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INTEODUCTION

Attempts to give a definition of Evil are proved by

history to have Httle hearing upon the prohlem which

Evil presents. Philosophers have found it sufficient

to take the fact that there is Evil at its face value,

and that value in all the looseness of its extension.

They have not worried over our varying uses of the

word, and the apparent lack of external connection

between the facts to which it is applied. They

have not found it necessary for their purpose either

to distinguish between sin, imperfection, suffering,

disappointment, failure, or to exhibit the bond

of union between them. Crime and colic seem

irrelevant regarded as facts, yet both instantaneously

agree in being evil, and may be treated without

further inquiry as presenting aspects of the same

problem. In short, the problem of Evil has little

or no interest in the classification of phenomena and

the analysis of their common value. Its interest lies

rather in estimating the metaphysical position and

significance of such a value in reality, and pays little

heed to the apparent heterogeneity of the facts that

1 B
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possess it. Definitions of a sort we shall find, to be

sure, in plenty, but their intention is not so much

to describe the evil phenomena as to explain them.

We may then, I think, decline with justice to

be drawn into any discussion of what the peculiar

quality of an evil fact is. But at the same time it

will be convenient for the better handling of the

subject to distinguish roughly between certain of

the more salient differences that separate one class

of evil phenomena from another. To this end I have

adopted the well-known partition of Evil into three

kinds—metaphysical, physical, and moral, a division

classic since the time of Leibnitz. A fourth division

might also be added to include the question of the

discrepancy between reward and merit, which always

provies so fundamental and insistent an aspect of

our problem. I may, however, have departed some-

what from Leibnitz's understanding of the terms in

my use of them. The expression "metaphysical evil"

I have employed to express that a priori dissatis-

faction with the mere fact of the finite, quite apart

from any a posteriori valuation of it, which is

characteristic of so much mystic thought. The

world from this point of view is evil for no other

reason than that it is a world ; the individual

imperfect because he is himself and not another, one

fact among many and not the only fact. Perfection

can be attained only by transcending all finite and

particular experience, both the manifold of sense

and the manifold of discursive thought, and in
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one's self wholly becoming the one whole ineflFable

Reality. So-called finite goods and perfections are

illusions, preferable only to finite evils because by

pursuit of them one sooner escapes from them. The
mere existence of the universe, then, is sufficient to

damn it. The world, inasmuch as it exists, is already

evil, and of this metaphysical evil physical and

moral evil are natural symptoms.

" Physical evil " I have used to express the fact

that there is suffering in the world. The universe

does not all pull together. One part in its behaviour

conflicts with another. There is constant struggle

between the different forms of existence, involving

mutilation and destruction of one part by another.

In this fact of conflict and destruction there is, of

course, no intrinsic evil. Each occurrence in the

flux has its sufficient reason, is perfectly natural,

and therefore " naturally " perfect. But in the case

of living and sentient beings, the cosmic friction

stunts organic development and inflicts pain. Thus,

to set aside for the moment the other animals, man

finds his environment recalcitrant to his purpose,

his will thwarted by a thousand stubborn physical

facts. His existence and happiness are in continual

jeopardy. He is subject to disease and calamity

and untimely death ; in a word, to ill-treatment at

the hands of Nature, against which his shrewdest

measures, defensive and offensive, are as yet unable

to protect him.

As physical evil means the conflict of human
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interest with natural processes, so the term " moral

evil" has been used to express the conflict of one

human interest with another. It will be noted at

once that I have thus covered by the term much

more than the mere phenomenon of sin, expressing

by it, indeed, the whole complex human situation of

which sin is but a symptom. For sin, I take it,

means, broadly defined, the performance of an act

which we know at the time to be wrong. It is the

failure to conform to an ideal to which we know we

ought to conform. I have no intention here of

entering upon a discussion of what we mean by
" wrong " or by " ought," nor yet to touch upon the

idea of free will and moral responsibility suggested

by the term " sin." I would merely point out that

these ideas, the distinctions between "right" and

" wrong " and " ought " and " is," and the conscious-

ness of a choice between good and evil, all point to

a condition of human life in which the real root

of sin and the foundation of all moral evil are to

be found.

This condition is primarily exemplified in the

case of any single human will detached for purpose

of analysis from its social relation. Supposing that

there were only one man in the world, he would still

find himself confronted with a situation which might

almost be described as ethical. He would find

himself so constituted that it would be impossible

for him to develop all his interests and gratify all

his desires. His will would be to some extent self-
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contradictory and in need of systematization. He
would have to choose among a variety of possible

purposes and satisfactions. To attain one good he

would be obliged to renounce another. He would

be what he is, in a word, only by the sacrifice of

the many other rich and living selves he might have

been.

If now we restore him to his social environment,

the situation becomes more complex and more un-

satisfactory. Not only is his will not at one with

itself, but it also conflicts to some degree with the

wills of his fellows. His self-expression interferes

with that of his neighbour. Good clashes with

good, ideal with ideal. And the outer conformity

of his purpose with the general social purpose in-

volves sacrifice and renunciation of possible goods

to a far greater extent than does its inner con-

sistency with itself.

This, then, is the moral problem—first, to pro-

portion the interests of any one individual in order

that they may group themselves in self-consistent

unity, and secondly, so to proportion them that

this unity may express a purpose accordant with

the conceived ideal harmony of all wills. It is in

the deliberate shirking of the solution that our

faults consist, in the failure to hit upon it that

those imperfections lie which are misfortunes rather

in our moral relations.

But the morally evil character of our world rests

ultimately not upon our faulty handling of the
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problem, nor upon the difficulty of satisfactorily

solving it, but upon the fact that it exists at all.

For however satisfactory a solution of it we may

appear to have attained, and however harmonious

a society be the result, they have been attained only

at great cost. The moral victory is won only by

a pitiful carnage of possible and a priori innocent

satisfactions. The irony of the ethical situation

lies in the fact that each sin refrained from, as each

sin committed, means the loss of a real good. A
possible satisfaction has been foregone. The moral is

really no less " red in tooth and claw " than the natural

world. It is as wanton in its suppression of values

as is the physical order in its destruction of facts.

Could we believe that the rejected goods were

only counterfeit, could we believe that the selves

to which we must die were not worth living for,

optimism would not be so difficult. But we cannot.

Vistas of rich and happy experience, as real and

possible as the good we follow, open out before us

every day ; and from them the limitations of our

natures alone force us to turn away.

The fulfilment of our final, circumscribed purpose

cannot alter the fact that other purposes have been

lost in the attainment, or discount the " might have

beens," any more than the happy issue of the meta-

physical world-process can conceal, though it may
atone for, the immense waste of good by which the

successful denouement has been brought to pass. We
may rise upon the stepping-stones of our dead selves
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to higher things, but those selves are none the less

dead, and with them have been for ever eliminated

from the universe capacities of full and satisfying

life, for the loss of which Reality is, absolutely speak-

ing, so much the poorer. In short, more interests

exist than can co-exist in harmony, there is a greater

potentiality of good than can be actualized.

It is here, and in the consequent struggle between

interests and goods, that the real secret of Evil lies.

The fact that we are so cramped in the pursuit of the

good both by the inner constitution of our nature and

the outer conditions of our life that we must choose

and forgo, renouncing vast fields of experience in

order that others may be developed, marks more

profoundly the existence of moral imperfection than

do the sin and suffering which result therefrom. It

is worse from the point of view of the problem of

Evil that there should be some things which we

ought not to do, than that we should do them.

I do not mean by this to advocate pessimism or

to apologize for sin. The moral obligation is im-

perative if human happiness is to be attained.

Virtue is a sine qua non of the realization of the

sovereign Good. And the sacrifices it necessitates

do not in point of fact wholly impoverish our

nature. We can sufficiently develop enough

interests, sufficiently fulfil enough purposes, suffi-

ciently actualize enough possibilities of good to

realize a ft^ll and happy life, harmonious with the

social ideal. Physiologically, moreover, the fact
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of life would seem to justify its own existence.

Even the poorest and most repressed lives yield

enough happiness to make them, if not positively

valuable, at least tolerable, and thus to secure their

own continuance.

Nor, I think, are we forced to so great a measure

of theoretic pessimism as might at first seem pressed

upon us. A facile and unmitigated optimism is

indeed scarcely tenable. In practice we have either

to whitewash the truth to keep it sweet and clean, or

to hush it up. Only when many of its features have

been veiled and painted is its face the face of God

for us. So, too, in philosophic theory it is a

Procrustean system that fits the true to the measure

of the beautiful and the good, or the morally desir-

able to the measure of the real. For it is hard

to see how, if untortured, the yearning after the

Beatific Vision can find its satisfaction in any vision of

the totality of existence, even though it be seen under

all the grandeur of " the aspect of eternity." That

features of the world have been found evil and ugly

is part and parcel of the eternal truth about the

)
world. The fact is not irrational. It is neither

contradictory nor inexplicable. It takes its place

along with other facts in the causal nexus. But it

conclusively thwarts, as it seems to me, the effort to

find in Reality, absolutely considered, an object in

which the demands for aesthetic and moral as well

as for logical and "natural" perfection shall find

their satisfaction and their peace. Otherwise, indeed,
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the fact must knock logic as well as morals on the

head. For it satisfies no sense save that of humour

to proclaim it to be part of the beauty of the world

that we find it ugly, part of its goodness that we

find it evil.

The truth, however, that the totality of existence

is imperfect, need only slightly, if at all, mar what

I will call, in contradistinction to the absolute, the

ultimate goodness of the world. This point is

perhaps best raised and brought home in the form

in which it has engaged the attention of theology.

The redeemed, perfected soul in Paradise must be

absolutely happy. Otherwise it would not be in

Paradise, but in Purgatory. Other exigencies of

the doctrine of immortality, however, demand that

at the same time the soul should remember its

earthly and imperfect past. But must this not

involve a contradiction.'' Will not the soul's bliss

in the Beatific Vision be necessarily alloyed by this

knowledge ?

The Church answers this question by appealing

to the cleansing power of the divine grace. The

sense of the divine forgiveness wipes out the sense

of sin. Knowledge of the past remains, to be sure

;

knowledge, if you will, that the past has been sinful,

but sorrow and repentance have disappeared in the

feeling that the past has been atoned for and

pardoned in God's eyes, and that the soul is now

pure and at one with the divine will. As Folco

tells Dante

:
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Non pero qui si pente^ ma si ride^

Non della colpa^ ch' a mente non torna,

Ma del valore ch' ordinoe provide.'

It may be, of course, that this view in ultimate

analysis is untenable, and that it is unthinkable that

memory of past evil should not to some degree chill

delight in present good. In that case, unless with

the mystics we frankly abandon the satisfaction of

the scientific interest as a factor in happiness, the

world is not only absolutely imperfect but ultimately

imperfect as well. Still our interests as they stand

display characteristics which tend to justify the

theological contention in some measure at least, and

to suggest that the clouding of perfection by the

inclusion within it of memory or knowledge of im-

perfection would be almost negligible.

Take, in the first place, the moral and aesthetic

aspirations— the demands of our nature for a

righteous and beautiful world. These are interests

whose direct dealings are with the present. It is

their aim to find or to create immediate experience

of a quality in which they can rest content. That

experience once attained, the process by which it

has been reached no longer matters to them. Their

only concern is with the fruition of value, and

the value is independent of the character of the

soil in which it has been grown. Our aspiration

for beauty, for instance, would be satisfied were the

world suddenly to turn beautiful. Our eye would

' Paradiso, ix. 103-105.
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not be pained by the knowledge that heretofore

there had been ugliness in existence. So, too, in the

course of moral progress, the failing that has been

overcome becomes unimportant, as far as the estima-

tion of present value is concerned. We judge of a

man's worth by what he is here and now, not by

what he has been. The fact that he has fought and

conquered is enough. And in the inner experience of

the struggling individual, whether he represent it

to himself in religious or in merely ethical terms,

the theological contention is amply justified. The

sense of having made good wipes away the stain of

having been evil. The sin repented of and the weak-

ness overcome no longer detract from our self-respect.

In the sight of the moral ideal they are forgiven

and obliterated. Though they were as scarlet they

are washed white as snow. It is not merely that

they are whitewsished, but that, as far as the re-

generate experience is concerned, they are removed.

Under the aspect of eternity, indeed, they still

exist, and must be reckoned as part of the truth

about the world, but in estimating the ultimate

value of the world, or the value of the world at any

one moment sub specie boni, they have no being.

The waters of Eunoe—forgetfulness of evil and

remembrance of good only— of which Dante tells

us, do not run on the summit of Purgatory alone,

their streams overflow to sweeten and refresh the

daily life of every human soul.

At the basis of this moral and religious experi-
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ence perhaps lies the psychological commonplace

that recollection of past evil is often not itself an

evil thing. Forsan et haec, we may murmur of

much that at the moment appears intolerable.

There is some kindly alchemy of our nature which

distils most of our memories nearly clear of sadness.

When we recall past suffering, we recall, as a rule,

merely the fact that we have suffered, not what we

have suffered. The pain of illness, the grief at loss

have faded. And even if the fact still rings with

value the resonance is deadened and remote.

I would suggest, too, in passing, that the same

psychological commonplace may account for our

ability to oppose a " scientific " interest in things to

our moral and aesthetic attitudes towardsthem,to view

the world dispassionately without regard to the reac-

tion their immediate presence tends to provoke, and to

think them rational at the same time that we feel them

to be evil. Had memory not this happy character-

istic, were the past as vibrant with immediate value

as the present, one might well question whether the

principle of sufficient reason could ever have rid

itself of moral and aesthetic predispositions. Only

from the "immortal calm" of a past on which all

the storms of value have subsided, could we perhaps

get some hint of the true nature of those silent

currents which bear all the toss and tempest of the

present on their surface. However that may be,

our interest in the past is almost entirely historical

and scientific. And the scientific interest in knowing
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the truth finds, as the wise Parmenides found, nothing

evil and nothing base, and does not despise what

according to the standards of morals and aesthetics

are the meanest things.

Considerations such as these—the absorption of

the moral and aesthetic interests in immediate

experience and that happy heedlessness of the past

if only the present be good, the self-expurgation of

memory, and the indifference of the scientific interest

in knowing the truth to the moral values and bear-

ings of things—would seem to justify, to some extent

at least, an optimistic outlook as to the perfectibility

of the world. Whether on other grounds the vision

of perfection may not have to be regarded as an

ideal limit continually approached but never attained,

is a point which it does not fall within our province

to discuss. Indeed we have already strayed too

far from our subject.

To return, however, from our digression : we

have, after dealing with moral evil, to give our

attention to a phenomenon in which moral and

physical evil are brought into direct relation with

one another—I mean the apparent injustice with

which Nature apportions reward to merit. Of

all the questions connected with our problem,

this perhaps is the most urgent. If physical evil

always followed upon wrong - doing, the entire

problem would be simplified, though by no means

solved. Physical evil might then be explained as

the due wages of sin, though the fact of sin would
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still challenge us. But unfortunately for theology

and philosophy there is apparently no such causal

connection. The innocent are often the most

roughly, the guilty the most tenderly handled by

Nature. The best that can be said of her in this

respect is that she is impartial in her dealings, and

apparently indifferent to moral considerations

—

unmoral, though not immoral.

Such are the main aspects into which the

problem of Evil may be resolved for purposes of

discussion. They are sufficient to show how im-

portant and intimate the question is to all reflective

thought. Yet one may perhaps ask at this

point, "Where is the problem.?" How is it that

these facts that we have been discussing constitute

a problem in any wise different or separate from the

problem presented by the existence of any facts at

all ? Why should we metaphysically worry over

the Evil that there is in the world .? Why should

we expect the world to be other than it is ?

In truth, the problem of Evil viewed from one

point of view is thoroughly sophisticated, and pre-

supposes not only an articulate feeling for, and a

reasoned discontent with, the faultiness of our

world as we find it, but also much theological

and ethical meditation, and a clear vision of the

ideal. Perfection must have been begotten by the

will, and conceived by the imagination, before our

perpetual miscarriage can mean more than dumb
physical sufl'ering, and attain cosmic and meta-
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physical significance. We must explicitly desire our

world to be better before we wonder why of itself

it is not so.

Yet at the same time the problem may also be

regarded as among the oldest—perhaps, indeed, the

foundation of all the questionings which haunt the

human mind. It is the evil aspects of life which

are the first to challenge the resources of our

nature. Life we take for granted and accept the

provision Nature has made for it with little comment

or thanks. The satisfactory calls for no explanation.

Like the gold piece, it is received at its face value

everywhere, with no scrutiny of the date and place

of its issue, and no demand for the promise of future

redemption. Indeed, speculation itself is in a sense

a mark of imperfection. However wide of the

mark it may fly in the end, it is aimed in the

beginning with practical intent. Primarily we do

not live in order to reason, but we have to reason

in order to live. The exercise of reason, it is true,

like that of any other healthy function, is in part

its own reward; but its explanation in point of

origin and, to a large extent, of purpose, is to be

found in the life and well-being it helps to attain

and sustain. Reason is as much a tool as hand

or tooth or claw, and more; and its function of

collation, comparison, subsumption, and inference,

is our most efficient means of adaptation and self-

preservation. By its help we are building out of

chaotic experience an orderly world such as may
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be a secure and commodious dwelling for ourselves

and a fitting habitation for our ideals. Felix

qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas. For such know-

ledge enables him the more surely and easily to

foresee, to prepare for, and to direct the future to

good purpose.

In science the practical nature of speculation is

readily seen. Science frankly confesses that her

effort to understand and formulate the world is

originally inspired by a solicitude for our safety

and happiness. Her interest may have grown,

indeed, to include investigation for its own sake,

but the direction of that interest is still in the

main practical and productive of practical results.

And the popular denunciation of philosophy as

useless has for argument not that her ideal is

worthless, but that it cannot be attained. There

is no one, I think, who would not admit the

advantage of knowing absolute truth if we could.

The objection is that we cannot.

If, then, speculation be essentially practical,

evolved like any other function by the exigencies

of the occasion for the sake of coping with them,

its operation would cease to be important as

soon as perfect and permanent adjustment of the

organism to its environment was secured. For a

perfect world we should require no justifications.

It would be irrelevant and superfluous to seek

behind or beyond its existence for its explanation.

The well in which its truth dwelt would be so
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transparent that one need look no further than

the surface to see the bottom. From moment to

moment the mere fact of its existence and the per-

fection of its appearance could completely absorb

all thought and pacify all thinking.

But where Nature fails or foils us we are startled.

Our instincts are found to be inadequate in their

guidance and adjustment. The fact of life cannot be

taken for granted, or its provisions for happiness

accepted as a birthright. Consciousness, instead of

coming into that estate of joyous contemplation and

free and harmonious activity to which it feels itself

the heir, is obliged to make a living. It must stand

over instinct ; it must direct, stimulate, and restrain

activity. It is this aspect of its life that provokes

it to discursive and speculative thought. It is the

evil facts that set it its first problem and of which it

first seeks the causes, if by knowledge thereof it may

provide against them in the future. The crudest of

fetish and devil worship is in its way an answer to

our problem. For the assumption of unfriendly

beings at work in Nature is an induction from, and an

explanation of, the facts which are problematic. And,

finally, as its grasp ^of its immediate facts becomes

wider and more and more complicated with other

ranges of experience, and as its vision of their signifi-

cance and their implication with the rest of the

world-order grows more clear, this speculation towhich

the existence of Evil gives rise, not only formulates

its own problems more adequately and offers to

C



18 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

them more profound solutions, but raises as well

other problems of science and philosophy.

It is with these more profound solutions, naturally,

that philosophy is most concerned and we shall have

most to do. Generally the problem is directly raised

in connection with the problem of the existence of

God ; always after the first animistic explanation of

the world has been outgrown, it bears some latent

reference thereto. The conclusion, it is true, to

which a study of it may force us, may be an

atheistic interpretation of the world; but we can

never reach that conclusion wholly innocent of some

consideration of the possibility of the existence of a

deity.

Indeed, the problem of Evil in its most popular

significance, and in that with which we have to deal

with it in Plotinus, is the problem of reconciling

the hypothesis of a good and beneficent deity with

existence of an apparently evil and imperfect world.

Or, since omnipotence is commonly regarded as a

necessary attribute of divinity, it asks how God

can be at once omnipotent and entirely good.

