion has a certain ‘interval’ (between the first and
last stages of its subject), because it is continuous. But
this only gives us, as it were, the dimensions of the
motion, a quantity produced in Time itself. Movements,
and their ‘intervals,” are in Time; they are not to be
identified with Time,

Plotinus then considers the Aristotelian definition,?
that Time is ‘ the number and measure of motion.” The
difficulty caused by the irregularity of motion here comes
up again. If an uniform measure of Time (what Bergson
calls clock-time) is used to compare swift and slow move-
ments, we have certainly a standard of measurement, but
we are no nearer to knowing what Time is in itself. Time
is something else than ‘the number which measures
motion according to anteriority and posteriority.” Unless
these last words are used in a spatial sense, which would
be ‘ to confound Time with Space,” they only repeat the
notion of Time which they were intended to explain.
Moreover, Time existed before it was used to measure
with; it is not merely subjective. That Time was
created by the Soul is true ; but not in the sense in which
the words might be used by a subjective idealist. Plotinus
suggests that the Aristotelians ought to have said, and
probably meant, that Time is measured by motion ; Time
is the measure of motion only accidentally.? While
addressing their own school, they have not made it clear
to outsiders what they consider Time to be in itself.

Lastly, the Epicurean theory that Time is an accident
(e¥umrwpa) or consequence of motion is no explanation
at all.

Plotinus now comes to the constructive part of his
discussion. Time is natural (¢doet) ; it had to be. We
have already encountered this statement in our author.
He wishes us to understand that there are some things

1 Aristotle, Physécs, 4, 12.
8 xard ovufefyxds, 3. 7. 12.
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in philosophy which we have to accept as given facts of
experience. The intellectual speculations of the meta-
physician belong to the life of Soul, not of Spirit. Things
that are real to Soul are part of the atmosphere which
the discursive intellect breathes. It is bound to accept
them ; though the contradictions which become apparent
when the intellect treats them as ultimate realities are
one of the means by which the Soul is forced upward to
the intuitive perceptions of the spiritual life. In nothing
is this more evident than in speculations about Time.
The Spirit and even the Soul transcend it;* but we are
still so much involved in it that we cannot think it away
or put ourselves outside it. It is for us a necessary form
of thought Any explanation of Time in terms of dis-
cursive thought must necessarily be inadequate ; but the
contradictions which modern, thinkers have found to
inhere in the notion of Time are not of a kind to condemn
it as ‘ contrary to nature.’

Plotinus is so little troubled about the origin of Time,
that he half banteringly suggests a mythological explana-
tion. ‘Shall we refer to the Muses?’ Then he gives
his own view, that ‘ Time, still non-existent, reposed in
the bosom of Reality (év 7& dvre dvemavero odk dv), until
Nature, wishing to become its own mistress and to enter
into possession of itself, and to enlarge the sphere of its
activities, put itself, and Time together with itself, into
motion.” Thus Time, the image of Eternity, arose
through the desire of the Soul of the World to exert its
active powers. ‘ For,’ says Plotinus, ‘ the nature of the
Soul is restless; it desires alw2ys to translate what it
sees in the eternal world into another form.” With this
motive the Soul of the World took upon her the form of
a servant and the likeness of a creature of Time, and
made the creation also subject to Time in all things.2

1 mpdTov uév éavriy éxptfvwocv dvri 706 al@vos Tobrov movfoaca. émecta

8¢ kai 16 yevopdvy dwre dovAelew xpdvep. 3. 7. 11
10058 of fuxal & xpdve dAAE T4 -rraﬂr) abrdv kai 7d woufpara.
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Time is the form which the Soul creates for itself when
it desires to reproduce the eternal ideas as living and
creative activities. It is ‘ the life of the Soul as it moves
from one manifestation of life to another.” Our measure-
ments of Time had their origin in the observed sequence
of day and night, which gave mankind a fixed standard
by which to measure duration, and in the seasons of the
year. The ‘ movement’ which takes place in Time is a
‘ copy ’ of the * first movement ’ of Spirit, a transcendental
form of activity without change which bclongs to the
eternal world. We are of course not meant to take
literally the statement that there was a time when Time
was not. In the vulgar sense of ‘eternity,” the time-
series, having no beginning and no end, is itsclf eternal.
‘ Time is the activity of an eternal Soul, not turned
towards itself nor within itself, but exercised in creation
and generation.’ 2 It is ‘ the span of the life proper to the
Soul ; its course is composed of equal, uniform, imper-
ceptibly progressing movements, with a continuous
activity.” Thus the external life of the Universal Soul
carries with it, not ‘ outside itself,” but as its inseparable
attendant, what we may call real Time. This is uniform
and steady, in correspondence with the unbroken activity
of its creator. ‘More limited activities, representing
particular ideas in the Spiritual World, are spread out,
in the world of Soul, over as much Time as is required
for their completion. If they were not subordinate to the
one all-embracing life of the Universal Soul, we might
have to admit the possibility of many time-systems,
determined by particular activities.)

This theory of Time is interesting in itself, and has
obvious points of similarity to Bergson’s doctrine of
durée, which has aroused so much interest among philos-
ophers in our own day. Bergson’s enemy is that ‘ false

1
3. 7. 11,
* 3. 7. 12, In 4. 4. 1 he says that all spiritual perception is time-

less—dxpovos mdaa 7 vénats.
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intellectualism which immobilises moving ideas into
solidified concepts to play with them as counters.” By
exposing the fallacy which underlies this method of
thinking, he hopes that he has restored the independence
of the individual and removed from the freely aspiring
human will the cold hand of determinism. He proves
that the mechanical theory, which is applicable to in-
organic matter and its motions, does not account for the
phenomena of life, still less for those of spiritual and pur-
posive life. Psychical facts are not measurable in terms
of one another. The methods of mathematics (for these
are the methods of mechanical science) are not applicable
to living beings. We may describe the course of organic
evolution, but not cxplain or predict it. Bergson even
denies teleology, as being ‘ mechanism in the reverse
order’; he insists on real spontaneity and newness in
the movements of organic life. But at this point some
even of his disciples part company with him. If there is
no invariable sequence and no inner teleology, what is
left but chance? And what is chance but external im-
pulsion by an unknown agent? The ‘freedom’ which
he has vindicated turns out to be mere lawlessness.
Science is reduced to playing with appearances which
are not even appearances of reality. Reality seems to
be wild movement, with nothing to move.

For Bergson, according to his ablest English inter-
preter, Mr. Wildon Carr, there is no unique sense in which
events at different places are simultaneous. This seems
to me to be destructive of the idea of Time. Nor can I
agree, any more than Plotinus would have agreed, that
‘ we are within a movement.” If we were, we could not
know that we were moving, and for all practical purposes
we should not be moving, just as for almost all practical
purposes we may think of the earth as stationary. Bergson
is also determined to make Time a spiritual reality, while
spatial dimension is only ‘material.” The body, says
Mr. Carr in a striking sentence, is continuous with an



THE WORLD OF SENSE 175

infinite present, the mind with an infinite past. But the
truth surely is that Time should be regarded as one of
the ‘ dimensions ’ in which the Soul pursues its activitics.?
I can see no warrant for degrading one and exalting the
other. Nor can I see why the mind is continuous with
an infinite past, but apparently not with an infinite
future. The future appears to be non-existent for
Bergson, though the past exists. He seems to give us an
infinite snipped off at one end.

Bergson’s most original contribution to philosophy lics
in his attempt to connect mechanical and psychical laws
with our notions of Spacc and Time respectively. Our
experience of Time he calls la durée, a word which has
no exact equivalent in English. The characteristic of
this experience is that there is no bare repetition, and
no summation of discrete moments; but the past flows
ofi into the present, and modifies it. This interpenetra-
tion is one-sided ; the future does not affect the present ;
therefore, he says, the process is irreversible, and Time,
or la durée, must be real. In biology, on the other hand,
and in the inorganic sciences, where all so-called changes
are explicable in purely quantitative terms, every series
is theoretically reversible, since the later stages contain
nothing which was not implicit in the earlier. If this
were the true character of all changes in the universe,
Time would be of no more account in philosophy than it
is in mathematics, a science in which duration is wholly

! So Miinsterberg says: ‘Things have their space-shape, but are
not parts of one space ; they have their time-shape, but do not lie in
time.” The idea of Time as a dimension is ingeniously worked out by
H. G. Wells in his Time-Machine. As to the relations of Time and
Space to each other, Schopenhauer says that it is the wnion of Time
and Space which constitutes the essence of Matter, which is action.
Space and Time reciprocally limit each other. Coexistence requires
both. Matter, for Schopenhauer, is the possibility of coexistence.
The conception of Time as a dimension enters deeply into the mathe-
matical discoveries of Einstein. I much regret that I am incompetent
to give an intelligent summary of this most difficult theory, which
may or may not prove to have a metaphysical as well as a physical
significance. So far as I understand it, it does not seem necessarily
to clash with the view of Time held by Plotinus.
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disregarded. ‘ Scientific thinking,” in Bergson’s sense,
also eliminates all qualitative estimates and all valuation.
The misapplication of ‘ scientific thinking ’ in this limited
sense (it would be better to call it the mechanical theory)
to psychical experience is largely due, Bergson thinks, to
that ‘ confusion of Space with Time ’ of which we have
found Plotinus complaining. The characteristic of Space
is that it can be subdivided indefinitely, while Time, as
we experience it (though not as we measure it) cannot be
counted or split up. 1t is like a tune, which loses its
existence as a tune if the notes are taken out and con-
sidered separately.! Space, for Bergson, is the mere form
of homogeneity, and he differs from Plotinus in making
Space prior to the objects which it contains. This notion
of Space is connected with what we may venture to think
a very vulnerable spot in Bergson’s philosophy. He sets
Space and Time too dualistically over against each other,
and forgets that there can be no perception of the purely
homogeneous. Qualitative difference is perceived in any
spatial perception; and par revanche, there can be no
experience of pure heterogeneity ; the changing is only
known, as changing, in relation to an assumed permanent
substance. Bergson, like Leibnitz, impoverishes the con-
tent of spatial experience too much. Space is not merely
the form of coexistence, which indeed can be conceived,
though not pictured, non-spatially. Time teaches the
same lesson under a different form. Space and Time for-
bid us to shut ourselves up within ourselves. We know,
if the witness of our consciousness is worth anything,
that they are not the work of our own minds. They are
real over against the psychical consciousness; real,
Plotinus would say, for the individual Soul exercising its
normal activities. To the Universal Soul they are a
kind of ‘ Matter,” the field of its external activity, and
they represent orderly arrangements within a whole ;
for Space and Time are uniform throughout, and though
they may stretch out to infinity, they are essentially

3 Lindsay, The Philosophy of Bergsomn, p. 124.
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measurable, and therefore constituents of a whole. The
Soul can transcend them, because the true home of the
Soul is in the eternal world. The Soul is not really in
Space and Time, though these are the ficld of its activi-
ties ; they are rather in the Soul.

As for la durée, 1 offer the following suggestion. In
Time, considered as physical, there is no trace of infensity.
But duration, which is perhaps the Soul’s apprehension of
Time, is to a large extent an intensive magnitude. In
other words, we are now passing over into the kingdom
of values. Plotinus, I think, means something like this
when he says! that the Soul recognises anteriority and
posteriority, not in Time, but in order. In other words,
the Soul’s apprehension of Time is a valuation.?

Time, Change, and Causality

It is, or should be, a commonplace of philosophy, that
only the permanent can change, change being a succession
of states within an unity. These states together form
a system, which may be called the consequence of the
nature or ground in which the unity of the system con-
sists. When these states follow each other in time, we
may speak of change within the system. Where the
sequence is only logical, neither time nor change comes
in. The ordinary—and the scientific—notion of efficient
cause resembles that of logical ‘ ground ’ only when time
and change are involved ; but it generally regards events
as being determined, not by the whole nature of the
system to which they belong, but by the events which
precede them in time. But to assert efficient causation
means to distinguish activity and passivity in things,
which in physical science seems to be an illegitimate
anthropomorphism. Physical science, when it refuses
to admit Soul, ought to admit no individual things or

1

b ﬁr. .Vc'i.ldon Carr (Proceedings of the Ayistotelian Society, 1914)

says that psychical Time is ‘ pure quality.” But is not this to transcend
the category of 1ime altogether ?

I.—N
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individual acts. For it the whole is one thing and Nature
one process. Natural science is an abstract monistic
philosophy. If it could overcome its prejudice against
teleology, as some naturalists, such as Lamarck, have
done, it would be, in Plotinian language, the psychic
reflexion of the spiritual world, polarised as a world of
constant purpose. While it chooses to eliminate Soul,
which is the only cause of change, it must consistently
eliminate efficient causation. Strictly, there is no activity
or passivity in things. Ordinary thought would reject
as absurd the notion of an event being determined by the
future ; but if the whole series is one system, there is no
reason why the earlier members of the series should have
more efficient power than the later. Indeed the notion
of efficient causality is profoundly unsatisfactory. It
ascribes activity to mere links in the chain of events,
which cannot possess it, and denies activity to the system
as a whole, which may possess it. Things are not vehicles
of causation. Some scientific writers are aware of this ;
but they cling to what they call causation as a way of
denying the intervention of any new factor in evolution.
Each stage, they say, is wholly conditioned by its tem-
poral antecedents. Thus when they assert causality they
mean to deny that there is any such thing. They assert
continuily, which, as Bradley has argued, seems to be a
self-contradictory notion if it is intended to reconcile
change and permanence. Accordingly, some have given
up the philosophical problem, and limit the province of
science to the discovery of the manner in which Nature
usually behaves. They are thus well rid of causality
altogether. This is the more welcome to them, as it is
plain that if all events are caused by preceding events,
there can be no beginning to the series, which stretches
back to infinity. But to say that natural science is
‘ merely descriptive ’ is to confess that it is an abstract
study, which can give us no view of reality as a whole.
For description is only incomplete interpretation.

For Plotinus, things certainly cannot be causes. The
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ground of each system is some Idea in the world of
Spirit, which has been transmuted by Soul into vital law.
The only real causes are final causes. So-called efficient
causes are parts of the machinery which Soul uses. They
belong to ¢ Nature.’

Bergson thinks that by insisting on the ° individuality’
of conscious life (by individuality he means that inter-
penetration of present by past states which he finds to
be characteristic of psychical experience) he has vindi-
cated the freedom of the will against determinism. In
ordinary ‘scientific thinking,” duration is eliminated, as
is proved by the fact that if the movement of the whole
time-process were greatly accelerated it would make
no difference to the calculations. Science therefore, he
urges, commits us to the absurdity of change without
Time. But in truth the mechanical theory denies real
&hange, if, with Bergson, we hold that there is no real
change without the intervention of some causative factor.
Alternate evolution and involution have been the pre-
destined and predictable lot of material things from the
first.! But this alternation introduces no new element
into things, which therefore remain essentially un-
changed. To this it may be answered that Time may
measure the periods of each process of evolution and
involution, each of which may be a teleological series. If
Bergson had said that the causation of one thing by
another is excluded by the mechanical hypothesis, he
would have been right ; and no doubt many scientists
who adopt the mechanical theory are open to the charge
of talking about causation when they mean only invari-
able sequence. Others have confused logical consequence
with causality. Causation implies creative action; it is
a teleological category, and belongs to the processes of

1 So Empedocles taught long ago.

@lois oldévos éorly amwdvrwy

Byyrdv, o0dé Tis obhouévov favdroro Tekevrd,
ANA pévor uikls Te SudNhafis Te wiyévrov
dori, ¢plas 7 éwl rois Svoudferar dvlpdwoioir,



180 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

nature only as determined once for all by a * First Cause,’
or as directed by an immanent will. It is a vulgar error
to suppose that invariable sequence excludes either a
First Cause or an immanent will. Invariable sequence
may be a fact of observation, but it explains nothing.
Winter is not the ‘cause’ of summer, nor day of night.
Post hoc ergo propter hoc is an anthropomorphism on the
analogy of human purposive action. For an automatist
it is absurd. Causation, used in its correct sense, is pre-
cisely what Bergson calls ‘creative evolution,” and it
does require la durée, as he says. But this constant
operation of creative force may take place without any
“‘reedom’ on the part of that which exhibits its effects. A
watch is no more free when we push the hands about than
when we leave it to keep its own time. Nor does Bergson
even succeed in proving that a psychical series, in ‘real
Time,’ is irreversible. He only makes it discontinuous,
whether we read it backwards or forwards, for whenever
a ‘new ’ element is admitted, there is a breach of com-
plete continuity. Lastly, he does not prove that it is
unpredictable, but only that it is unpredictable by the
laws which govern inorganic matter. What he calls
creative evolution may be the orderly development of
psychical or spiritual law, which a superior being could
predict as the astronomer predicts an eclipse. In this
case, the argument for free will falls to the ground, if
we take free will to mean a real ‘ contingency in the
heart of things,” to use a phrase of Dr. James Ward.
Bergson rejects teleology, and therefore finalistic deter-
minism ; but he cannot get rid of either. If, with the
Neoplatonists, we hold that ‘ Divine necessity coincides
with Divine will,” we shall infer that we win freedom
in proportion as we enter into the life of God, and
make His will our will. Our freedom will then be our
emancipation from our fancied subjection to the law of
sin and death.

It seems more than probable that there is no radical
difference between the laws which determine the sequence
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of events in the organic and in the inorganic worlds ;’
but that as we rise to the higher forms of being the laws
become mose and more complex and therefore apparently
irregular in their working. Human character is the most
complex of all, and the most obviously ungeometrical.
But only a superhuman intelligence could say whether
there is any real indetermination in these manifestations.
We have rejected the notion that one event is the cause
of another. The cause of any event is the will of a spiritual
being, of a mind which has willed it to happen in a certain
series. That will is certainly not less free if it acts
uniformly, linking events together as stages in a pre-
determined action. Whether that will is human or
superhuman is another question. For Plotinus, the
will is that of the World-Soul, and individual Souls are
free in proportion as they understand and obey the laws
which the World-Soul has ordained alike for them and
their environment. The World-Soul itself is the instru-
ment of Spirit energising through it as the supreme
will.

The ‘idealistic reaction against Science’ (the title of
Aliotta’s book) has made great play with the irregularities
of concrete Nature, which only approximates ‘on the
average ’ to the ‘ diagrams ’ of science. It is argued that
Nature ‘really is’ irregular and unaccountable, the
‘laws of Nagure ’ being only convenient methodological
assumptions, indispensable for the special work of science.
Plotinus would say that the laws are certainly the work
of Soul, but that Nature is so too. Whatever may be the
explanation of apparent disorders in Nature, no Platonist
can observe with glee that the world does not seem to him
to be a perfect cosmos. He may need a caution against
‘ mathematicising Nature ’; but not against attempting
to find universal law in the natural world. The synthe-
sising labour to which he is always impelled is no mere

1 What we call mechanism is itselt psychical. Nothing {s given
without psychical activity. To ignore this is one of Bergson’s chief
errors,
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‘symbolism ’ :? it is the pathway to reality. It is thus
that in the psychical world he discovers the truth of
teleology, and in the spiritual world the eternal fountains
of Truth, Beauty, and Goodness. It may be suggested
that the real object of that branch of science which deals
with inorganic nature, is to discover the imner meaning
of what seems to us unconscious activity. This is a very
different thing from drawing diagrams.

Time for Plotinus is the form of willed change. Every
distinct idea Yonder becomes a finite purpose Here.
Every attribute of God’s essence becomes an activity of
His existence. The time-process is not the necessary
form of the self-evolution of God; it is the product of
His free but necessary creative activity. But it is not
necessary to suppose that in inorganic nature God has
wound up the clock and left it to itself, while in living
beings new interventions take place. Rather, the same
power which slumbers in the stone and dreams in the
flower, awakes in the human soul. The assumption that
regularity is a sign of undirected movement is one of the
strangest and most obstinate of human prejudices. It
is only a false idea of causation that makes us think that
orderly evolution is not real change. It is the same
prejudice that makes men say that ‘ God does nothing’
because they cannot distinguish any particular event as
an ‘act of God.’ 2

Variation and heredity are both facts, both names for
unknown laws. Why should one be more °spiritual’
than the other ; and why should we confound freedom

°

1 Aliotta (p. 438) seems to me very sound on this point. ‘If we
examine any principle, law, or physical concept whatever, we shall find
that experience is not simply copied or abbreviated, but is rather com-
pleted, perfected, and idealised. In the scientific concept the phenom-
ena given in perception attain to a higher degree of coherence and
intelligibility than in the practical world, and hence to a higher degree
of truth.” The scientific concept is not a symbol ; for the symbol is
always worth less than the thing symbolised, whereas the scientific
concept is of greater value than the series of facts which acted as the
starting-point of its formation.

? An act of God has been defined by a judge as an eveat of which
no rational explanation can be found!
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with the unpredictable? We have no wish to reduce
even inorganic evolution to the terms of pure mathe-
matics. In fact, no natural process does exhibit this
exactness. Nature always ‘wobbles’ a little, as any
table of vital or meteorological statistics shows. But
irregularity is not a sign of higher or freer life. On the
contrary, the precision of the mathematical sciences
seemed to Plato and many of his school the very type
of the spiritual order. But there is a profound truth in
the saying of Proclus that only the highest and lowest
things are simple, while all between is complex. Mathe-
matical truth may perhaps be compared to an empty
outline of the rich glory of the spiritual world. It is an
abstract and colourless presentation of supratemporal
reality. With the concrete individual there enters not
only a splitting up ’ (as Plotinus says) of spiritual truth,
but some apparent dislocation of law—of mechanical
law in the physical world, of psychical law in the soul-
world. This dislocation seems relatively slight in the
material world, just because that world has so little
life ; it is more marked in the region of Soul, because it
is in this region that life is most fully revealed as a
struggle. But we do not know what a mechanical
psychical life would be ; we have no scales to weigh the
imponderable.