For, given the conjunction of the premises in

question, we are entitled a priori to infer a perfect

world in which there is no appearance of evil what-

soever. But the apparent result is quite other than

the logical conclusion to be drawn from the premises.

The world which we find, far from being the blame-

less order we should expect, is a world in which there

is every appearance of evil and imperfection. How
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then does all-powerful beneficence tolerate, much

less create it ? Create, I say, because goodness un-

opposed, as the assertion of its omnipotence implies,

could bring into being no other than a perfect

universe, if it is to be true to itself and to our

definition of it ; tolerate, because the divine benefi-

cence must imply at the very least a dissatisfaction

with what is, as profound, and a desire for what

ought to be, as keen, as our own, while its omnipo-

tence signifies the non - existence for it of those

limitations in power which alone seem to hinder us

from realizing our ideal of a happy and perfect

order. Confronted, then, with the discrepancy

between the conclusion to which our premises en-

title us, and that to which the facts force us, we

return to examine and question the premises. Have

we been right in assuming them, and, if so, how

are we to explain the apparent illogicality of the

conclusion ?

From this return one of four possible trains

of thought may result. We may reaffirm the

validity of the premises, and seek to reconcile the

apparent contradiction between what should be their

logical conclusion and what appears to be their

actual outcome. This method of dealing with the

problem has been popular since the rise of Christi-

anity. The religious consciousness has always tended

to unite, and has indeed been justified in uniting to

a certain extent the natural and moral attributes of

God as world-power and world-ideal. Both the
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conception of the efficient and that of the final

relation of God to the universe have sufficient

reason in the history of speculation, and these

natural tendencies Christianity has reinforced, raising

both ideas to the absolute degree, and declaring

the Godhead to be absolute goodness and absolute

power.

The reconciliation of the two attributes, or what

amounts in this case to the same thing, of the good-

ness of God with the imperfection of the world, may

be attempted in two ways. We may, on the one

hand, adopt the Christian doctrine of free will and

an original fall. God, we may say, out of the

plenitude of goodness and power created a perfect

world and perfect man. First the angels and then

man sinned of their own free will, and through no

fault of their Creator, and by their sin brought Evil

into the world. The logical conclusion from the

premises, and the actual outcome would have coin-

cided, had it not been for the pride of Lucifer and

the disobedience of Adam. And by the process of

redemption the world as it is is in part being slowly

but surely restored to the status of the world as it

ought to be, and as it wholly would have been had the

fall not occurred; till in the end, when the correc-

tive and redemptive work has been accomplished,

as much of the world '4s has not been altogether lost

shall regain perfectioi).

On the other hand, we may deny that there is

any real discrepancy between the logical and the
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actual conclusion. The discrepancy is illusory.

Evil has no real existence qua evil. It is but an

appearance, a partial aspect, an erroneous opinion,

a finite point of view. The existence of this illusion

we may leave unexplained as in many mystic systems ;

or we may attempt to deduce it from Reality, and

give it positive foothold in Reality as a misunderstood

fragment thereof, considering it either as a means

towards perfection justified and transfigured by the

end, or as an integral and contributive factor in

perfection itself. We may " reckon that the suffer-

ings of this present time are not worthy to be

compared with the glory which shall be revealed

to us," or may regard them as something for which

the totality of experience is absolutely the richer

and better. Evil exists that God may triumph over

and transcend it in an act of victory in which his

perfection consists; the opposition of good and

evil, that God may have the supreme happiness of

identifying them in a higher unity. In a word. Evil

is in reality transubstantiated.

The two other ways of dealing with our problem

begin by asserting the failure of the derivative

and transmutatory methods, and the impossibility

of forcing the facts of the ra,se into conformity

with the conclusion which logically follows if both

premises be true. Both premises, then, cannot be

true. God cannot be both all-good and all-powerful.

We must choose between the attributes.

The choice of the latter alternative lies, roughly



22 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

speaking, at the bottom of all so-called naturalistic

cosmologies. They maintain the entire relativity

of all moral distinctions to the human point of

view, and their irrelevance to a Reality which they

conceive as unmoral, and as equally expressed in

good and evil alike. All thought of the world as

a moral order is excluded as incompatible with the

high indifference of that energy, or system, or sub-

stance, which underlies phenomena, and to whose

proper perfection their moral character makes no

difference ; a power in whose sight, if it be possessed

of it, all things and events are sub specie aeterni-

tatis equally necessary, equally important, equally

significant, ^n maintaining this indifference of the

true nature of things to the judgments of value

we pass upon them, and the independence of its

perfection of their moral character and worth, all

"naturalistic" systems are agreed, however much

they may differ in conceiving its ultimate structure.

Of this view in modem times Spinoza is a noble

example, though it is shared and set forth by all

mechanico-materialistic theories. In ancient phil-

osophy it is most systematically and splendidly

formulated by the Epicureans.

In the second place, we may stand by the idea

that the universe is a moral order, morally governed

and directed according to the purpose of a beneficent

deity, and reconcile our faith with the facts of the

case by supposing him not to be omnipotent. The

divine beneficence, we may say, and its government
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of the world for the best meet with real obstacles

which limit their efficiency, and in part vitiate the

character of the cosmic order. These limitations to

the power of God may be conceived in a number of

ways. The situation is perhaps most often con-

ceived as a dualism of God and Matter or of God

and the Devil. To God is opposed an inert and

intractable, yet co-eternal substance, or an actively

malignant principle of evil, or a conjunction of both,

to whose lack of compliance to a divine creative act,

or positive thwarting of the divine design, the im-

perfection of the world is to be attributed.

But other ways of conceiving this limitation are

also possible. Some thinkers, for example, have sug-

gested an absolute element of chance in the world

with which the divine foresight is unable to cope

successfully and the divine power unable to control.

Or again, we might suppose God to be confronted

with wills, uncreated and independent, rebellious to

his purpose, and discordant with one another. In

such a case Evil would be symptomatic of a real discord

between the different parts of the universe, and the

world-process might be conceived as God's attempt

to reduce these warring elements to peace with one

another and with himself. Or one might retain

the moral significance of the world -process while

dispensing with the notion of a God, or of any

one supreme directing agent. Reality might be

thought of as a discordant and, therefore, imperfect

collection of eternal individuals, of whose lives we



U THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

ourselves represented moments or stages, and cosmic

evolution as a possible progi-ess on their part towards

a final state of mutual adaptation in a sort of

commonwealth of perfected and deified spirits, the

attainment of which might be entirely a matter of

their free will and effort.

Finally, we might reject every proposed method

and take refuge in agnosticism, if indeed it is any

solution of a problem to declare it insoluble ; or

deny both premises and reject not only the idea of

a moral order in the world, but of a natural order

as well, declaring the whole to be in reality chaotic

and meaningless, and experience mere delirium. But

for such a point of view there could be no problem

of Evil, since a wholly irrational universe, if it could

exist, would present no problems of any sort.

Such are the general types of solution which

a study of the problem may suggest. I do not

mean, however, that they are alternatives, and that

philosophers may be labelled according as they hold

one or the other. There is, it is true, a leading

motive dominant in every philosophic treatment of

the subject, but there is also (among the Greek

thinkers) a use of other possible answers as sub-

sidiary themes, generous to the point of discord.

This is especially true of Plotinus. His main theme

is, I venture to think, original, but it is interwoven

with, and to some degree founded upon, reminiscences

of almost every solution of the problem of Evil pro-

posed by ancient philosophy.
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It will be well to review briefly these reminis-

cences, and to trace in outline the development of

the problem in ancient thought. It is fair, I think,

to say that the problem of Evil does not appear as

a definitely conceived philosophic problem before

the time of Plato, even if it does so then. For

Plato and Aristotle it is certainly not an interesting

or important problem. Neither faces it directly.

They merely find that in the course of solving

other and to them far more vital questions they

have answered it.

In fact, in one aspect of pre-Socratic thought we

find an interest in the problem far more intense

than that of the Platonic school, though the level

on which it moves is theological rather than philo-

sophical. Philosophy proper has little to say, but

what I may call the " lay " thought of the period is

preoccupied with the more immediate and practicaL

phases of the question. Already in Homer we see

the idea of the gods as righteous beings slowly rising

out of an animistic conception of them as capricious,

irresponsible sources of good and ill alike, and with

this new and higher idea our problem appearing as

the problem of reconciling with their moralized

characters the existence of evil and suffering in the

world. There, too, we are aware of the presence

in germ of two great types of solution. On the

one hand, we note the tendency to a dualistic opposi-

tion of some of the gods to others as of evil powers

to good ; on the other, the tendency to regard evil
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as man's doing, suiFering as the wages of sin, and

sin as man's own fault. Of these two tendencies

the later thought of the pre-Socratic period seems

to be little more than a. development. Where

meditation upon " the ways of God to man " does

not lead, as in the case of Theognis, to mere blind

rebellion against them and rejection of the notion

of a divine justice, it generally seeks to justify them,

as with Pindar, Aeschylus and Sophocles, by explain-

ing human misery as due to freely-willed human

wrong -doing, or by combining this solution with

the notion of a positively evil element (Matter, or

the flesh, for instance) in the world, to whose exist-

ence and influence sin itself is ultimately due. This

latter we find to be the thought of the religious

mysteries.

Meantime the history of the philosophy proper

of the time displays, as we have said, little or no

reflection upon our problem. The prevalent atti-

tude towards it, if attitude it can be called, is

naturalistic, though we find a nascent dualism of

God and Matter expressed by Pythagoras in its

ethical, by Anaxagoras in its scientific implications

;

and in the system of Empedocles a dualism of two

principles contending for mastery over an inert

world-stufl^, which is curiously anticipatory of some

Neo-Platonic thought. But altogether, the con-

nection of good and evil values with the terms of

these oppositions seems vaguely felt and more

vaguely expressed.
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After an interim of Scepticism represented in

philosophy by the Sophists, and in lay thought by

Euripides, dualism reappears in the systems of Plsfto

and Aristotle as the dominant method of dealing

with our problem. As has already been said, the

problem itself was of but secondary interest to

each philosopher. Plato's treatment of it is more

theological than philosophical, and is couched in

figurative and mythological language. To the

influence of the Good conceived as exerting both

an efficient and a final causality in the world, he

opposes another principle as the source of imper-

fection. This principle is variously conceived in

response now to one, now to another interest ; but

the various conceptions and appellations, such as

" not -being," " the other," " the great and the

small," " the indeterminate," " matter," " void,"

etc., are left but vaguely related and with little

in the way of reduction to a common denominator.

Certain of the larger and more cosmic features of

physical imperfection are referred directly to the

intractability of this material principle; but those

which bear directly upon human life, as suffering

and misfortune, are regarded as the just results of

moral evil. The existence of moral evil receives

an elaborate but not altogether consistent explana-

tion. The notions of a primal fall, of the misuse

of free will, of transmigration and immortality are

employed, but with insufficient attention to their

implications. In the end, however, moral evil also
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is derived from the intractability of Matter. The

soul herself is invaded by its influence, and finds

within herself a dualism of rational and irrational

parts, the one akin to the divine, the other to the

material principle. By their contest she is dis-

traught, and through the blinding of reason by the

solicitations of passion and sense she falls into sin.

Virtue is knowledge, vice' ignorance. Were there

no Matter there would be no such solicitation, no

ignorance, and no vice. The soul would always

know the truth and do the right.

By Aristotle the problem was given greater pre-

cision though not greater importance. Plato had

been so enamoured of the Ideal, and so preoccupied

with the reminiscences thereof which he found in

the world, that the residuum of recalcitrancy and

formlessness, though noted by his eye, did not

engage his attention. Aristotle, on the other

hand, is essentially a man of science, preoccupied

no more with one aspect of life than with another.

His business is not the elucidation of the Ideal, but

an accurate and unprejudiced description of the facts

as he finds them. If his account of the universe

includes an ideal element as an ultimate and con-

trolling factor, it is not as a belief calculated to

cheer and uphold the moral life, but primarily as

a scientific hypothesis necessary to explain the

motions and complete the dynamic unity of the

world. Similarly, the existence of Evil does not

arouse his repugnance, but his curiosity. He views
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it dispassionately as a physician might disease, more

interested in its diagnosis than in its cure. And the

problem it presents resolves itself in the last resort

into a question of analysing and relating to the

hypothesis of the Good as the final cause of the

world-process, certain kinetic and dynamic aberra-

tions which it is incapable of explaining.

But his work to this end proved of great import-

ance so far as the history of our problem is con-

cerned. He did not, indeed, introduce any novel

factors or explanations, but he developed and

analysed at great length the ideas hinted at by

Plato. The relation of the Good to the world

received at his hands a profound and clear formula-

tion. The concept of Matter, both as a necessary

substratum of a world and as necessarily an obstacle

to its perfection, he considered with great care,

though, as we shall see later, not altogether

adequately for our purpose. These are the two

points of prime importance as regards our problem

in the Aristotelian system.

After Aristotle the dualistic method of dealing

with Evil disappeared for a time, and two novel

forms of solution offered themselves : on the one

hand the monism of the Stoics, on the other the

naturalism of the Epicureans. The significance,

however, of these systems, especially of that of

the Stoics, lies in more than their suggestion of

a new access to the problem. Before even the

road pointed out by Plato and Aristotle could be
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pursued to further advantage, it was necessary for

speculation to pause and consider what its real

object and question were. It was necessary, in

a word, for the problem of Evil to be detached

from other metaphysical problems and gain force

and attention as a separate philosophical question.

In the systems of neither Plato nor Aristotle had

this been the case. Neither had approached it

along what seem to us the lines of least resistance.

To neither had occurred the direct question : How
can the Evil in the world be reconciled with the

goodness of God .'' It was, however, precisely in this

form, so familiar to us, and with all the points and

considerations of the question in its modem shape,

that the problem presented itself to the Stoics. In

them we find for the first time a true theodicy.

From the Stoic pantheism followed directly the

necessary perfection of the world, in spite of all

appearances in it to the contrary. God is the

sustaining and animating soul and substance of the

world ; he and the world taken together as a single

complete system and order are one and the same

being, and this being is a living, intelligent, com-

pletely self-realized organism satisfied with its own

intrinsic goodness and with no end beyond it.

Further, the Stoics laid great stress on the argu-

ment of design. All things exist for the use and

benefit of man ; man exists to contemplate the glory

and perfection of the world.

By this insistence upon the perfection and
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beneficence of the world -order the problems of

physical and moral evil were naturally raised in

explicit and accentuated form. How reconcile

with the existence of Evil the goodness of God, the

rationality of the world-order, and the direction of

all things to the best ? If the world, for example,

be designed to serve man's needs, how comes it that

it also serves them so badly, and is not merely

insufficient but absolutely inimical to the end to

which it has been created ? If there be gods or a

God who regard justice, how comes it that the

world is so unjust ? Such were the questions

hitherto answered, without being stated, that the

Stoic put and replied to directly.

His first answer was to deny the existence of

physical evil. What we call physical evil is a

matter of erroneous opinion. To the wise and

virtuous man nothing external is evil. For that

alone is evil which harms one's proper perfection, and

the proper perfection of man is virtue. Suffering

and misfortune cannot touch it, and hence are

matters of indifference to it. Furthermore, man by

virtue of his reason shares in the point of view of

the whole. The events which are indifferent to

him as a part of the whole, will be seen by him, so

far as he rises to the cosmic point of view, to be

necessary parts of the system of facts which compose

the universe, and, as such, necessary factors towards

its perfection, i.e. positively good.

But having thus denied, the Stoic proceeds with
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curious inconsistency to justify the existence of

physical evil. This he attempts in various ways.

Though the parts of the world taken by themselves

are imperfect, together they form a perfect whole.

Evil is unavoidably incidental to the design of

Nature, a by-product in the generation of good. It

is good put to a wrong use, or it is to be palliated

because of the good end it serves.

Moral evil, however, presented a graver problem.

How does it happen that in a perfect universe there

should be any who do not share in the point of

view of the whole, and see things in their true

values ? This question was the more insistent, as

the Stoics thought most men to be vicious and

were bound to admit that to all appearances they

flourished.

The discrepancy between merit and reward they

again dealt with by a denial of the facts. The

wicked do not flourish, the good are not cast down,

since external goods are as hollow as external

evils. And the same inconsistency is repeated of

justifying that the existence of which is denied.

Misfortune is a test of character. The value of

the good is enhanced by the price we have to pay

for it The misfortunes of the wicked are by

another inconsistency explained on punitive grounds.

But how explain the fact of sin at all.? God
cannot be responsible for it; on that point the

Stoics were explicit. They then not unnaturally

took refuge in the device of free will and human
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responsibility, which they were at great pains to

reconcile with their pantheistic determinism. They
also called to their aid arguments already used in

connection with physical evil. Evil is a necessary

by-product of virtue. Sin is turned into good in

the end. Finally, they invoked the interdependence

of contraries. Without vice there would be no

virtue. By contrast with vice the value of virtue

is enhanced. Sin is like the villain in the play

:

without it the spectacle would be incomplete and

imperfect.

The Stoic position was denied in toto by the

Epicureans, who adopted a thoroughly naturalistic

method of dealing with the problem. Their meta-

physics, founded on the atomism of Democritus,

involved a priori a rejection of the hypotheses of

final causes, design, and a moral government of the

world. Reality in ultimate analysis turned out to

be a fortuitous concourse of atoms moving in empty

space or the void, according not to the intelligent

plan or purpose of a guiding reason, but to a law in

part of mechanical causation, in part of spontaneous

self-determination. This rejection of the teleological

interpretation of Nature, already implied as it was

by their system, the Epicureans supported precisely

by an appeal to the existence of Evil in the world.

The argument from design they attacked with

especial severity. As man is a priori but one of

the innumerable combinations incidental to the

concourse of atoms, so the world of human interests
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is an insignificant by-product of no particular im-

portance or relevance to the course of Nature as a

whole. To the Stoic arguments drawn from the

apparent adaptation of the world to human

purposes, they opposed the incompleteness of such

adaptation. The existence of physical evil is

sufficient proof that the gods are not beneficent.

The existence of moral evil is enough to show that

they are not just. The world is full of wickedness,

vice goes unpunished, virtue unrewarded. The

hypothesis of a moral government of it is absurd

on the face of it.

The Stoic theodicy was also attacked by the new

Scepticism initiated by Pyrrho and carried on by

Carneades in the New Academy. According to

the Sceptics positive knowledge of any sort was

impossible. Good and evil were merely relative

values, appearances of things to us, not necessarily

relevant to the nature of the thing in itself. We
cannot know that there is a God, much less that he

is wise and beneficent. But not content with resting

his case on epistemological considerations, the Sceptic

also urged against the Stoic the criticisms of the

Epicureans, and at length involved him in the

dilemma that either his Providence must be ignorant

of its power, or neglectful of human affairs, or in-

capable of judging what is for the best.

The Epicureans, however, they attacked with

greater vigour. The irrationality of the Stoic

theology was, they held, no greater than the
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absurdity of that of the Epicureans, and had the

advantage of providing an emotional and religious

sanction for moral conduct. Belief in a moral

government of the world was to be provisionally

admitted and respected because of its practical

value. It was a good working theory even for the

agnostic. The same sceptical point of view was

urged again by Aenesidemus and Sextus Empiricus.

The Scepticism of the Academy plays a part in

the history of our problem in many ways similar

to that of the Sophists. As Sophism called all

the thought that had preceded it to account, so

Scepticism proceeded to eviscerate the positive

teaching of the Stoics and Epicureans, and to assert

once more the impossibility of knowing the true

nature of things, and of solving any metaphysical

questions, the problem of Evil among them. And

like its earlier analogue it too proves to be but an

interregnum. Out of the midst of the Sophistic

movement came Socrates, and after him Plato ; the

former to reaffirm the practical, the latter the

absolute and theoretic validity of knowledge, and

thus to restore to experience a rational and moral

coherence, metaphysically explained and justified. In

like manner out of the later Empiricism in which

Stoicism and Epicureanism were dissolved, there

arises a new interest in metaphysical speculation,

a new faith in its power to yield truth, a new

endeavour to give positive answers to the great

problems of philosophy. This renaissance of the
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metaphysical spirit disclaimed for itself all originality.