Time, for Plotinus, is not merely the ‘ measure of the
impermanence of the imperfect ’ ;! it is the measure of
a definite finite activity directed to some end beyonc
itself.2 This remarkable statement proves that Plotinus
regards Time as a teleological category. What is real in
Time is the potentiality of qualitative change. ‘Move-
ment by itself does not need Time.” There is movement
in the spiritual world, but no qualitative change. Con-
tinuous regular motion is a form of stability. Time is
needed when the superior principle desires to make some-
thing ‘according to the pattern showed in the mount.’

1 Dr. Schiller. .
2 ok adrh reheodras, dANA& 7 wplyua o) doroxdlero. 6. r. 16.
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Because this act of creation is willed, and willed as a
process, there must be an interval between the inception
and conclusion of the process. This interval is Time. *

Past and Future

In what sense are the distinctions of past and future
real ? Plotinus says that temporal differences Here are
images of differences in order or arrangement (rafet)
Yonder. What is unreal in past and future is not the
relation which under the form of Time appears as an-
teriority and posteriority, but the envisagement of
temporal events from an imaginary point, ‘ the present,’
within the process. Anterior and posterior events are,
in their positions and not out of them, constituent parts
of the individual fact to which they belong. Past and
present are illusory ideas Real things do not come into
bemng, nor pass out of being; it is we who are moving
through Time, as the traveller in an express train sees
trees and hedges hurrying past his field of vision. But
is this a legitimate comparison? It runs counter to a
deep-seated instinct, that Time and Space are not like
each other. :We readily grant that the ‘not here’ is as
real as the ‘here’; but it is difficult for us to think of
the past and future as being no less real than the present.
Consider this curious difference. We none of us want
to be ubiquitous ; but we do wish to be immortal, What
is the ground of this difference ? One reason may be
that we can move voluntarily in Space, but not in Time.
The movement of Time carries us all with it, like the
movement of the earth round the sun. There is also
a mysterious and deeply important difference between
the two tracts that lie behind and before the moment
which we call the present. We are blind on one side.
The apparent contingency and uncertainty of all that
lies ahead of us seems to be the source of our ideas of
cause, purpose, and freedom. If the future lay open
before us, it is difficult to see how we could have these
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ideas, which could never arise from a contemplation of
coexistence. Unless, then, our ideas of cause, purpose,
and freedom are illusory, futurity must indicate some-
thing more than a blind spot in our mental vision. This
ignorance must be a mnecessary condition of soul-life.
We must however be careful not to exaggerate the
difference between our knowledge of the past and our
ignorance of the future. Very much of the past is as
completely lost to us as the future ; and the whole would
be lost but for the mysterious faculty of memory. What
memory does for us with regard to the past, knowledge
of natural law does for us with regard to the future.!
We do know many things that have not yet happened.
But if we are to take Plotinus as our guide, we must
remember that the Soul is the creator of the phenomenal
world and the time-process, and that this creation is a
eontinuous act, being the activity which constitutes the
out-going life of the Soul. From this, the specifically
human point of view, there is a real generic difference
between the ‘not yet’ and the ‘no longer,” and we
cannot regard them as homogeneous parts of a landscape
which we traverse as passive spectators. The will, of
which Time is the form, has a wholly different relation
to the future from that which it has to the past. In
looking back, the will confesses its impotence ; in looking
forward it finds its scope and raison d’étre. It is because
psychical reality is will, not memory, that we regard the
past as ‘done with.” Memory indeed proves that our
consciousness of a moving present, perpetually passing
out of existence,is an illusion. It is a partial knowledge,
limited by the needs of our activity. Like all else, it
indicates that the Soul has ‘ come down ’ on a temporary
adventur(, But this attitude of the will is not some-
thing to be merely left behind when we climb from Soul
to Spirit. In the life of Spirit, Time is transcended ; but
the Eternity in which Spirit moves and has its being is
not an arrested and fixed present moment, truncated
1 I do not mean that there is any parallel between them.
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of its living relations to past and future; it is a fuller
and richer life in which all meanings are completely
expressed, all relations acknowledged. The Soul must
take its Time-experience up with it to the threshold of
Eternity ; it will leave nothing behind as it crosses the
threshold. The life of the Soul in its higher aspect is a
contemplation of Spirit. That is to say, all real psy-
chical ends belong to the spiritual world. Ends are
striven for in Time, but there can be no ends in Time,
which swallows its own children.

From the point of view of practical religion it makes
a great difference whether we regard the phenomenal
world as a mere polarisation of a timeless and changeless
reality, or whether we hold that its being is radically
teleological. The former doctrine deprives Time of all
existence and all value. Philosophers of this school care
nothing for history. The general tendency of Indian
thought has been in this direction, in strong contrast
with the Iranian and Hebrew religions, in which the
revelation of God is sought from history, with which
accordingly the sacred books of the Jewish people are
largely occupied. It makes a great difference whether
we make it our aim to understand reality or to help in
making it. The religious genius, it is true, soon learns
both that the truths of life can only be learned by prac-
tising them, and that on the other hand ‘good works’
without ‘faith’ are dead. But the caricatures of the
two doctrines are very different. On one side we have the
pushing, hustling European or American man of business,
immersed in irrational activities which make him no wiser
and the world no better ; and on the other the vacuous
Indian contemplative, whose existence is a living death,
steeped in dull torpor. Christianity has combined, with-
out fully reconciling, the two views about Time. But
in the countries of the West it has lost much of its idealistic
element, through the vulgar conception of heaven as a
fairy-land existence in Time and Place. To this error,
and not to any essential part of Christian doctrine, is to
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be attributed the spurious °‘otherworldliness’ which
disparages or denies the values of the world in which
we live. To a similar error is also due the secularist
apocalyptic which seeks encouragement and inspiration
by ‘ making heavy drafts upon the future,”* a method
fatal to real insight and just appreciation of values.
The final satisfaction of human hopes within the temporal
series is for ever impossible.

The Platonic tradition leaned to the Indian view of
existence rather than to the Hebraic. Plato was con-
sciously leading a reaction against the disintegrating
tendencies of his age. His thought was decidedly more
Oriental than that of Plotinus, who had Aristotle and the
Stoics to keep him a good European. The view of Time
as the form of the Will is certainly to be found in the
Enneads, though it is less insisted on than a modern
réader would desire. Metaphysically, Plotinus’ doctrine
of Time anticipates some of the best thought of our own
age, and is still highly instructive.

Cosmology

We must not expect to find in Plotinus any contribu-
tions to natural science. He does not even choose well
among the discoveries, some of them very brilliant, which
earlier philosophers had made about the constitution
of the universe. Only here and there we find valuable
suggestions, as when he says? that though the substance
of the stars is in perpetual flux, this does not impair their
immortality, because all the flux goes on within the
universe, and the sum-total of the material is never
either augmented or diminished.® I have already said

1 Bosanquet, The Value and Destiny of the Individual, p. 291.

22, 1. 3.

3 The newest astronomy teaches that Matter, in the sense of
ponderable stuff, is gradually wasting away into radiation. But
I cannot believe that ‘ annihilation ’—the word used by Professor
Eddington—is the right word for the end of this process. I agree
with those who refuse to be troubled by the dismal predictions based
on the Second Law of Thermo-dynamics. Even if the universe is
running down like a clock, we may assume that whatever power
wound up the clock once will be able to do so again. Whittaker
thinks that the acceptance of the opposite view would be fatal to
Neoplatonism.
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that modern physics seems to be approximating to the
Plotinian doctrine of Matter. And the Greek theory of
recurring cycles! is, as I shall show presently, much more
in accordance with what we know about the history of
the heavenly bodies than the utterly unscientific notion
of an automatic ‘ law of progress,’ that strange will-o’-the-
wisp of nineteenth-century thought. Other lucky hits
might perhaps be found ; but on the whole the chapters
which deal with cosmology are among the least valuable
in the Enneads.

Plotinus assumes that the sublime reconciliation of
change and permanence, which is found in the spiritual
world, must have its reflexion in the phenomenal world.
No better symbol of this rest-in-motion could be found
than a body revolving round a fixed centre, and at the
same time rotating round its own axis. The perfection
of the spiritual world is symbolised in the lower order
by a closed system of movements which repeats itself in
successive &ons. The underlying unity of all phenomena
binds the whole of nature together in a subtle web of
occult sympathies. The recognition of these sympathies
gives a certain justification to the lore of astrology and
natural magic, which Plotinus cannot decisively repudiate,
though he dislikes and distrusts it. When Neoplatonism
tried to become a popular religion, as it did in the fourth
century, a flood of superstition entered by this door,
which Plotinus would fain have kept closed, though not
locked.

Fate of the World

Plotinus believed that the universe is eternal, in the
sense that it had no temporal beginning and will have
no temporal ending.? He cannot allow that the Ideas

1 This was an Orphic doctrine. The wheel of birth is governed by
the circling of the heavens. The Soul, caught in the circle, passes
through various forms, now man, now beast, now plant. The cycle
consists of ten thousand solar years; at the end of each cycle the
Soul may escape from its captivity, and a new world-order begins.
This theory is a conflation of the old belief in reincarnation with the
Babylonian astronomy, which taught that after long intervals the
stzu;s allscome back to their original positions.

5. 8. 12.
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at one time existed apart from Matter and then entered
into it. Plutarch indeed tried to defend such a theory
from the Témaeus, but in so doing he deserted the ortho-
dox Platonic tradition. Longinus, who had a con-
troversy with Plotinus, did not hold this theory. He
only argued that the Divine Mind contemplates the Ideas
as existing objectively over against itself. Plotinus,
as we shall see, makes Spirit and the Spiritual World
(Mind and the Ideas) inseparable and interdependent.

The doctrine of the eternity of the universe is com-
patible with the view that every individual in it perishes,
the type alone persisting and renewing itself in successive
individuals. Plotinus however asserts positively that
there are Ideas of individuals ; andsince the phenomenal
world derives whatever reality it has from the Ideas, this
is conclusive. Individuality is a fact in the real world,
and therefore indestructible. ‘Nothing that really is
can ever perish ’ (o08év dmodeirar T&v dvrwv).

The world-order evolves regularly till the end of an
astronomical cycle, and then the whole process is re-
peated, perhaps exactly. When all the seminal Logoi
have produced individuals, according to the plan of the
Universal Soul, a new world-order will begin.! Thus the
history of the Universe consists of an infinite number
of vast but finite schemes, which have, each of them, a
beginning, middle, and end. This view is in every way
far superior to the loose theories of perpetual progress
which are so popular in modern Europe and America.
An infinite purpose is a contradiction in terms. Such
a purpose could never have been formed, and could never
be accomplished.? There may be a single purpose—
hardly ‘ an increasing purpose,” as Tennyson puts it in
a well-known line—in the present world-order taken as
a whole; but only on condition of our admitting that
the present world-order had a beginning and will have
an end. Physical science of course is well aware of the
fate in store for this planet. The achievements of
humanity will one day be wiped off the slate. They will

1573 8 Cf. 1. 5. 2.
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be as completely obliterated as a child’s sand-castles by
the next high-tide; they will vanish and ‘leave not a’
wrack behind.’ So our modern apocalyptists, who, re-
jecting belief in a spiritual world, project their ideals into
an unending terrestrial future, suffer shipwreck both in
philosophy and science. The ancient doctrine of alternate
integration and dissociation is alone tenable; and man
must find consolation for the inevitable fate of his species
either nowhere or in a heaven where all values are pre-
served eternally.

The belief in recurring cycles belongs to Asia as well
as to Europe. ‘In India there was the mythical dream
of vast chronological cycles, each divisible into four
epochs, until a new mahd-yuga or great cycle begins.’t
The old Persian religion encouraged the hope that evil
would not last for ever, but never connected this optimism
with any doctrine of gradual progress. In Hesiod there
is no mention of cycles: he traces a gradual decline
through the ages of gold, silver, brass, and iron, only
intercalating the heroic age (the legends of which were too
strong for his theory) between the last two. The evolution
of man out of lower forms was taught by Empedocles ;
his advance from bestial savagery by Zschylus in the
Prometheus Vinctus, and by Euripides.? The doctrine
of cycles is part of Orphism, and of Stoicism. ‘The
Stoics,” says Nemesius, ‘ taught that at fixed periods of
time a burning and destruction of all things takes place,
and the world returns to the same shape that it had
before ; and that the restoration happens not once, but
often, the same things being restored an infinite number
of times.”® Lucretius, in some of the finest lines of his
poem, predicts the final destruction of the present world-
order :—

Quorum naturam triplicem, tria corpora, Memmi,
Tres species tam dissimiles, tria talia texta,

1 Flint, Philosophy of History, Vol. 1, p. 89; P. Leroux, Ds
¥ Humanité, Vol. 2, chap. 8.

* Euripides, Supplices, 201218,

3 Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. 38.
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Una dies dabit exitio, multosque per annos
Sustentata ruet moles et machina mundi.’?

Virgil thinks that the Golden Age was ended that man
might work out his own salvation.? Pliny leans to the
superstition of the nineteenth century. ‘We must
firmly trust that the ages go on continuously improving.’3

It is perhaps not easy to reconcile the theory of re-
curring cycles, every phase of which is a necessary part
of the universal order, like the alternate opening and
shutting of valves in the human body, with the doctrine
that the Soul has sinned in coming down into the world
of change. I shall argue in the next chapter that this
latter doctrine has an insecure place in the system of
Plotinus, and was never accepted by him whole-heartedly.
Historically, the two doctrines had separate origins, the
former belonging to what Mr. Cornford calls the Dionysiac
tradition, the latter to the Orphic. They were first
brought together by Parmenides. Aristotle confines the
cyclic mutation to the history of the earth and mankind,
thus falling back behind Plato, and still more behind
Heracleitus and Empedocles.*

Categories of the World of Appearance

The enquiry into the categories, initiated by the
Pythagoreans, was first prosecuted in detail by Aristotle.5
It also held an important place in the writings of the
Stoical school. In Plotinus we find a good deal of space
given to the subject. The first three books of the Sixth
Ennead, and the sixth of the Second, are devoted to it ;
and several discussions in other parts of his work are
based upon these classifications. Zeller, differing from
Steinhart, thinks that the doctrine of categories has
but little influence upon the philosophy of Plotinus, in

1 Lucretius, 5. 92—95; and cf. Ovid, Met. 1. 89-150 ; 256-258.

* Virgil, G. 4. 121-146. 2 Pliny, N.H. 7. 31.

4 Gomperz, Greek Philosophers, Vol. 4, p. 125.

8 Modern philosophers have treated the Aristotelian categories
with very scant respect. XKant thinks that Aristotle jotted down his
ten yém just as they occurred to him; Hegel that he threw them
together anyhow ; Mill that they resemble a division of animals into
men, quadrupeds, horses, asses, and ponies,
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spite of the large space allotted to it in the Enneads.
My own impression is that Plotinus is hampered, as in
some other cases, by the Platonic tradition, which obliged
him to accept, not the Aristotelian list, but the five
categories of the intelligible world which are laid down
in the Sophist of Plato—dv, ardats, kivyois Tadrorns and
érepdrys. The category of ‘ Being’ is, as I shall hope to
show, unsatisfactory. It needs to be resolved into
Thought and its Object, in order to bring it into line
with the two pairs of inseparable opposites or correlatives
which follow as the other categories of the spiritual world.
Plotinus in reality sees this quite clearly, and sometimes
gives us six categories of the spiritual ; but the Platonic
classification introduces some confusion into the cate-
gories of the World of Sense, which we have now to
consider. He is concerned to prove that the categories
of the spiritual world are not applicable to the world of
phenomena, but that at the same time the two run
parallel to each other, so that the names of the spiritual
categories may be used, in an incorrect sense, of the
phenomenal world. In the spiritual world, Thought and
its Object, Stability and Movement, Identity and
Difference, are not mutually exclusive : they are united
in the harmony of eternallife. Inthe world of appearance
this unity is broken up by a want of complete corre-
spondence between Thought and its Object, caused by
the fact that neither Thought nor its Object is purely real
and true. The following extract! will make it clear in
what manner, and with what hesitation, Plotinus lays
down his categories of the phenomenal world.

‘ Let us first speak of what is called Reality (or Being)
here below. We must recognise that the corporeal
nature can only be called Reality in an incorrect sense,
or perhaps it should not be called Reality at all, since
it is in perpetual flux; the word Generation would be
more appropriate. . . . We may also distinguish in
bodies, on the one side Matter, on the other the Form
impressed upon Matter, and make a category of each of

16,3 3
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these taken separately, or we may unite them in the same
category, calling it, incorrectly, Reality, or generation.’
(Thus he proposes to make of Matter and Form one
category in the phenomenal world, just as Thought and
its Object are combined in the intelligible or spiritual
category of Real Being.) ‘But what can there be in
common between Matter and Form? And how can
Matter be a category, and what would this category con-
tain ? What distinctions are there within it ? And in
what category shall we place the composite of Matter
and Form ? Matter and Form are the constituent ele-
ments of corporeal Being ; but neither of them is Body ;
can we place them in the same category as the composite,
Body ? But though we must abandon the attempt to
identify the categories of the phenomenal with those of
the spiritual world, we may admit analogous divisions.
[hstead of spiritual Being, we have here below, Matter;
instead of spiritual Movement, we have Form, which
gives to Matter life and perfection; instead of spiritual
Stability, the Inertia of Matter; instead of Identity,
Resemblance; instead of Difference, TUnlikeness.
Matter, however, neither receives nor possesses Form
a$ its life or proper activity; on the contrary, Form
introduces itself into Matter from outside. Further,
while in the spiritual world Form is essentially activity
and movement, in the sensible world Movement is some-
thing strange and accidental. Far from being Move-
ment, the Form impressed upon Matter communicates
to it rather Stability and immobility ; for the Form
determines Matter, which is naturally undetermined.
In the spiritual world, Identity and Difference apply to
one and the same Real Being, at once identical and
different. But here a Being is different only adven-
titiously. As for Stability, how can we attribute it to
Matter, which is constantly taking different forms from
outside ? We must therefore abandon this division.
What classification then shall we adopt ? We have first
Matter, then Form, then the Composite of these two,
L—o0
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and finally the things which belong to these three and are
affirmed of them, whether as attributes or as accidents ;
and among accidents, some are contained in things, others
contain them ; some are activities of them, others passive
states, others again consequences.” He goes on to say
that the class of ‘accidents’ includes Time and Place,
Quality and Quantity. Then he decides to include
Form, Matter, and the Composite in one category, that
of ‘ Reality incorrectly so called’ (omdwmos oveia), and
to add, as further categories, Relation, Quality, Quantity,
Time, Place, Movement.

We need not follow further an argument which is one
of the most obscure and least attractive parts of the
Enneads. What is most necessary to remember is that
while in the eternal world Thought and its Object,
Stability and Movement, Identity and Difference, are
taken up into a higher unity, in'the world of our ordinary
experience there are umsolved contradictions, which
proceed from the fact that the Soul cannot create any-
thing better than an imperfect copy of spiritual reality.

Relations of the ‘ Two Worlds’

Plotinus speaks so often of ‘ Here’ and ‘ Yonder,” as
if they were two countries, that we can hardly avoid
accepting the ordinary language which has so often led
critics of the Neoplatonists to accuse them of teaching
a rather crude dualism. But strictly there is only one
real world—the spiritual world or xdopos voyros. The
world of sense has not only a lowgr value ; it has a lower
degree of reality. The difficulty for a modern philosopher
is to decide whether Plotinus meant us to regard the world
of sense as merely our imperfect view of the world of
Spirit, or whether it is, from the point of view of perfect
knowledge, an actually existing second world. In order
to answer this question, we must remember that there
is only one sharp line intersecting the field of experience
—that 'which divides things which have ovsia, Real
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Being, from those which have it not. The kingdom
of olola includes Soul, but nothing lower than Soul.
Accordingly, the phenomenal world, which is created by
Soul, is not in itself real. Nevertheless, it is a necessary
product of Soul, and without it none of the Divine
principles would be knowable for what they are. Plotinus
is very emphatic about this. Without the phenomenal
world, the spiritual world would not be évepyeiq ;! it
would have been hidden.2 If the Soul’s potency or
potentiality (Svvamis) were unmanifested, the Soul
would be non-existent (ovk oloa), not being really exis-
tent (Svrws odoa).® Still more strongly, in a passage of
supreme importance for the right understanding of
Plotinus, we read : ‘It is necessary that each principle
should give of itself to another; the Good would not
be Good, nor Spirit Spirit, nor Soul Soul, if nothing
fived dependent on the first life.’¢ It is the nature of
cach principle in the hierarchy to create something
which, though necessarily inferior to its creator, yet re-
flects faithfully, so far as is possible in an imperfect
medium, not its creator, but the principle next above its
creator, the ideal towards which the gaze of its creator,
cven in the moment of creating, is turned. Thus all
grades of life are bound in ‘ a golden chain about the feet
of God.” But of what nature is the necessity which
impels each principle to create? To suppose that
spiritual existences, the Divine Ideas, have to bathe in
the flowing river of Time before they can take their place
in the world of perfect and eternal Being, would be to
misunderstand Plotinus. The higher does not need the
lower ; God does not need the world ; though without
it His character would have been ‘ hidden.” The necessity
lies in the inner nature of all which derives its being from
the One who is also the Good. Proclus® says that God

16.7.9. 3 4. 8. 6. 3 4.8.5.

4 dvdykn Exaorov 1O alroi 3Bbvar kal NN, B 7O dyabdy olk dyaddv
&ora, 7 6 vols o0 wols, 9 7 Yyux) mh) Tolro, el ph T merd T wpdrws Ov

@ kal devrépws dws éoTi TO WodTWS. 2. 9. 3.
® Proclus, +# Timaeum, 112,
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created the world by his goodness, his will, and his
providence, a trinity in unity (évoedns Tpras) of motives.
These correspond to the three attributes which he ascribes
to Spirit—Being, Power, Activity. The Soul descends
into the phenomenal world  because it desires to imitate
the providence of the gods.” Another statement, which
is found in Plato, is that it is always Jlove which is
the motive in creation. But this love is not love for
the creature which is to be created, but the love which
the creative principle feels for what is above itself.
This longing reproduces, as it were, an image of its
object. Plotinus is also fond of two metaphors to
represent the relation between the higher and the lower
worlds. He speaks of the higher principle ‘as it were
overflowing ’ ; and he speaks of a luminary pouring forth
its light. He prefers the latter image because, in accord-
ance with the science of his day, he believed that the
sun loses nothing of its own heat and light by shining
upon the world, and he wishes to insist that the higher
principle loses nothing of its own substance or power by
creating. The activity of the higher principle in creating
is always an activity outside itself. Now there are
philosophers who deny that such activity is possible,
even in the spiritual and psychical spheres. Nothing,
they say, can be done without a reaction on the agent.
If they are right, the whole philosophy of Plotinus falls
to the ground. For his system depends entirely on the
assumption that Spirit can act upon Soul, and Soul upon
Matter, without losing anything in the process. The
relations between higher and lower are one-sided. The
lower needs the higher ; the higher is complete with-
out the lower. The higher possesses certain qualities
which necessarily impel it to creative activity, and it is
therefore impossible that it should live without creating.
But the world is the manifestation of God’s character,
not a constituent of His existence. The Divine power is

‘ ipsa suis pollens opibus, nihil indiga nostri.’
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To deny this is surely to destroy not only Platonism, but
all theism. The analogy of mechanical laws, which pre-
clude any possibility of one-sided activity, need no
longer frighten us. Spiritual life is not subject to these
laws.

The world of sense, then, is created by Soul after the
pattern shown her by Spirit. But it is no coherent,
consistent world, with which we are dealing in this
lecture. It is a construction of superficial experience, a
rough-and-ready synthesis based on very imperfect data.
The world of sense must not be confused with the world
described by natural science. This latter is an attempt
to interpret the universe as a self-consistent harmonious
system or law. Its categories are quantitative only,?
and a rigorous application of its principles would reduce
the world to pure mathematics. The quantities with
which it deals are hypothetical, since the individual
concrete never absolutely conforms to type. In practice,
of course, the scientist cannot refrain from assigning
values, though in doing so he is transgressing the limits
which he laid down for himself. But the world of common
experience is not the world of natural science. It is a
blurred and confused picture of the spiritual world,
distorted in innumerable ways by defects in the organ
of perception, and split up by the very conditions of
Soul-life into Here and There, Past and Future. But for
all this, it is a glorious vision of the eternal realities.
There is nothing ‘ Yonder’ which cannot be found
‘Here.”? And all things Here that have eldy—that is
to say, that represent some thought in the Divine mind,
have a secure abiding-place Yonder. It is only things
‘contrary to nature’ that have no place in the eternal
world.? These have a place in reality only when they
are completely transformed into parts of a larger scheme.

Consequently, Plotinus has no sympathy with the

1 Tt may be objected that (e.g.) chemical affinities imply non-
quantitative relations. But I do not think that this objection is valid.
? 5.9, 134 3 5.9. 10,
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half-Christian Gnostics who disparage this beautiful
world and hand it over to the evil principle. In reply
to the suggestion that the world was created through
a lapse of the Universal Soul, he says: ‘ We affirm that
the Soul created the world, not because it looked down-
ward, but because it did not look downward. In order
to look downward, the Soul must have forgotten the
spiritual world ; but if it has forgotten it, how can
it create the world ? Where could it find its pattern,
except from what it saw yonder ? But if it remembers
the spiritual world while creating, it does not look
downwards at all. . . . We must not allow that the
world is ill made, because it contains much that is dis-
agreeable. That would be to claim too great a perfection
for the sensible world and to confound it with the spiritual
world of which it is only the image. But could there be
a more beautiful image ? Could there be a better firc
than ours, after the fire yonder ? Could one conceive a
better earth than this, after the earth yonder ? Could
there be a more perfect sphere, better ordered in its
movements, after the revolution of the spiritual world ?
After the sun that is yonder, what sun could we have
other than the one that we see?’! In the same book
he says indignantly, * Do not suppose that a man becomes
good by despising the gods, the world, and all the beauties
that are in it. They [the Gnostics] have no right to pro-
fess respect for the gods of the world above. When we
love a person, we love all that belongs to him ; we extend
to the children the affection which we feel for the father.
Now every Soul is a daughter of the Father in heaven.
How can this world, with the gods which it contains, be
separated from the spiritual world ? Those who despise
what is so nearly akin to the spiritual world, prove that
they know nothing of the spiritual world, except in
name.’? In another place he says® that this world is
worthy of its Author, complete, beautiful, and harmoni-
ous. Those who find fault with it make the mistake of

12, 9. 4. t 2.9.16. ? 3.2, 3.
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considering it piecemeal. There are no doubt minor
defects in it ; but ‘ we do not take Thersites as the type
of the human race.” For anyone who has seen anything
of the beauty of the spiritual world, this world is full
of echoes of that beauty, full of order, harmony, and
grace. And the more we can train ourselves to take
large and comprehensive views of this world, disregarding
petty details, the more we shall be convinced of its divine
origin. What is most real in this world is that which
reflects the purpose, meaning, and plan which called it
into being. By fixing our attention on this, we are taking
the only path by which anything in heaven or earth can
be understood, that is to say, by viewing it in its relation
to what is next above it. So the broken lights of the
Divine which irradiate this world of ours will flow
tggether ; and in rising above the flux of changing
phenomena we shall leave nothing behind. Sun, stars,
and all that is good and beautiful ‘here below’ exist
also ‘yonder.’”? All things on earth were in heaven;
‘ for whence clse could they have come ? 2 ‘ Spirit is the
first lawgiver, or rather the law of all being.’

We must be content to acquiesce in the multiplicity,
change, and strife which are conditions of existence
in such a world as that which we inhabit. We recognise
these conditions as imperfect, just because we are not
debarred from knowledge of the perfect. Thus the
flaws which we justly observe in the world of Time and
Space are themselves evidence that the Soul has her
home in another and a higher sphere.

1 Cf. a remarkable modern parallel in 4 Modern Mystic's Way,
p. 17. * She told me of ‘‘going into the Blue.” Itis a place, she said,
as real as earth, but it seems to be made of some different and finer
stuff. There are trees and flowers and grass and men and women, all
like the people and things of earth, yet seeming of earthly life trans-
figured,’ etc. Thec whole passage closely resembles what Plotinus says
of life in the spiritual world.

t 3. 2. 4. 3509 8



LECTURES I1X-XI
THE SOUL (Yrux)

’I “HE idea of ‘Soul,” or ‘Life,’* may have had its

source in primitive religion—‘animism.” ‘Nature,’
for the Ionians, was ‘a material continuum charged
with vital force.’”? They did not at first distinguish
mechanical motion from vital activity. Aristotle’s?
comment on the doctrines of Soul in early philosophy
is worth quoting. ‘ Those who have concentrated their
attention on the fact that what is animate is in motion
have regarded Soul as that which is most capable of
movement : those who have directed their observations
to the fact that the Soul knows and perceives things
existing, identify Soul with the elementary principles of
all existence, whether they recognise a plurality of these
or only one. Thus Empedocles makes Soul to be com-
pounded of all the elements, and at the same time con-
siders each of these to be a Soul. His words are as
follows :— -

Earth we perceive by earth, and man knoweth water by water,

Air the divine by air, by fire sees fire the destroyer,
Love he beholds by love, by discord®horrible discord.*

So Plato in the Timaeus constructs Soul out of the
elements. Like is known by like, he maintains, and the

1 I have resisted a temptation to render yvxsj throughout by
‘Life’; we must keep this word for {wf. But ‘ Soul’ is laden with
alien associations, and the reader of Plotinus must bear in mind that
* Life > would often represent the idea of yvys# better. In Stoicism also
soul is the principle of action, while the body is the passive part of man.

2 Cornford. 3 Aristotle, de Anima, 1. 2.

¢ The Greek is quoted on p. 138.
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objects of knowledge are composed of the elements of
existence . . . While, however, thinkers agree in re-
ducing the Soul to elements or principles, they differ as
regards the name and number of the principles; some
make them corporeal, others incorporeal; some reduce
them to one, others regard them as more in number. .
Democritus regarded the Soul as identical with Mind
(vols), which belongs to the class of primary and in-
divisible bodies, and possesses the faculty of movement.
. . . Anaxagoras sometimes seems to distinguish Soul
and Mind, but he really identifies them, except that he
makes Mind the principle of all things. . . . Heracleitus
also identifics the Soul with his principle in describing it
as the “ fiery process” out of which he derives other
existing things, his ground being that it is that which
is least corporeal and in constant movement. . . . Thus
with the exception of the earth all the elements have
gained a vote.’

The Orphics were the first to teach that the Soul of
man is ‘fallen’ ; it is in prison until the end of the
cosmic year of ten thousand solar years. Till then, it is
‘an exile from God and a wanderer.” It retains its
individuality (this is distinctive of Orphism) through all
its transmigrations. The Pythagoreans held to this
doctrine of a multitude of immortal souls, thus breaking
up the older doctrine that ‘Soul’ generically is the
active power or manifestation of one spiritual Being.
One of the main problems of the later Greek philosophy
was to preserve the truth of human personality, thus,
rather late, recognised, without sacrificing the right to,
believe ir Divine immanence and in the ultimate
unity of all the creatures in God. The doctrine which
insisted on the individuality and personal responsibility
of the human Soul contained a theodicy ; for, as Em-
pedocles and Pindar before him taught, the Soul is in
prison because it sinned—stained itself with blood, or
‘followed strife,” or committed perjury—in an earlier
state of existence. If love and strife are the contending
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principles which constitute the life of the immortal Soul.
sin must be the following of strife, and its punishment
the rupture of the bond of love which unites souls with
each other and with God. The eating of flesh, forbidden
by the Orphics, was a kind of sacrament of strife, an
acceptance of the sad law that creatures must live by
killing one another. The flesh itself, in which we live
our outer lives, is an ‘alien garment,” the sign that we
are divided from one another. When ‘loving-kindness
burns like a fire,’! we are on the way to conquer strife by
love, and the Soul may look for an end to its wandering
in the wilderness. Thoughts like these help to reconcile
panentheism (Divine immanence) with belief in the
distinct soul-life of human individuals.

Plotinus thus inherited a double tradition about the
nature of Soul. Some of his predecessors had almost
identified it with Mind or Spirit; that is to say, they
made Soul the power of God in the world, a spiritual
energy like that ascribed to ‘ Wisdom ’ in late Jewish
literature.® Others had thought not of Soul but of Souls,
and had elaborated a semi-mythical doctrine of the fall of
the Soul from its heavenly home, and of its return
thither. Philosophy was attempting to combine two
very different theories, just as Christianity tried to find
room for the very different religious ideas of Judaism and
Hellenism. From the point of view of the rigorous
logician and metaphysician, this kind of syncretism can
hardly escape the charge of halting between two opinions ;
but the attempt to do justice to two legitimate views of
the world, and to bring them together, is a worthy task
for a philosopher. In matters of religion especially, it is
better to leave some ragged edges than to purchase con-
sistency by onesidedness.

The Soul is in the centre, not at the summit, of Plotinus’
philosophy. It stands midway between the phenomenal

1 gihoppooivy §¢ dedrjer, Empedocles, Frag. 130.
2 1 do not, of course, mean that the early philosophers, named by
Aristotle in the passage just quoted, held this view.
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world, of which it is the principle, and the world of Spirit,
which is its principle. But the Soul is not only an inter-
mediary between appearance and reality. It is the point
where all converging and diverging lines meet ; ‘it binds
extremes together,’? and it is in vital correspondence with
every region to which these lines lead. Within the Soul
all metaphysical principles are represented. It touches
every grade in the hierarchies of value and of existence,
from the super-essential Absolute to the infra-essential
Matter. It has its own centre, a life proper to itself ; but
it can expand infinitely in every direction without ceasing
to be itself.2 The Soul is a microcosm ; as Aristotle says,
‘the Soul is the real world.’”® There is a sense in which
each of us #s the spiritual world®; and we also share the
being of the universal Soul. The Soul is the last Logos
of the spiritual world, and the first of the phenomenal
world, and is thus in vital connexion with both.5 To
maintain this connexion by constant movement is part
of its nature.®

No limit has becn set to its possible expansion. When
the Soul raises itself to the realm of Spirit, ‘it will see
God and itself and the All; it will not at first see itself
as the All, but being unable to find a stopping-place, to
fix its own limits and determine where it ceases to be
itself, it will give up the attempt to distinguish itself from
the universal Being, and will arrive at the All without
change of place, abiding there, where the All has its
home.’?

In modern idealism the Soul or self-conscious self tends
to be the fixed centre, round which all revolves. In
Plotinus it is the wanderer of the metaphysical world.

1 4. 4. 23. owdwre. Td dxpa dANHNois.

2 The Soul is & uéoyw, 4.6. 3; wéonw Tdéw év Tols obow émoxoboav
.8.7; domep xévtpor, 5. 1. 11 ; dpxhv xal uéosa xal éoxara Exet, 1.8.14.

3 Aristotle, De Anima, 3. 8. 1. ti 8vra wws 9 Yuxh éoTw.

4 éouéy Ekaoros Kkbomos woyrds, 3. 4. 3; vooluer éxelva Oyres éxeivo,
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The life which we know in our external experience is not
the Soul’s life. The Soul is in truth a stranger among the
things of sense. It realises itself by turning towards its
principle, and away from its own creations, which none
the less are good and necessary. But the world of sense
is, as it were, only the shadow of Soul cast by the sun of
Spirit ; and the more the Soul lives in the light of Spirit,
‘ turned towards’ that which is above itself, the more
creative it becomes, though its work is done with its
back turned.

Soul is the offspring of Spirit,! which, having perfect
life, must necessarily procreate and not be barren. It is
an energy thrown off by Spirit.2 As an image of Spirit,
it resembles its principle closely. But while on one side
it is closely attached to Spirit, of which it is the effluence,?
on the other it touches the phenomenal world. Soul is
still a part of the Divine world, though the lowest part.4
‘It is not Matter and Form, but Form only, and power,
and energy second to that of Spirit.’8 Soul is eternal
and timeless. It may be compared to a moving circle
round the One, while Spirit is an unmoving circle.® Soul
is ‘“.indivisible even when it is divided ; for it is all in all
and all in every part.’? Individual souls are Logoi of
Spirits,® more evolved (ééetAvyuévar), that is to say, less
fully unified, than Spirits. It is only bodies, not souls,
that are in space, and subject to the mutual exclusive-
ness and incompenetrability of spatial existence. Soul is
distinguished from Spirit not by being localised, but,
among other things, by the presence of unfulfilled desire
in Soul, Spirit being free from alledesires. Soul, as an
activity proceeding from Spirit, is in labour to create
after the pattern which it saw in Spirit, and from this
desire ‘ the whole world that we know arose and took its
shapes.”® Soul is separated from Spirit as word from
thought, as activity from power, as manifestation from
essence. It is of the nature of Soul to look both up and

15 A !5 2. L ’¢a‘:s~xahxvos.5x 7.
y.éxpc To¥TWY T4 Oua, 5. 1.7, 5 4. 4 ¢ 4. 4. 16,
"4 2 L ®4.3.5; 5 1.6, 4713 3. 2. 2.
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down,! and so to be the intermediary between Spirit
and the world that we know. The Soul has its proper
place in this intermediate sphere.?

The Universal Soul

The Third Person in the Neoplatonic Trinity is not
the aggregate of individual Souls, the ‘ world of spirits’
which some modern philosophers have made the centre
of their systems, but ‘ the Soul of the All.” To this World-
Soul Plotinus assigns attributes which bring it very near
to the nature of Spirit.? The World-Soulis exalted above
Time and Space ; it remains itself at rest while it vivifies
the world and gives it all the being that it has. The
World-Soul is not in the world ; rather the World is in it,
embraced by it and moulded by it.

. The individual Soul can understand itself only by con-
templating the universal Soul. The passage in which
Plotinus urges us to this holy quest is one of the finest
in the Enneads. Part of it is familiar to thousands who
have never read Plotinus, because it has been closely
imitated by St. Augustine in a famous chapter of his
Confessions. ‘ The Soul ought first to examine its own
nature to know whether it has the faculty of contem-
plating spiritual things, and whether it has indeed an
eye wherewith to see them, and if it ought to embark
on the quest. If the spiritual world is foreign to it, what
is the use of trying ? But if there is a kinship between
us and it, we both can and ought to find it. First then
let every Soul consider that it is the universal Soul which
created all things, breathing into them the breath of life
14 8.8 *4.8 3

® Plotinus thus distinguishes them (4. 8. 3) : * Besides its spiritual
character, Soul has another character, in which its proper nature con-
sists. By looking up to that which is above itself, it sees the spiritual
world ; by recalling its gaze to itself, it maintains its own life; by
lookmg down at that which is below itself, it adorns, administers, and
governs it.” Soul is like the moon, Spirit like the sun ; the moon shines
with borrowed hght (5 6. 4).

4 éumvedoaca abrois {wijv. It is an interesting question whether
this is a conscious allusion to Genesis 2. 7. In 4. 3. 17 he has the phrase

¢ds éc ¢wrds, which has a Christian sound. But the resemblances
may be accidental.
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—into all living things which are on earth, in the air, and
in the sea, and the Divine stars in heaven, the sun, and
the great firmament itself. The Soul sets them in their
order and directs their motions, keeping itself apart from
the things which it orders and moves and causes to live.
The Soul must be more honourable than they, since they
are born and perish as the Soul grants them life and
leaves them ; but the Soul lives for ever and never ceases
to be itself. But how is life imparted, in the whole and in
individuals ? The Great Soul must be contemplated by
another Soul, itself no small thing, but one that makes
itself worthy to contemplate the Great Soul by ridding
itself, through quiet recollection, of deceit and of all that
bewitches vulgar souls. For it let all be quiet; not
only the body which encompasses it, and the tumult
of the senses; but let all its environment be at peace.
Let the earth be quiet and the sea and air, and the
heaven itself waiting.! Let it observe how the Soul flows
in from all sides into the resting world, pours itself into it,
penetrates it and illumines it. Even as the bright beams
of the sun enlighten a dark cloud and give it a golden
border, so the Soul when it enters into the body of the
heaven gives it life and immortality and awakens it from
sleep. So the world, guided in an eternal movement by
the Soul which directs it with intelligence, becomes a
living and blessed being ; and the heaven, after the Soul
has made it her habitation, becomes a thing of worth,
after being, before the advent of the Soul, a dead body,
mere earth and water, or rather darkness of Matter and

°

1 T formerly thought that Kirchhoff’s dxdpwy (a word used by
Plotinus in 1. 6. 5) was probably right for the MS. duelvwy. But
I have now no doubt that Professor Sleeman’s dvapévwy (Professor
Dodds had already suggested dua pévay) is right. Cf. 6. 8. 9. dvauévew
8¢t 76. dAda 7{ more & Paoileds davely. Augustine closely imitates this
passage in Confessions ix. 10. Dicebamus ergo: Si cui sileat tumultus
carnis, sileant phantasiae terrae et aquarum et aéris, sileant poli, et
ipsa sibi anima sileat, et transeat se non se cogitando; sileant
somnia et imaginariae revelationes, omnis lingua et omne signum, et
quidquid transeundo fit, si cui sileat omnino ; quoniam si quis audiat
dicunt haec omnia: fon ipsi nos fecimus, sed fecit nos qui manet
in aeternum.
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no thing, ‘ hated by the gods,” as the poet says.! The
power and nature of the Soul are revealed still more
clearly, if we consider how it encompasses and guides
the heaven by its own will. It gives itself to every point
in this vast body, and vouchsafes its being to every part,
great and small, though these parts are divided in space
and manner of disposition, and though some are opposed
to each other, others dependent on each other. But the
Soul is not divided, nor does it split up in order to
give life to each individual. All things live by the Soul
in its entirety ; it is all present everywhere, like the
Father? which begat it, both in its unity and in its
universality. The heaven, vast and various as it is, is
one by the power of the Soul, and by it is this universe of
ours Divine. The sun too is Divine, being the abode of
Soul, and so are the stars; and we ourselves, if we are
worth anything, are so on account of the Soul ; for‘ a dead
corpse is viler than dung.’3 DBut if it is to the Soul that
the gods owe their divinity, the Soul itself must be a
God higher than the gods. Now our Soul is of one form
with the universal Soul; and if you remove from it all
that is adventitious, and consider it in its state of purity,
you will see how precious the essence of the Soul is, far
more precious than anything bodily. . . . Since then
the Soul is so precious and Divine a thing, be persuaded
that by it thou canst attain to God ; with it raise thyself
to Him. Be sure that thou wilt not have to go far afield ;
there is not much between. Take as thy guide in the
ascent that which is more Divine than this Divine—I mean
that part of the Soul which is next neighbour to that
which is above, after which and through which the Soul
exists. For although the Soul is such a thing as our
argument has shown, a thing in itself, it is an image of
Spirit. As the Logos which is manifested outwardly is

1 From Iliad, 20. 65. The reader must be careful not to take
‘ before ’ in a strictly temporal sense. There was never a #me when
the unverse was without form and void.

® The ‘ Father’ is, of course, Spirit (Nofs).

3 Plutarch attributes this expression to Heracleitus
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an image of the Logos in the Soul, so the Soul itself is
a Logos of Spirit, and is the whole activity by which it
projects life into the substance of another. . . . Being
then derived from Spirit, the Soul is spiritual, and its
Spirit is manifested in the discursive reason. The Soul
owes its perfecting to Spirit, as it owes its existence—
a son less perfect than his father. Its substance proceeds
from Spirit . . . and when it looks upon Spirit, it has
within itself, and as its own, what it sees and does.
These are, indeed, the only activities of the Soul, properly
speaking, which it performs spiritually and itself ; the
inferior operations come from elsewhere and are rather
affections of the Soul which experiences them. Spirit
then makes Soul more Divine, both by being its father and
by its presence. There is nothing between them except
that which distinguishes them—namely, that the Spirit is
Form and imparts, the Soul receives from it. But even
the Matter of Spirit is beautiful and of spiritual form and
simple like Spirit.”?