It pretended to no more than a rediscovery of anti-

quity. It was essentially a return for inspiration to

names of great repute, a growing interest in the

older ways of dealing with the deep questions of

philosophy, a reviving faith in the older solutions

proffered. It believed itself to be regenerating and

reinterpreting ancient, authoi'itative thought. The

two names which became the watchwords of the

new movement, the two systems to which it aimed

at giving new expression and new life, were those

of Pythagoras and Plato. Its great prophet and

exponent, at least so far as the cult of Plato is

concerned, is Plotinus.

For our problem, the interest of the early Neo-

Pythagoreanism lies in its revival of dualism as

a means of dealing with Evil. Like their tradi-

tional forbears, the Neo- Pythagoreans reduced the

heterogeneity of the universe to a basic opposition

between Monad and Dyad, the odd and the even.

But for them this numerical opposition became the

nucleus of a thorough-going metaphysical dualism

with which the Aristotelian and Platonic dualisms

were amalgamated. The Monad was identified

with God, spirit, mind, the good; the Dyad with

matter, irrationality, indeterminateness, evil. To-

gether with this metaphysical dualism went a whole

eschatological and religious system of a mystic type.

The soul was contrasted with the body, spirit with

matter, and the whole life of the senses objectified
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in the multiple and phenomenal world with a higher

state of ecstatic communion and union with the

deity. Senses, body, matter, world are essentially

corrupt. The spirit is of like if not of the same

substance with the divine. Tainted by the world,

the flesh, and the dyad, she wanders from body to

body. The end of the moral life is to escape from

the sensible world and to attain communion with

God. The necessary means are a life of strictest

human virtue, of ascetic self-discipline according to

the Pythagorean rule, and of final ecstatic tran-

scendence and unconsciousness of all earthly things.

From such a point of view physical evil was to

be attributed in part to the recalcitrancy of dyadic

Matter, in part to human misconduct of which it is

the divinely ordained punishment. Sin is due to a

conflict of appetite and reason within the soul, with

which the soul is forced to take sides, and in taking

sides is responsible for her choice. Upon the fact

of free will there is considerable insistence, though

no analysis of its meaning. The wrong choice of

the soul, however, is ultimately referable to Matter.

Were there no Matter there would be no incentive

to the misuse of freedom, no sin, no punishment,

no suffering due to other causes, no evil of any

sort.

The Neo-Pythagorean, however, was not yet free

of the problem. To his exoteric dualism we are

told that he added an esoteric monism. " Accord-

ing to their highest teaching (dvwTaTw Aoyos)," Sim-
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plicius quotes from Eudorus, "we must say that

the Pythagoreans hold the One to be the principle

of all things ; according to a secondary teaching

(8eijT€/3os Xoyos) that they hold that there are two

principles of created things, the One and the nature

opposed to it. . .
."^ But of their derivation of

the Dyad from the Monad they give no explanation,

and thus after all their pains left the crux of the

problem untouched. This avwraTu Xoyog becomes

later the theme of Plotinus's final and most magnifi-

cent attempt at solution. Meantime, it was ignored

or rejected by Plutarch and Philo Judaeus,^ who

developed the dualism of the Sevrepo^ Xoyos.

The theodicy of Plutarch starts with the assump-

tion that God is good and author only of the good

in the world. God is both the efficient and the

final cause of all things. He is the end toward

which all things strive ; but he is also an over-

ruling and beneficent providence directing all things

to the best. Whence, then. Evil .''

The Stoic suggestion that apparent evil may be

resolved into real good he rejects in toto. He finds

not only irrational, but morally repugnant, any

attempt to make the perfect responsible for the im-

perfect. Indeed, he devotes the whole six chapters

of one treatise, and eight chapters of another, to a

very able expose and refutation of the Stoic theodicy.

^ Simplicius, Phys. 181. -13. Cf. Diogenes, viii. 24.

^ Cf., however, Vacherot, Histoire de VEcole cTAlexandrie,

vol. i. pp. 151-153, who finds also in Philo some anticipations

of the Plotinian doctrine of emanation.
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Evil, in fine, is as real as good, and its presence in

the world can only be reconciled with the goodness

of God by supposing it to be due to the opposition

of another principle—Matter. But the concept of

Matter as it had been left by Aristotle involves

certain difficulties to which we shall later have

occasion to recur, and Plutarch finds himself obliged,

not only to modify the Aristotelian teaching, but

also to introduce a third element, a positive and

malignant principle of Evil whose influence shall

account for the otherwise unaccountable opposition

of Matter to the Divine Will.

Physical evil is attributable in part immediately

to the presence of the malignant principle, in part

to be explained as the punishment of sin. In the

explanation of sin we come upon the familiar opposi-

tion of soul to body, and within the soul of reason

to the irrational appetites. We are virtuous as

long as reason dominates. Sin is the usurpation of

the will by the irrational. The will, however, is

free. It is to blame for its evil choice. The ap-

parent discrepancy between reward and merit is

accounted for on the hypothesis of transmigration.

We are reaping in this life the fruit of past exist-

ences. The difficulty involved in the earlier Neo-

Pythagorean doctrine of giving any reason for the

lapse of the soul from an original state of perfec-

tion is avoided by the doctrine that the soul is

at first, if not at the last, of a mixed and imperfect

nature.
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In Philo we find a more extreme dualism and

mysticism. His God is superintelligible and beyond

all predicates. All that we can comprehend concern-

ing him is that he exists, but beyond his existence we

can know nothing of him. Communion, or rather

union, with him is only to be attained by some super-

rational faculty of experience. Yet in such union

only is the true perfection of the soul attained. The

natural complement of this mystic insistence upon

the inefFability of God and the sovereign Good, is a

keen sense of metaphysical evil. There is only one

perfection and that is God. Not to be God, then,

is prima facie to be evil. The world is, as it were,

condemned unheard. The fact of its existence is

sufficient evidence against it, quite apart from

subsequent evidence respecting its character. The

physical and moral evil, indeed, with which we find

it vitiated are only to be expected.

But where is there any sufficient reason for such

a world, or indeed for any world at all ? For its

existence God would not, for its essence he could

not be responsible.^ Philo falls back on the hypo-

thesis of Matter, as a co-eternal principle with God.

In the face of its utter evil and corruption, God,

being good, is bound to create, i.e. to bring what

good out of, or rather into Matter he can. The

existence, then, of Matter is responsible for the exist-

ence of a world at all, its essence for the failure of

the world to embody even a modicum of perfection.

1 Cf. p. 38, note 2.
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Physical evil Philo refers in part to Matter

directly, in part to the sinfulness of man. Sin is

due to the corruption of the soul by Matter. Philo's

vituperation of the body and the senses is unre-

strained. Virtue consists in as complete an abstrac-

tion from them as possible. The reward of virtue

is a final transcendence and annihilation of all

things earthly or cosmic. For her enchainment

and corruption by the body the soul is responsible.

Men are originally fallen angels. The reason of

the fall, and the difficulty of explaining how a

perfect will could misuse its freedom are left un-

explained. But once in the body there begins for

her a round of birth and death governed by a cosmic

law of moral causality. In the end the purified

soul returns to God. A hell awaits the incorrigible.

With this straightforward mystic and dualistic

way of treating the problem, Philo mingles Stoic

arguments. He appeals to the advantage of the

whole to justify the suffering of the part. And he

denies the fact that the innocent are overwhelmed

with calamities, the wicked with favours. Nothing

is good but virtue, nothing evil but vice.

The minor members of the school require little

comment. Maximus of Tyre is more dualist than

Stoic in his way of dealing with our problem.

Numenius is an out-and-out dualist of Philonic

type, but Plutarchian in his doctrine of Matter, and

in his assumption of a third principle of active

malignant evil. Celsus maintained dualism against
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Christian doctrine, at the same time attacking the

conception of a personal devil. Finally in the

Hermetic writings we get a dualism and general

doctrine like that of Numenius, much crossed and

confused by a pantheistic tendency of thought that

reminds one of the Stoics.

So much by way of introduction.



CHAPTER I

SOME GENERAL ASPECTS OF THE PLOTINIAN SYSTEM

The problem of Evil presents itself to Plotinus

in the explicit form in which it challenged the

Stoics, Epicureans, and earlier Neo-Platonists. In

the opening lines of the first of his two treatises

" On Providence " he tells us that though it is

evident on a priori grounds and from his arguments

that " to ascribe the being and constitution of the

universe to spontaneity or chance is absurd, and

the mark of a man who lacks the faculties both

of reasoning and of perception," yet "it will be

well to take up the argument from the beginning

and make a searching inquiry into the way in which

each particular component has come into being and

been created. For as some of these have been, as

it were, wrongly created, doubts have been raised

concerning universal Providence, and some have

been prompted to say that there is no Providence,

others, that the universe has been brought into

being by an evil Creator." ^ Neither answer, how-

1 iii. 2, § 1 (254). The references are to the Volkmann Text

in the Teubner series. 1. T6 /ih T(f airoixan^ koX rixv ScSdvai
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ever, will Plotinus tolerate for a moment. His

task is to allay these doubts, to establish the cer-

tainty of a moral government of the world, in a

word to

assert eternal Providence

And justify the ways of God to man.

Before, however, entering upon our examination

of the Plotinian theodicy, it will be well to give

some attention to such features of his system in

general as may make our later discussion more to

the point. In his theology Plotinus is, if possible,

more of a mystic than Philo. But his conclusion,

unlike that of Philo, is not merely the expression of

the home-sickness of a profoundly mystic spirit for

an ineffable peace and perfection such as our world

cannot give or even help to portray. To deny,

indeed, that one of whom his biographer relates

that he saw God many times face to face in ecstatic

vision during his life, was such a spirit, and that

he was forever haunted by a " nostalgie de Vau-dela

et de la saintete^'' would be absurd. Plotinus is one

of the great mystics of all times. But his is also

one of the gi-eat intellects. His reasoning is none

the less profound for his ability, as he fancies, to

ToBSe Tov iravrbs Tr)v oiHav Kal <T6<TTa<nv lis 5Xo70y Kal ivdpdi oUre

vow oSre atuB-qaai KexTri/jJugv, dij\6v irov Kal irpb \liyov Kal woWol
tKayol Kara^^^'kqvTai decKvdvTes rovro \6yoL • rb Sk ris 6 tjo^ttos tov

ravra yiyea-ffai ^Kaara Kal ireTTOiTJaBaij i^ Siv Kal iviwv ws o^k dpdibs

yivoijAvaiv iiropetv irepl ttjs tov wavTi^ Trpovolas <ru/i/3oi»«, xal toTs

flip iirrjXOe fx-qSk eXvai elireiv, tois Si lis iirb kokoO S-qiuovpyov isTi.

yeyevri/ievos [6 Kba-fwsJ, iiriaKifaaBaL irpoirriKei droiSev Kal i^ apxvs
Tbv \byov Xa/36vras.
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get beyond it in the end. He puts his mysticism

to mebaphysical and rational test and forces it upon
us as a logical conclusion. He tells us why God must

be ineffable, apart from the fact that he finds him so.

As has been said already, Plotinus considered

himself the interpreter of Plato. Not unnaturally,

then, the direction of his thought was suggested by

the Platonicsystem, as he understood it. Of that

system, theFproblem of the One and the Many was

the fundamental consideration, as, indeed, it had

been the burning question of all Greek philosophy

since first the Milesians by their dictum that the

world was substantially one, led men to ask how,

and then whether it could develop into multiplicity.

The Platonic treatment was suggested by Socrates,

who had eschewed metaphysics, and limited his

search for unity among the many to what might

prove relevant to human interests (conceived rather

narrowly) and useful in human life. But Plato

pressed his search for the One far beyond the point

at which Socrates had discreetly abandoned it. It

landed him in the world of Platonic Ideas, a realm

of glorified class-concepts, where the humble Socratic

universals, abstracted from a comparison of particular

instances in the service of a common virtue and a

stable happiness, awoke to find themselves to. oVtws

ovTa, the only realities, endowed with all metaphysical

functions and perfections, eternal, immutable, per-

fect, the final and efficient causes, each of them, of

its proper particulars and of all the being and
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goodness they possessed. In a word, instead of their

being justified, as with Socrates, by their relevance

to life, life was justified by reference to them as the

bases of its facts and the sources of its values.^

By thus seeing the world double, Plato imagined

that he had explained it, though, as Aristotle

pointed out, he had only increased the number of

phenomena that needed to be accounted for. As

regards the quest of the One, however, it must be

said that Plato made some real progress into the

interior of the world of Ideas when he discovered

in their perfection a characteristic common to all

the Ideas, and made of it the Idea of the Good,

a sort of universal of universals. But he did not

push his way farther, though it led to a rich and

unexplored country of implications, in the direction,

that is, of the El Dorado of the absolute One.

Plotinus follows in Plato's footsteps. Like him,

he passes beyond the phenomenal world to an arche-

typal order, eternally creating and sustaining it.

But he does not make the Platonic salto mortale

from the one to the other, but uses as an inter-

mediary step a concept furnished indeed by Plato,

but in a different context, to wit, that of the World-

Soul in the Thnaeus.

The propriety of introducing such an inter-

mediary principle is evident on psychological

grounds. The state of consciousness corresponding

1 This interpretation of Plato, of course, would not be held
by some modern critics.
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to the Platonic Idea or the Intelligible world of

Plotinus, was static and contemplative reason, the

voCs OibiprjTiKoi of Aristotle. It had neither part in,

nor consciousness of, the vital functions, the opera-

tions of sense, or even the processes of discursive

and synthetic thought and the actions of practical

virtue. On the other hand, matter and body cannot

perceive,^ or think,^ or practise virtue,^ and what

life they possess is due to the presence within them

of a foreign principle.* These activities then

require a separate metaphysical principle called by

Plotinus ^vxj or Soul.

This principle is incorporeal and immortal.' It

is life.'' The virtues are native to it.' Its synthetic

reason seeks to know the eternal.^ In a word, it

bears the stamp of the divine.

But it is by no means an ultimate principle. It

is not absolutely one. It is one-many, both indi-

visible and divisible. It is like the form of an

object, which, though divided in one sense, if the

object be divided, in another still keeps its unity.^

For example, if a pitcher be broken to fragments,

it is still a broken pitcher. The " pitcher-ness'''' is

1 iv. 7, § 6, 7 (461) [vol. ii. pp. 126-128].

2 iv. 7, § 8 (461-462) [vol. ii. p. 127].

3 iv. 7, § 8 (462) [vol. ii. pp. 129-130].

' iv. 7, § 8 (458) [vol. ii. p. 123, 11. 10-20].

= iv. 7, § 10 (464) [vol. ii. p. 137].

» iv. 7, § 11 (465-466) [vol. ii. p. 139].

' iv. 7, g 10 (464) [vol. ii. pp. 137-138].

8 iv. 7, § 10 (465) [vol. ii. p. 139].

9 iv. 2, § 1 (362) [vol. u. p. 5, 1. 8 et seq.].



48 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

spread throughout every part, and is in its entirety

present in every part. Else we could not say of

each fragment that it was part of a pitcher, and of

nothing else. Plotinus's own example is that of a

colour which is unaffected by the division of the

coloured material. By the aid of such similes, then,

we must think of the soul as unextended in herself,

residing nowhere in particular, yet present in her

entirety in every part of the body. And as each

soul stands to her body, so the World-Soul stands

to the universe.

The imperfect unity of the soul is again betrayed

by the relations of the individual souls to the

World-Soul. This question put Plotinus to some

perplexity. All souls cannot be one in the sense

of being ultimately one consciousness. The same

subject cannot perceive and think in all, for in that

case every one would experience everybody else's

experience.^ Yet if the soul is not one, how explain

the unity of the universe .'' Plotinus's treatment of

the difficulty is as follows. The World-Soul is a

unity in which all souls are bound. She is present

in all souls precisely as a science is present by im-

plication in its entirety in each of its parts.^ Each

logically involves and potentially contains all the

others and the whole. We select now one part,

now another, but each would be useless out of its

' iv. 9, § 1 (477-478) [vol. ii. pp. 153-154].

2 Iv. 9, § 5 (480) [vol. ii. p. 157]. Cf. iii. 9, § 2 (357) [vol. i.

p. 348].
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relation to the others, and to the whole. If it could

be detached there could be no logical deduction.

Thus, if a single theorem be given, it contains both

all that it presupposes, and all that follows from it.

In a similar way individual souls are related to one

another, and to the World -Soul. In her internal

relations, then, as well as her external, the soul is a

one-many, and not a pure One.'^

Finally, the operations of synthetic reason betray

a dependent and relative nature. Discursive thought

contains within itself neither the material, the formal,

nor the final conditions of its thinking. It reasons

about data given it by sense, according to a priori

principles, in order to acquire knowledge. It is an

activity of pursuit, not of possession. Its aim is

self-confessedly to transcend and annihilate itself in

a state of immediate and intuitive apprehension of

truth, which provides its own object neither a priori

nor a posteriori and to no other end save its own

existence. At least such, I think, is something of

Plotinus's meaning when he tells us that

—

" Of the kinds of knowledge which exist in the

rational soul, one is of the objects of perception—if,

indeed, we ought to speak of ' knowledge ' of such

things and not rather give it the name of ' opinion '

—

and, as facts are antecedent to it, so it is a reflection

of facts.

" But the other, which is the real knowledge, is

derived from the objects of the understanding, and

1 iv. 9, § 5 (480-481) [vol. ii. p. 157].
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entering into the rational soul from Mind, is con-

cerned with no perceptible object.

" And inasmuch as this is real knowledge, it in

itself is the object of its own activity, and contains

within itself both the object of thought and the

faculty of thinking. For within it is the Mind,

primal, always in harmony with itself, itself a motive

power ; the Mind does not strive to possess, as one

that has not, or as one that longs to acquire or

to explore data not already at hand (for such are

the experiences of Soul) ; but, itself at rest, it at

once embraces all things in itself, yet without any

exercise of thought for the purpose of bringing them

into being." ^

Soul, then, or f^x^j cannot be regarded as an

ultimate principle. Her content is many and she seeks

therein the One; irrational and full of error, and

she would find therein truth. Her means are dis-

cursive thought, which can at the best bring things

to synthetic unity ; her ends, immediate and synoptic

vision. Such a condition requires further explana-

> V. 9, § 7 (560-561) [vol. ii. p. 254, 1. 20 et seq.\. Cf. v. 3, § 2

(497 et seq.) [vol. ii. p. 179]. 7. ai S^ iirio-TTJ/xat iv ^uxv y^oy-K-g

oSaai cd fi^v tCov aiffdnirSni—el Set iiruTT'quai roiriiiv \iyeiv, irpiirei

Si airais rd rijs S6^s Svo/io

—

iarepaL Ttov vpayii,6.Tbiv oUaai, eUdves

ei(rl toOtmh • ai Si rue vo-qTuv, at Sij Kal Si/tms iTrurTijfuu, iraph.

vov els XoyiKTiv ^vxw i\9ovffai ahBrirbv fniv oiSh voomi KaBbaov

Si elaiv iirurTTJ/uii., elalv airk ixatrTa 4 voovffi, Kal IvSoBev t6 re

vo^Tov rijv re v&qdLV Ix'"""-", *" o "ovi ivSov, 8s iaTiv airri, to,

irpuTa, crucdii' avri^ iel Kal ivipyeia Inripxoif Kal oiK im^iXKuv lis

ovK Ix'^" ^ iiriKTii/ievos tj Sie^oSeiav oi irpoKexeipuTiiiva • fvxvs
yhp ravTa iriBT) " d\X' la-Tr/Kev iv airrip ofioC iravra S>v, oi variaas

'Iv vTocTTTiirri 'iKao-ra. Cf. also iv. 3, § 18 (385).
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tion. The cause and justification of the souFs

pursuit of knowledge can only be found in the fact

that truth exists. Did it not exist she would not

and could not discover it. As guarantee, then, of

the relevancy of her thinking, there must exist a

higher principle in which the ideal object of her

thought finds expression. This is Mind or vow,

contemplative Reason intuitive of truth.

Such is the road by which Plotinus reaches the

world of Platonic Ideas. Once there we find them

little changed since Plato's time. In them the con-

fused variety of the sensible world is reduced to

order and rationality in a harmoniously interrelated

system of universals. This system forms a koo-juos

V07JT0S, an intelligible universe, in which as the Reality

underlying the phenomenal order, the demand of

reason for unity and consistency finds a final satis-

faction.