The Universal Soul as Creator

The life of the world (3 708 xdopov {wnf)? is an energy
of Soul, having its ruling principle within itself. It does
not reason or seek what it ought to do, for ‘ it has already
been discovered and ordered what it ought to do.” It
always beholds the eternal world ; °for Soul is one and
its work is one.” ‘It is never at a loss, in spite of partial
opposition ; it abides unchanged in one and the same
work.’3 Thus the Universal Soul i not only the creator
of the world, but the providence which watches over it.
Universal providence consists in the fact that the world
is framed in the image of the spiritual world.# But the

1 s 1. 1-3.

* The conception of Life ({wi) in Plotinus perhaps merits more
space than I have given it. Such sentences as ndoe {w) wénals 7is
show how closely connected vofis and {wi are. Compare too 6. 7. 15,
16 ; and 3. 8. 8. ¥dnois 1 mpdrn {w) kal Lwy) Sevrépa vénais Sevrépa kal %)
doxdry {wy &oxaros wémois. But Proclus goes further when he says
(Instit. Theol. 101) mpuriorov 76 v, elra Lw), elra vofis. There is a good
discussion of {w} in Plotinus in Heinemann, p. 21 sq.

? 4. 4. 10, ‘3 2
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spiritual world is timeless and spaceless, one, harmonious
and unchangeable. Here below, on the contrary, we
see the unity broken up into parts which by reason of
their imperfection are strange or hostile to each other.
Hatred reigns rather than love. It was necessary that
this inferior world should exist, since every grade must
be represented in a complete universe; and God can
produce harmony even out of discordant elements. The
creative Logos proceeding from Spirit has as it were to
contend, here below, with blind necessity ;1 but Spirit
dominates necessity. The world as a whole is good ;
and if we listen, we shall hear it bearing its testimony
on this wise ;2 ‘ It was a God who made me, and from His
hands I came forth complete, containing within me all
living beings, sufficient to myself and needing nothing,
since all are in me, plants and animals, the entire nature
of creatures that are born, the many gods and the multi-
tude of demons, and good souls, and men happy in their
virtue. It is not only the earth which is rich in plants
and animals of all kinds; the power of Soul extends also
to the sea. The air and the sky are not lifeless ; there
also dwell all good souls, who give life to the stars and
preside over the circular revolution of the heaven, a
revolution eternal and full of harmony, which imitates
the movement of Spirit. . . . All the beings whom I
contain within me aspire after the Good, and all attain
it ‘as far as they can. On the Good the whole heaven
depends, and my own Soul and the gods who dwell in
my different parts, all animals and plants, and those
beings also which are thought to have no life. Of these
some seem to participate in existence only, others in
life, others in sensibility, others in reason, others in the
fulness of life.’

The energy of the Universal Soul descends as low as
vegetable life, and slumbers even in inorganic nature.
Here Plotinus frankly leaves Plato, who allowed souls
to animals, but not to vegetables or minerals.? This

! Here he follows Plato’s Timaeus.
3 Cf. E. Caird, Evoirdion of Theology, Vol. 1, p. 196. ? 323

I— P



210 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

involved him in the awkwardness of cutting the world in
half—divided into real things which have Soul and other
things which, having no Soul, cannot be real. This diffi-
culty confronts the ‘ personal idealists > of our own day ;
they are compelled to draw a sharp line across the field
of experience, though they are obliged to own that they
do not know where it should be drawn, and that Nature
gives no indications of such a dualism. Plotinus and
Spinoza seem to me to be on much firmer ground in
holding that ommnia sunt diversis gradibus animata.
I agree heartily with what Royce! says on this subject.
‘ The vast contrast which we have been taught to make
between material and conscious processes depends merely
upon the accidents of the human point of view. . .
We have no right whatever to speak of really unconscious
Nature, but only of uncommunicative Nature. . . . In
case of Nature in general, as in case of the particular
portions of Nature known as our fellow-men, we are
dealing with phenomenal signs of a vast conscious pro-
cess, whose relation to Time varies greatly, but whose
general characters are throughout the same. From this
point of view, evolution would be a series of processes
suggesting to us various degrees and types of conscious
processes. These processes in the case of so-called
inorganic matter are very remote from us.” So Bradley
thinks that it proceeds only from our ignorance that we
assume an absolutely inorganic in Nature. The inorganic
is a limit of our knowledge.? We may add that for the
most modern physics organic evolution is a mere moment
in the great drama of inorganic ewolution.

The Universal Soul is not incarnate in the world, though
it thinks the world worthy of its care. It directs the world
from its abode on high,® without being involved in it.
It has self-consciousness (owvaioOnois), but is not con-
scious #» its own creations. Creation is the result of
‘ contemplation.” It is the Logoi within them that move

1 The World and the Individual, Vol. 2, p. 224 sq.
3 Cf. Hoffding, Moders Philosophers, p. 68,
439 2.8. 9.
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beings to generate, and these Logoi are ‘ an activity of
contemplation,” ‘a yearning to create many Forms.”?
Plotinus does not deign to notice the quibbling objec-
tions which Aristotle (in the Ethics, Metaphysics, and
De Amnima) brings against the Platonic World-Soul.
Aristotle’s own conception of a Creative Mind 2 is not
unlike the World-Soul of Plato ; and the Arabian philos-
ophers, especially Ibn Gebirol (Avicebrol) in his Fons
Vitae, developed the doctrine of the Creative Reason on
strictly Neoplatonic lines.3 Indian thinkers can readily
understand the doctrine, since they are under no tempta-
tion to regard the super-individual as an ‘ abstraction.’
The notion that the heavenly bodies have life or soul
has been revived in all seriousness by Leibnitz and
Fechner. If Plotinus and his modern followers have
Junconsciously been influenced by the idea that such
bulky bodies must have a corresponding endowment of
soul-life, they have undoubtedly exposed themselves to
ridicule ; but the doctrine itself does not seem to me
ridiculous or improbable. Each of our bodies is a world,
populated by millions of minute living beings. We are
not conscious in them, nor are they conscious of the
unitary life of the organism to which they belong. Why
should not our planet have a life of its own, thinking
thoughts of which we know nothing? The ancient
opinion that ‘ there are many things in the universe more
divine than man’ seems to me entirely reasonable and
probable. The apotheosis of the stars in Plotinus is at
any rate a doctrine far more respectable than the denial
of a plurality of worlds containing intelligent beings,
which we find in Hegel and in Alfred Russel Wallace.
Hegel compared the starry heavens to a ‘ light-rash ’ on
the sky, and to a swarm of flies; for him this planet is
the centre of the universe, and Germany is the hub of

1 4. 4. 22, dvépyeia Oewpigs—ddis 706 moAAd morelv €idy.

? It has been pointed out to me that voiis mourixds (tntellectus agens)
is ‘ active’ rather than ‘ creative.” But is not creation which is ‘ the
result of contemplation’ very much what this phrase (which is not
actually in Aristotle) indicates ?

3 Ibn Gebirol was a Spanish Jew who wrote in Arabic.



212 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

this planet. Plotinus, with all his ignorance of astronomy,
never talked such nonsense as this.

But there is another difficulty, in which Platonism gives
us no help. Granting the existence of super-individual
psychic activity, why should we assume that it is always
superior in value to theindividual will and consciousness ?
What we call racial instincts! are more often than not
atavistic; they have survived their usefulness and are
now a nuisance to mankind. We should be much better
off without such absurdities as war and fashion, which
have no rational sanction, though they satisfy the
cravings of obscure inherited instincts. I can imagine
a cynic saying : ‘I believe in the racial Soul. He is the
devil.” There is, indeed, an emancipation from individual
wilfulness which only leads the Soulintoslavery. Women
especially often accept the dictation of a milliner or of a
priest, who are professors of two arts which are far older
than civilisation. There are two ways of sinking our
individuality ; and perhaps it is not always easy to choose
right. There are some bad psychologists who assume
that because the subconscious will is mysterious, it is
half-divine. This is far from being true. It is sometimes
infra-rational and sometimes supra-rational. In the
former case it is for reason to try and condemn it; in
the latter case it is forreason to endeavour to understand
it. Those who have best described the communion of the
individual Soul with the great Soul leave us no excuse
for confounding it with the base promptings of herd-
consciousness or racial atavisms. ° All goes to show that
the Soul in man is not an organ, but animates and exer-
cises all the organs; is not a faculty, but a light ; is not
the intellect or the will, but the master of the intellect
and the will ; is the background of our being, in which
they lie—an immensity not possessed and that cannot
be possessed. A light shines through us upon things, and
makes us aware that we are nothing, but the light is
all. . . . When it breathes through the intellect, it is

1 But we must be careful not to saddle Plotinus with the ‘ racial
soul ' of Comte and other moderns.
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genius ; when it breathes through the will, it is virtue;
when it flows through the affections, it is love.’?

Individual Souls

Plotinus combats the views of Heracleitus and the
Stoics, who admit only one Soul.2 He will not allow, with
some of the Neopythagoreans, like Numenius and
Apollonius of Tyana, that individual souls are only the
parts into which the anima mundi is divided. He argues
against these monists in a manner not unlike the conten-
tion of Thomas Aquinas against Averroes. The cate-
gories of quantity, or extension, do not apply to spiritual
beings like souls; we cannot speak of souls being parts
of other souls. Soul cannot be divided quantitatively,
nor can it have heterogeneous parts or limbs, like a body.
JIndividual souls are not functions of the universal Soul,
perishing with their body. They are Logoi of Spirits,3
corresponding to distinct Spirits Yonder. The true
account is to say * that Spirit subsists in itself without
descending into the body; that from it proceed the
universal Soul and the individual souls, which exist
together up to a certain point, and form one Soul in so
far as they do not belong to any particular being. But
though on their higher sides they are united, they pre-
sently diverge, as the light divides itself among the
various habitations of men, while still remaining one and
indivisible. The Universal Soul remains in its heavenly
abode ; our souls, though not cut off from the higher
world, have to seek the places assigned to them in this
world.

The division (uepiopds) of souls from each other is an
affection (mdfnua) of the bodies, not of Soul itself. This
doctrine is rather difficult. The distinction between
souls, and their individuality, are not ° affections of the

1 Emerson, The Over-Soul.

* moMds oSros & Oeds, 5. 1. 5. Oeds, 8ru &qufuyos, 5. 1. 2. The habit
of modern scholars who render Plotinus’ ‘ The One,’ or dxeivos, by

‘God’ is the worst of all the errors in terminology which have
prevented English readers from understanding Plotinus. See Vol. 2,

P 82. 3 4.3.5. ¢ 4. 3. 4.
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bodies ’ ; they correspond, as we have seen, to definite
ideas in the world of Spirit. But in the spiritual world
there is distinction without division. The part, in a
sense, contains the whole. Each soul is universal.! Each
individual soul has its own character and uniqueness,
which give it its individuality ; but in the world ‘ yonder’
there is no obstacle to their complete communion with
each other. On the lower levels, on the other hand,
we get separation without disparity, and resemblance
without unity.

‘ Each in his hidden sphere of joy or woe
Our hermit spirits dwell and range apart.’?

It is the body and not the Soul which makes these
illusory divisions. The Soul, even in its relations with
the body, is only in appearance divided;® it never
loses its vital intercourse with the universal Soul. *All
souls are one.’”* The Soul is the sphere of the * One-and-
Many,’ as the Spirit is the sphere of the ‘ One-Many.’
That is to say, individuality is a fact, but sympathy is
also a fact, which bears witness to a real unity behind the
apparent separateness. These sympathies, which run
through nature, depend on the common origin and
ultimate identity of all souls.

Plotinus is anxious to preserve human individuality.
He tells us that each individual must be himself,® and
that not only the Universal Soul but each individual Soul
is an ‘original cause,’® not engendered by something
else. In the same place he says that the Soul is entirely
its own master only when out of thg body ; though then
it is in intimate union with the Universal Soul.” But his
fullest discussion of the relation of the individual souls
to the Universal Soul is in the ninth chapter of the Fourth
Ennead.

1

4. 3. 2.
8 Keble, The Christian Year, Twenty-fourth Sunday after Trinity.
3 4.2, 1. Plotinus in parts of this section is influenced by Plato
(in the Timaeus), who intercalates between the divisible and indivisible
a 7plrov eldos in which the contradictions dwell together.
4 6.5 0. 5 3¢t éxaoroy éxaorov elvar, 3. 1. 4.
¢ wpwrovpyds alria, 3. 1. 8. ' 3 2 4.
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Plotinus admits the difficulty of showing how a plurality
of souls can arise out of the one Soul of the World. It is
a difficulty which constantly besets all philosophical
theism ; and on the whole his answer is that God has
revealed to us the way to get back to Him, but has not
thought it nccessary to reveal the downward road. The
existence of life on the lower levels is a fact of experi-
ence, and we must leave it there. Here, however, he
invokes the aid of God, and reminds us—it is a favourite
device of his—that there is a higher and a lower Soul.
The higher Soul is the unity to which all particular
souls belong; ‘it gives itself to them, and in another
sense does not give itself *; it passes into them and yet
remains in its own unity. As an illustration, he bids us
consider how in a science each branch of knowledge con-
tains implicitly and depends upon the whole subject-
atter of the science. We cannot prove any proposition
in geometry without using methods which are the key
to any geometrical problem. In the psychical world,
which is the lower part of the spiritual, there is no private
ownership and no barriers. If the answer to the question
‘ How can Soul be both one and many ? ° seems unsatis-
factory, it is because the question itself is faulty. The
contradiction which it assumes belongs only to the
relations between ‘bodies.” Porphyry! sums up the
teaching of Plotinus on this subject correctly, and rather
more clearly than his master. ‘We must not believe
that the plurality of souls comes from the plurality of
bodies. Particular souls subsist, as well as the Universal
Soul, independently of bodies, without the unity of the
Universal Soul absorbing the multiplicity of the particu-
lar souls, or the multiplicity of particular souls splitting
up the unity of the Universal Soul. Particular souls are
distinct without being separate ; they are united to each
other without being confused, and without making the
Universal Soul a simple aggregate. They are not separated
from each other by any barriers, nor are they con-

1 Porphyry, *Agopual, 39.
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fused with each other ; they are distinct like the different
sciences in a single Soul.” Each part of the whole is in
a sense infinite; there is no such individuality as the
‘ self-centred ° man supposes ; isolation is a disease of
the individual Soul, like the loss of the senses. The
particular is most itself when it is universal. And yet
the differences between souls are real too; it is inner
diversity, not space, that makes them many.! A modern
philosopher might attempt to explain the doctrine by
speaking of an infinite number of focs in one infinite
consciousness. But we could not so far change the
language of Plotinus without altering his thought.
For the consciousness of individual souls does not make
up that of the World-Soul. He prefers to say that ‘ when
we look outward, we forget our unity. When we turn
back upon ourselves, either of our own accord or as
Athena plucked Achilles by the hair, we behold ourselves
and the whole as one with God.’?

Plotinus recurs frequently to the nature of the Soul
as both divisible and indivisible.? ‘It is divisible as
being in all the parts of that in which it is, and indivisible
as being entire in all and every one of them.” To be
‘divided * he regards as a defect of reality or being;
separate individuality is a limitation. In the spiritual
world, Soul is undivided ;* and since, as we shall see
presently, part of it remains always in the higher sphere,
it is never wholly divided, even when animating in-
dividual lives. Thus individual souls have a common
feeling (ovumafewa), due to their common participation
in the undivided Soul. This sympathy is dull® in com-
parison with the complete sympathy of Spirits with each
other ; but it testifies to their unity of nature. ‘We
have a fellow-feeling with each other and with the All;
so that when I suffer, the All feels it too.’®* The organ
which is the vehicle of this and other vital experiences

1 6. 4. 4. 26.5 7 3 eg 4.2 1.
¢ ddiudxpiros xal duépiaros, 4. 2 1. s dpu&pd. 4. 5. 2
8 Suomalety huds Te wpds dA\fAovs xal wpds Td W@y, Gore éyou waférros
ocwaicbdveslas 6 wav, 4. 9. 1.
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is the brain, the centre of the nervous system. Plotinus
here makes use of the new science of Galen and his school.

How far can we say that Plotinus makes the nature
of the Soul essentially teleological? In a remarkable
passage! he says that the true being—the distinctness—
of each individual consists in its raison d’étre (to dua i).
In the spiritual world everything has its ratson d’étre in
itself ; in the world here below the raison d’étre resides
in the ‘Form'’ given from above to each individual.
But it is a part of this philosophy to insist that the source
and the end of life are the same. The raison d’étre of an
individual life is therefore the goal which it lives to reach.
And it is the distinctness of this personal goal which
constitutes the distinctness of each individual life.
Personality is the determination of life in the direction
ordained by the Creator, since, as Aristotle says, ‘ Nature
rhakes nothing without a purpose.’2

Soul as we know it is an essentially teleological cate-
gory ; but the home of the Soul is the world of purposes
achieved, a world from which it again sets forth on its
‘adventures brave and new.” In other words, the Soul
has a nature from which its activities proceed ; it is not
itself those activities and nothing more, though its whole
life consists of purposive effort.

Soul and Body

Aristotle had taught that Soul and Body only exist in
their combination with each other. Body and Soul are
two aspects of one concrete living object. But they are
not on the same level. Soul is the reality (ovola) of Body,
being the Nature or completion of Body, the end for
which Body exists. He also describes Soul as the actuality
(évépyea) of Body, by which he means that w1thout Soul
Body would be a meaningless potentxahty But he
defines his meaning more closely when he says that Soul

1 6. 7
s Anstotle, De Motu Anim. 2. 704, 4 Pplois ol0ér woiel pdryr,
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is the complete expression (évreAexeta) of Body; Soul
sums up all that Body is to be and to mean. He guards
himself against the notion that when Soul comes to its
own, it has no more life to live ; on the contrary, it has
only then attained the condition in which free activity
is possible.! Body is thus, according to Aristotle, neces-
sary to Soul, as the means by which alone Soul can
express itself. As usual, he rather exaggerates his
opposition to Plato. What he disliked most in Plato’s
psychology was the doctrine of a Universal Soul which
gives life to individual things while standing in a sense
aloof from them. But Plotinus is able to use Aristotle’s
psychology without contradicting Plato.

The Soul is not in the Body, but the Body is enveloped
and penetrated by the Soul which created it.2 Plotinus
prefers the metaphor of Jight to any other ; but he warns
us that spatial images should not be employed more than
necessary, and then only for the sake of clearness in
exposition.? The causes of the association of Soul and
Body, he says, are three : a free attraction or voluntary
inclination ; the law of necessity, proceeding from the
nature of things; and thirdly the desire on the part of
the Soul to bestow order and beauty on the stage of
being which is next below itself.# Accordingly, the Soul
‘ is present ’ with the Body, but not within it : it remains
pure of all admixture, and is always itself.5 What it
gives to the Body is only an image or shadow of itself.
This, however, happens in various degrees. The power
of the Soul, as we have seen, penetrates down to the
lowest forms of life, and slumbers even in lifeless nature.
‘ Nothing that is destitute of Soul can exist.’® There
is a higher and a lower Soul; the latter is the principle
of the physiological life. It is characteristic of this
philosophy that every concept, on examination, breaks
up into two parts, the one connecting it with what is

1 When he further says that Soul is the 73 7{ #» eva: of Body,
and the Aoyos of Body, he means much the same thing as when he
calls it the édvreNéxma. 2 4.3.9; 4. 3. 20,

4.3 9. 4 4.8 5. $1.1.8 * 4.5 7
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above or before’ it, the other with what is below or
‘after ' it. The practice is irritating to the logician, whe
rightly insists that the intercalation of intermediate
terms bridges no gaps ; but as a picture of life it is true.
The higher Soul, having in itself the cternal light of life,
imparts it to all living beings as they are able to receive it.
Life alone begets life ;! even the One ‘ cannot be alone.’2
So the Soul must ‘unroll’ (éfehirrew) its powers by
creating down to the utmost verge to which it can pene-
trate.

the connexion between Soul and Body is mediated by
Pneuma, a word which has far less importance and
dignity in Plotinus than in Christian theology. The
curious passage 3 in which, following Plato’s T4maeus, he
speaks of the ‘spherical motion’ of Pneuma, does not
help us at all to understand the part which he wishes to
assfgn to it in the scale of existence. Porphyry and
Proclus say that Pneuma is the vehicle of the Soul ; the
former says that when the Soul is separated from the
Body it does not quit the Pneuma, which it has received
from the celestial spheres.* The idea seems to be that
the disembodied Soul remains invested with an ethereal
form, a sort of gaseous body. We find this ghost of
materialism even in Christian writers. Dante, following
no doubt some scholastic authority, clearly held it :5

¢ Tosto che luogo Il la circonscrive,
La virtd formativa raggia intorno,
Cosl e quanto nelle membra vive.
E come l'aer, quand’ é ben piorno,
Per l'altrui raggio che in s¢ si riflette,
Di divegsi color si mostra adorno ;
Cosl l'aer vicin quivi si mette
In quella forma, che in lui suggella
Virtualmente 1’ alma che ristette ;
E simigliante poi alla fiamella
Che segue il fuoco Ia *vunque si muta,
Segue allo spirto sua forma novella.’

4 3.8, 5 2 3¢t uh wévoy &y elvae, 4. 8. 6.
$ 2.2, 4 Porphyry, ’A¢opxal, § 32.
s ngahmo, xxv. 88-99.
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The Pneuma is corporeal, though its substance is of
extreme tenuity. It is an invisible, intangible body, the
first incorporation of the Soul. Plotinus adds that
there are very many &ywya mveluara.! Such a concep-
tion seems to have no philosophical value, and Plotinus
makes very little use of it. It would have been better if
he had discarded it altogether.

And yet it is impossible to leave this important word,
which fills so large a place in Christian Platonism, without
some further comment. Reitzenstein says that the
Pauline uses of Pneuma are all to be found in the Hermetic
literature and magical papyri. ‘The Spirit,” or ‘the
divine Spirit,” is contrasted with ‘Body’ and with
‘ Flesh.” Sometimes Pneuma and Soul seem to be identi-
cal. But in other passages Pneuma and Soul are con-
trasted, the latter being the principle of natural human
life, the former of Divine inspiration or indwelling. He
thinks that the Gnostic classification of men as ‘sarkic,
psychic, and pneumatic ’ is not borrowed from St. Paul,
but from the mystery-religions. But in the mystery-
documents the ‘ pneumatic ’ seems to be always a man
in a state of ecstasy, whereas it was one of the great
achievements of St. Paul’s theology to ethicise the con-
ception of Pneuma which he found in the Old Testament,
and to teach that the Holy Spirit is an abiding possession
of the true Christian. This makes Pneuma much more
like the Plotinian Nous; and it is important to observe
that the two words are sometimes interchangeable, both
in the papyri and occasionally in St. Paul.2 In Origen
the identification of Pneuma with the Neoplatonic Nous
is almost complete. Pneuma is sinless ; it is the master
and judge of the Soul.?

The activity of the Soul is truly creative ; all life comes

)
14.7 4.
* References and quotations in Kennedy, St. Paul and the Mystery
Religions, p. 149. For St. Paul see Rom. 11, 34; 1 Cor. 2. 16. But
generally in St. Paul wols=Xoyich yuxh. The Pauline terminology
is complicated by his occasional use of kapdia for the inner life generally.
3 Origen, in Rom. 2. 9.
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from life.! Below its influence we can find nothing but
the absolute indeterminateness of Matter. The extent
to which the contents of the world are animated by Soul
varies infinitely, so that nature presents us with a living
chain of being,2 an unbroken series of ascending or
descending valucs. The whole constitutes a harmony,?
in which each inferior grade is ‘in’ the next above.4
Each existence is thus vitally connected with all others.
This conception, which asserts the right of the lower
existences to be what and where they are, is difficult to
reconcile with the Platonic doctrine of a ‘fall of the
Soul.” It is, however, Plotinus’ own view, whenever he
is not hampered by loyalty to the tradition. His critics
have not emphasised nearly enough the unbroken con-
nexion of higher and lower, which in this philosophy is
much closer than that which connects individual objects
on the same plane with each other. These latter are
connected indirectly, though the connexion of each with
a common principle; the bond of unity between the
higher and lower products of Soul is the aspiration, the
activity, the life (épeais, évépyera, w), which is the
reality of the world of becoming.

Faculties of the Soul
Sensation (aloOnats)

The Neoplatonic theory of knowledge is best discussed
in connexion with the faculties of the Soul, as enumerated
by Plotinus. Beginning at the bottom, only omitting the
feeblest manifestations of Soul, in vegetable life, we shall
first consider Sensation.

The * Soul in Matter ’* (5 éwhos Yuxi)® has as its proper

1 ¢wh e fwis, 3. 8. 5. 2 rdfww épetfis, 2. 9. 13.

3 o'w¢wvla 4. 3. 12; 70 wiv & «xal pla dpuovle, 2. 3. 5; edvrafs
pla, copxvon pla, 2. 3. 7. ‘

§ 2. 3. 17. This soul includes % ¢vrum évépyera, O Opemrixdy, T8
avEnTikdy, 1O yevyyricdy ; also the power of feeling pleasure and pain ;

this power is called 9 #w alofnais or &us wabyrich. Further, it mcludes
7 ¢avracia, 13 Spexrindy, 18 émibupnTicdy, and 10 Buuoerdés,
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character Sensation, which resides in the part which
is ‘common’ to Soul and Body. Plotinus insists that
we must not regard Sensation as a passive impression
made by external objects on the perceiving faculty. It
is an activity (an évépyea, not a wafos) ;! ‘a kind of
force ’ (loxus Tiw).? It is not the eye which sees, but
the active power of the Soul (4. 6. 3).  External sensa-
tion,” he says, impresses forms (rdmo:) on the ‘animal
nature’ (1o {wov), and these forms which are spiritual
things (vonrd) can be perceived by the Soul.® Sensation
is a reception of Form, for the nature of Form must be an
activity, which creates by being present.* The diffcrence
between sensations and spiritual perceptions (vorjaets)
is one of degree ; sensations are dim spiritual perceptions,
spiritual perceptions are clear sensations.® This doctrine
of sensation or sense-perceptlon as an activity of the
Soul is found also in Wordsworth. Sir Walter Raleigh
says :® ‘In the Lines written above Tintern Abbey, and
often elsewhere, Wordsworth makes division of ¢all the
mighty world of eye and ear ’ into ‘ what they half-create,
and what perceive.” The shaping encrgy of the mind is
never dormant. Perception itself is largely the work of
imagination ; it is a transaction between the outer
powers that operate on the mind through the senses and
the inner powers of the mind itself, which impose their
own powers on the things submitted to it. Berkeley’s
doctrine is very similar.? ‘Sense supplies-images to
memory. These become subjects for fancy to work upon.
Reason considers and judges of the imaginations. And
these acts of rcason become new objects to the under-
standing. Each lower faculty is a step that leads to one
above it. And the uppermost naturally leads to the
Deity. There runs a chain through the whole system of

1 3, 6. 1, alrtfoes ob wddn NN’ évépyeiar mepl & wabfuara. Aristotle
Des Anima, 2. j, had asserted the contrary; but with qualifications.
See Wallace, ristotle’s Psychology, p. lviii.

2 4. 6. 3 1.1.7. ¢ 1.1, 2. 56.7.7.

¢ Wordsworth P 158.

? 1 do not mean that Berkeley makes senss an activity.
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beings. In this chain one link drags another.’* We may
add that every sensation implies an intellectual reference,
including a distinction between the actual fact and the
preceding moment.

The actual process of sensation is explained by the
doctrine of sympathies, a very important part of this
philosophy. All the activities of the Soul are ‘move-
ments,” including that activity which gives life to a body.
This vital force possesses a sort of consciousness which
embraces all the parts of the being which it vivifies.?
From this unity, and consciousness of unity, proceeds a
‘faint sympathy,’® which pervades, in various degrees,
the whole world, proving that it is itself a living individual.
This sympathy extends to the organs of the body and
to the sensible objects which come in contact with them.
The fact of sensation is thus evidence of the living unity
of nature.

The powers of the sensitive Soul are localised in certain
parts of the body. Sight, hearing, taste, and smell have
each their own organs. Only the sense of touch is present
wherever there are nerves.# But the real organ of sensa-
tion is the seminal Logos, just as Soul is the organ of
discursive reason.®

The knowledge which sensation gives is only ‘ belief ’
(wloTis),® since the Soul in sensation has not in itself the
things which it perceives.? The object perceived by the
senses is only an image of the spiritual reality ; sensation
is a kind of dream of the Soul.!# Or we may say that
sensation is the messenger of the King, Spirit.?

1 Berkeley, Siris, § 303.

2 3 ovvalobinais 70 Tis Yuxis eldwlov perd Tob odparos Exet, 1. I. IX,

2 quvdpd ovpndfea, 4. 5. 2.

4 4. 3.23.

$6.7.5 7 . L

¢ In Proclus (Theol. Plat. 1. 1) mloris has quite a new dignity.
See note on p. 89.

75 5 I.

8 76 rijs aloOfoews Yuxds doriv eddovays, 3. 6. 6.

¥ alobnaus fpiv dyyedos, Paaideds 3¢ éxeivos (=rois), 5. 3. 3.
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Modern psychologists have raised the question whether
there is actually a sensational level of experience, as dis-
tinguished from the perceptual. Plotinus, if I understand
him rightly, would deny that a purely sensational ex-
perience can exist. It is a limit, like ‘ Matter ’; a limit
to which the lower kinds of experience approximate in
various degrees. But consciousness, it is probable,
always implies perception. In all consciousness there is
a synthesis of sense-material, an interpretation and com-
bination of elements ; and this, as Plotinus rightly says,
is an activity of the Soul. Whenever we recognise an
object as a definite thing, we begin to apply the cate-
gories of identity and difference, of the universal and the
particular. Practically, we also always recognise change.
And since it is only the permanent that changes, the
recognition of change involves that of permanence.
Thus, if it is difficult to draw any line between sensation
and perception, it is equally difficult to say where per-
ception passes into thought.

Plato discredited sense-perception on the ground that
it pictures reality as in a state of growth and decay,
which cannot be true, since real being cannot pass into
not-being. Modern philosophy, leaving these dialectical
puzzles, has studied the physiology of sensation, and has
maintained the old distinction between primary and
secondary qualities. Sugar, it issaid,isnot ‘really ’sweet ;
it only tastes sweet ; and there is no resemblance between
the sensation and the object which evokes it. Waves of
ether are not at all like light. On the other hand, bodies
are ‘really ’ extended and movable and solid. But it is
very doubtful whether this distinction can be maintained.?
Our ideas of primary qualities are derived from sensa-
tion; and the space-picture is not taken in from the
external world, but produced in much the same manner
as our perceptions of secondary qualities. According to
Lotze, we have no more ground for regarding extension

1 There is an excellent discussion of this in Professor Pringle
Pattison’s Idea of God, p. 120, sq.
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as an absolute property of things than taste or colour.
If this is so, the conclusion will certainly be drawn that
we have no ground for believing in the objective existence
of Body at all. But Plotinus does not anticipate Berkeley.
Reality for him is not mental, though there can be no
reality without mind. If we reduce the phenomenal
world to a mere thought of the Soul, we shall have to
make the spiritual world a mere thought of Spirit, and
this is by no means what Plotinus intended. The illusory
but not wholly imaginary ovala of the objects of sense-
perception is an imperfect picture of the real ovola which
is known by Spirit.

DPleasure and Pain

Pleasure and Pain belong neither to the Body nor to
the Soul, but to ‘ the compound,’ that is to say, to the
Soul present to the Body, or the Body present to the Soul.
The higher or reasonable Soul, in which our personality
resides, does not feel these sensations, though it is aware
of them.! The higher part of the Soul wears the Body,
with its pleasures and pains, like a garment ;? they
belong to it, but it is detached from them. Pleasure and
pain are only possible because the union of ‘the com-
pound ’ is unstable ; we feel pain when we recognise that
‘the Body is deprived of the image of the Soul’; we
feel pleasure when harmony is restored between them.

Plotinus is right in saying—for this is his meaning—
that "pleasure and pain are not pure sensations, since
they are states of consciousness ; and, on the other hand,
that they are not affections (wafy) of the Soul. What is
characteristic of pleasure and pain is that they ‘tell us
nothing beyond themselves, have no meaning, and sug-
gest no object or idea.’® And when they are over, they
are as if they had never been. We do not feel better for

1 1),u.¢v 3¢ %) rolrov dkﬂ&wv xal % Totav‘rn ndovi) els yv@ow dwaldi) épxeras,
I
1 Bosanquet The Value and Destmy of the 1 ndividual, p. 37.
1.—Q
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having had a good dinner last week, nor worse for having
had a bad toothache the week before. (We are speaking
only of physical pleasure and pain : psychical and spiritual
experiences, whether happy or miserable, have often a
vitality as strong as our own lives.) This isolation and
ephemeral character of pleasure and pain stamp them
as being very slightly connected with the real or spiritual
world. They are associated exclusively with finite focs,
and cannot pass beyond them. The Soul can therefore
to a large extent conquer them by living upon its own
highest level. It will then continue to be conscious of
them, but not as states of itself.

Memory (uwiun—avauvyos)

Memory and Imagination (¢avrasia), which in Plotinus
are closely connected,! belong to the Discursive Reason
(d:avowa). Memory has no place in the Spiritual World,
which is above time. For Memory is always of something
which was but is no longer ;2 the object present to pure
Spirit is eternal and unchanging. The chief difference
between Memory and Imagination is that the phantasm
carries with it little connotation of truth or falsehood with
reference to any external object, and implies no relation
to any time in past experience at which it was originally
presented.® Memory, on the other hand, implies at once
an object to which it corresponds, and it is attended by
a consciousness of some time in the past at which the re-
membered event actually happened. Consequently, as
Aristotle saw, it is only those living beings which possess
a sense of time that are capable of Memory. Aristotle,
however, distinguishes between Memory proper (uwmiun),
which is the passive faculty of retention, ‘ the permanent
possession of a sensuous picture as a copy which repre-
sents the object of which it is the picture,’® and Recollec-

Y roi gavracTikob N uvhun, 4. 3. 3I. % 4.4.6.
® Wallace, Aristotle’s Psychology, xciii.
8 De Anima, 451 a, 15.
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don (avauvnots), the power of active search or recall.
Modern psychologists in the same way distinguish
between spontaneous and voluntary Memory.! Even
Plotinus, who clearly holds that there can be no Memory
without an activity of the Soul,? speaks of uwjun as a
wabypa Tis Yuxis.® Recollection demands a higher kind
of volitional and rational activity, and is confined to
man, while Memory is found also in the lower animals.
In ‘ Recollection,” which gives actuality to the notions
which the Soul possessed only potentially, ‘time is not
present.” Plotinus transforms Plato’s ‘ Recollection’
into a doctrine of innate ideas potentially present.
Memory is always of something which the Soul has
experienced, not of something innate. Recollection, on
the other hand, is of things which belong to the Soul, but
which are not always active in it. The term ‘ Memory ’
is’ incorrectly applied to the spiritual energising of the
Soul in accordance with its innate principles.* Time
belongs to memory, not to recollection. The higher
Soul, which constitutes our personality, has Memory,
though Spirit has it not ; the lower Soul has a Memory
of its own. In a sense, Memory constitutes the empirical
€go.® After death these two Souls are separated, though
cach retains a dim consciousness of what belongs to the
other.® Both preserve a Memory of friends, country,
rtc.; but the inferior Soul mixes them with passive
cmotions, while the superior remembers only the higher
experiences.? The superior Soul is by choice forgetful of
all that is foreign to its true nature. At the same time,
it recovers ideas which belong to earlier and nobler states
of existence, which it has forgotten here below. Lastly,
Memory is of images only ; spiritual perception (vonos)
is first transformed into an image reflected in the mirror
of imagination ; and Memory is that which grasps this

1 Maher, Psychology, p. 179. ? 3.6, 2.

3 4. 3. 26, a criticism of the Stoical theory of impressions.

¢ 4. 3. 25. 5 4. 4. 3, oF pynuovedes éxelvd éore xal ylyverar.
¢ 4. 3. 27. 7 ra dorela vor wabiy, 4. 3. 32.
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image.! We do not ‘remember’ vonra, because we
contemplate them as permanent activities of our highest
self. The Soul when contemplating spiritual things does
not ‘remember’ even itself; self-consciousness, which
on the psychic plane always involves Memory, is not the
highest state of the Soul.? There is such a thing as
unconscious Memory.3

In spite of his doctrine that there is no Memory Yonder,
Plotinus would not have combated the following state-
ment of Paulsen.® ‘The fact that we retain the past
In memory gives us an idea of the permanent relation
between the individual Soul and the universal Spirit.’
It might also be maintained that what we remember is
always the significance—the noétic correspondences—of
a past event, though we may often misinterpret that
significance.

Imagination (pavracia)

In Plato ¢arrasia, or 70 ¢avrasTcov, ‘the image-
making faculty,” holds the lowest rank among the intel-
lectual faculties of the Soul. It is the mental representa-
tion of an object actually absent, the memory of a sensible
object. It is the waking dream of the Soul. Plato in-
dulges in a characteristic fancy when he makes the liver
the seat of the Imagination. The power proceeding from
Nous sends upon this organ thoughts (Siavoijuara),
which, reflected on its bright surface, are transformed
into images. The Imagination is the faculty of repre-
senting thoughts under the form of images.®

In Aristotle gavracia is defingd as ‘the movement
which results upon an actual sensation,’ i.e. the continued
presence of an impression after the object which first
excited it has been removed from actual experience. So

1 4.3.30. ?4.4.25 4. 4.4.; 3.9.3.; 5. 3. 4.

3 4. 4. 4. J. W. Gregory (Making of the Earth) says ‘crystals have
a longer memory than any organic life.’ “This theory of unconscious
memory is of considerable importance in recent thought. Professor
James Ward, among others, has dealt with it.

¢ Intyodustion to Philosophy, p. 243.
8 Plato, Timaeus, 71.
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Hobbes defines fancies as ‘ motions within us, reliques
of those made in the sense.’! Imagination is closely
associated with sensation; the faculty which receives
sensations is identical with that which forms pictures ;
but they are manifested in different ways. And there
are obvious differences between the two : sense requires
an object to excite it into activity, imagination does not ;
sense is always ready to act, imagination is capricious ;
sensation belongs to every animal, imagination only to
those which are more highly organised. The reports
of sense are, so far as they go, true ; those of imagination
are often false, and sometimes have no relation to any
external fact. We can exercise imagination when our
eyes are shut. Imagination differs from opinion (§¢fa),
in that opinion is always attended by belief (wioTis),
which implies an act of thought and reason. Nor can
we regard imagination as a combination of opinion and
sensation. Our opinion does not always coincide with
our conception of our sensations. Our eyes tell us that
the sun is an inch or two across ; but our opinion is that
it is larger than the earth.

The faculty of forming pictures is so independent of
the judgment that illusions frequently occur. ‘Move-
ments of the senses themselves,” without any objective
excitation, produce the same picturcs as those which
arise when the object of sensation is itself in movement.
During sleep especially, the restraints put by the under-
standing on the image-making faculty are inhibited ;
and the phenomenon of dreaming is the result.

This theory of imagination appears at first sight to
be pure materialism. The impressions of sense are con-
ceived as strictly analogous to the impressions of a seal
upon wax. But for Aristotle the impressions of sense are
not themselves material ;2 they are generalised concep-
tions ; and so the pictures of the imagination tend to
pass into ideas.

1 Wallace, Aristotle’s Psychology, p. 1xxxvii.
2 They are alo@fuara dvev UAzs.
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The Stoics conceived the human mind as a material
substance, which at birth is like a sheet of clean paper.
Impressions (gavraciar) are made upon it through the
scnses. Some of these impressions are true ; others are
false. False impressions may be subjective delusions ;
or they may be the result of carelessness, or of excite-
ment. True impressions conform to and resemble the
objects ; and they have a distinctive power of gripping
the mind and being gripped by it. We recognise a true
impression by its irresistible clearness; it is (literally,
for the Stoic materialist) stamped, with every outline
distinct, on the surface of the Soul.! These impressions
are turned into concepts by the free assent of the mind,
on the basis of man’s common experience. Men differ,
not about the natural concepts themselves, but in the
application of them: e.g. the Jews and Romans agree
in preferring holiness to all things, but differ as to whether
it is impious to eat swine’s flesh.2 The crude materialism
of this theory of mental impressions is easy to criticise ;
but we have seen that even Aristotle used somewhat
similar language. In fact it was not till a late stage of
Greek philosophy that materialism was recognised as
such, and rejected. The doctrine of irresistible impres-
sions (karaAnmTiky ¢pavrasia) as a criterion of certainty,
is not valueless. The Stoics insist that it is only the
healthy mind that can trust its clear convictions ; also
that the standard is not private and subjective, but the
consensus of sane, calm, careful, and unprejudiced per-
sons. Assent to sense-impressions is a voluntary act ;
and the will that accepts or rejecfs them is a moral and
rational will, already convinced that the world is an
ordered system, which makes for righteousness.

Plotinus deals with imagination in the First and Fourth
Enneads. In the First Ennead?® he defines imagination

1 So Descartes (Discours sur la Méthode, Part 4) says, ‘1 judged
that I could take for my general rule that the things which we con-
ceive very clearly are all true.’

* Epictetus, Diss. 1. 22. 3 1. 8. 15.
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as ‘the impact from outside on the irrational soul.” This,
however is only the ‘sensible imagination’; there is
also an ‘intellectual imagination.” He returns to the
subject in the Fourth Ennead,! where he says that the
higher imagination is attached to the rational, the lower
to the irrational soul.

Imagination, opinion (§dfa), and reasoning (diavoia)
have their places in an ascending scale between sensation
and vonaws. Perception, as an act of knowledge, seizes
the forms (¢ién) of sensible objects. At the summit of
this faculty, when the percept (aioOyua) becomes a
purely mental representation, the faculty takes the name
of imagination (16 ¢avracTwkay) in presence of the object,
of memory in its absence. Imagination transforms into
images both the forms of sensible objects, and our
thoughts about them. Imagmatmn is midway between
sensation and reasoning ; in its higher state it passes
into opinion (dofa).

Here, as elsewhere, we are troubled by difficulties of
nomenclature. Pavracia is not exactly ‘imagination,’
being nearer to the German Vorstellung ; and the repre-
sentation of material objects apart from their presence,
which Plotinus calls ¢avrasua, modern philosophy in-
correctly calls an ¢dea.? The differences between the
idea or phantasm and the percept, presentation, or im-
pression, are well summed up by Mr. Maher.® The idea
is almost invariably very faint in intensity as compared
with the impression. The representation is transitory,
the perceived object is permanent. The image is normally
subject to our control; the sensation, so long as the
sense is exposed to the action of the object, is independent
of us. Most important of all is the reference to objective
reality which accompanies the act of sense-perception,
but is absent from that of the imagination.

. 3. 30, 31; and cf. 4. 4. 13.
2 An idea should mean, according to the invariable usage of the
ancients, a universal representatxon of Nobs.
3 Psychology, p. 163.



232 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PLOTINUS

Imagination plays a more important part in mental
life and progress than is often supposed. ‘The imagina-
tion is the prophetic forerunner of all great scientific
discoveries.’! Even in the most abstract of sciences,
such as mathematics, it has its indispensable place. In
religion it has had, and still has, an immense influence.
‘ Mythology is an observation of things encumbered
with all that they can suggest to a dramatic fancy. It
is meither conscious poetry nor valid science, but the
common root and raw material of both. . . . It belongs
to a level of thought, when men pored on the world with
intense indiscriminate interest, accepting and recording
the mind’s vegetation no less than that observable in
things, and mixing the two developments together in
one wayward drama.’? At all levels of culture, it fills
innumerable gaps in experience, and builds bridges over
many a salfo mortale.