Not only, however, does reason require that its

ultimate object shall be self-consistent, but that it

shall be apprehended without the mediation of dis-

cursive thought. Reasoning about or towards it is of

value only as leading to a final and sufficient state

of contemplation of it. Our higher principle must

also satisfy this craving for immediate union of

subject with object. This Plotinus accomplishes by

a doctrine reminiscent of the Aristotelian teaching

of the identity of the intellect and the intelligible-

The world of Platonic Ideas becomes to all intents

and purposes the Aristotelian God ; that is, an
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absolute Reason such as it is the aim of every finite

reason to become, whose single immutable act of

thought once and for all determines and embodies

truth. Such a Reason would think the rational

constitution of the world ; but that constitution

would be no other than its own self. For the

essence of reason is to think truth. The content

of its thought, that is, from itself, is truth. Apart

from the truth which it thinks it is as empty and

narrow as consciousness without content. " Unless

thought be something added to its essence, all that

it thinks, it thinks from itself; all that it has, it

has from itself. But if it thinks from and out of

itself, it is itself the object of its thought." ^ That

is, self-realized reason thinks itself as an intelligible

order in experience ; it will think itself as such,

because such are the categories imposed upon it

by its own nature. As reason means in any finite

experience merely the existence of an intelligible

structure therein, so we might say that the Aristo-

telian God and the vovs of Plotinus are but the

expression of the fact that the completely intelli-

gible (i.e. the truth towards which the finite mind

aspires) exists, and contains within itself the con-

ditions of its own existence. " In Mind," exclaims

Plotinus, "are all things immortal, every mind,

every god, every soul, eternally. Eternally, I

> V. 9, § 5 (558 a) [vol. ii. p. 252, U. 4-7]. d d^ n^ i-rraKTiv

Tb (ppoveTv ?x^t, et tl voeif Trap' airrov voetj kolI et tl ^x^^ Trap' aiirov

^X^*- ^^ S^ ""a/)' ai/Tov Kal ^^ aOroO voei, aCrSs ^(ttlv & vou.
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say, for why should it in its happy state seek

change? And into what could it change, seeing

that it has all things of its own self? Nay more,

being perfect, it seeks to be no greater. Hence

all things which share in its existence are perfect,

to the end that it may be perfect in every respect,

possessed of nothing which is not so, and of nothing

which is not the object of its thought.

"But it thinks as one not in search, but in

possession. Nor is its blessedness acquired from

without; rather is Mind eternally all things, the

true eternity of which time encircling the soul is

an image—time which leaves the old things behind

and lays hold of new. For now one thing, now

another revolves about the soul, now Socrates, now

a horse, always some single thing. Mind, on the

other hand, is all things. It contains all things at

rest within itself; it alone has real existence ; for

it the present is eternal, and there is nothing future,

since the future is already present to it ; nor is

there anything that is past. Nothing, I say, is

past, but in that they truly exist all things remain

at rest in it from eternity as though content with

themselves as they are. Each of them is Mind and

real existence, and the sum of them is all Mind and

all real existence." ^

^ V. 1, § 4 (485 a) [vol. ii. p. 165, 1. 20 et seq.]. ir&vTa yap

ec airt^ ra ad^ivara irepi^xet^ vovv irdvTaj debv Trdpra, ^vxhv Tratrai',

effTwra iei. tI yiip fijTei /leTapdXKciv eS ix'^" ! "'''' ^^ ixeTeKSeiv

irdvTa Tap' a{ir(^ ^tav ; dXX' oi)5^ aH^v ^rjfru TeKeibraTos &v. did

Kal Ta Trap atiTi^ Trdvra reXeitt, IVa TrAvrri 17 WXeios oiiS^p ^x^^ ^ ^'
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We have now reached the limit of the unity that

can be introduced into experience by reason, that is,

the perfect coherence of all its parts immediately

and synoptically perceived. But the logical unity

of a self-consistent system grasped "all together,"

as it were, in a single " eternal " movement or act

of thought, with which the demands of reason would

be satisfied, proves insufficient to pacify the mystic

spirit. He demands an object distilled clear of all

variety and multiplicity, a subject which is conscious

of nothing but such an object. On the level of

reason there are still many universals, however

harmoniously they may cohere, and logically imply

one another''s existence, and a duality of subject

and object in thought's reflection upon its own

thinking.

So it is that we find Plotinus rejecting the

suggestion that vovs can be regarded as the first

principle. "Why," he asks, "is Mind not the

creator ? Because," he replies, " the activity of

Mind is thought, and thought, beholding the in-

telligible and turning towards it and deriving, as

fiTj ToiouTov, oi)bkv [5'] ^wp iv auTfp 5 fii} voet ' voei dk oi ^rirCiv^

dXV ^i)3v. Kal TO fiaicdpLov aurt^ ouk iirlKTriTov, 6Xs! ev alCovi

TrtivTCLj Kal 6 bvTus aiiiiv, 8v fjitfieirat xp6i/os TTepiB^ujv ^vxh^ Ta fikv

irapieh, tois 5^ iiri^AXXiiiv. koX yap BXKa Kal SWa aO ircpl 'pux'^v
'

TOT^ yap ^WKpdTTJS, TTOT^ 5^ ^TTTTOS '^V Tt dei TWP 6vTttJV ' 6 5^ VOVS

TTiiiTa. Ix" oHv iv airi} irdcra icrrwra iv tQ aiViJ, Kal iuTi.

fibvoVj Kal rb ^ffTiv de(, Kal oOdafiov rb /xiWov ' §aTi yap Kal

Tore • 0^5^ ri TrapeXTfXvffbs ' 06 yap ti iKcT irapeKifkvBev, dW
ii/iaTTiKei/ dei dre rd aiira ivra olov ayairwvTa iavrb. oiiroj^ ^xovra.

'iKaiTTOV 5k avrCiv rovs Kal 6v ean Kal rb <ri/iirav iros vou! Kal

irav 6v,
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it were, its fulfilment from it, is indeterminate in

itself, even as sight is, but is determined by the

intelligible. . . . Hence it is not simple, but plural,

displaying a composite though intelligible nature,

and beholding many things." ^

The first principle, however, must be " simple and

different from anything that comes after it. It

must be absolute, and pure from the things that

proceed from it, and yet at the same time capable

of being present in things in some other way.

It must also be essentially one,—that is, it must

not be primarily something else and one only

secondarily. . . . For were it not simple, free from

all arrangement and composition, and essentially

one, it would not be a first principle. Moreover,

because it is simple, it is self-sufficient, and the first

of all things. For what is not first stands in need

of what is prior to it, and what is not simple stands

in need of the simple factors within it, so that it

may be composed of them." ^ It is evident that our

' V. 4, § 2 (517) [vol. ii. p. 204, 1. 8 et seq.\ dta H di oi) mSs ;

6ti vov evdpyetd iari vdrjais • v6i}(nt S^ rb vo-qrhv opuaa Kal irpds

TovTo eTnaTpatpeccra Kal dir' eKeivov olov aT0Te\H0V/J.^V7j adpiaros fi^v

a&TT) iiitTTep 6^is, opt^of/^PT] S^ hirh rov votjtou. 5id Kal etptyrai iK

TT]s dopiiTTOv dvddos Kal rod hbs rd etSrj Kal oi dptdfiol ' tovto yap

6 vov^. dib oux dirXoOs, dX\d TroAXd, crvvBeaiv re ifi<paivo3v^ votjttjv

fiivToi, Kal TToKKd op&u ijdTi. Cf. v. 6 passim.
= v. 4, § 1 (516) [vol. ii. p. 202, 1. 23 et seq.]. Set ii.iv ydp n

irpb TrdvTtav ehai dtr'SoOv tovto Kal TdvTUV ^Tepov tGiv fieT aiiri, i(f>'

cavTov 6Vf oi) fiEfuyfUvov Toh dir' aiiroO, Kal iraKiV ^Tcpov Tpinrov tois

dWots TrapeTi/ai duvdfjLevoVf Qv bvTUi ^v, o^x '^T^pof ^J*, eZra ^f, Kad'

oS \pevdos Kal rb Iv elvai, oS /i?) X670S firiSi ^TrtffTiJ/ii;, 8 djj Kal

iir^KeLva Xiy^Tai elvai oOffias—el ydp /Utj dir'Kovv ^trrat ffvfi^dtreus

l^a 7rd(r»;s Kal <rvv8i(Teas Kal Svtois iv, oi)k cli» dpxv ''i^V— airapKi-
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experience can furnish no predicate or category

suitable to the description of such a principle, or

hint of the character of the state of consciousness

which can be aware of it. We may appeal to

experience only for examples of what it is not,

rejecting each new suggestion as irrelevant.^ It is

"not a thing, but prior to everything," for inas-

much as " it brings all things into being, it cannot

be one of them." It is " of no quality or quantity

;

it is not mind or soul, in motion or at rest, in space

or in time"; but it is the absolutely uniform, or

rather the absolutely formless, since it is prior to

all form, prior to motion, prior to rest. The term

" Being " is also inapplicable to it, since " Being has,

as it were, the form of Being." ^ That is, Being is

aTorbv re ti^ airXoOv eTpat Kal irpGyrov airavTOJv • to yap fiij irpCyrov

Ivdeh Tov Trpb ai/roOj t6 re /xt] airXovv tCjv iv avTi^ airXwv deSfievoVj

' V. 3, § 1+ (511) [vol. ii. p. 19T, 1. 19]. Kal yap \iyo/uy, 6 M^
itTTtf 6 5^ iffTty, oil \4yofj.ei'.

' AH the above quotations are from vi. 9, § 3 (760) [vol. il.

p. 512]. oiiS^ vovs Tolvvv, &\\a irpb vov • tI yap twv 6vtojv iariv

6 vous' iKeCvo 5k oH tl, dXXd Tp6 eKOffTov, ovSk 6v ' Kal yap t6 ov

olov flop<fyj)V TT]v TOV 6vT0S ^et, &fiop4iov Sk ^Kiivo Kal fioptpTJi voip-7}S.

yevvTfriKT} yap tj tov evbs (pOais oiiaa tujv iravTwv oiiSiv iaTiv airruv,

olhre oSv rl offre iroibv oUtg iroabv oCre vovs oOtc ^vxh ' ovSk

KiVoO/ievov 0^8' a5 effT(bSf oiiK iv T&irtpf oiiK iv xP^^Vt o-X\a rb Kad'

avTb fiopoeides, fiaWov de dveiSeov irpb etSovs bv iravTbs, irpb KivriffewSj

irpb ffTaffedJs ' raOra ykp irepl Tb 6vj & TroXXd airrb Troiei. dia tI oCv,

el /XT) KipoiifJievoVj ovx kffTths ; OTi trepl fikv rb bv ToijTb)v daTepov ^
dfnl>6T€pa dvdyKTj t6 re ia-Tois aTdfxei effTtbs koX oi rairrbv Ty tnaffei •

ibffTe ffvu^iiGeTOi aiiTi^ Kal oiK^Ti aTKovv p^vei. iwel Kal Tb atTtov

\4yeLV ov KaTTjyopetv itXTL avfi^e^rjKbs tl a^y, dXX' i^plv, Htl ^0fi4v

Ti Tap' avTov ixeivov 6vtos iv aiiTip. 8eT Sk ixtjdi rb iKtivo, pL-qSk Tb

TOVTo \4yav dxpi^ws \4yovTa, dXX' ijfids olov S^udev weptBiovTas rd
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something, and even in its greatest abstraction still

displays a duality of subject and predicate. Nor

can we properly say of the One that it is good. At
least, goodness does not pertain to it as a predicate,

for then the Good would be independent of it, and it

would be dependent on the Good for its goodness.

If anything, it is not good, but the Good itself, or

better still it is super-good, a good not in relation

to itself, which is in need of nothing, but the Good

in relation to other things which derive their good-

ness from it, as far as they are able.^ Beautiful,

also, it is not, " for all beauty is subsequent to it, and

derived from it, as all daylight is from the sun."^

Again, it cannot be said to think, because thinking

is a process involving a distinction between subject

and object, and in the One there is no such dis-

tinction. The One is not self-conscious.^ More-

over, if it thinks, ignorance will be prior to thought,

and thought will be for it, as it were, a means of

knowing itself. But it is absolutely self-sufficient,

is in closer and surer possession of itself than any

thought could put it.* However, we must not

suppose that because it cannot be said to know

itself, it is therefore ignorant of itself It tran-

airiov ipfiTjveieiv id^Xeiv irddT] 6t^ fxkv ^77tis, brk 5k dwowiiTTopra^

Ta?s Trepl adrd diropiacs.

' vi. 9, § 6 (764) [vol. ii. pp. S16-S17]. Cf. v. 3, § 11 (508).

^ vi. 9, § 4 (761). Tray yip koKIiv iaTepov imlvov koX irap'

^Kelvov iijtnrep irdv (puts fjieSrifiepivdv Trap' ifTiiov.

3 V, 3, § 13 (511) [vol. ii. pp. 196-197]. Cf. iii. 9, § 9 (358-359).

• V. 6, § 4. (536) [vol. ii. p. 225],
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scends altogether the distinction between ignorance

and knowledge. Ignorance implies a duality of

subject and object. One thing is ignorant of

another. I am ignorant of myself. But that in

which there is no duality—which is absolutely alone

—can neither know nor be ignorant.^

Even the term " One " we must use with careful

reservations. The first principle is not one as " this

one," or "that one."^ It is not one in a mathe-

matical sense, i.e. one as the first of a series, or

as the monad and point are the one reached by

division of the many.^ It is not one in any sense

in which oneness can be predicated of anything

else, nor is its oneness a predicate of itself. It is

not something else primarily, and only secondarily

one.* In a word, it is only in a negative sense as

a denial of plurality, and by analogy, that we apply

the term.*

The state of consciousness in which we are aware

of the One is correspondingly ineffable. We can

have no idea of it except by experiencing it our-

selves. It is beyond words written or spoken.

" We speak and write of it, however, that we may
send our spirits towards it, and rouse them from

the contemplation of mere concepts to the vision of

it, as we might show a man the way to something

1 vi. 9, § 6 (765 a) [vol. ii. p. 516].

2 vi. 9, § 3 (761 a) [vol. ii. p. 512].

3 vi. 9, § 5 (763) [vol. ii. p. 515].

* vi. 9, § 5 (763) [vol. ii. pp. 514-515].

5 vi. 9, § 5 (763) [vol. ii. pp. 511.-515]. Cf. v. 3, § 13 (510).
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he was eager to see." i To reach the state of ecstasy,

the soul must become concentrated and receptive.

She must be far more formless even than Matter, " if

there is to be nothing within her to hinder her from

being filled and illumined with the primal nature.

She must free herself from all outer things, and turn

to what is altogether within. She must have no

inclination towards, nay no knowledge of, outer

things. Rather must she pass beyond consciousness

of them all, first with respect to her own condition,

and then with respect to the intelligible exist-

ences. She must lose consciousness, too, of her-

self, and attain to the vision of God, and become

one with him.^^ This vision and he who has

it are as far beyond the rational level of con-

sciousness as is God beyond Truth and Being.

Consciousness has become absolutely simple. One

can indeed scarcely talk longer of a " vision " or of

" seeing." For seeing involves a duality of seer and

seen ; whereas in communion with God there is no

1 vi. 9, § 4 (T61) [vol. ii. p. 513, 11. 2-8]. Si6 oid^ p-qrhv oiSk

ypa,Trr6v (jyqffLV. dXXa \^yo/xev Kal yp6,tf>o^v ir^fiTrovTes els aitrb

Kai aveyetpovres 4k tGiv \6yoiP iirl t^v 6iav ibairep 6d6v SeiKviivres T<p

Ti Beda-aa-dai. Pov\oij.€V(ji. Cf. V. 5, § 4 (522) et seq.

2 vi. 9,.§ T (765) [vol. ii. p. 578, 11. 4-14]. dXX' Sxrwep wepl

TTjS iJXijs X^erat, tus &pa diroLov elvax Set TrdvTuv, et juAXet 5^;i^ea'^at

Toiis trdvTwy Ti^irovs, oihuj Kai iroKii f/.aXKov dveldeov rrji/ ^vxv^ yivefrBai,

el ii4\\a iiTiSkv i/j.Tr6Siov iyKaBijixevov iaenBai irpJs itKiipaiit.v Kal

^XkdfL^Lv aiiT-^ TTJs tpTuaeuis r^s irptirj/s. el rouro, Trdvrajv rwv ^^io

d<p4/xevov Set iiria-Tpa^Tji'ai irpds rb etffu TdvTT], fiij irpbs Ti rdv ^^iii

KeK\l<rffai, dXXd dyvo'fiaaVTa t& Trdvra Kal irpb toO p,iv ttj SiaBiaei,

Tore 5^ Kal toU etdeatv, dyvo'f)(7avra 5k Kal aiirbv 4v T77 B4g. iKelvov

yeveaSai KaKeivif (rvyyevbp.evov Kal iKavuis oTov bixAjiaavTa i^Keiv dyyi\-

\ovTa, el SivaiTO, Kal &Wif tt]V eKcl avvovalav.



60 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

distinction between seer and seen. "It is a bold

thing to say, but in the vision a man neither

sees, nor if he sees distinguishes what he sees from

himself, nor fancies that there are two. On the

contrary it is by becoming, as it were, another

than himself, and by neither being himself nor

belonging to himself, that he attains to the vision.

And, having once reached it, he is one with it, as

having made the centres of two circles to coincide.

For the centres when they coincide become one, and

when the circles are separated there are two centres

again. . . . Now since in the vision there were not

two, but the seer was made one with the seen, and

this not as with something merely seen, but as with

something actually made one with himself, a man

who had been united with God might, if he re-

membered, have in him some image of the divine.

He himself was One, with no distinctions within him-

self, with respect either to himself or other things.

There was no movement within him, no desire,

no passion . . . not even any reason or thought.

Nay, himself was not even present to himself, if one

may speak thus. Hather, as one rapt and entranced,

he attained to perfect calm and motionless solitude

in his own being, neither falling away on any side,

nor turning about himself; but, wholly at rest, he

was as though he had become immutability itself.

Nor had he a thought for beauty, for he had passed

beyond the Beautiful, even beyond the band of

virtues. . . . Perhaps then it was not vision but
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some other kind of seeing, ecstasy and simplification

and self-surrender. . .
. " ^

In fine, the mind's search for the Godhead must

meet at every point with the baffling answer given

by the sage Yajanavlkya in the Hindoo story. In

all attempts to define Brahma, Neti, neti, " It is

not thus," is the reply which meets each new effort.

The Plotinian God is in the mystic's phrase the

" silence " ; the final stillness beyond all the sound

1 vi. 9, §§ 10-11 (769 c-770 e) [vol. ii. p. 522, 1. 31-p. 524,

1. 4]. ri Si 6(j>8iv, eiirep Set dio TaOra Xiyeiv, t6 re opSv Kal t&

ipd/Mevov, dAXd /xii Iv &ix,<poi—T6\fii,T)pbs p.kv 6 X670S

—

rirre jxkv oSre

bpq. oihe 5ia.Kplvei 6 opwv oOdk (pavrd^erac 5i5o, dXX* olov &Wos

yev6iievoi Kal oix airis oiS' aiSroD crui'TcXet ^/cet, Kdicelvov yevdfji^vos

^v icTLV ihffirep KivTpip K^VTpov (rvvdypas ' koX yhp ivravda avve\66vTa

iv ian, rbre \Si'] Sio, Srav X'"'/'''-
oBtoi Kal ^/i«s vSv \iyofiev h-epov.

5i6 Kal Si(r(ppaaTov rb S^a/ia. irus ylip h> cLirayyeiXeii res i!)S

h-epov oiK iSHiv iKeivo, ore iSearo Srepov, dXXa fx irpis iavTbv ; 11.