Wordsworth® has a magnificent passage in praise of
spiritual imagination, the voepa ¢avracia of Plotinus.

‘ This spiritual love acts not nor can exist
Without imagination, which in truth
Is but another name for absolute power
And clearest insight, amplitude of mind,
And reason in her most exalted mood.’

This exalts imagination to a higher position than
Plotinus could have conceded to his ¢arrasia. Imagina-
tion, for Wordsworth, is Spirit creating, after its own
image, ideas which are the lode-star or guiding light of
the soul, up to the very end of its Godward course. Even
‘ intellectual love,” the vots épwv which conducts Plotinus
above the world of Spirit to the vision of the One, is for
Wordsworth inseparable from imagination. It is this

! Baldwin, Senses and Intellect, p. 236.

* Santayana, Reason in Religion, p. 49.

3 Prelude, xiv. 188. Reference must also be made to the eloquent
pages in Ruskin’s Modern Painters, which treat of imagination asso-
ciative, penetrative, and contemplative, and its difference from fancy.
Imagination, for Ruskin as for Wordsworth, is a mystical faculty
which sees into the heart of things.
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faculty which gives us faith in God and immortality, by
presenting to us clear images of eternal truths. The
difference between this teaching and that of Plotinus is
not so great as appears, because the Greek philosopher
acknowledges the fact and value of these spiritual images,
though he would ascribe them to a higher faculty than
imagination. And Wordsworth himself knew that in
the mystical trance imagination is quiescent. But the
doctrine that ‘intellectual love ’ is in indissoluble union
with imagination, and creates images which are the
reflection of ‘ rcason in her most exalted mood,’ is highly
important. It is the key to the understanding of religious
symbols generally, which have a high truth as creations
of imagination and love acting together, but which have
a fatal tendency either to petrify or to evaporate, losing
in the process both their truth and their value. When
they petrify, they become flat historical recitals, imposed
tyrannically upon the mind and conscience as tests of
institutional loyalty. When they evaporate, they become
poetical fancies, emotional luxuries which form the
content of a spurious and superficial mysticism. Words-
worth indicates this latter danger in his useful distinction
between imagination and fancy, the latter a wayward
and sportive faculty, which invents types and sympathies
instead of finding them. Fancy, as Ruskin says, is never
quite serious ; and the religion which gives it the rein is
seldom quite serious either.

Principal J. C. Shairp? analyses poetic imagination as
follows. To our ordinary conceptions of things it adds
force, clearness, and distinctness. It seems to be a power
intermediate between intellect and emotion. In its
highest form, it would seem to be based upon moral
intensity. The emotional and the intellectual in it act
and react on each other. In its highest form it is that
intense intuition which goes straight to the core of an
object, and lays hold of the essential life of a scene.
It is that by which Shakespeare read the inmost

! Shairp, Aspects of Poetry, pp. 6-8.
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heart of man, Wordsworth of nature. It is also the
combining and harmonising power, and it is the power
which clothes intellectual and spiritual conceptions in
appropriate forms. As Shakespeare says, it ‘bodies
forth the forms of things unknown.” But it can also
spiritualise what is visible and corporeal, filling it with
a higher meaning. It is not, as has sometimes been
supposed, a deceiving faculty ; rather it is pre-eminently
a truthful and truth-sceing faculty, perceiving aspects
of truth which can find no entrance by any other inlet.
It is accompanied by a delight in the object or truth
beheld, a thrill which is one of the most exquisite moods
that man ever experiences.

Opinion (8ofa)

This, in Plotinus, is simply. the superior form of
imagination. It consists of unsystematised isolated
beliefs about things.

Reason! (8udvora)

In the discursive reason the proper function of the
Soul is achicved.? The most instructive passage is in
5.3.3. ‘Sensation has seen a man and furnished the
image (rUmov) of him to reason. And what does reason
say ? It may say nothing yet, but takes knowledge of
him and there stops. But if reason reflects with itself
‘who is this?’ and having met him before, calls in the
help of memory, it says, ‘It is Socrates.” If it develops
the form of Socrates, it divides what imagination gave
it. If it adds that Socrates is good, it speaks still of things
known by the senses, but what it affirms—* goodness "—
it takes from itself, because it has with it the standard of
the good (kavdra 7ol ayafoi). But how can it have the
good in itself ? Because it has the form of the good

1 Perhaps ‘ understanding’ would have been the best English word
for Scdvora.
? Plato three times in the Republic uses Sudvora for véqac;. Thereis no

At e__
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(ayaBoeidiis) and is strengthened for the perception of
goodness by the Spirit which shines upon it; for this
pure power of Soul receives the prints of Spirit which is
just above it. But why should we call all that is superior
to sensation Soul rather than Spirit ? It is because the
power of the Soul consists in reasoning, and all these
operations belong to the reasoning faculty. But why
do we not attribute self-knowledge to Soul, and so make
an end ? Because we have assigned to reason the busy
examination of external things, while Spirit, we say,
examines only itself and what it has in itself. If anyone
says, * Why should not reason, by another faculty of the
Soul, examine what belongs to itself ?° the answer is
that then we should have pure Spirit, and not reason.
‘But what hinders that pure Spirit should be in the
Soul ?’  ‘Nothing hinders.” ‘But does it belong to
Soul ?’ No, it is rather ‘our Spirit,” something other
than the reasoning faculty, something that has soared
up, something that is still ours, though we do not count
it among the parts of the Soul. It is ours and not ours.
We use it and we use it not, though reason we use always.
It is ours when we use it, and not ours when we use it not.
What do we mean by using it ? Is it not that we become
it, and speak as if we were it—or rather as if we were
made like it (ka7’ ékeivov) ? For we are not Spirit; we
are made it by our highest reasoning faculty which
receives Spirit. For we perceive by our perceptive
faculty ; and it is we who perceive. Do we then reason
in the same manner ? 1t is we who reason, and who think
the spiritual thoughts that are in the mind (vooluer Ta év
Tn Swavolq vojuata). This is ourselves; while the pro-
ducts of spiritual activity are above us, and the products
of sense-perception below us. This is the proper sphere
of the Soul, between sense-perception and Spirit. We all
agree that sense-perception belongs to us, because we
always have it. We are not sure whether Spirit is ours,
because we do not use it always, and because it is detached
from us—detached in so far as it does not bend down to
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us, but we rather have to look up to it. Sense-perception
is our messenger, Spirit is our king.’

In such a passage the difficulty of finding English
words for some of the most important technical terms in
the philosophy is acute. But my hearers will have under-
stood by this time that veve and its derivatives always
refer to the inner life of Spirit in the world of eternal
reality, while Siavoia and its verb refer to the discursive
reason, the ordinary processes of thought. Sensation
and sense-perception operate on a lower level than
diavora, which is the proper activity of Soul.

In another place! he asks how we can account for the
blunders of opinion and discursive reason. Spirit, it is
admitted, is impeccable; is the Soul impeccable too ?
He answers, as usual, that Soul or personality is not a
fixed entity. The ‘true man, the pure man,” possesses
spiritual virtues, which belong to the detached or separ-
ated (xwpioTn or xwptlomérn) Soul. The Soul may win
detachment even on earth. But ‘ we are double’; and
the lower Soul is entangled in the illusions of bodily
existence. The most intimate and characteristic activi-
ties of the Soul ({dta 775 Yuxis) are those which ‘do not
need the body for their exercise.’

The Soul and Consciousness

Self-consciousness belongs to the reasoning’ faculty.
The Soul ‘ turns to itself and knows itself and the things
that belong to it.” Consciousness is not primitive; it
accrues (ylyverat). The psychic principle of life is re-
flected as in a mirror, in which ‘we see ourselves as
another.’? The Soul knows itself truly only when it
knows itself as Spirit. But the highest activity of
the Soul is not self-conscious3 in the ordinary sense,
though in another sense we may say that Spirit alone is
self-conscious. What we commonly mean by self-
consciousness is awareness of ourself as an object different

1r.1g. 2 1. 4. 10, 3 5.3.14; 5.8, 11,
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from the perceiving subject. But this is a sign that we
have not yet reached our goal, which is that the seer and
the seen shall be as one. Consciousness is aroused most
sharply by what is alien and hostile, just as when the
body is in health it is not conscious of its organs; ‘ we do
not feel ourselves nor what belongs to us.” ‘ We cannot
get outside ourselves.” Plotinus observes also that we
do things best when we are not thinking of ourselves as
doing them.! Thus what we usually call self-consciousness
is for Plotinus consciousness of externality. When we
‘lose our Soul and find it’ in Spirit, we are what we con-
template, and can no longer objectify it as something
other than the perceiving mind. So R. L. Nettleship
says, ‘I am getting more and more convinced that being
conscious of something is just #of the idea or consciousness
of what we say it is, but of something else. It means that
we are not ourselves fully.” This seems to me perfectly
sound. Consciousness of self is in truth consciousness of
a contrasted not-self, with which notwithstanding we
claim kinship. Strictly speaking, there is no such thing
as self-consciousness. ‘ We cannot too strongly insist,’
says Professor Taylor, ‘that if by self-consciousness we
mean a cognitive state which is its own object, there is
no such thing, and it is a psychological impossibility that
there should be any such thing as self-consciousness.
No cognitive state ever has itself for its own object.
Every cognitive state has for its object something other
than itself.”? What we call self-consciousness is an

! So Raphael is said to have observed to Leonardo da Vinci: ‘1
have noticed that when one paints one should think of nothing ; every-
thing then comes better.” In some arts the automatism of the expert
performer is obvious. The thoughts of the professional bowler at the
moment of delivering the ball cannot be of a very complex nature.
Sir James Paget ‘remembered once hearing Mdlle Janotha play a
presto by Mendelssohn, and he counted the notes and the time occupied.
She played 5,595 notes in four minutes three seconds.” In art, men
begin to theorise only when inspiration has died down. This is plain
from architecture, sculpture, and painting. And in morals, two of the
chief Christian graces, humility and purity, are entirely spoilt when
we begin to think about them.

3 A. E. Taylor, Elements of Metaphysics, Pe 79,
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experience which has its place in mental growth ; it is
useful for certain purposes; but it is not an ultimate
state of the human Spirit. In our best and most effective
moments, when we really ‘ enter into ’ our work, we leave
it behind. But there is an experience of living—a
‘ waking state,” as Plotinus calls it, which becomes ours
when we are identified with the object of our knowledge.
This is the experience of pure Spirit, especially when it
‘turns towards the One.” When we reach this state, we
often doubt whether the experience is real, because the
senses ‘ protest that they have seen nothing.” Of course
they have not, because we are then concerned with the
supersensible. Hence there is a kind of unconsciousness
in the highest expericnces of the Soul, though we can no
more doubt them than our own existence.! Plotinus also
shows that in the spiritual world it is nonsense to separate
thought and the consciousness of thought.2

Plotinus distinguishes two forms of consciousness :
(1) owaloOnats, which is sometimes called aloOnois and
wapaxorovOyois—the knowledge which a being has of
the unity of its parts;® (2) arridmlie—the conscious-
ness of the opposition of subject and object in self-
consciousness. It is the prerogative of Spirit to know
itself as itself ;4 Soul knows itself ‘as another’s.’”® The
Soul, in knowing itself, knows ‘that there is something
better than itself.”¢ Discursive thought, the character-
istic activity of the Soul, contains within itself neither
the material nor the formal nor the final conditions of its
own thinking. It reasons about data supplied by sense,
in order to gain knowledge. Its pewers are directed to
transcending the conditions of their own activities. It
is not the presence of the subject-object relation which
for Plotinus is the sign of inherent. limitations in discur-
sive thought; but the conscious opposition of the self
and the not-self. When the level of spiritual perception

15 8 11 2 2.9
3 It know: s T& &dov 7L7v6,ucvu., 5. 3. 2.
453 4 *5.3.6. ¢ 5.3 4.
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is gained, the externality of the object has wholly
disappeared, though the duality which is the con-
dition of thought remains. Discursive thought is the
polarised ‘ copy ’ of vénats, which is at once creative and
immanent activity. Discursive thought, as opposed to
creative or purposive thought, ‘ of itself moves nothing,’
as Aristotle says; but Sidvowa is in fact never separated
from vénais at one end, and creativeness (moinois) at
the other. Plotinus intentionally makes wvofis and
dudvoia. overlap. He speaks of ‘reasoning Spirit, Spirit
in differentiation and motion.”* Soul, on the other hand,
is ‘the Matter of Spirit, being of spiritual form.’? Soul
is itself within the world of Spirit and must of necessity
be unified? with it. Soul is ovoia ; there is no line between
it and Spirit. The realm of Soul is the ‘ world of life * ;4
it is in this world that individuals live and move ; Spirit
is'“ above us.’® That part of the Soul which remains when
we have separated from it the body and its passions is
‘ the image of Spirit.’® And yet Plotinus reminds us that
even ‘the Soul here below,” which is not the Soul in its
full potency, possesses true Being, and hence the wisdom,
justice, and knowledge which it possesses are not mere
shadows—they too are real. Indeed, if we include in
‘ the sensible world ’ the Soul and all that belongs to it,
there is nothing Yonder that is not also Here.? But the
world of Soul, as we know it, is only real when it is taken
as a whole. It is split up among individual focz of con-
sciousness, and in time. The soul-world, as we know it in
experience, is a world of claims and counter-claims, in
which things are known as nstruments for the striving
individual. This experience does not express the highest
truth about the contents of this world. The pity of it is
that language, which was made for the fireside and the

Y yols Noyifbuevos, vols év dnordoer kal kuwiget, vods uefexrds.
2 voﬁ O\ vooediys ofca, 5. 1. 3.
3 5 Yyuxh & 10 vont@ oliga . . . els qvwo » éNOely T v dvdykn 4. 4. 2
& xbopos rwmb; is identified by Prcclus with yux4. Plotinus, too,
ralls wux'béms {wis kbopos, 6. 4. I2. 5 1.1.8.
. 3.9. Bouillet well comp ses a passage from the Fons Vite of
Ibn Gebllol 7 5.9.13.
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market-place, helps to stamp this view of life on out
minds, since it cannot easily express any other. Words-
worth, and other poets and prophets too, have lamented
this incurable imperfection in human speech. But the
world of souls, and of soul-making, is after all the world
in which we have to live. There are ‘other heights in
other worlds, God willing,” and these are not wholly out
of sight ; but the world in-which we profess ourselves
to be only strangers and sojourncrs is, for the time being,
our home.

What has been said will make it plain that conscious-
ness, for Greek thought, is continuous with the infra-
conscious on one side and with the supra-conscious on
the other. The Greeks were less interested in the gradual
emergence of consciousness out of the unconscious than
with the gradual emergence of order and purpose out of
inertia and meaninglessness. Soul-life is the immediate
experience of an organic individual, from the moment
when he begins to be an organic individual. This experi-
ence is conscious and self-conscious in various degrees.
Its ideal perfection is such an all-embracing experience
as will break down all barriers between the individual
Soul and the Universal Soul. ‘The Soul is potentially
all things.” ‘ We are a spiritual world.’

This refusal to ascribe a primary importance to human
consciousness, which we have found in Plotinus, is
characteristic of almost all philosophy which is in sym-
pathy with mysticism, and can claim much outside sup-
port. Campanella follows the Neoplatonlsts in holdmg
that there is a dim knowledge im plants and even in
minerals. Leibnitz uses similar language ; each of his
monads, though impenetrable, was supposed to be a kind
of microcosm, sleeping, dreaming, or awake. He insists
that there are unconscious perceptions in man. Ferrier?
says,  What do we mean by the word consciousness, and
upon what ground do we refuse to attribute conscious-
ness to the animal creation ? In the first place, we mean

1 Quoted by Rickaby, First Principles, p. 344.
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by consciousncss the notion of self which in man
generally, but by no means invariably, accompanies his
sensations, passions, emotions, play of reason, or states
of mind whatsoever. Man might easily have been
endowed with reason without at the same time becoming
aware of his endowment, or blending it with the notion
of himself.” So Bain says, ‘ Consciousness is inseparable
from feeling, but not, as it appears to me, from action
and thought.” Lewes holds that ‘we often think as
unconsciously as we breathe,” and Maudsley that con-
sciousness is ‘an incidental accompaniment of mind.’?

An claborate attempt has lately been made, by Arthur
Drews, to connect the philosophy of Plotinus with that
of Hartmann, author of The Philosophy of the Unconscious.
This attempt seems to me to have failed completely, for
the simple reason that Hartmann’s system is vitiated by
fundamental inconsistencies which are certainly not to
be found in Plotinus. Hartmann tries to combine the
pantheism and pessimism which he learned from Schopen-
haver with an evolutionary optimism which his own
character prompted him to accept. But the pessimism of
Schopenhauer was the direct consequence of disillusioned
egoism and hedonism. No one is likely to despair of the
world who has not tried to exploit it for anti-social aims.
This kind of pessimism is almost as foreign to Neo-
platonism as to Christianity. And how is it possible to
reconcile it with the optimistic teleology which finds the
principle of the world in an ‘ over-conscious cléar-seeing
intelligence,” which is transcendent as well as immanent,
and the beneficent designs of which are opposed only by
the ‘ blind irrational will ’ of conscious creatures ? Hart-
mann’s attempts to bring together the discrepant sides of
his theory seem to me only to demonstrate their incom-
patibility. At the same time, there are many of his utter-
ances which agree with and illustrate Plotinus very
well ; as when he says ‘To know oneself as of divine
nature does away with all divergence between self-will

1 Rickaby, l.c.
L—R
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and the universal will, and with all alienation between
man and God ; to regard the life of one’s spirit as a spark
of the divine flame engenders a resolution to lead a truly
divine life ; . . . we acquire the will and power to think,
feel, and act as if God were in us, and to transfigure each
finite task in the divine light.” Such utterances belong
not to the disciple of Schopenhauer, but to a moralist
who wished to substitute for traditional Christianity
a spiritual religion which should include the discoveries of
modern science and especially the doctrine of evolution.

Bergson has been studying and lecturing upon Plotinus,
and there are indications that the great Neoplatonist has
had some influence upon his thought. In his Huxley
Lecture (1911) he identifies mind with consciousness,
and almost identifies consciousness with memory. ‘A
consciousness that retained nothing of the past would be
a consciousness that died and was re-born every instant—
it would be no longer consciousness. Such is just the
condition of matter; or at least it is just the way we
represent matter when we wish to oppose it to conscious-
ness. Leibnitz defined matter—that is to say, what is not
consciousness—by calling it momentary mind, an in-
stantaneous consciousness. And in fact an instant-
aneous consciousness is just what we call uncon-
sciousness. All consciousness then is memory; all
consciousness is a preservation and accumulation of the
past in the present.” But, he adds, consciousness is not
only memory of the past ; it is also anticipation of the
future ; it is a hyphen bctween past and future. How
far, he proceeds to ask, is consciousness traceable in
nature ? It seems to us to be dependent on the possession
of a brain. But just as low organisms are able to digest
without a stomach, so when the nervous substance is
merged in the rest of living matter, consciousness may be
diffused in an attenuated form, and may exist feebly
wherever there is life. But the truth seems to be that
while consciousness—which means the capacity of choice
—is in principle present in all living matter, many
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organisms, such as parasites and nearly all vegetables,
do not use it, so that it has become or remains dormant
and atrophied. As action becomes automatic, conscious-
ness is withdrawn from it. ‘Two careers are open to a
simple mass of protoplasmic jelly.” It may follow the
path towards movement and action, which requires an
increasing exercise of consciousness; or it may prefer
the humdrum existence of a placid vegetable soul. Life
is somcthing that encroaches upon inert matter, over
which necessity sits enthroned. Life means indetermina-
tion—freedom. There is ‘a slight elasticity in matter,’
which gives liberty its chance. The dynamic is an
‘explosive,” a portion of solar energy absorbed in food.
Thus consciousness ‘takes possession of matter,” and
directs energy in a chosen way. So we have on one side
an immense machine, subject to necessity, and on the
ather free consciousness. Behind this activity of con-
sciousness there is a climbing impulse, driving organic
beings ‘ to run greater and greater risks in order to arrive
at greater efficiency.” But consciousness, which enters
matter with the objects just stated, is sometimes ensnared
by it. Liberty is dogged by automatism, and, except in
man, is stifled by it. Matter, however, is necessary ; it
plays at once the role of obstacle and of stimulus, and
without it no effort would be put forth.

The view thus briefly sketched has some obvious
affinities to the philosophy of Plotinus. But it is at
bottom irreconcilable with it. It is based on the assump-
tion—which underlies all Bergson’s philosophy—that
caprice and eccentricity are the marks of freedom and
spiritual activity. The spontaneity of life is supposed
to show itself in motiveless diversity, while regularity—
all that can be predicted—is a proof of thraldom to blind
necessity and mechanism. It is no wonder that super-
stitious supernaturalism holds out both hands to this
philosophy. But such a view is abhorrent to Platonism,
since it hands over nature, not indeed to a malignant
power, but to purposeless machinery, and the formative
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and directive agency which interferes with the regularity
of its working is not the Universal Soul, which for Plotinus
is responsible for the whole visible universe, including
those parts of it which seem to us devoid of life, but a
plurality of finite spirits, who act upon the world from
outside, as it were, and triumph in proportion as they
can introduce the unpredictable into the predetermined.
All this is contrary to the genius of Greek philosophy,
and especially of Platonism. For Plotinus, the purpose-
fulness and relevance of the world here below, across
which no hard lines are drawn, are the image of the
complete harmony which prevails in the eternal world. We
are not driven to assign some phenomena to mechanism
and others to miracle; Soul, and behind Soul Spirit,
are at work everywhere. It follows that the presence
of purpose in the world does not depend upon the inter-
ference of finite consciousness with mechanical move-
ments. The great dramas of organic evolution and of
human history are in no sense the life-story of any in-
dividual ; the actors for the most part are quite uncon-
scious of the larger aspects of their lives. But these
larger purposes certainly exist, and they are prior to
and independent of the consciousness of the actors.!
The foct which we call ourselves exist as limiting focs
only for soul-consciousness; Spirit enjoys an enriched
form of consciousness not tethered to any focz, in which
the contrast between externality and internality is
transcended. This is like what Bucke calls cosmic con-
sciousness. But Plotinus is not fond of the word con-
sciousness in relation to Spirit. ‘Ioes the Soul Yonder
remember itself ?° he asks.2 ‘It is not probable. He
who contemplates the spiritual world does not recall
who he is, or reflect whether he is Soul or Spirit. Giving
himself entirely to the contemplation of the spiritual
world, he does not return upon himself in thought ; he
possesses himself, but he applies himself to the spiritual

' Bosanquet, The Principle of Individuality and Valus, p. 195,
]
4. 4. 2,
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and becomes the spiritual, towards which he plays the
part of Matter.” Self-consciousness, in a word, is another
name for inattention.!

The suggestion may be hazarded that the chief function
of consciousness, which is only one of Nature’s many
instruments, is the formation of new habits. It seems
clear that it belongs to beings who are in course of change
and development, and to times when they are not acting
from habit. It appertains to psychic life as we know it,
and in the eternal world it must be raised to a higher
form, widely different from our present experience.?
‘ Spirit #s what it possesses,” says Plotinus.?

The Soul and the Ego

. The abstract ego is a different conception from that of
the Soul. It seems to imply three assumptions, all of
which are disputable. The first is that there is a sharp
line separating subject and object, corresponding to the
uncompromising antithesis of ego and non-ego. The
second is that the subject, thus sundered from the object,
remains identical through time. The third is that this
indiscerptible entity is in some mysterious way both
myself and my property. Just as Lucretius says that
men fear death because they unconsciously duplicate
themselves, and stand by, in imagination, at their own
cremation, so we are seriously concerned to know whether
that precious part of our possessions, our ‘ personality,’
will survive death. Plotinus will have nothing to say
to the first of these assumptions. Not only do subject
and object freely flow into each other on the psychic

1 Schopenhauer says that we are never conscious of ourselves in
ourselves, independently of the objects of knowledge and will. Pure
introspection is looking at a void. Hence, he argues, the individual
must be only phenomenon.

2 Royce, The Worid and the Individual, Vol. 2, p. 260-265, has the
interesting thought that self-consciousness (a=consciousness of self)
depends on a series of ‘ contrast-effects * which arise from our social
life. ‘ Never do I observe myself as a single and unambiguous fact of
consciousness.’ 3 4 4 4
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level, but on the spiritual level there are no barriers at
all. To the second he would answer that the empirical
self is by no means identical throughout, and that the
spiritual ‘idea,’” the ‘Spirit in Soul,” which we are to
strive to realise, is only ‘ours’ potentially. To the
third he would reply that no doubt individuality is a
fact (Sei €acTov &aoTov elvar), but that the question
whether it is my self that has its distinct place ‘ yonder’
is simply meaningless.?

We have to admit that in Plotinus there are traces of
a real conflict between the Orphic doctrine of individual
immortality, and the Heracleitean doctrine that there
is only one life, which animates every creature during
its transit from birth to death. The doctrine of rebirth,
which rests on the idea of Souls as substantiae, does not
agree well with the idea of the World-Soul. A statement
which throws much light on Plotinus’ view of personality
is in the form of an answer to the question, how the
higher part of the Soul can possess sensation.2 The
answer is that the objects of sensation exist in the spiritual
world, and are there apprehended by a faculty analogous
to what we call sensation. The Soul here below combines
and systematises the dafa of sensation, and thereby
assimilates them to the harmony which exists in the
spiritual world. ‘If the bodies which are here below

1 Eckhart says, ‘ It is not my soul which is transformeq after the
likeness of God." In Plato the relation between Soul and Souls is
almost undiscussed.

2 6.7.6. This important section is unfortunately corrupt. In the
second line the Medicean manuscript reads # 7d aloOnrikdv TGv éxel
dvawofhrwr, with dots under the first two Yetters of the last word,
indicating that the true reading is aisfyrdv. Ficinus translates
‘quee illic dicuntur sensibilia.” Kirchhoff reads drvawffrwy, which
Miiller translates. I am convinced that alsOyrdw is right, and that
Volkmann need not have despaired of the passage. Plotinus answers
the question, how the higher soul can possess alofnais, by saying
that ‘ it perceives those things which are objects of perception in the
spiritual world, and as objects of perception exist in the spiritual
world." He insists that wdrra évradfa doa xdxet. The objects which
the senses perceive and identify here below, are discerned in their
true nature ‘ yonder.” In the sixteenth line of this section (Volkmann'’s
edition), I should read o0 ywbuevos éxelvoc (for éxelvais), dAN& wapaxeluevos
éxelvois,
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existed also yonder, the higher Soul would perceive and
apprehend them. The man of the spiritual world
(6 dvBpwmos 6 éxei), the Soul adapted to life there, can
apprehend these things; whence also the lower man,
the copy of the spiritual man, has powers (Adyovs) which
are copies of spiritual powers; and the man in the
Spirit (6 év wp d@vbpwmos) is a copy of the man who is
above all men. This highest man illuminates the second
man, and the second the third. The lowest man in a sense
possesses the others, not that he becomes what they are
but that he is in contact with them. One of us is active
in accordance with the third and lowest man; another
receives also something from the second, another from
the first.! Each man’s sclf is determined by the principle
of his activity (éorw éaogTos xaf’ v évepyei) ; though
each individual possesses all the three ranks, and possesses
them not.” The mcaning of this cryptic passage is that
there are three planes on which a man may live, and that
his rank in the scale of existence depends on the choice
which he makes. He may live a purely external life,
obeying his natural instincts and not reflecting. Or he
may live in accordance with his discursive reason, the life
of an intelligent but unspiritual man. Or lastly, he may
live on what is really a superhuman plane—* that of the
gods and godlike men,’ the life of Spirit. The Soul, as
a microcosm, has within it the potentiality of all three
lives ; but it chooses which of its faculties it shall develop,
and which shall remain latent. If we have to choose one
kind of activity as characteristically Auman, and say that
our personality as individuals resides in that sphere of
activity, we must select the second grade, that of the
discursive intellect ; 2 because the merely sensuous life

1 Plotinus says ‘the third,’ i.e. in the ascending scale, although

in the preceding sentence ‘ the third * means the lowest of the ‘ three
men.’ .

3 See 4.8.8; 2.1.5; 5.3.3. For the Soul, when living its own life,
Sensation is its servant, Spirit is its king. This is the doctrine of the
Christian mystics. Cf. (e.g.) The Cloud of Unknowing, Chap. 8. ‘In
the lower part of active life a man is without himself and beneath
himself. In the higher part of active life and the lower part of con«
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is infra-human, and since in the life of the Spirit we are
really raised above the conditions and limitations of
earthly existence, no man, while in the body, can live
permanently on this level. But we cannot remind our-
selves too often that Plotinus allows us no fixed fulcrum
of self-consciousness as the centre of our world and our
activities. Weare potentially all things ;1 our personality
is what we are able to realise of the infinite wealth which
our divine-human nature contains hidden in its depths.
This being so, we must not lay much stress on the tripar-
tite division of soul-life which we have just been con-
sidering. It represents three stages in the ladder of
existence and value, but these shade off into each other.
Elsewhere he tells us that ‘ every man is double ’ ;2 and
that even the universal Soul has its higher and lower
sphere of activityv. Every living thing has a vital con- .
nexion with what is above and with what is below itself,
and the choice between the better and the worse is con-
tinually offered. But neither the ‘double’ nor the
‘ threefold ' man must be interpreted as a hard and strict
classification. ‘A man must be one,” as he says himself ;
and ‘ the Soul cannot be divided quantitatively.” Even
here below Soul is ‘undivided’ (auépioros) as well as
‘divided,” and ‘sees with that part by which it keeps
the nature of the whole.’3

The whole trend of Neoplatonism is towards those
philosophies which teach that the ego or self is not given
to start with. Our nature, our personality, is in process
of being communicated to us. The individual is a
microcosm striving after unity artd universality. We
do not yet know ourselves; the Soul feels itself to be
an exile and a wanderer from God (¢vyas OedBev kal
aXjrys). It is impelled by home-sickness to struggle up

templative life a man is within himself and even with hiraself. Butin
the higher part of contemplativelife a man is above himself and under
his God.’

1 So Keyserling says: ‘Das Ich eine Kraft ist, die als selche
keine Grenzen kennt.’

% 3irrds ¥xacros, 2. 3. 9. 3 4. I I.



THE SOUL 249

towards the world of Spirit, in the travail-pangs (wdives)
through which the new birth is effected. The. great
saying of Christ about losing one’s soul in order to find
it unto life eternal would have been quite acceptable to
Plotinus, who would indeed have understood it better
than most modern Christians. For the repudiation of
the ‘me’ and ‘ mine ’ which follow from it has seldom
been accepted without qualification by Christian
moralists. It occupies the centre of the teaching of the
Theologia Germanica and other mystical books; but
outside this school it is rare to hear Divine justice (for
example) treated from this point of view. Individualistic
justice belongs to the world of claims and counter-claims
which the Soul must learn to leave behind. Neither
God nor Nature allows such claims, and the good man
does not make them for himself. It is just here that
tife modern exaggeration of human individuality with
its rights and claims is proving a disintegrating in-
fluence in social and national life. The ethics of
militarism are as much superior to those of industrial
democracy on this side as they are inferior to them in
other respects.

Does this view of the self lead logically to Nirvana ?
If we hold that every enhancement and expansion of the
personal life make it less personal, by spreading their
experience over what was before external, and bringing
the outside world into ourselves, would not the theoretical
consummation of this process be complete absorption in
the Absolute? And if finite selfhood is an illusion, how
are we to explain the persistence of the illusion, which
indeed seems to most of us a very solid fact indeed ?
And further, is it true that we are only divided from
each other by differences in our interests ? If two hearts
could really ‘beat as one,” would they lose their in-
dividuality, and perhaps therewith the possibility of love
—since we do not love ourselves ? These are difficult
questions, which involve the whole problem of person-
ality, divine as well as human. Lotze held that ‘we
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have little ground for speaking of the personality of finite
beings : personality is an ideal, which like all ideals is
proper only to the infinite in its unconditioned nature,
but to us is, like every other good thing, only vouch-
safed under conditions and therefore imperfectly.” On
the other hand, it may be urged that personality is no
ideal, but only the name for our delimitation of in-
dividual existence. *‘ Personality only exists because we
are not pure spirits, but have a visible and sensible
basis to our existence, in passions, limbs, and material
conditions.”* Personality can only belong to one who
is not everything, but stands in relations to others out-
side himself. Such conditions cannot apply to the
Deity. This contradiction illustrates very strongly the
fact that personality, like morality, always strives to
subvert the conditions of its own existence. It aspires
to be all-embracing, and is potentially all-embracing ;
but if it could realise this aspiration, it would cease to
be individual. For a person only exists as such in rela-
tion to other persons; and yet we are not fully personal
(as Lotze argues) while there are other persons over
against ourselves.? Plotinus says that the Soul does
attain complete personality in the spiritual world, where
individual foct are not abolished, but are each the centre
of an infinite circle. And having attained this perfection,
the glorified Soul does not rest in its fruition, but in
complete self-forgetfulness looks up with yearning eyes
to the Absolute One, in whom there are no more persons.
And while thus looking, it creates unceasingly in the world
of Soul. .

The analogy between personality and morality is not
accidental. Personality is above all things a quality
which expresses the moral nature of man.2 Or we might
say that it expresses the social nature of man. We

1 Wallace, Lectures and Essays, p. 278.

? This subject is further discussed in Vol 2, p. 229, where it is
argued that Plotinus avoids the contradiction which Bradley finds in
‘ finite centres.’

3 Leibnitz’s definition is: ‘ Persona est cuius aliqua voluntas est
seu cuius datur cogitatio, affectus, voluptas, dolor.” This is perhaps
to identify personality too closely with consciousness.
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recognise ourselves as persons very largely by contrast
with the other persons whom we meet in friendship or
rivalry. Thus thought first increases the illusions of
separate individuality, and at last transcends them.?!
We begin to know ourselves by realising the stubborn
externality of the not-self, and then by degrees these
barriers are broken down, and we find a larger self in the
extension of our knowledge and sympathy. But the
truest way to regard personality is as the expression and
vehicle of a unitary purpose. The self is a teleological
category. Here I may refer to Royce,2 who has stated
this view most excellently. For us the self has indeed
no independent being ; but it is a life, and not merely
a valid law. It gains its very individuality through its
relation to God; but in God it still dwells as an in-
dividual ; for it is a unique expression of the Divine
purpose. And since the self is precisely, in its wholeness,
the conscious and intentional fulfilment of this Divine
purpose, in its own unique way, the individual will of
the self is not wholly determined by a power that fashions
it as clay is fashioned and that is called God’s will ;
but, on the contrary, what the self in its wholeness wills is
just in so far God’s will, and is identical with one of the
many expressions implied by a single Divine purpose, so
that the self is in its innermost individuality not an
independent but still a free will, which in so far owns no
external master, despite its unity with the whole life of
God, and despite its dependence in countless ways upon
nature and upon its fellows, for everything except the
individuality and uniqueness of its life. This unique-
ness, he goes on to explain, is ‘unique precisely in so
far as it is related to the whole.” Royce also insists
that ‘in our present form of human consciousness the
true self of any individual man is not a datum, but an
ideal.’

1 This point is argued admirably by Carveth Read, Natural and
Social Morals, p. xvii. sq.; and cf. Royce, quoted on p. 245.
2 Royce, The World and the Individual, Vol. 2, p. 286.
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Finally, we may say that the particularism of our ex-
perience is the cross which we have to bear, and that in
the overcoming of it is the sole realisation of human
happiness. Almost all unhappiness is rooted in a feeling
of isolation.

The Soul and Will, or Purpose

Plotinus has been criticised for having no intelligible
theory of causation. He recognises, in fact, that the
mode of action of the higher upon the lower is mysterious ;
it is not essential that we should understand it. He
concentrates his attention upon what does concern us—
the return-journey of the Soul to God. The Soul lives in
the consciousness of purpose; ‘it only knows itself in
so far as it knows that it depends on a higher power ’ ;?
it ‘ turns towards ’ the idea which it lives to realise. The
World-Soul must live in the consciousness of the all-
embracing purpose, or rather purposes, of the universe.
Individual Souls while on earth have to aim not so much
at what has been called ‘ cosmic consciousness,” as at a
full understanding of the finite and particular purpose for
which we are living our present lives. Since this purpose
exists in relations, it involves very wide ramifications.
The centre must be our prescribed station; to the cir-
cumference there is no necessary limit, since our life is
continuous with that of the Universal Soul. Time is the
form of the Will, and belongs to the activities of Soul, not
Spirit. It is true tha’c Plotinus once or twice seems to
identify Will with voyais ; but it 1s only as an activity
of Spirit that Will belongs to the eternal world. The
idea of Will necessarily carries with it the notion of a
hierarchy of wvalue and existence, for while thought
energises in pari materia, Will necessarily gives form *o
what is, for it, in the position of Matter Soui has its
own inner activities, in which its happiness cousists ;2

15 3.6

? 1. 5. 10, § dvépyeia Ths Yuxhs &v 7 ppovhicac kal dv davri bl dvepyfoar,
xal Tobre 70 eu&aquévwr
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but as Will its activity is inspired from above, and the
sphere of its activity is below itself.?

In Eckhart, always a good interpreter of Plotinus, the
Will is above Verstand, but below the higher Vernunft,
which is the ground of the Soul.

The objection may be raised : if Soul belongs essentially
to the eternal world, though near its lower limit, how
can it live in unfulfilled purpose ? Hegel, in the third
book of his Logic, says that ‘in teleological activity the
end is the beginning, the consequence is the ground, the
cffect is the cause, a case of becoming is a case of what
has become.” He adds that our belief that ends are not
yet accomplished is an illusicn, though on this illusion
depend all our activities and all our interest in life. Hegel
has been ridiculed for this theory of teleology ; but the
sentence quoted is by no means absurd if we take it as
an attempt to describe the consciousness of achieved
ends, or of purposes viewed, sub specie aetermitatis, as
inseparable from their fulfilment.® The higher Soul,
according to Plotinus, must view ‘the World as Will’
much in this manner. But the temporal succession, in
which purposes are worked out, is certainly not mere
“illusion.” To call it so would be to banish Time and
Will from the nature of things. The activity of Will
or Purpose is precisely that which links the world of
ordinary experience to spiritual reality ; it is the most
real thing in our world. The Will effects nothing in the
world of Spirit, which is the source from which the Will
itself flows ; in the world of Soul it is the proper life and
activity in which the Soul expresses itself.

1 1. 4. 9, éoudv ) Tol voolvros évépyewa.
* Plotinus too insists that ré\os dracw dpx, 3. 8. 7.
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The Descent of the Soul

We have seen that Plotinus conceives the universe as
a living chain of being, an unbroken serie$ of ascending
or descending values and existences. The whole con-
stitutes a ‘ harmony ’;! each inferior grade is ‘in’ the
next above ;2 each existence is vitally connected with
all others. But those grades which are inferior in value
are also imperfectly real, so long as we look at them in
disconnexion. They are characterised by impermanence
and inner discord, until we set them in their true relations
to the whole. Then we perceive them to be integral
parts of the eternal systole and diastole in which the life
of the universe consists, a life in which there is nothing
arbitrary or irregular, seeing that all is ordcred by the
necessity that eternal principles should act in accordance
with their own nature. The perfect and unchangeable
life of the Divine Spirit overflows in an incessant stream
of creative activity, which spends itself only when it
has reached the lowest confines of being, so that every
possible manifestation of Divine energy, every hue of
the Divine radiance, every variety in degree as well as
in kind, is realised somewhere and somehow. And by the
side of this outward flow of creative energy there is
another current which carries all the creatures back
toward the source#of their being. It is this centripetal
movement that directs the active life of all creatures
endowed with Soul. They were created and sent into the
world that they might be moulded a little nearer to the
Divine image by yearning for the home which they have
left. This aspiration, which slumbers even in unconscious
beings, is the mainspring of the moral, intellectual, and
@sthetic life of mankind.

This is the world-view of Plotinus. It provides an

3 4.3. 12, Blwr Gpopdvwy els oupgwrlav; 2. 3.5, 18 wav & ral pla
appovia. Other expressions used are ovrralis ula, odurvoa pla.

2 5,5 9. ‘Harmony’in Greek does not mean concordant notes
played simultaneously.
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cxplanation of the Soul’s position in the sphere of time
and place. The Soul, itself a Divine principle, would be
false to the nature which it shares with the other Divine
principles, if it did not create a world which it could strive
to fashion after the likeness of its own Creator, Spirit.
‘ See that thou make all things according to the pattern
showed thee in the mount,’ is the sum of the ‘ marching
orders ’ issued by God to all His creatures. There is no
necessary fall, or humiliation, or pride, or forgetfulness,
in a Soul which has its temporary habitation among the
tents of Kedar. Its descent into the world was not its
own choice, but the ordinance of God. Whether the Soul
has one life to live on earth, or more than one, its earthly
course, both in its external activities and in its inward
growth, is a task committed to it by God, and a part of
the Divine scheme in which it is privileged to co-operate.

-But Plotinus is not able to rest content with this as
an adequate and satisfactory theory of temporal exist-
ence. The Soul while on carth is, after all, living in the
midst of its enemies, and it is often its own worst enemy.
Those instruments which, according to the theory stated
above, it has itself created in order to ‘ mould them nearer
to the heart’s desire,” appear in experience to be clogs
and weights which prevent it from using its wings ; and
too often the Soul, or the lower part of it which is in
immediate contact with the world of sense, loves to have
it so. When we view the condition of the majority of
incarnate Souls, we cannot help asking ourselves, Would
it not have been better for them to have remained Yonder
in the world of spirits ?1 Can it have been God’s will that
they should smirch their wings and wallow in mud here
below ? Must we not assume that it was pride, or
curiosity, or wilfulness, that led to such a fall? So his
master Plato seems to have thought ; and is not such a
theory, which asserts °original sin, the corruption of
man’s heart,” less superficial, in spite of all its difficulties,
than the facile optimism which takes no account of evil
making the Soul, as well as Spirit, impeccable, and ‘ the

1 Cf. Calderon, ‘ Pues el debito mayor del hombre es haber nacido.’
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chain of our sins’ only an inert resistance to a kind of
magnetic attraction? Plotinus, who always seems to
be thinking aloud, never conceals his real perplexities. In
this case he throws out suggestions which do not pretend
to be consistent with each other, and leaves it to his
readers to choose between them.

The fullest discussion is in the eighth book of the Fourth
Ennead. Plotinus says that often, when he has ‘awaked
up out of the body,” and has been conscious of the blessed-
ness of union with God and of the untrammelled activity
of the Spirit which has freed itself from the life of sense,
he has returned to earth again with a sense of wonder
how the Soul, which even here is capable of such ex-
periences, comes to find itself imprisoned within a
material body. Heracleitus tells us that the pendulum
of life swings necessarily between contraries ; that ‘the
way up and the way down are the same’; and that
change is good in itself, bringing relief from ennus. This
is guesswork, says Plotinus; and too obscure to carry
conviction to others. Empedocles speaks of the ‘law’
which obliges erring souls to come down to earth, the
region of ‘raging discord’; but neither he nor Pytha-
goras makes his meaning clear. ‘ Poets are not obliged
to speak plainly.” It remains to interrogate ‘the divine
Plato.” But Plato does not always use the same language
about the descent of the Soul. He is emphatic in dis-
paragement of the world of appearance; he speaks of
it as the cave, the prison, the tomb of the Soul ; he says
that the Soul suffers a moulting of its wing-feathers
(wTepoppinais) by contact with Matter. And yet, if we
turn to the Timaeus, we find this world praised as ‘a
blessed god *; and we are told that the Creator sent Soul
into the world to make it the abode of intelligence
(&vow), as it ought to be, and with a view to its perfec-
tion. Both the Universal Soul and our individual Souls
were ‘sent by God,” with this intent ; for it is necessary
that everything in the world of Spirit should be repre-
sented also in the world of sense. It is not, then, a fault
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in the Soul, that it should give to the body the power of
Being ; ‘ we may care for that which is below us, without
ceasing to abide in the highest and best.” In this com-
ment upon Plato, Plotinus allows us to see clearly that his
master’s disparagement of the material world is not quite
to his taste. It isin the Tymaeus, and not in the Phaedrus,
that he finds the doctrine which satisfies him.