ToOro S^ i6i\ov StjKovv rb tuv fivcrrriptav ruvde iTrtraypa, rb

p.^ iKcjiipeiv els p,ii iJ,ep,vrip,hovs, lis ovk iK<j>opov (kuvo iv direiire

SijKovv irpbs SXXox rb Beiov, Sti^ p.T] Kal air^ ISelv em-ixf'ai. iird

Tolvw Sio oiK fiv, dXX' h ffv avTbs b ISiiv wpbs rb iapapAvov, us dc

/iT) eoipapAvov, dXX' i}vap.ivov, 8s iyivero Sre iKelvip ep.lyvvT0 el

fiep.v<fTO, lx<" ^'' ""P' eavTif iKelvov eUbva. fjv Si h Kal avrbs

Siatjiopdv iv airif oiSep.lav irpbs eavrbv ^X"" "^^ '^"'''^ dXXa- oi

ydp Ti iKLveho vap' airif, oi 6vp.bs, oiK eTi6vp.la diXXou irap^v air^

dva^e^tiKbri, dXX' oiSi X670S oiSi ns vb-riffis 06S' SKus airbs, el Set

Kal TOVTO Xiyeiv • dXX' Sxrirep apTrao-Bels ^ ii/Bov(rida-as ii<TVXV iv

ip-^/iip Karaa-Tdcrei. yeyivrirai drpefiet t^ airov oialq. oiSafioO airo-

kSIvuv oiiSi vepl axnbv (rTpe(pbp.evos, e(;T(i>s TrdxTTj Kal ohv aTdms

yevbp,evos " oiSk tQiv KoXdv, dXXi Kal rb KoKbv -fiSi) iirepdiav, iirep-

^cts i^S-q Kal rbv tSc dpeT&v Xop^''t fifTep Tis els rb etaia toC aS&rov

elffSis els Toinrlffa KaTaXiiriiv to, iv tQ cay dyd\p.aTa, d H^eKBbvn

ToO dSirov irdXiv ylverai, wpdra /ierd rb ivSov Biap.a Kal tt)V iKeX

avvovaiav irpbs ovk S.ya\p.a oiS' elKbva, dXX' avrb • d S^ ylveraL

Sedrepa Bedp.aTa. rb Si fffus 9jv oi Bia/ia, dXXd fiXXos rpbros toO

ISeiv, iKU-Taffcs Kal dxXMiris Kal iirlSotris airoO Kal li/ieiris irpbs d^V
Kal (TTdffis Kal irepiviniins irpbs icfiapp.oyfjP, eiirep ris rb iv Tip dSirip

Bedaerai.
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and fury of the world of particular things. But

the silence and stillness are positive, are more

than absence of noise and change, though we are

able only to describe them as such. In spite of the

absolute irrelevance of all finite standards of perfec-

tion and reality to the divine essence, and the

complete annihilation of everything finite, deter-

minate, and intelligible, which experience of it

would involve, that essence is so absolutely real and

perfect, and the vision of it so final and satisfactory,

that though from our point of view they are ineffable

except in negative terms, to him who had attained

them, "our so real world with all its stars and

milky ways is likewise nothing."



CHAPTER II

METAPHYSICAL EVIL

For the ordinary mystic the natural corollary ot

such a proposition concerning the nature of God

is an out-and-out doctrine of metaphysical evil.

And since the mere fact of a world at all as

separate and individual, as itself and not God, is

prima facie evil, the problem of Evil becomes the

problem of existence. The question is not, how comes

it that the world is imperfect .i* but how comes it,

given our premises, that there is a world ? The

nature of the divine perfection would seem logically

to preclude any divine causation or creation at all.

In a system such as Schopenhauer's, for example, it

is hard to see how the Will denied can properly

be said to be the cause of the Will affirmed. Or

again, I think one may fairly question whether in

the Vedanta doctrine, the Atman in its true self-

hood which is identical with Brahma, can be made

more than the nominal cause of the illusion of

the finite world by which it is haunted. Reality

is not the creator of its own obscuration. The veil

of Maya materializes, as it were, from without.

63
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The result in most such systems is that, so far

as the point is raised at all, the origin of the

world is left unexplained. All that we can say is

that it just happens, or comes, or grows, and let the

matter rest at that, ignoring the dualism latent

in the question. I can give no better example of

this inconclusiveness than a passage from a modern

mystic, a disciple of Schopenhauer, descriptive of

the origin of the universe.

"Now there was formed," he says "not at any

time but before all eternity, to-day and for ever,

like an inexplicable clouding of the clearness of the

heavens, in the pure, painless, and will-less bliss of

denial, a morbid propensity, a sinful bent : the

affirmation of the will to life. In it and with it

is given the myriad host of all the sins and woes of

which this immeasurable world is the revealer."^

But even if we admit, as Deussen does, that the

origin of the finite is inexplicable, we are by no

means clear of dualism. We may not know where

the finite comes from, but the finite in its finitude

still remains something essentially different from

the infinite which it clouds and obscures. It is

simply there, a datum or condition of experience

which is confessedly irreducible to the real, over

whose surface it is spread like a veil.

Again, admitting, as does Philo, an explicit

dualism, and attributing the existence of the finite

to a principle of finitude over against God, the

' Deussen, Elements of Metaphysics, § 171.
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mystic has still to face a difficulty. For him, the

universe is a disease from which Reality suffers.

The eternal silence of the divine is broken from

without into the moments of our noisy years. The

whole process of creation, as wq usually conceive it,

is reversed. The principle of finitude and imper-

fection becomes the active agent, the infinite and

the perfect, the passive substratum. Instead of God

ordering Matter, Matter, as it were, disorders God.

Philo overcomes this difficulty by practically

accepting the inversion of the ordinary point of view.

God orders Matter, to be sure, but it is the existence

of Matter which rouses him to activity. Confronted

from all eternity with what is not himself, he does

what he can to overcome the discrepancy. His

perfection in relation to this " Other '" becomes

active and bounteous good. Out of the unbroken

peace of his supreme isolation and ineffableness, he

issues literally another being, a Logos—an ideal

world, an active, creative, sustaining and providential

power. But this aspect of godhead, derivative and

subordinate as it is, represents not a natural and

essential, but an accidental expression of the divine

nature ; a part, if you will, forced on it from with-

out by the unhappy exigencies of the situation.

Were there no Matter there would be no Logos, no

Providence, no world; nothing but the perfect and

unbroken peace.^

Plotinus, however, must deal with these difficulties

1 Cf. p. 38, note 3.

F
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in another way. The intention of his system is from

beginning to end monistic. His task then involves

the defence of a double thesis. Against Philo and

the majority of mystics, he must argue how God,

from no secondary consideration, such as a material

principle, or by no inexplicable clouding of his deity,

but of himself, by all the exigencies and out of

the depths of his essential perfection was bound to

create a world. That is, he must show how God

naturally would generate the universe. And against

the non-mystic dualist like Aristotle he must

demonstrate how he could; how God can be not

only the final, but the true eificient and material

cause of everything that is.

The key to the first question he believes himself

to have found in the explanation of Timaeus to

bocrates. Aya^&s ^v dyaOci) 8e ovSels irepl ovSevbs

ovSeTTOTi kyyiyvtrai (ftdovos. " God was good, and in

the good there can never arise jealousy of any-

thing." 1 " How, then," he goes on in continuance

of an argument for the simplicity of the One, already

quoted, "how, then, do things proceed from the

first principle .'' If the primal be perfect, and the

most perfect of all things, and its power be funda-

mental, it must be the most powerful of all things

that are, and other powers must imitate it as far

as they can. Now, whenever anything comes to

perfection we see that it procreates, that it cannot

endure to remain as it is by itself, and so creates

' Plato, Timaeus, 29 e.
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another being. This is true not only of things

which possess conscious purpose, but also of things

which procreate without conscious purpose. Indeed,

even inanimate objects throw oflF some part of

themselves as far as they are able. Thus fire warms

and snow chills, and drugs have their appropriate

effects upon other things, and all things imitate, as

far as they can, the first principles whence they

came ; for thus they strive after eternal life and

goodness. How then should the most perfect and

primal Good stay shut up within itself as though

grudging of itself or impotent, itself the potentiality

of all things ? How could it then be the first

principle ? Something then must be begotten of

it if any of the other existences which are derived

from it are to exist. . . ." ^

The creation of the world is due then to the

active nature of perfection. The Good is super-

abundant, overflows,^ and must overflow till every

1 V. 4, § 1 (517) [vol. ii. p. 203, 1. 15 et seq.]. Cf. iv. 8, § 6,

V. 1, § 6 (487) [vol. ii. p. 168, 1. 30 et seq.]. irQs oHv dwh toS

irpihrov ' el T^XeSv iffn t6 irpOroVj Kal ird.vTiav TeXetirraTOv, kclI

dtjpafm 7} 7rpt6n/, Set ird-VTOJif TUtv 6vtuv SwaTilnarov eXvai, Kal tcls

SWos Svvd/ieii, KaB' Sffov Sivavrai /u/ieTaBai iKuvo, Sti 3' ftc rffl;'

dXXwv els TeXeidJCTij' irt, optafiev yeuviav Kal oiiK dfex^f^evov ^0* ^auroO

fUvcLV, dXX' irepov ttoiovv o6 fiivov S, ti ftf Tpoalpeffiv IxVt dWd, Kal

cftra ^iJet dvev irpoaipiffeus, Kal rot dyj/vxa 5^ fieraSLSovTa eaurwi',

Ka0' Sffov divarai. olov rb Tvp Bepixalvei, Kal ^x^' ^ X"'''- ko'

rd ^ipfiaKa S^ els fiXXo ipyd^erai, olov aird, irdvTa rijv Hpxriv

Karh. Sivaiuv iiro/u/ioifieva, eh iididTryrd re Kal dyaBlmiTa. irHs

oBk t6 TeXetlrraTOV Kal rb wpdrov dyaBbv iv avT(f ffralri, liavep

<l>Bovrjaav iavTov f) ASwarTJaav, t) wivruv Sivafiis; ir£s 5' cLv in ipxv

eti] ; Set S^ Tt Kal dir' airov yeviadai, etirep iffTai ti Kal tQv dWojv

Tap' aiVoC ye virojTdvTwv. ^ v. 2, § 1 (494) [vol. ii. p. 176],
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possibility of good and every possible kind of per-

fection is realized.^ To this point of the grades of

perfection we shall return later. At present we

must point out that it is necessary to exclude care-

fully any idea of conscious purpose from the creative

process. God does not will the world into being,

it does not exist in response to any aim or purpose

of his. He does not even know that it exists.

For him, as for the mystic spirit in its moment of

final victory, the universe " with all its suns and

milky ways is nothing." Did he will to create it,

and were he conscious of it, he would be no longer

either the One or the Good. He would be, and here

Plotinus agrees with Aristotle, a moved mover.

The term " generation," indeed, is hardly apposite,

and Plotinus employs it with the warning that we

must rid it of all suggestion of generation in time.

What is generated by the One is generated without

movement of the One. And " since the One remains

unmoved, if there be anything that comes after it,

this second existence must come into being without

any assent, or will, or motion of any sort on

the part of the One. How, then, is this accom-

plished, and what are we to think of that process

which goes on about the abiding One ? We are

to think of it as a radiance proceeding indeed from

the One, but from the One abiding therein un-

changed, just as the bright light which courses

round the sun is perpetually generated from it,

1 iv. 8, § ,6 (474) [vol. ii. p. ISO].
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though the sun itself changes not at all. Indeed, all

things that exist necessarily give out from their

own essence, while they last, a property attached to

themselves, which proceeds from their potentiality

within, and spreads about them to that which is

outside— an image, as it were, of the archetypes

from which it sprang. Fire dispenses heat from

itself, and snow does not merely retain its cold

within itself. But the best evidences of this are

sweet-smelling substances. For as long as they exist

there is something which proceeds out of and spreads

round about them, and everything that is near at

hand shares in the enjoyment of these derived

existences." ^

The above passage is of great importance, not

only as fegards our own problem, but for the under-

standing of the Leitmotiv of the whole Plotinian

system. It contains what we may call the analogy

of emanation, an analogy to which Plotinus appeals

again and again, now in one, now in another connec-

tion. The figure, indeed, lies at the basis of his whole

1 V. 1, § 6 (487) [vol. ii. p. 168, 1. 15 et seq.J. Set oSc 6,kiv/itov

6vT0S, et TL deOrepov fjier' ai)r6, ou irpoffveOaavTOS od5^ ^ovKtjd^vTos

oudk bXojs KiVTjd^vTos VTToaTTjvat airb, irCos o^v ; Kal H Set vorjaat

irepl iKeivo pAvov ; TepiXafiyl/LV ^^ adrov p.hj e^ avrov bk pAvovTOs,

oXov TJkiov rh Trepl adr^v XafiTpbv ipws irepid^ov^ i^ ainov dei

yevvfjjpcvov pivovTOs. Kal Travra ra 6vTa ^ois p4veL iK t^s ai/rtSp

oiiffias avayKaiav tt]V wepl aOTCL irpos t6 ^|w aOruv eK ttjs irapo'uaTjs

dvvdpews didwtnv adrwv e^TjpTTjp^vyjv uToffTaa-iv, eUdva oSaai^ otov

dpxeTOirojy &v e^^^v, Tvp piv ti)v Tra,p aiiTov Beppbrtjra.' koX Xf-^^

ouK etffta pMvov rb ypvxpbv KaT^xei ' pdXiarfi 5k btra. cviiidTj paprvpei

To6Tip ' ^ws yap ian, irpheiffl tl i^ airSiv irepl aurd, S]v aTToKavei

bTroardvTOjv 6 tl irXTiffiov,
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system. Upon it, and with constant reference to

it, is built up the imposing edifice of the theory of

emanation which is the essence of the Plotinian

metaphysics. ^Ve are, indeed, deaUng here with

one of the great analogies of philosophy. Were

one writing a book on the philosophic significance

and use of similes, I am not sure but that one

would have to count this first, both in point of its

aptness, and of its central place and controlling

function in thought. Certainly there is none in

the history of Greek philosophy that can compare

with it in its magnificence and its attraction,

unless it be the Kivei ws kpiifuvov of Aristotle,

which by likening God's relation to the world to

that of the beloved to the lover, solved so many

riddles to the Stagirite's satisfaction. ATid there

is none equal to it in downright cleverness, except

perhaps that tour de force in the Timaeiis, where

Plato by laying out empty space geometrically and

then combining the plane figures into solids, suc-

ceeded in educing a solid world out of sheer empti-

ness. Perhaps, too, there is none more false, and,

because of its dominance, more mischievous in its

falsity. To the point of its falsity we shall have

occasion to return later. Suflice it to say for the

present that\by his employment of it Plotinus

believes that he has overcome the principal, or

at least the preliminary, difficulty in the way of

deriving the Many from the One ; the problem

of preserving the integrity and absolute character
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of the One in spite of and in the midst of the

process.J
CGranted, however, that there has been estabhshed

the possibility of an emanation from the One with-

out any disturbance or diminution of its essence,

there yet remain two questions to be answered. In

the first place we may ask how the emanation is to

be logically distinguished from the essence of the

One, since the emanation can only be an emanation

of the essence ; in the second place how the emana-

tion, in itself homogeneous, can of and by itself

become diversified. ->

TheA first difficulty Plotinus answers by dis-

tinguishing two kinds of " acts " or " operations !iJ

(Jvepyetai). There\is indeed the Aristotelian " act,"

the operation of being what one is ; but there is

also another__sort_of__flact," the expression, as it

were, of one's self in another. Or to put it

biologically, we mighty saj there is an "acf" of

reproduction of one's self as well as^ the " act " of

self^reservation. Plotinus harks back to his

favourite simile for an example. "Take fire for

example," he says. "There we find both the heat

which constitutes its essence, and the heat which

emanates from it while it is engaged in the activity

natural to its essence, that is, in continuing to be

fire."^ That is, heat is in the fireua-±he-£ssence and

1 V. 4, § 2 (518) [vol. ii. p. 205, 11. 8-11]. dtov koX iirl tou irvpos

7] fx4v rls iffTt avfiirXTjpovffa tt]v ovffiav depudrriS) t] S^ dir' ^Keivq^ ifdrj

jivo/Ji^prj ifepyoOi'Tos iKcivov Tiiv ffifiifiVTOv ttJ oin7l(} [ivipyeiav} iv rif

IjAv€i.v Tvp. oiiTu 3^ KaKct Cf. V. 3, § 7 (503) ; § IS (512).
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" operation " of fire, and at the same time goes forth

from it^ We perhaps might turn to Christian

theology, and point to that eternal generation of

the Son by the Father, "God of God, Light of

Light, very God of very God,'' in which the Father,

preserving none the less the essential " operation

"

of his proper hypostasis, engenders the hypostasis

of the Son.

(_By thus reverting to its fundamental analogy,

the Plotinian analogy meets the second difficulty

connected with the derivation of the Many from

the Oner^But there is yet the third to be reckoned

with. [How can the Many be conceived as develop-

ing within the perfect simplicity of the primitive

emanation .? How can the absolutely homogeneous

be the cause and substance of its own variegation^

In dealing with this crucial point Plotinus is not

unnaturally hesitant and obscure, and we can be no

more than tentative in our interpretation. But

Plotinus's meaning, it seems, is somewhat as follows

:

^The One is indeed nothing, i.e. no thing, since it

transcends all things, but, as the existence of

existence proves, it contains within itself the

possibility of all things. In it " all things are not

as yet, but shall be," ^ not indeed in point of time,

since the generation of the world is eternal, but in

point of logical priority. From this point of view,

' V. 3, § 1 (494) [vol. ii. p. 176, 1. 3]. T6 lo Trdvra rai o6di ly

°'PXV y^P TfaPTUiif ov wavTO. dW eKeivTjs irdvTa ' sku yap otoy

dv^dpa/jie ' naXKov 5i otfirw IffTty, dX\' liTTai.
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as itself the possibility of a rational universe, the

One may be called latently rational or intelligible.
J

Now,'Jhe emanation from the One at the moment

of its issue from the One (remembering that we

employ temporal terms only by way of imperfect

analogy), is as yet undetermined. But at the

moment of its issue, which is also the moment of

its separation, the fact of its separation enables it

and causes it, as something different from the One,

to turn to the One and regard it. In other words,

the One emerges from its transcendence of the

distinction between subject and object, and becomes

self-conscious. /

But H(hat is this self of which it is conscious '>

It cannot Itnow itself as One, since the One as such

is beyond the antithesis of "I" and "Me," and

unattainable by any process properly described as

knowledge. To know itself as One it would have

to cease knowing itself, if I may put it paradoxically.

The object of its knowledge must be what we de

facto find is the ideal object of any perfect know-

ledge. The One can know itself only as the truth

—the archetypal or intelligible world of which qua

One it yet affords the possibility. That is, all that

it can know of itself in tinrning back to behold itself

is the possible world which it is.^ But this know-

ledge of itself is conditioned by the antithesis of

an alter. The One's knowledge of itself as the

1 All this interpretation is based on v. 1, §§ 6-T (487-488)

[vol. ii. pp. 168-169]. Cf. v. 3, § IS (512-513).



74 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

archetypal world of truth involves, and is dependent

upon, the knowledge that it has lost its unity. It

is now the Not-One, the Many over against the

One. But it recognizes that qua One it is the

source and justification of itself qua the Many, that

is, qua the archetypal world. "In its thought of

itself it thinks itself accidentally. For it is in

looking to the Good {i.e. the One) that it thinks

itself."! Or, in modern phrase, we might say

that the subject recognizes itself and the object as

derived from and dependent upon a higher unity

in which both are transcended. In Plotinus's own

words, "the One is the potentiality of all things.

The things of which the One is the potentiality.

Thought, separated as it were from that potentiality,

now beholds. Otherwise it could not be Mind.

At that moment it gains consciousness, as it were,

from itself of the nature of its own potentiality

—of its power of generating by itself its own

essence, and of determining its own being by

means of the power received by it from the One.

It perceives, too, that its essence is, so to speak, a

part of that which belongs to and is derived from

the One, and that it is strengthened and brought

to the fulness of being by and out of the One. It

sees, too, that to itself from the One, as to the

divisible from the indivisible, have come life and

' V. 6, § 5 (537) [vol. ii. p. 226, 1. 20]. /tai yap av iv r^ va-qaei

avTou Kara (rv/i^e^ijKds abrb voei ' wpbs ya.p rb ayadbv ^\iirov auri

voet • hepyavv ykp ad kavrh vo^t.
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thought and all things, precisely because the One

itself is none of these things." ^ I

The knowledge, however, that it is no longer

the One, but the possible universe opposed to and

derived from it, actualizes at the same moment
that possibility. The One knows that qua One it

may be, but that qua " may be," it actually is the

world in question. Qua One it is all things in

potentia, qua Potentiality it is suddenly and by

the mere recognition of that qun-ness the whole

universe of things in actu. The intelligible world

is, at the moment it thinks itself; it thinks itself

at the first instant it is possible for it to do so.

That possibility has from all eternity been implied

in the essence of the One. Thus the One becomes at

once Being and Thought in the unity of an intellect

which is its own subject and its own object.^

An inspection of the archetypal world at this

point leads us to a further discovery in the shape

of a deduction of the categories.^ Mind in the first

1 V. 1, § 7 (488) [vol. ii. p. 169, I. 27 et seq.]. dXXa rb iv Sim/Ms

irdvTojv. &v o^v iffTL SOvafMLS, ravra d7r6 ttjs dvvd^eus olov ax'-^^f^^V

7j vb'qaLi Ka&op^. rf oiiK B.V ^v vous. iirel Kal irap' ai^roC ^xei ijdr]

olov (ywalffBtiffiv rijs SwdfietoSj 6tl bivarat. oiicriav airbs yevvSiv di

airrbv Kal bpi^eiv rb etvai avTt^ ry Trap' iKeivov dwd/iei, Kal Stl olov

^i4pos hf TL tCiv iKcivov Kal i^ eKelvou tj oufrla Kal pdjvvvrai irap' ^Keivov

Kal TeXeiOurat els oialav irap* iKeivov Kal ^^ iKcLvov. bpq, dk aiiT^

ixeldev oZ'o;' /lepidT^ i^ aixeplarov Kal t6 f^x Kal rb voeiv Kal iravra,

8tl iKelvo fjLrjSh tuv irdvrwv.

2 V. 2, § 1 (494). Cf. V. 3, § 10 (506) et seq.

" For a brief deduction vide v. 1, § 4 (485) [vol. ii. p. 166] ;

for a more elaborate, vide vi. 2, § 6 (600) et seq. [vol. ii. p. 306J,

§ 19 (611) et seq. [vol. ii. p. 320].
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place has real existence—it must think itself as being.

Did it not exist it could not think. "Being'" is

then the first category. The second we should

naturally expect to be correlated intelligence or

Thought. But such is not the case. The categories

are forms or conditions of Thought, and Thought is

not a condition or form of itself Thought is Being

thinking itself, the self-knowledge, as it were, of

the categories. But now the act of intellect in

which Thought and Being are united displays two

marked characteristics. On the one hand, we can

distinguish between Thought and Being, on the

other, we say that the two are somehow one. But

to say that any two are one presupposes as its con-

dition the categories of difference and identity.

But Being is. Being is living, sustaining, and

preserving itself out of its own inner vitality. It

exists in actu, evepyelq.. This vitality and activity,

however, by which Being persists in being, involves

motion. Motion, however, is not an accident or an

attribute of Being, it is its essence and is inseparable

from it in thought. We cannot think of Being,

save as existing in the full kinetic significance of

the participial construction. Motion then—activity,

actuality—will be our fourth category.

The motion, however, involved in Being's mere

being, is precisely what keeps it what it is, unaltered

in its nature, i.e. is precisely what keeps it at rest.

Indeed, rest or stability is what first strikes us as

the condition of all being, and it is only on second
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glance that we see how Jceeping at rest involves

activity and motion.

An analysis of the " thought " aspect of vow re-

veals the same categories. Thought thinks itself

as existing, as being. Its thought involves activity

and motion. That is, Thought is thinking, is in

ultimate analysis not a noun, but a verb. But by

thinking, Thought constitutes and bounds itself, is

what it is, persists as itself, in a word keeps itself

stable, unalterable, and immobile.^

We have then the five prime categories—Being,

Identity, Difference, Movement, and Rest. From

these five all the other so-called categories, and

genera, and species proceed by a process of logical

deduction. Thus number is immediately implied

in the multiplicity of the intelligible content. Be-

holding the continuity of its act of thought, the

mind draws thence the idea of magnitude and

quantity, and from the inexhaustibility of its

power, that of infinity. Contemplating the beauty

and perfection of its existence, it has the notion of

quality. Difference and identity are in the same

way the bases of similarity and dissimilarity, equality

and inequality, and the like. And thus, petal by

petal, the whole intelligible world of truth blows

into full flower.^

/ In deriving Soul from Mind, Plotinus resorts

1 This account is based on the text, vi. 2, §§ 6-8 (600-603) [vol.

ii. p. 306 et seq.].

2 vi. 2, § 21 (613 A et seq.) [vol. ii. pp. 322-323].
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to the same analogies and employs the same

arguments as he used in explaining the emanation

of Mind from the One. Since by the existence

of the intelligible the possibilities of existence

are not exhausted, it too must perforce overflow.^

Like the One, it has its two operations or "acts,"

an essential operation by which it is what it is, and

an emanatory act by which it reproduces itself. This

overflow or emanation from itself is i/'ux'j or SouLj

The reproduction of itself in \pvxn is both general

and particular. Each form or archetype gives forth

a particular soul or a Adyos cnrepfj.aTi.K6s, and the

intelligible world in which the archetypes are or-

ganized, as we remember, on the analogy of logical

inclusion and implication, projects itself in a World-

Soul that includes the tf/vxai and the Xojol a-irepjjMTiKo'i,

i.e. the Ideas as formative forces, after the same

figurative fashion.

By Soul or ^x'?' ^^ *^^ "^"t to understand

Soul in our use of the word as a self-conscious

principle. This point is discussed at length by

Plotinus, and the conclusion is that it is Mind

which is the principle of self-consciousness in us.

The proper operations of the soul are sensation and

the synthesis of sensation by discursive thought.

Discursive thought, indeed, knows itself, but knows

itself as an unfulfilled activity, dependent upon and

1 iv. 8, § 3 (472 a) [vol. ii. p. 147, 1. 1 et seq.]. in /iijj^ otdv

Te ^v ffTrfvai t6. irdvTa iv r(^ poijrtp, Svvaiiivov ifpe^ijs Kal dXXou

yevi(T$cu iXirrovoi fUv, ivayKalov Si Svai, etirep Kal ri rpi airrov.
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realized in the Mind. Adequate self-knowledge is

sub specie aeternitatisJ

In a word, the relations between Soul, with her

operation of discursive thought, and Mind seem to

be the exact analogues of those between Mind and

the One. Mind in issuing from the One turns

toward it, and by that return constitutes itself

an archetypal world—the not-One; a world which

though other than the One is yet derived from it,

and by its desire to return to its origin is held in

that state of perfect identity of subject and object

in which the ideal of contemplative thought is for-

ever realizeid. In like manner the Soul, turning

towards the \ Mind whence she flows and striving

to regain that state of complete self-consciousness

which is her source, is thereby confirmed in her proper

nature. This is her essential "operation" or "act."^

Perhaps the word most descriptive of her essence

is life.^ She is the principle of vitality and activity

in all things : the Aristotelian t/ivo-ts, we might

almost say, of all things, by which things become

what they are, exercise their proper functions, and

are conformed to their proper ends. She creates

and sustains all life and nature, " breathing life into

all things nourished by earth or sea, all the dwellers

in the air, all the divine stars of heaven. Yea, the

sun and this great firmament of heaven she hath set

in order, and herself maketh them to revolve in due

1 For all this vide v. 3, §§ 1-4 (496-500) [vol. 11. pp. 178-183].

8 V. 1, § 3 (484) [vol. ii. p. 165]. » iv. 7, § 11 (465) [vol. ii. p. 139].
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courses. . . . And the heaven moved in eternal

motion under the wise guidance of Soul, becomes

a living and a blessed being and acquires due honour

when once Soul has come to dwell within it ; but

before the coming of Soul it was but a dead body,

mere earth and water. . . . And though the heaven

is manifold, and different in different places, it is

one by virtue of her power, and it is through her

that this ordered universe is a god. . .
." ^

1 V. 1, § 9 (482-483) [vol. ii. p. 162, 11. 18-p. 163, 1. 31]. (2)

ivOvfjLeia&o} roivvv irpQrrov iKeivo TrSca */^vxVj f^^ a{>T7) (ih ^^a

iTToLijffe irdvTa e/j-Trve^iratTa aitrois fw^*', & re yrj Tp4<peL d re ddXaffffa

d T€ 4p d^pt a T€ iv oifpav^ darpa deia, adrr] S^ ijXtov, aCrT] 5k rbv

fxiyav rovrov ovpavbv^ Kal avri] eKdfffirja-ei/j aiiri] 5i iv rd^et ireptdyei

0i/trts oSffa eripa &v KOfffxei Kal Ssv Kivet Kal & ^tjv TroLel' Kal To(mjv

dvdyKTj elvai Tifucar^pav, yiyvofi^vtov [fJ(^y^ ro^Onav Kal tpdeipofjUvujVj

Srai' avrd ^vxt] dirokeiiriQ ^ X^PVy^^ "^^ ^V'^j airri] 5i oVaa del t^ fxi}

diroKeiireiv eavTiqv. tLs 8k [6] rpdiros rijs xopT^yiai rod ^v ^p re rtp

avfiiraPTi ^v re rots eKdcrots, (B5e Xoyi^^adw. aKorreia-dcj 8tj ttjv

/j.eyd\7}V i/'i'X^*' ^XXt} ^vxv ov fffiiKpd d^ia toO ffKoirelv yevofjLivTj

d7raX\a7e((ra dirdTTjs Kal rOiv yeyoTjTevKdTuv rds dWas ija^xv '^V

KaratXTdtrei. ^(tvxov 8k a^y ^trrw fj.^ fj.6vQV rb ireptKelfxevov ffCHfia

Kal 6 TOv (Tib/jLaTos k\6S(i}Vj dXXd Kal wav rb irepikxov ijffvxos fikv 7^,

TJavxo^ 5k 6d\aa<ra Kal d^p Kal airrbs oitpavbs {dp.€lv(i}v). voetTOJ Sk

TrdvTodev els aiirbv iffrurra ^lOOl^ ^^ladev olov elapkovcrav Kal elcxv-

6ei<rav Kal wdvroBev eltriovtrav Kai el&Kdfiirovffav ' olov CKoreLvdv

vitpos rfKiov /3o\ai ^biHaaffaL Xdfiireiv iroLovffi xputroeiff^ dyj/tv SiSouaaLf

OvTitj Toi Kal ^vxh iXdovaa els awfia oijpavov $5ojk€ fxkv i^tir/}v, ^Swjce

5^ ddavaffiav, ijyetpe 8k Keipuevov, b Sk KivrjBels KivTjaiv diSiov virb

fvxv^ ipt'<f>p6pws dyo6(n]s ^(pov eiiSaijxojf iyivero, i<rx^ tc d^iav

oiipavh^ yj/vxv^ elffoLKiffdeiffTjs Sjv irpb i^vxvs <Twp.a veKpbv^ yij Kal \}5o}p,

fmXXov 8k CKbros {JXt;? Kai pLT] bv Kal " 8 (TTuy^ovaiv ol Oeoi" (pTjaL tls.

yivoLTO 5' h.v ^'aveptor^pa a^ijs Kal evapyeffripa ij 86vap.t.s Kal 17 ^iJtrts,

et Tis ivraO&a Siavoijdelf], Bttus wepLkx^t Kal dyei rats avrijs j3ouX^-

<reat rbv o^pavbv. waurl /xku ydp Tip fieykOei ToCrtp, Baos iarlv,

^8uKev iavTTjv Kal irdv SidarTifia Kal fji4ya Kal puKpbv ^^i/^WTot dXXou

flkv dXXj] KClfUvOV TOV (rdi)/JMTOS Kal TOV p^V Cj5ij TOV 5k 0)81 6VT0S, Kal

Twv p^v i^ ivavTiaSj tCjv 8k SXKtiv dirdprrjaiv dw' dXX'^Xav kxbvTUJV.

dXX' oifx 7} i^vx'h o^ws, Q<r8k fj.4pet kavTijs eKda-Ttp KaTaKeppLartffBetffa
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In a word, Soul is Nature in that eulogistic

sense in which we sometimes use the term, as when

we speak of " mother " Nature, suggesting not the

mere body of natural phenomena, but a sympathetic

spirit and tendency incarnate within it.^ Or, to

change the figure, we might say that the soul is

applied science, reason no longer theoretic, but em-

ployed in creating according to its own precepts.

This is indeed precisely Plotinus's notion. The Soul,

he tells us, is the word, the expression, the image

of vojjs. She is vovs expressing itself in a sensible

medium.^ '^vx'f], however, is even more obviously

inconclusive than voCs. She expresses as it were a

relation in which vovi stands, is voSs exercised with

an eye not to itself, but to further possibilities

of being, including indeed the possibility of this

exercise itself. But the possession of vision is

useless, and the exercise of it futile, if it be of

mere blankness. A relation that is a i-elation to

nothing is without meaning. The emanation of

^X^ ^^ irrelevant without a terminus ad quern. De

facto, too, the possibilities of being are not ex-

hausted by her procession. Both " mother " Nature

fioptiti ^vxv^ tw TOie?, dXXct irdvTa ^ rrj 3\7], Kal xdpeiTTi Trdtra

Travraxov Tip yew/iaavri irarpl 6fiotovpi^vri Kal /caret t6 ^v Kal Kara

t6 v&VT-q. Kal TToXis S>v o oipavis Kal SXXos SXXr; & itm rfj toiJtt/s

duvifift Kal 9e6s iffTi, dia rairriv 6 xifffios 8de.

1 At the same time, Plotinus seems to distinguish between

Nature even taken in this sense, and the World-Soul. She is

secondary, an oifspring of the World-Soul, ^vx^ "''''^''i
yi""!!^

^j/vxvs irporipai Svpariirepov idiar)^, iii. 8, § 4 (345) [vol. i. p. 335,

1. 7] ; cf. iii. 8, § 2 (344) [vol. i. p. 334, 1. 343].

2 v. 1, § 3 (484) [vol. ii. p. 165].

G
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and ourselves have bodies as well as souls. The

corporeal world exists.

So it is that xpvxrj must also overflow, and by an

emanation from herself constitute the phenomenal

world. ^ Besides her essential "act" or operation

she must have a reproductive "act" by virtue of

which the World-Soul radiates about herself the

physical universe, and each individual soul and kayo's

o-irepiJ.aTiKO's their particular body within that universe.

To revert now to the problem in hand. We
have seen that emanation is a continuous and

homogeneous process of the same complexion

throughout. For the same reasons, in the same

manner, and by the same devices as voCs proceeds

from the One, rpvxj proceeds from voCs and the

corporeal world from ^xt]. There are no breaks

within it, no jumps, apparently no opportunity for

freak or accident or for violent alteration in its

value and significance such as the incidence of Evil

involves. But yet Evil exists, as Plotinus confesses.

How explain the fact ?

From all that we know of mystic sentiment, we

1 iv. 8, § 2 (470) [vol. ii. p. 145, U. 3-17]. Cf. v. 2, §§ 1-2

(494). dtTTTj ykp iirtfi^Xeta iraVTbi, rov fiiv Ka.66\ov /ceXeiitret Koa-

/xouffa dirpdyfiovL iTritrTaaiq. ^aaiKiK^, tqD dk Kad^Koara ifd-r] airovpyt^

TLfi TTOi-^crei (Tvva<p^ rrj irphs rd TrpaTrdfievov t6 TrpaTTOv tov irptiTTo-

fi^vov TTJs tp6(re(jjs dvaTnfnrXciffa, rijs S^ 6eias ^VXV^ tovtov Tbv rpbirov

Tbv oiipavhv diravTa SiQiKetv del Xeyofi^vTjs, {iT€pexo6(r7]S fxkv T(fi

KpeirTOvt., SivafiLv d^ rijv iffxdTTjf eis t6 eitru Tre/iTroiitn/s, alriav fiiv

6 0ebs oiiK hv ^tl XiyoiTO ^eip toG t7]v ^vxf]v tov iravrbi iv x^lpovt

iTeiron)KhaL, ij re 'j'vxh ""^k a.irearipi)Tai tov xaTa (piirai i^ iiSiov

tovt' ^x^^^^ ^<^^ ^^ovaa deif 8 fiTJ otbv re irapd (p6ffLV airy elpai

'

Sirep di7}veKU9 airy dei inrdpxci oiirore dp^diicvov, Cf. iii. 9, § 3 (357).
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should expect to see both physical and moral evil

referred to an ultimate metaphysical evil. Logically

for Plotinus^ Evil should occur at the beginning of

the eraanatory process. The purest overflow from

the One, he should say, being other than the One,

cannot but be an evil and imperfect thing. NoCs

is the first parent in the sin of whose mere existence

all Being fell. Its plurality and activity are the

prototypes of all division, conflict, and becoming.

The process, then, is birth-marked with Evil. What
wonder that as it develops the mark grows angry

and inflamed

!

Had Plotinus said this, his theodicy would have

been simpler, more logical, and less great :—

a

brilliant variation, by virtue of its splendid attempt

to solve the initial difficulty, on the mystic theme.

As it is, some tendency to say it persists throughout,

and to some extent confuses his thought. But

whether it was due to his heritage from Aristotle

and the Stoics, or to a sentimental love of nature,

or to the practical optimism of one who was after

all a very level-headed and prosperous business man,

the direction of his teaching is unmistakably against

a doctrine of metaphysical evil. Evil appears for

him, not in the first, but in the last stage of

emanation, in connection with the radiation from

<pvxri of the corporeal world, however difficult it may

be to explain its occurrence at that point.

As regards the freedom from evil of voCs, and of

if/vxri so far as her cosmic significance is concerned.
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we have both circumstantial and direct evidence.

It is unnecessary to dwell here upon the Plotinian

paneg3Tics of vovs. Its beauty, its perfection, its

essential divinity are constantly celebrated by him.^

It is the express image of the Most High, a great

God, the Second God, an unspeakable beauty sent

before the face of the One, and mediating between

it and the World-Soul, the throne of the One, a

prince of the blood-royal.^ These and a host of other

epithets applied to it by Plotinus are all incom-

patible with any attribution to it of imperfection.

But besides the panegyrics we find a direct

exclusion of archetypes of evil things from the

intelligible world, suggested doubtless by Plato's

query in the Parmenides whether or no such mean

things as hair, mud, or dirt are to be dignified with

ideal prototypes.^ " Touching," he says, " the ques-

tion whether there -are also Ideas of things arising

from putrefaction or of disagreeable things, and

also of filth and mud, it must be said that every-

thing which Mind brings with it from the first

principle is excellent, and that thei'ein Ideas such as

we have mentioned are not to be found. . .
." *

The immunity of the World-Soul, and indeed of

the individual soul, so long as she moves in her own

1 Cf. V. 9, § 3 (S56-5S7) ; v. 1, § 4 (485).

2 Cf. V. 5, § 3 (522). 3 Parmmides, 130 c.

'i V. 9, § 14 (565) [vol. ii. p. 259, 1. 21 et seq.]. irepl Si tuv iK

a'fixpeuts Kal twi' x^^^'^^^t ^^ Kd.Ke1 eTSoSj Kal el pijTrov kcll ttt^XoD,

XcKT^ov, ws, Saa KOfxi^erat cou? diri roO irptirov, irdvTa d.pt(rTa " iv

oU oi TaOra.
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sphere, is no less clearly emphasized. The celebra-

tions of tpvx>i are lavish.^ She, too, is naturally good,

happy, and divine,^ " akin to the divine nature and

to the eternal,'" ^ displaying in her unclouded essence

all the virtues and perfections. " The Soul, as she plays

about the Mind, gazes upon it and contemplating what

is within it, sees God through it. And this is the

blessed and sorrowless life of the gods, and there is

no evil there, and had it been there it would not have

been evil.'" * It is only in her relations to body, or,

more strictly, since conjunction with the body is not

necessarily vitiating, in a particular relation to a

particular body, that Evil occurs. " There are two

reasons why the communing of the soul with the

body brings difficulties. The first is that it hinders

thought, the second, that it fills the soul with

pleasures and desires and pains. . .
." ^ This trouble,

however, arises only in the case of individual souls.