The Universal Soul, he proceeds, governs the world in
a royal way, by simple commands ; individual Souls by
direct productive action (avrovpye Tt woujser)). This
particular superintendence brings into activity the latent
powers of Soul. It is indeed the proper nature of the
Soul to set in order, rule, and govern ; it has its duties to
that which is beneath itself, and cannot remain always
in contemplation of the world of Spirit. The Soul of the
World suffers no contamination; for it does not enter
ihto bodies, nor belong to bodies ; they are rather in it.
It is free, therefore, from the two dangers which Soul
incurs by contact with body—that of being hindered in
its spiritual life, and that of being occupied by thoughts
of pleasure and pain. Individual Souls, as if desiring a
more independent life than the blessed community of
the spiritual world, separate themselves partially from
this close intercommunion, and animate particular
bodies. They live an ‘ amphibious ’ life (olov augiBiod),
passing from the spiritual to the sensuous and back
again. Plato says, speaking mythically, that ‘ God’
planted them there; but the whole movement is in
accordance with nature and necessity. There is then,
Plotinus thinks, no contradiction between the two theories
of the descent of the Soul which are countenanced by
Plato. It is permissible to say that God sent the Souls
down to earth, for ‘ the operation of the highest principle,
even though there are many stages between, can be traced
down to the end of the process.” And yet the Soul com-
mits two faults, one, and the greater, in ‘ coming down,’
the other in entering into bodies. It does so by choice
(Pomp avrefoveiw), and because it desires to bring order

1.—s
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into what is below. If it returns quickly, it suffers no
hurt. It has gained knowledge of good and evil, and this
knowledge is a good thing ;! it has put forth its latent
powers, which would have been unperceived and useless
if it had not become incarnate. Indeed, if the Soul’s
powers were unmanifested, it would not be fully real
(ovx oboa, undémore dvrws odaa). In Chapter 6 (4. 8. 6)
he traces in detail how the One could not be alone, for
then nothing would exist ; and how Spirit also and Soul
must communicate their gifts, down to the lowest degree
possible. The Soul (Ch. 7) learns its true good by the
experience of contraries; though stronger Souls can
understand evil without experience of it.2

In another place we read that the Soul descends into
the body prepared for it, when the time comes, as if sum-
moned by a herald.? In the Second Ennead,* where he
is maintaining, against the Gnostics, that the Creator of
this world is good, he puts the alternatives, either that
the Souls are ‘ compelled to come dewn by the Universal
Soul,” or that they come down willingly. In any case,
he adds, the universe is so constituted that it is possible
for us, while we live here, to gain wisdom, and to live the
life of the Spirit while still in the flesh. In the seventh
book of the Fourth Ennead he states what is perhaps his
own inmost thought upon the matter when he says that
the Soul has a longing to go forth and set in order
‘according to what she has seen in the spiritual world ’
(ka® & év vp eldev); the Soul is with child by Spirit
and must give birth to her offspring; this is why she
creates in the world of sense.’5 And in the third book® of
the same Ennead he clearly asserts that the ascents and
descents of Souls are necessary and integral parts of the
universal harmony.

In spite of the beauty of several passages in which

1y, 8. 15.

* Porphyry suggests that God sends Souls down, that they may
see evil and so be liberated from any desire for it. Augustine, De Cis.
Dei, 9. 30.

3 4. 3. 13. ¢ 2. 9. 8. b 4.7 13. ¢ 4 3. 12,
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Plotinus speaks of the sojourn of the Soul in the lower
world, there is a want of firmness and consistency in this
part of his philosophy. We cannot blame him for recog-
nising that man is in a ‘fallen ’ state here ; but he hesi-
tates in answering the question whether (had it been
possible) it would have been better for the Soul to have
remained in the Spiritual World. He tells us indeed
that the descent of the Soul into Matter is strictly parallel
to the voepa diéfodos of Spirit down to Soul and back;?
and to this latter process no shadow of blame can be
attached And he also admits that if the Soul had not
claimed the measure of independence which involved its
‘ descent,’ its powers would have been undeveloped, and
the riches contained in Spirit would have remained for
ever hidden. But the numerous passages in Plato, in
which contact with Matter is assumed to be a defilement
fo the spiritual principle, have an attraction for him
apart from the weight of authority which they carry.
It is just here that the miserable state of society in the
third century warps his thought by impelling him, as
many Christian saints have been impelled, to sigh with
the Psalmist, ¢ O that T had wings as a dove, for then would
I flee away and be at rest.” There were then no obvious
and practicable tasks of social reform to call the philos-
opher from his lecture-room, the saint from his prayers.
Plotinus could not even console himself with the delusive
hope of an approaching end of the world. The apoca-
lyptic dream, which has been the strangest legacy of the
later Judaism to Christianity, never consoled or troubled
the mind of Pagan philosophers. They must have felt
that fempora pessima sunt, but they could not say hora
novissima. Deliverance, for them, was not hoped for
in the future, but half-seen beyond the veil in the present.
It was a different kind of Weltflucht from that of monastic
Christianity ; both alike rest on truth mixed with illu-
sion, on faith and courage which are still not faithful
and courageous enough. The Christian doctrine of the

14. 8 7.
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Incarnation, which Augustine sought for and could not
find in the Platonists,® puts the keystone in the arch.
It is not derogatory to the Divine principle, nor injurious
to it, to mingle in the affairs of a sinful and suffering
world. On the contrary, the Divine is never more itself
than when it ‘empties itself ’ in self-sacrificing love.2 Nor
is it necessary to the nature of pure Spirit that it should
operate always without effort, and as it were with its
back turned. Perfect in itself, it is nevertheless impelled
by its very perfection to put forth all its strength against
evils which, we must suppose, are allowed to exist for
this very purpose. God reveals Himself as a suffering
Redeemer; and on a lower plane the Soul does not
‘shed its wings’ but rather grows them in struggling
with the impediments of an evil world. This truth was
imperfectly grasped by Plotinus. But we must not mis-
understand him by taking literally his metaphors of
‘abiding in her own place,” and ‘coming down.” No
movement in space is even thought of. Spirit and Soul
are everywhere and nowhere ; we are in heaven whenever
‘we in heart and mind thither ascend’; we are °im-
mersed in Matter * whenever we forget God. The fault
of the Soul, whether it be due to pride (rdAua), curiosity,
sensuality, or mere ‘ forgetfulness of its Father,’®does not,
for Plotinus, consist in exercising the creative activities
which are an integral part of the world-order, but in
treating as ends those constituents of the temporal order
which were intended to be instruments. The Soul is
‘ deceived ’ and ‘ bewitched ’ by the charm of sensuous
things, which bear an illusory resemblance to the world .
of Spirit.4 It beholds itself in the mirror of Matter,® and,
like Narcissus, falls in love with the image, and plunges

1 Augustine, Confessions, 7, 9 and 21.

! The well-known controversy in Christian theology as to whether
the Incarnation was part of the eternal counsels of God, or was made
necessary only by the fall of man (‘O felix cwlpa!’) seems to me a
close parallel to this perplexity of the Neoplatonists.

% 5. 1.1, Cf. Eckhart, ‘ If the soul could have known God, as the
angels know Him, it would never have come into the body.’

¢ 4.6 3. § 4. 3. 12,
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in after it. The whole duty and happiness of a spiritual
being is to remember that ‘its source must be also its
end.” It is a stranger and pilgrim upon earth ; its affec-
tions must be set on its heavenly home. But as its
‘descent’ implies no local or material absence from the
heaven which surrounds and penetrates us always and
everywhere, so its ‘flight * homewards implies no local
or material severance of the ties which bind us to the
scene of our probation. The detachment is spiritual ;
and spiritual detachment is not only consistent with
a beautiful and beneficent external life; it is the very
condition of such a life. *Things here’ are not all
shadows; even the Soul in its essential nature (avroyruxn)
is “ here, though perhaps not as we know it here.’! ‘ There
is nothing Yonder that is not also Here,” if among things
Here we include the Soul and what belongs to it. But
Wwhen we shut out the light of heaven from  things Here,’
all is dark, evil, and deceitful.

‘ Does the Soul all descend ?’

Does the individual Soul ‘ come down ’ entire into the
lower world, or does part of it remain above? This
question, with its unfortunate though inevitable spatial
imagery, raises a problem which we must try to under-
stand. It will come home to us more easily if we try to
dispense with the spatial metaphor, and ask instead,
Can the Soul itself sin ? Is the empirical Ego, which
thinks and acts and suffers, sinning, repenting, and
struggling, the true self, or a projection from it ? Can the
real Soul remain pure and uncontaminated, though to
outward appearance the character has not been free from
faults ? Is there, as the medieval mystics taught, a
‘spark ’ at the core of the Soul, which never consents to
evil, a Divine nucleus in the heart of the personality,
which can take no stain ? Plotinus teaches that there
is ; and it is exceedingly interesting to find that most of

135 9. 13
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his successors in the Neoplatonic school, in spite of their
extreme reverence for their master, here refuse to follow
him. The first to revolt against the doctrine was Iam-
blichus, who perhaps deserves more credit for originality
than has commonly been allowed to him. There is no
‘pure Soul,” he says, which remains sinless while the
‘ composite nature ’ goes astray. For ‘ if the will sins, how
can the Soul be sinless ? ’* Proclus, Simplicius, and
Priscian all follow Iamblichus, while Theodorus and
Damascius remain true to the doctrine of Plotinus. Pro-
clus is quite emancipated from the Platonic doctrine of
wrepoppunats. He makes the creation of the world, with
all its imperfections, an essential movement of Spirit.
* All Spirit,” he says, ‘in the act of spiritual perception
(To voeiv) posits what comes next in order to itself. Its
creativeness consists in its spiritual perception, and its
spiritual perception in creativeness.’? In the same way
the Soul, in the act of exercising its proper function,
which is the realisation of spiritual ideas under the form
of rational and moral ends, produces the sensible world
to be the sphere of its activity. It is impossible for Souls
to remain always in the spiritual world ; all Souls must
trace the circle again and again. Clearly there is no ques-
tion of sin here in the Soul’s incarnation ; its wanderings
and returns are the pulsation of unending life. Proclus
indeed gives a very clear answer to the question why the
Soul comes down. ‘It is because it desires to imitate
the providence of the gods.”® What nobler enterprisc
could the Soul set itself, than to hand on to other created
beings the gifts which God has giveh to itself ?

Plotinus tries to father his doctrine on Plato.4 It is not
difficult to understand why he shrank from the idea that
the Soul says good-bye to its heavenly home when it
enters the body. The whole physical organism is for him

! Proclus, in Tim. 341, el 8¢ % mpoalpeas apaprdver, wds dvapdpryros 3

:)Proclus, Inst. Theol. 174, mis vobs rq: voety Uplarna & per’ alrdy, xal
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3 Proclus, in Tim. 338. ¢ 5, 1. 10,
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something ‘separable’ (xwpiwrTov), no part of the real
man. The Soul must maintain its connexion and com-
munications with the spiritual world; and if the law
holds that like can only be known by like, how can a Soul
which has entirely ‘come down ' into a body live as a
spirit among spirits, or have any knowledge of the
spiritual world ? Plotinus, as a mystic, treasures the
belief that the Soul can always find God and heaven
within itself. Lastly, he would have agreed with Dr.
Bosanquet,! that ‘ no activity is ours in which we do not
remain at home as well as go abroad.” Behind the
activities of the Soul in the world, there must be the life
of the Soul itself, to which its activities are referred, and
this life is spiritual.

There is, as has been already suggested, a possible
reconciliation of the two views. The Soul is a spiritual
bting, with its home in heaven—the heaven that is within
us, even while it is in the body.? But it has brought down
this heaven with it into the time-process in which it
energises. There is no contamination whatever in thesc
activities, so long as the Soul remembers that it has been
sent into its present life as God’s fellow-worker,  to imi-
tate the Divine providence,’” as Proclus says. The more
deeply it penetrates into the darkest recesses of the nature
which has fallen furthest from God, the more faithfully
it is fulfilling the Divine will, and vindicating its Divine
origin. Its inmost life and being are safe, because the
Soul is the child of God ; but it is not allowed to remain
always on the mount of vision ; there are devils to be cast
out in the plain below. The return-journey is rough
and arduous, because the task given to great souls is
great and heroic. Temporary failure is of no importance ;
God has all time to work in, and the Soul has all eternity

1 Pyinciple of Individuality and Value, 1. 66.

* This is not far from the doctrine of Plotinus, 6. 4. 12, & 8¢ r#s
Yuxiis Ot NauBdvew ws olk Byvros alTiis ToD uév év cduare Tob 3¢ ég’ éavrod, dAAG
ov év alrg kal év woNhois ab gavralouévor. He goes on to say that the
presence of the Soul ‘here’ i3 only an appearance—loriv & davr§
kalror doxoly évraiba éNleiv,
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in which to enjoy that rest which is another word for
unbroken activity in accordance with the law of its being.

From another point of view we may be disposed to agree
with Plotinus. There are many persons who from some
physical defect, such as malformation of the brain, are
condemned to lead a vie manquée here below. In their
case the Soul does not seem to have ‘ come down ’ entire.
In all of us there are some hindrances to a perfect life,
hindrances which cannot be overcome. It is a legitimate
hope that in another life the Soul may be able to act more
freely.
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veiled allusion to, 108
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82, 92; on faith, 89, 92, 99, 100;
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Dill, Sir S., 33, 48
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in Plutarch, 9o ; in moral judg-
ments, 133
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Eratosthenes, 171

Erigena, John Scotus, 12, 146
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Plotinus, 223, 229

Farnell, 87

Fechner, 211

Ferrier, 240

Ficino, translator of Plotinugs, 16,
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Soul as Form, 204

Fouillée, 98
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Future and Past, 184-187
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Glover, 89, 92
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Gregory, J. W., The Making of the
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Gujot, 97
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ldeas, the, in Plato, 74-77; of
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pythagoreanism, 86

Incarnation, doctrine of, 260, 261
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211
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World

Ionians, 154, 200

Isis, 39-41
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Johnson, Samuel, 5, 9
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Kant, 143, 166, 191
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Religions, 41, 56, 59, 220
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Kiefer, translator of Plotinus, 16
Kirchner, 17, 36
Kirchhoff, 206, 246
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Knox, Alexander, 89
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Lamarck, 178
Latifundia, 32
Legge, Forerunners of Christianity,
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Leibnitz, on creation of the world,
147 ; onm Space, 163, 166, 211 ;
on consciousness, 240, 242, 250

Leonardo da Vinci, 73, 237

Leroux, 190

Leucippus, 154

Lewes, 241

Life ({w) in Plotinus, 208, 239

Lindsay, on Bergson, 176

Livingstonc, on Plato, 71
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the Logos-Christ, in Clement,
100 ; in Origen, 102 ; Logos in
Plotinus, 125, 156 ; relation to
‘ Nature,” 158; the seminal
Logos, 158, 189; the Soul as,
203, 208 ; individual Souls as
Logoi, 204, 213 ; creative, 210

Longinus, 116, 126, 189

Lossky, Preface, 168

Lotze, 138, 224, 249

Lucian, 47

Lucretius, 190, 245
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Mackenna, translator of Plotinus,
17

Magic, 50

Magna Mater, 42

Maher, Psychology, 128, 227, 231

Malebranche, 163, 168, 169

Manicheism, 45

Marcus Aurelius, 25, 32

Materialism, Plotinus’ refutation
of, 124-128

Matter, on Neoplatonism, 17

Matter (SAy), in Plutarch, go;
in Plotinus, 128 sq. ; not ‘ ma-
terial,” 128; an abstraction, 130;
asevil, 131-137; inthespiritua’
world, 139-143; creation of,
143-147; value of Plotinus’
doctrine of, 147-151; modern
physics on, 131; relation to
‘ Nature,’ 155 ; toForm, 192 sq.

Maudsley, 241

Maximus of Tyre, 38, 48, 92

Mazdeism, 45

Mead, G. R. S., 16

Memory, 226—228

Meredith, G., 159

Metempsychosis, see Rebirth

Mill, J. S., 191

Minucius Felix, 39, 67

Mithra, 39, 43

Modern Mystic’'s Way, 4, 199

Moira, 154 .

Moore, Nature and Origin of Life,
129

Moses, referred to by Numenius,

93
Miiller, translator of Plotinus, 16
Miiller, Max, 18
Miinsterberg, 175
Mysteries, 56, 57
Mysticism, 17 ; involves a spirit-
ual philosophy, 4, 5
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tinus, 155-163 ; Laws of, 181

Nearchus, 82
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Nemesius, 95, 190

Neopythagoreanism, 82-88

Nettleship, R. L., Preface, 207
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Nietzsche, 71

Nigidius Figulus, 83

Nirvana, 249

Nominalism and mysticism, 6, 12

Number-symbolism, 83

Numenius, 66, 93-95, I08, 1716,
213
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One, the, in Neopythagoreanism,

85
Ontological argument, 137
Opinion (8¢£a), 152, 229, 234
Origen, II, 10I-103, 144, 146, 148,
220
Origen, a Neoplatonist, 112, 118
Orphism, 53, 87, 187, 201
Osiris, 40, 41, 87
Ostwald, 128
Ovid, 190
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Past and Future, 184-187

Pater, W., 37, 73
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Paul, St., 7, 9, 11, 220
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Persecution of Christianity, 61,
62 ; in Plato, 71

Persiag cults, 43-46

Personality, 245-252

Pertinax, emperor, 33

Pervigilium Veneris, 34

Pessimism in third century, 25-27

Philo, 97-99 ; 149

Philostratus, 48, 53, 58

Phintys, 87

Phrygian cults, 42, 43

Pindar, 201

Pistis Sophia, 107

Plato, on reserve in philosophy, 8 ;
his relation to main current of
Greek thought, 71-73: o
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goreanism, 74; doctrine of
Ideas, 74-77; rteverence of

Plotinus for, 109; on Matter,
139; on creation of the world,
143-145; on astronomy, 167 ;
on Time, 169, 170; his cate-
gories; 192 ; on the Soul, 200;
on memory and recollection,
227 ; on imagination, 228 ; on
reason, 236 ; on the descent of
the Soul, 256
* Platonopolis,” 116
Pleasure and Pain, 225, 226
Pleroma, in Gnosticism, 105
Pliny the Elder, 52, 191
Plutarch, 40, 44, 48, 54, 88-92,
144 ; on Matter, 150, 188
Pneuma, 112; in Stoicism, 126;
in Plotinus, 219, 220
Pcemander, 96

Polemo, 78
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Christianity, 45; defence of

idolatry, 66 ; onthe‘ tetractys,’
85, 112; his life of Plotinus,
113-121; on Souls, 215; on
Poeuma, 219; on the Fall of
the Soul, 258
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129, 135, 142, 195

Powers in Philo, 58

Pragmatism, 4

Primary substance (dpx?), 153
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Pringle-Pattison, Prof., The Idea
of God, 22}
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Proclus, 67, 76; on Faith, 89 ;
110, 122, 136, 141, 144, 147, 183,
195, 219, 262, 263

Progress, superstitions about, 189

Psychology, its limits, 3

Pythagoras, 85, 87; attitude of
Plotinus towards, 110

Pythagoreans, 82-88, 201, 256
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R

Raleigh, Sir W., on Wordsworth,
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Read, Carveth, 251
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Realism and mysticism, 6

Reality (odola), 152, 192, 195

Reason (8idvoia), 234-236

Rebirth, in Neophythagoreanism,
86
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Religious revival under the
empire, 35-39

Réville on Plotinus, 21, 34

Richter, 17

Reitzenstein, 73, 89, 96, 104, 220

Reserve (disciplina arcani) in
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Rogatianus, 117

Rohde, 26, 71

Ross, on Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
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Royce, 210, 245, 251

Ruskin, 232
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Santayana, 232

Sarapis, 40, 41
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Schelling, 156
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Schmidt, 70

Schopenhauer, 175, 241, 245

Scott, E. F., 103
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Seeck, 57, 69

Sensation (aiofnats), 160, 221-225

Septimius Severus, emperor, 28

Shairp, Prof. J. C., 233
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Simplicius, 84, 110, 149, 262

Simpson, Spiritual Interpretation
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Socrates, 75

Sophia, a Gnostic ®on, 105

Soul, 200-264; The Universal
Soul, in Plato, 76; in Neo-
pythagoreans, 84; in Numen-
ius, 94; creator of the world
of sense, 155, 173, 181; in
Plotinus, 205-213; as creator,
208-213; Double nature of
Soul, in Numenijus, 94; Soul
and Body, 126-128; Soul and
Matter, 162; as a microcosm,
202-204 ; Soul and Spirit, 235 ;
Soul and the Ego, 245-252;
Souls of individuals, 213-221;
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Soul and the Will, 252, 253.
Fall of the Soul, in Neopytha-
goreanism, 86 ; in Origen, 1071 ;
in Proclus, 196 ; in Plato, 254-
257; in Plotinus, 254-264;
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Spencer, Herbert, 130

Spinoza, 5, 169, 210

Spirit (vods). In Plutarch, 9o ;
relation with Soul, in Origen,
101 ; in Plotinus, 235

Spirit == nvebpa ; see Pneuma
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tics, 107
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Stewart, Prof. J. A., 73, 74, 76
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towards, 111; doctrine of
Matter, 126 ; of Logoi, 158 ; of
Time, 170 ; of fate of the world,
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Superstition, Plutarch on, 91
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Transmigration of Souls, see Re-
birth

Triads in Plotinus, 122
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