The World-Soul is free from it. Her body, which is

the universe, is obedient to her command, and

1 Cf. passage already quoted, v. 1, § 2 (482-483) [vol. ii.

p. 162, 1. 18].
'' V. 1, § 3 (484) [vol. ii. p. 164].

3 iv. r, § 10 (464) [vol. ii. p. 137, 11. 13-14]. 10. Sti Si ttj deLoT^pif

tpijaei txxiyyevT}^ i] ^vx^ K^t ^V <ii5£(f), SrjXoi* fiev Totet Kal rd fii} trufia

adrTjv deSecxdtii.

* i. 8, § 2 (73) [vol. i. p. 100, 1. 26 et seq.]. -q Si i^aOev irepl tovtov

Xopeiovaa ^vx^ Tpbt airbv jSX^Trouffa Kal Th etata airov debjfiivq rhv

Bibv Si aiiToO /SX^irei. Kal oStos ffeOv dinj/iui' Kal fiaKipios /3ios Kal

rb KaKbv oiSanoS ivraOBa Kal el ivravBa (utti, KaKbv oiiSiv &v ^v, dWd
Trpwra Kal SeOrepa r&yada Kal Tpira.

" iv. 8, § 2 (471) [vol. ii. p. 145, 1. 21 et seq.]. Sio yap &vtwv Si

& Svaxepalverai t} ^vxfjs Trpbs <Til>/j.aTa Koivavia, on re iiiirbSior irpbs

Tas vo^aei^ ylyverai^ Kal Sri tiSovGiv Kal einOvfuuv Kal Xvttuiv tI/xttXti-

ffiv a{n"^v.
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impedes in no wise her essential operations. " But

though it be said that the divine Soul in this wise

for ever rules the whole heaven, transcending it with

her better part and sending her lowest power into

this world of ours, yet no one can blame God for

that he has set the World-Soul in something worse

than herself. The Soul indeed is not deprived of

her natural ranction ; that she holds from eternity

and will hold for ever, nor can it in any wise be

contrary to her nature. ... So it is that she can

never experience any fear about a body of this kind,

nor will any concern for it sway her and drag her

down from the blessed vision of higher things

;

rather is she ever in the presence of heavenly things,

though at the same time she orders this whole

universe by an easy exercise of power." ^

Finally, we may appeal to the passage in the

' iv. 8, § 2 (470) [vol. ii. p. 145, 1. 8 et seq.]. ttjs Si Beias ipvxvs

TovTov riiv rpoTov rbv oiipavitv Hiravra SiotKe^v del "KeyofjL^vqSf uirep-

exoi/cr?;! /ih tQ KpehTovi, divafuv Si ttjii icrxar-rii' els rb etaa TefiToiicrris,

ahiav p^v o debs o^k &v in \4yoiTo ^X"^ ^o^ '^W i^^XV^ ^^^ iravrbs iv

Xeipovt ireTTOLTjKivatf ^ re ^vxh oiiK direcTiprriTdL tov Kara ipiinv i^

diSiov tout' ^xoi/ffa Kal i^ovaa del, 6 p.-}] olbv re irapa. ipiffiv aiyrij ehat

'

b-Trep SiTfveKWS air^ del virdpxei oijiroTe dp^dp£vov. rds re tCov dffriptav

^uxas TOV adrbv Tpbirov irpbs rb aupa ^x^"' "^yoyv; ibffTrep rb irdv—

-

ivTt67}ai. yap Kal toutwv to, ffiit/xaTa cis rets r^s ^^XV^ Tepi^opds—
dTTOffih^oL dv Kal T7]v TTepl toOtovs TTpiiTovaav evSaLfioviav. S6o yap
SvTwv Sl 4 Svaxepalverai -r) ^vxv^ ""/sAs a-iinara Koivoivla, Sti re

ip,TrbSiov irpbs rds vo^ireis ylyverai, Kal Stl iiSovQv Kal iiridupuwv Kal

'Xvirwv Trip.TrXijffLv ain-qv, ovSirepov Toinav dv yivono ypvxVt W^^ P-^

els rb etaa iSv tov o-ii/iaros, iiifSi Tivbs ea-Ti, /xTjSi iKelvov iyiveTO, dXX'

iKeivo auTTJs, iaTL Te ToiovTOVf oTov prfiTe Tivbs SetaBaL^ P-W^ Tivl

iWei-jreiv ibaTe fi,7]Si ttjc ^vxw iinBviuSiv irlp.wXaffBat ij (pb^uv.

oiiSiv ydp Setvbv prjiroTe irepl adjpaTOS wpoffSoK'^ari Toto&rov, oihe Tts

d(rxo\ia veuffiv iroiovaa /cdrw dirdyet ttjs KpelTTOvos Kal fiaKapias BiaSy

dXX' IffTiv del Tpbs iKelvois dTpdyp.ovi Swdp.ei. TbSe to irav KOfffioSra.
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Ennead concerning the origin of Evil, in which

Plotinus groups the One, vovs, and :f/vx>') together as

a kind of Trinity, holy and free from all taint of

imperfection. What, he asks, is the Good ? " It is

that upon which all things depend, which all things

desire ; for it is the source of their being and they

stand in need of it. For itself, it is in want of

naught, self-sufficient, lacking nothing; it is the

measure and limit of all things, giving from out

of itself Mind and Being and Soul and Life and

the activity that belongs to Mind. And till one

reaches it, all things are beautiful ; but itself is

super-beautiful and higher than the best. . . . Mind

is its first activity and first essence, though the

Good abides within itself. Mind exercises its

activity about it, living round it as it were. But

the Soul, as it moves about the Mind, gazes upon it,

and contemplating what is within it, sees God

through it. And this is the blessed and sorrowless

life of the gods, and there is no Evil there. Had it

been there it would not be evil. But there are primary

and secondary and tertiary Goods, and all are around

the King of all, and he is the cause of all good

things, and all are due to him. And the secondary

Goods are around the second (hypostasis) and the

tertiary around the third. If such be the nature of

real existence and of what transcends real existence,

there can be no Evil in either. For both are good." ^

M. 8, § 2 (72-73) [vol. i. pp. 100-101, 1. 6]. Cf. also ii. 9, § 13

(212) [vol. i. p. 203, 1. 5 et seq.]. 2. vOv Si 'K^yiuBa, rh ^ toD ayaBod
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There can be no question of the import of these

passages. It is certainly to exclude Evil from the

first two stages of emanation. But this is apparently

to disavow metaphysical evil. For it amounts to

saying that there are different kinds of perfection,

one proper to the One, another to vovs, a third to

^uXT?? and that none is to be blamed for not being

the other. We shall indeed find the same argument

presently used to justify the nature of the physical

universe. This has, it will be said, a native perfec-

tion which it perfectly exemplifies, and is not to be

(p^ffLSj Kad' 6(Tov Tots TrapouffL Xdyois Tr/jotrij/cei. ^(Ttl 5^ tovto, els 5

ttAvto, dvi^pTTjTaL Kal ofi irdvTa rb. 6vTa ^^ieraL 6.pxhv ^xovra aiirb

Ko-Keivov 8e6/Ji.eva ' to d' iffrlv dvevSeh, iKavov iavr<^, fnjdevos Se6fJ.evop,

fidrpov iravTcov Kal Tr^pas, 56v i^ aitTov vovv koX o^aiav Kal ^vxw ^fct'

^wi]v Kal irepl vovv ^vipyeiav. Kal fJ'^XP'- M^*' To6rov KoXa ir&vra,

'

a^Tos T€ yap vir^pKoKos Kal iw^Keiva tu>v dplffruv ^affiXe^ujv iv rip

vo7}r<^j vov iKeivov Bvros ov Kara vovvj &v olr}dei7} &v rts Kard Toi/s

Trap' ijfuv \eyofi4vovs voOs etvai rods iK irpoTda-euv (rvfiTrXtj-

Pov/jl4vovs Kal tCjv \eyofjAviov avvLivai Suvafi^vovs \oyi^ofi4vovs re

Kal ToO aKoXovdov dewplav iroiovfihovs Kal 4^ aKoKovdlas to,

6vTa $€(afjL4vovs ws irpbrGpov oiiK ^X'^^'^'^h dXKk Kevoi/s ^tl rrplv

fiadeiv BvTas, Kairot vovs Bvras. oi) 5'^ iKetvos 6 vods tolovtos, dW
^X^i TrdvTtt Kal iffTi, irdvra Kal ff^peffTLv avT(f (XvvCjv Kal §x^'' Tdyra

o{/K ^xwj'. 0^ yap fiXXa, 6 5^ fiWos * o^5^ X^P^^ ^Kacrov rCbv ev

a^rip ' 6\ov re ydp ^<rriv '4Ka<JT0v Kal TravTaxv irdv ' Kal o^ crvyK^-

X^rat, d}\Xa aG x^P^^- "^o youv fieraXafi^dvov ovx ofiov irdvrwv^ dXX*

6tov d^varai /MeraXapi^dveL. Kal ^crt 7rpd)T7) ivipyeia iKeivov Kal

TTpuirri ou(ria ^Kelvov fiivovTOS iv eavrtp' eyepyei jx^vtol irepl eKetvov

olov irepl ^KeXvov ^(av. i} 8^ ^^(adev irepl tovtov x'^P^^^^^^ i^^X^ irpos

ain-ov ^X^TTOvaa Kal to etcoj a'UTOv dewfi^vij tov deov 5t' a^reO jSA^Trei.

Kal odTos 6e(ap dir'f}p.<av Kol fxaKdpios ^los Kal to KaKov ovSafJiov evTaOda

Kal el ivTavda '4<xti}, kukov ov8^v clv ^v, dWd Trpwra Kal SevTcpa

Tdyadd Kal TplTa. [Kal] irepl Tbv irdvTiav ^a<n\4a irdvTa 4(yTl^ Kal

iKelvo a'iTiov irdvTUv KaXwv, Kal irdvra iarlv iKeivov, Kal Se^Tepov

irepl Td de^Tepa Kal Tpirov irepl ra Tplra. 3. el 8tj Totavrd iari rd

6vra Kal rb iiriKeiva tojv 6vto}v, o^k'Si-v iv tois odai rb KaKbv ivelij,

0^84 ev Tip iiriKeiva tQv 6vt03p ' dyadd ydp raOra.
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condemned as imperfect for not being other than

it is.

But even supposing that Plotinus were unre-

servedly committed to this point of view, which, as

we shall see later, he is not, the matter would not be

so straightforward as it appears at first sight. On

the contrary he has involved himself in a perplexity

which besets every attempt to conceive of perfection as

an expanded, multiple, and complex state of existence.

Between the different factors of such a state it is im-

possible not to make comparisons of higher and lower.

There must be, as Plotinus admits, and as we are

bound on the face of things to admit, a hierarchy

of perfections. The perfection of the plant, it seems

only common sense to say, is not so perfect as that of

the beast, nor that of the beast as that of the man, nor

that of the man as that of the angel, nor any of these

as that of God. Yet all are perfections. This is

the Aristotelian doctrine, and Plotinus is consciously

a good Peripatetic when he speaks of Mind as a

secondary good, and of Soul as a tertiary.

But it may be asked. Is not this admission of

trades of perfection suicidal .? Is it not foredoomed

by a fatal implication that all except the highest

grade are really degrees of imperfection.? The

question is pertinent. We are on the verge of

discovering the great self-contradiction which in

the end must invalidate the Plotinian theodicy.

Let us pause and consider it.

Reflection upon the uses of the term " perfection
"
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in philosophical discussion quickly discloses two very

different senses in which the term may be employed.

These senses we may designate broadly as the

" mechanical " or " naturalistic," and the " moral." ^

Mechanical perfection has reference to the explic-

ability of events, and answers to the satisfaction

we take in accounting for things by natural causes.

" Moral " perfection, as the term is employed here,

is estimated by the bearing events have upon our

interest in finding our world not only intelligible,

but also satisfactory in every respect, KaX.bv KayaOov.

That these two kinds of perfection need not coincide

is obvious. It is no harder to discover the natural

causes of moral evil than it is of moral good ; and

the interest in understanding the world is as satisfied

with the one discovery as with the other. Object-

ively considered, the world regarded as a mechanism

is perfect as it stands. It accounts for all its events

and parts, and all things and t3rpes and occurrences

are equally good expressions of its workings.

Since the mechanical conception of nature gives

every fact equal and sufficient reason for existence,

there can be no comparison in point of mechanical

perfection. " Better and worse," " higher and lower,"

are oppositions which seem significant only in relation

to a standard set by moral ideals, and based, what-

ever its cosmic validity, on the ethical and aesthetic

interests of mankind.

' I use "moral "here to cover the " aesthetic " as well as

the strictly ethical interests. Strictly speaking there are as
many kinds of perfection as there are satisfactions.
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But we must not be too hasty in our dichotomy.

A third kind of perfection is quick to press its claims,

denouncing the very establishment of our first

dilemma as a bit of arrogance and anthropomorphism.

I mean the perfection which we accord to things

according as they realize their proper natures. Thus

we talk of a prize dog or a fine horse, or even of the

perfect fit of a suit of clothes. Such perfection can

hardly be said to be estimated by the naturalistic

standard, since the mongrel or the hack or the misfit

can be just as well explained as the "higher"

example of the type ; but again it cannot be called,

apparently, a " moral " perfection, since judged by

moral standards it appears deficient. The horse or

dog, however perfect after their kind, are "lower"

animals ; the suit of clothes, however fine the stufi^'

and smart the cut of it, is not so high up in the

hierarchy of being as the meanest protoplasm. Still

we do not deem it appropriate to reproach the suit of

clothes with not being a protoplasm, or the horse or

dog with not being a man. Fault-finding is justified

only if they be not all that a suit or horse or dog

may be within the limits of their respective natures

and relatively to standards which are apparently

of their own setting. We seem then to have found

something which is really perfect and imperfect at

the same time ; a standard which can be regarded as

a final measure of perfection within its own sphere,

and yet as wanting in perfection relatively, to some

ultimate standard of perfection in general.
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We must scrutinize this claim all the more closely,

as it is with this point in mind that Plotinus writes.

And careful scrutiny will, I think, disallow the

pretence of this species of excellence to assured and

independent existence, and reveal beneath it a some-

what subtle confusion of our original factors of

natural (or mechanical) and moral perfection.

This confusion is seen in the first place in our im-

position upon Nature of even the type, to say nothing

of the so-called perfect type, as a natural standard

for the estimation of individuals. If the object

be inanimate, such a standard is set not by Nature,

but by us. Its perfection after its kind means, not

an intrinsic quality or condition, but a relation to

our interests and sensibilities. When for example

we talk of " perfect " weather, we are reading

into Nature a sympathy with human preferences, or

at least are thinking of her as striving to embody a

certain form and as measuring success or failure

according as she more or less attains her end. But

Nature mechanically considered is inveterately

individualistic. She is an order of particular facts,

each of which is to be explained by its own particular

antecedents and not by any striving towards any type.

In the case of animate objects the relativity of

standards is even more apparent. We have now to

deal with a possible purpose and intrinsic character

in the object, to which our notion of what the object

ought to be may well be not only foreign, but hostile.

Thus the thoroughbred to which we award the blue
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ribbon may for all we know be worshipping at the

fetlocks of some plodder in the dray, and the award

of prizes at the dog-show may inspire many an

anxious canine theodicy labouring to justify the

ways of man to dogs.

Indeed, it takes very little reflection to breed these

doubts to which we have just given utterance. How,

we are very soon driven to ask as we look out over

the world, are we to know a thing from its entelechy

or perfection, to distinguish between what a thing is

and what it ought, or is intended, to be ? Of an inner

intention on its part we can know nothing, even if the

attribution of such an intention did not imply falling

into the very confusion we are anxious to avoid, and

from its appearance we might well think it to be self-

realized at every moment in its career. Taken at

any instant it exhibits a certain structure and exhibits

that structure perfectly. It can never be surprised

as other than a faithful and flawless copy of what it

is. To take any one of its moments and make it a

standard for all the rest, or to take any one thing

and make it a pattern for the others which resemble

it, is to stretch Nature with open violence upon the

Procrustean bed of human whims.

Our supposed third kind of perfection, then,

involves at the outset a covert introduction of final

causes into Nature and resolves itself readily into a

confusion of natural and moral perfection. A similar

confusion vitiates the attempt to arrange different

kinds of perfection qua perfections in a hierarchy
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according as they approach our ideal of perfection in

the abstract. We say glibly enough, to be sure,

that the perfect horse is not so perfect a being as

the perfect man, nor the perfect man as God. But

that is simply to say that the perfect horse and the

perfect man are perfect examples of imperfect sorts

of beings. Equine and human excellence fall short

of the standard or type of perfection in general, just

as the individual man or horse falls short of his

proper type. That is, equine and human perfections

are imperfect perfections—are imperfections. Or

conversely one might argue that if it be logical

to say that human perfection is perfect, but not so

perfect as the divine, it must also be logical to say

of any individual human being that he is a perfect

man, but at the same time not so perfect a man as

some one else. But the latter statement would seem

to be absurd.

The upshot of the discussion is this : that

perfection is superlative, that things either do or

do not live up to the standard which it sets, and

that of things which fulfil its requirements there is

no comparison in point of value. There may be

indeed different kinds of perfection, but of imperfec-

tion only are there degrees.

In a world, then, perfect in all respects, we could

find no basis for making any distinction between

things as better and worse. Each being in such a

world would be perfect after its kind, satisfied and

at rest in its own nature, without jealousy of the
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perfection proper to other beings. No individual

would be superior or inferior to another. Each
would merely be different from its neighbours. It

would be itself and content to be itself. To any

Dante who should ask of it,

Ma dimmi : voi che siete qui felici.

Desiderate voi piu alto loco . . . ?

it would reply in Piccarda's words, and with

Piccarda's smile,

Frate, la nostra voloiita quieta

Virtu di carita, che fa volerne

Sol quel ch' avemo, e d' altro nou ci asseta.

In a word, all difference in value would from the

point of view of a perfect universe be turned into

simple distinctions in fact. Each part of such a

world would feel as Dante felt in Piccarda's answer,

Chiaro mi fu allor com' ogni dove

In cielo e Paradiso. . . .

But only an exile like himself could have added,

... e si la grazia

Del sommo ben d' un modo non vi piove.'

Still, not to equivocate is fraught with such

startling implications for theology, that clear

thinking seems to be avoided if only ad majorem

gloriam Dei. Otherwise the kingdom of God turns

out to be of this world only, and in Paradise,

hitherto set apart as his special realm, God is

forced to abdicate his throne and take his place as

a simple member without special prerogative in a

1 Paradiso, iii. 11. 64-90.
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republic of perfected substances, between which in

their estimation of themselves and of one another

there can be no question of better or worse.

Consider again, for a moment, the consequences

of a world in which all things are perfect after their

kind. Each will be self-reahzed and self-satisfied, sure

that no place or experience could be happier than

its own. Otherwise it would have to consider its

perfection to be not so perfect as perfection might

be. But a perfection, which is not so perfect as it

might be, is a self-contradiction.

All perfection, then, is bound to consider itself,

qua perfection, absolute. A perfect being indeed

may recognize beings other than himself, and kinds

of perfection other than his own, but he cannot

regard them as better or worse than his without

thereby destroying the significance of his own ex-

cellence. To say, for instance, that I am perfect,

but not so perfect as God, is to talk nonsense. I

have not attained the primary condition of perfect

happiness till I can say that none is happier than I.

Piccarda by right should have found Dante's question

about a " piu alto loco," a " higher place," unintel-

ligible; for in the language of heaven there are no

comparatives or superlatives.

Hence for the soul of anything that is truly in

Paradise, God cannot be a higher, but merely another

being. There, indeed, the angels of all things do

continually behold his face, but as the face of a

fellow, one of themselves. All things will be gods
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in their own and one another's eyes. Gods in their

own eyes they will be, because each can find nothing

more perfectly divine than itself: gods in one

another's, and that without hierarchy of divinity,

because there can be no comparison in point of

value between the components of a truly beatific

vision, each one of which will have its proper and

incomparable beauty. In Paradise there will be of

necessity none but polytheists.

This conclusion, however, is more startling than

alarming. It has no sting if only it be grasped

firmly. For the struggling and aspiring imperfect

soul the existence of God means, indeed, the exist-

ence, ideal or actual, of an unattained perfection

in which the will will find its peace. But for the

perfected spirit it means no more, for no more is

possible, than that perfection is at length realized,

and that the will is wholly satisfied in an experience

which it is content to take at its face value, without

comparison between its components or moments.

To the perfected spirit God will mean not another

person, but just the fact that it itself is now the

kind of person it is, with the experience it has. He

is not a person, but a " state " in both senses of the

word. God is Heaven.

It need not surprise us, however, to find ghosts

of these difficulties haunting the question of grades

of perfection throughout ancient philosophy. Thus,

Plato is confronted with the naturalistic difficulty

(a difficulty, be it said, never settled for him) in the
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famous passage in the Parmenides already mentioned,

where Socrates is in doubt whether to attribute

Ideas to mean and disagreeable things or not. And

it is ultimately the same difficulty which besets him

in' his attempt to arrange the Ideas in a hierarchy

culminating in the Idea of the Good, forgetful, as

we might say, that the Good is not a substance, but

a relation between substances, and that its Idea is

not a hypostasis extraneous and superior to the

other Ideas, but merely expresses their perfection

and divinity in one another''s sight.

In like manner Aristotle's doctrine of the rela-

tivity of Form and Matter, in which every object

except God is twofold. Form in relation to its

sources. Matter in relation to its further development,

has all the implications of naturalism. For every

object at every moment of its career may be said to

be in full possession of an entelechy of one sort or

another. Aristotle avoids naturalism indeed only by

assuming a rigid ladder of Forms up and down which

Matter is continually climbing, the top and bottom

of which are arbitrarily determined by reference to

human interests and ideals. Nature is supposed to

concur in our judgment of her parts and processes

as more or less perfect and to estimate their value

by the same standards as we employ. Thus the

horse is supposed to be in her eyes as well as in ours

more perfect than the tree, the man more perfect

than the horse. Aristotle, however, seems to have

vaguely realized his confusion of natural with moral
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perfection, and to have vacillated in consequence.

It is difficult, for example, as regards the relation

of God to the world, to say whether the world is

conceived as ever striving to transcend its own

nature and become God, or as seeking merely to

enact its proper mundane perfection with the same

completeness with which he is divine. The truth is,

I think, that Aristotle is trying to conceive it as both.

Like Plato, he wishes to take with one eye the human,

with the other the cosmic point of view. He tries

naturalistically to make of the Forms the entelechies

or absolute perfections of their particulars, and yet

to arrange these different perfections in a graded

order of moral excellence. There is, of course, no

harm in this so long as one recognizes that one is

using the term " perfection '" in two quite different

senses. But this is just what Aristotle overlooks.

He employs the term uni vocally.

It is not surprising to find Plotinus involved in

the same difficulties, considering his Platonic and

Aristotehan heritage. How near his argument is in

places to naturalism we shall have very shortly to

consider. Of his treatment of grades of perfection

and metaphysical evil we may say that he, too,

takes with one eye the inside, with the other the

outside point of view. In the passages just quoted

there can be no doubt of his inclination to admit

the existence of different kinds of perfection. Now

is good and perfect after its kind, i/t;x^ is the

same. Neither is to be considered as in any way
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evil, because it is itself and not the One. This

point has been amply illustrated. But on the

other hand he does not perceive, nor can he admit

the logical implication, that different kinds of per-

fection cannot be compared in point of perfection

without equivocation. There cannot be the slightest

doubt that he considered Mind, if perfect, of a less

degree of perfection than the One, and in the same

way Soul less excellent than Mind. It is not true

that " in this Trinity none is afore or after other,

none is greater or less than other," but " the glory

equal." Their majesty may be co-eternal and their

generation and procession from all time, yet Mind is

a second good, and Soul a third, not only in point

of derivation, but of goodness.^ Goodness apper-

tains to them only adjectivally. The essential,

primal, and original Good is God, and God alone.

This point also is folly brought out in the sketch

we have given of the nature and method of the

process of emanation.

1 Cf. ii. 9, § 13 (212) [vol. i. p. 202, 1. 29-p. 203, 1. 14].

d S^ &vdptaTroL rifitdv tl trap &\\a ^(pa, -jroWt^ fxciWoif ravra oi)

Tvpavvlbo^ '4veKa iv tQ Travrl 6vTa, dWa Kdfffiov Kai tA^iv Trap^x^^'^^-

S, di \4yeTiu ylveaBiu Trap' aiirdv iriifieia vop.i^eiv tSv iaoiiivuv dvai,

yivetrdai 5^ tcl yivhiisva, didtpopa Kai TiJxats

—

oi ykp ol6v re ^v raiiTb.

wepl exdarovs (rvfipalveiv— Kai Kaipois yevi(Tewv koX t6tois irKeiaTov

d^ecrTi)K6n Kai SiaBiaeai tj/vxHv. Kai o6k airairrp-iov toKlv iya9oiz

TrdvTas, oid' Hrt /j.tj toOto duvaTdv, fi^fi^effdat irpox^pw^ \Trpo(TiiKet]

ir6Xiv d^ioufft fiTjd^v dLa^ipetv ravra iKeii/iav, t6 re Kaxbv fi^ vofii^ew

SXKo TL ^ rh h'Se^a'Tepov els (fipivrjcnv Kai ^aTTOv ayaditv Kai dei irpds

t4 (riUKpdrepov • otov el tis ttjj' <pi<riv xaKbv \4yoi, Sri /iii at<rBri(rls

ian, Kai rb aladtirmbv, Sn firi Xiyos. ei di /«}, KaKet tA, KaKo.

avayKa(TdT)<rovTai "K^yeiv eXvai ' Kai yap iKet ^vx^ x^'^P^^ ^oS Kai oOtos



METAPHYSICAL EVIL 101

But the contradiction with Plotinus goes even

deeper. Once embarked on this current of thought

it seems scarcely possible to attribute either to vow

or ^v^ij even a proper perfection. Leaving the moral

point of view out of the question, naturalistically

and by their own confession they are not self-satisfied

hypostases. They themselves feel themselves to be

imperfect, quite apart from any judgment we may

pass upon them. The end of psychic activity turns

out to be not the preservation, but the transcendence

of its proper characteristics. In like manner the

ultimate goal of intellectual vision is not the con-

templation and conservation of truth, but a passing

beyond it to ecstatic consciousness of the One.

There only is truly beatific vision enjoyed. '^ From

this point of view the whole universe instead of finding

its essential function in the realization and illustra-

tion of all possible forms and degrees of existence,

would seem to do this only accidentally in a ceaseless,

and as ceaselessly frustrated, attempt in which its

proper operation consists, to transcend and annihilate

itself by absorption into deity. To reconcile state-

ments and implications like these with the epithets

like ovK evSek, "not lacking," rcAeiov, "perfect,"

and deiov, " divine," which he is constantly using not

only of vovs and 4'^xVi but of the universe as well,

is impossible.

1 Cf. vi. 9, §§ 3-4 (760-762) [vol. ii. p. 513, 1. 23] ; cf. i. 6, § 7

{55), 4. yiverai d^ ij diropia fj.d\i(TTa, 6tl ^tjS^ Kar iTtiTTrifJ.T}v 17

ffOvcffts iKeivov /j.T]d^ Kara vdrjatv, (bffirep rd. dXKa voTjTdj d\Xd Kara

trapovfflav iiritrTi^/iris KpdrTova,
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The confusion involved is indeed extraordinaiy.

It is not merely a straightforward contradiction of

the moral and the mechanical points of view, but of

these cross-eyed. For Mind and Soul behold them-

selves as both perfect and imperfect with both eyes,

but the two eyes are never focussed so as to agree.

If they see themselves naturalistically as perfect after

their kind, they are kept from the just fruits of that

vision by the moral point of view which declares

their perfections to be relatively imperfect. If with

the moral eye they perceive and desire to transcend

their relatively imperfect state, the naturalistic eye

at once shows them their essential and proper ex-

cellence. Each point of view, in a word, may take

either point of view, provided only it contradicts the

other, and thereby stultifies itself.

We have then to leave the question of meta-

physical evil in the Plotinian theodicy unsettled.

"We can only say of it that we find a pair of counter-

influences at work. On the one hand there is a

strong inclination, inherited perhaps from the Stoics,

to admit the principle of a variety of perfections and

to justify things as excellent after their kind. On
the other hand there is not only the same attempt

that we find in Plato and Aristotle to compare

different kinds of excellence in point of excellence,

but also a decided mystic tendency to deny all kinds

of excellence save one, and to regard all other kinds

as mere grades of imperfection in comparison with it.

These tendencies are contradictory, and no result can



METAPHYSICAL EVIL 103

be expected from their conflict. Now one, now the

other is uppermost in his mind, now both present

themselves with equal strength. The result is that not

only as regards the question of metaphysical evil is

he undetermined and self-contradictory, but through-

out his treatment of our problem we shall find

solutions proflfered of widely different antecedents

and of contrary interests and implications.

We pass now to a series of arguments of consider-

able affinity to what we have called the " naturalistic

point of view," and probably not unconnected

historically with a very similiar reasoning on the

part of the Stoics. From this point of view, as we

have seen, we are to admit varieties or kinds of per-

fection, no one of which is to be blamed because it

is itself and not another. The use to which this

thought might be put in a theodicy is plain. If our

opponent impugned the goodness and power of the

Creator on the ground that he had created an im-

perfect world, which was but a poor and deficient

copy of his thought, we might reply that we could not

expect the world to be the same as God, nor the copy

identical with the original. All that we can justly

demand for it, or from the divine goodness, is that the

created shall be perfect with the perfection appropriate

to itself And this, we might perhaps add, is the case.

At any rate this is the thesis which Plotinus

opposes to the Gnostics, to refute their allegation

that the world is evil and its Creator bad. The

point at issue, indeed, concerned him more deeply
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than we might at first suppose. In spite of his

opposition to the Gnostics his system had much in

common with their doctrine. Their tenets might

almost be called a fantastic version of all that was

mystic in his own thought. Out of the depths of a

superintelligible, superessential, and superexistential

God there proceeds a Adyos or vow which develops

itself into a kind of intelligible world in the shape of

a Pleroma of Aeons. One of the lowest of these

Aeons, Sophia, actuated like Eve, by a roXf^a or

audacity, conceives the desire to know the unknowable

God, and becomes thereby involved in discontent

and passion. This passion receives a semi-separate

hypostasis, called Achamoth, or the lesser Sophia.

The passible nature and the discontent of Sophia-

Achamoth exclude her from the world of Aeons,

which is apparently self-sufficient and self-satisfied,

and she finds herself in the Kenoma or Void, symbol

of her dissatisfaction, and substratum of Matter.

The divine power, however, takes pity upon her.

Jesus or Christ, an Aeon in whom the perfections of

all the others are combined, descends to her, and

awakens within her a memory of the Pleroma.

There takes place within her an iTrunpo^r) towards

the Aeons, and she now seeks to make their images

visible in the darkness of the Kenoma. She becomes

creative, brings forth the Demiurge, and through

him forms the material world. But the desire for

and the necessity of creation are not expressive of

her proper essence, but result from the fall due to
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her audacity and hei discontent with herself. Her

formative activity, then, is a mark not of a perfection

within herself, but of a want and imperfection, and

what she forms is, in Platonic terms, twice removed

from Truth and Being, the image of an image, the

shadow of a dream.

Below the world of Aeons, then, we may dis-

tinguish three grades of Being, Sophia-Achamoth,

the Demiurge, and Matter. This tripartite division

is reflected in the universe in a trinity of worlds,

celestial, planetary, and terrestrial, and in mankind

in a trinity of principles, spirit, soul, and body.

According as one or another principle is predominant,

men are "pneumatic," "psychic," or "hylic." The

moral life consists in an abjuration of all things of

the world, and in development of the " pneumatic
"

principle. In the end, the redeemed will be trans-

ported to a new world, called the Paradigm, and the

present universe, of which Achamoth has repented,

will be consumed by fire and annihilated.^

Strip this of its fantastic wording and we seem to

be on familiar Plotinian ground. Between the Gods

of the two systems there is no essential difference

;

and the Gnostic Pleroma is, for our purposes at least,

the same as the Plotinian voiis. The lapse of Sophia

into Sophia-Achamoth is parallel to the emanatory

^ Cf. Bouillet, Les Emiiades de Plotin, i. p. 499 et seq. Schmidt,

Ijber Plotins Stellung zum Gnosticisnius, etc., p. 36 in Texts

and Untersuchungen ztir Geschichte des altchrlstlichen Litteratur,

Gebhardt und Harnack, vol. v. Vacherot, o^. cit. bk. ii. ch. 4.,

vol. i. p. 20J et seq. The above resume is of the system of

Valentinus.
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operation of vovs from which ip^xv proceeds, her

(!rurTfjo<f>ri to that backward look to vovs by which

^XV is confirmed and determined in her essence and

guided in her operations, and the birth of the

Demiurge to that emanatory act of i/^'X'? which

creates the world. So, too, the Plotinian man is

body, soul, and intellect : and the end of the moral

life is to rise stage by stage to a re-absorption in the

One, a process which involves for the redeemed soul

the annihilation of its universe. We are, in fine, in

a Plotinian wonderland where everything we meet is

a satire on the Plotinian system. And the sting is

keenest, perhaps, in that beneath its grotesqueness the

satire is more logical than the thought it caricatures.

For whatever the vagaries of Gnosticism, its

mysticism was not cross-eyed and could look one

almost squarely in the face. To have been perfectly

logical, it is true, the incidence of Evil should have

taken place at the first stage of the process of

emanation, when the Divine Silence was broken and

the Pleroma emerged. Moreover, the account of the

passion and fall of Sophia is full of wild and contra-

dictory rumours. Still the implications of a theory

in which Being issues from a higher, superexistential

source, and lapses from one degree to another of

fulness, till at length it is spent and lost in nothing-

ness, are on the whole honestly faced. Below

the Pleroma, at any rate, the true implication of

degrees of perfection is realized ; that is, that the

expression is merely a euphemism for degrees of
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imperfection. And again, the Gnostics rightly laid

stress on the discontented and provisional nature

of the activities hypostasized in ^vx^ and Sophia-

Achamoth : a nature to whose essential characteristics

Plotinus himself could not be altogether blinded in

spite of his endeavour to save its excellence by a

misapplication to it of the principle of varieties of

perfection. Sophia-Achamoth, despite her name, is

a more consistent hypostasis than tf^xv- Finally,

the Gnostics were logical in their vituperation of the

world. The universe was for them the last respite of

Being, the last glimmer of the divine light, before

all died away in Not-being and darkness. Its exist-

ence was a metaphysical evil, the result of a lapse

from perfection. The sooner it was repented of

and destroyed, and anything saved from the wreck

translated to happier realms, the better.

This should have been Plotinus's attitude also.

But as we have remarked before, a natural optimism

and a heritage of healthy Hellenism and Stoic philo-

sophy kept him from this easy and logical conclusion.

So far as we may judge, he loved Nature and human

life with the love not merely of an energetic and

versatile man ofmany interests and activities, but with

something of that religious reverence for the universal

whole which actuated Zeno and Marcus Aurelius and

Seneca, and of that regard for living as the finest of

all arts which we find in the older Greeks. Logic

or no logic, it was temperamentally impossible for

him to feel that Nature was essentially vile, the
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body necessarily foul, and human life under coi"poreal

conditions absolutely and unavoidably evil.

He had, then, to summon every argument to his

aid to support his conviction. More was at stake

than the defence of a world one loved against

calumniation. The possibility of conceiving the

process of emanation as anything but a process of

degeneration was the broad and vital issue. More

especially he had to protect the integrity and per-

fection of \fmx-q against the dangers incidental to her

outer resemblance to the abandoned Sophia. To

this end three things were necessary. He had in the

first place to show that the procession of 4^xv from

vovs could not be regarded as in any way a fall. In

the second place he must needs demonstrate that

the operation by which 4''"X1 creates the world is not

accidental, but essential, and that her proper perfec-

tion is not disturbed or her nature impaired thereby.

And finally he had to show that the world so created

was of sufficient excellence not to impede her opera-

tions or contaminate her nature by its contact and

commerce with her. The first two of these points

we may leave till we come to the discussion of the

broader issue defined above. The third is that which

must engage our attention now. To establish it,

what more natural, as has been said, than to appeal

to the old principle already used to Plotinus^s

satisfaction, and to declare that the universe in its

wholeness is perfect after its kind ?

" He who finds fault with the nature of the
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universe does not know what he does, nor whither

his arrogance is leading him. The reason is that

men know not the successive orders of Being, first,

second, third, and so on eternally, till the last be

reached. . . . We must not ask that all animate

beings shall be [equally] good, nor thoughtlessly

complain because this is impossible. For that is to

reiterate the demand that there shall be no differ-

ence between the sensible and intelligible worlds,

and that Evil is to be regarded as identical with

that which is lacking in wisdom and is a lesser good

and ever tends towards the lower degree of per-

fection—which is like calling Nature evil because

she is not perception, and the faculty of perception

evil because it is not reasoning, in which case we

should be forced to say that Evil exists even in the

intelligible realm. For even there Soul is less perfect

than Mind, Mind than the One."i Again, "we

1 li. 9, § 13 (211-212) [vol. 1. p. 202, 1. 10-p. 203, 1. 14].

13. 6 dpa fiefjL^dfievos ttJ tov Kdfffiov <p6aei ovk olSev 6 rt 'iroi€i, oiid' tiirot

rb 8pdaos airov toSto X^^P^*- toOto d4, Irn oi)K taaai tcl^lp itpe^T)^

irpiliTdiv Kal Sivripav Kai Tphuv Kal dei A^^X/" ™'' ^"'X^'''"" i ""^ "' "^

\ot8op'/}T^ov TOLS x^^/'otrt rutv TpdiTUv, dAXA ttjo^ws <xvyx<^p^^ov ry

irdvTOjv <p}j<T€i avTov d^ovra irpbs ra irpCyra. Tavtrd/ievov ttjs rpayt^dlas

Twv 0o/3epwj/, cbs otovrai^ iv rah tov Kbffp^ov atpalpais, at dij irdvTO.

fiei\ixa Tei^ixovcLv a\Wots ' ri yap <j>o^€pbv ^xoufftp aCrat, ws 0o/3oi5(rt

Tois dwelpovs \6yo}v Kal ireTrai5evf/.^v7js dvqKhovs Kal ifj.fj.€\ou^ yvdnxeois ;

oi) ydp, el iripiva t& (rwixara airav, ^o^eicrSai Sei (rvfi/iiTpas irpb! rb

irdv Kal irpbs ttjv yijv Ix""'''"'! "' ^^ '"^ i^'X"-^ airdv ^Xiireiv, ais Kal

airoi d'^TTOvdev d^iovffi rlfiLOi eli/ai. KairoL Kal ret (rci/xara avTwv

li,eyi6ei Kal xdWa Siaipipovra cvp,TpdTTovTa Kal (rvvevepyoSvTa tois

Kard ipiaiv yi.yvofj.hoi.!, S. oiiK hv oi ^^j/oiri irore lar hv ^ rd irpdra,

<rviXTr\-rjpomra Si rb Ti-av Kal fieydXa fUp-q 6vTa too Travrbs. el Si

dvOponroi rl/iibv n Trap' SXKa fi?o, iro\\(} p-aXKov raOra oi rvpavviSos

hcKa iv T(fi iravrl tpra, oKKb. Koop,ov Kal rd^iv irapixovTa, & Si
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must not admit that this universe has been ill created

simply because it contains many unpleasant things.

We shall be ascribing to it a degree of dignity greater

than its conditions demand if we ask that it shall be

the same as the intelligible world, rather than an

image of it. And what fairer image of it could there

have been ? " ^ " No one can rightly blame the con-

stitution of the universe, which displays pre-eminently

the gi'eatness of the intelligible nature. For if the

universe has come into existence endowed not with an

inarticulate life (like that of the smaller parts, which

are generated within it continually, day and night,

from the fulness of its own life), but gifted on the con-

trary with a continuous, clear, full, and omnipresent

life, in which a fathomless wisdom is displayed, how

can it be denied.that it is a clear and beautiful image

of the gods in their intelligible world ? That, being

a copy, it is not the original, is but natural, for

otherwise it would no longer be a copy. But that it

is an unfaithful copy is false, for nothing has been

Xiyerai yivetrBai irap' avrStv, (TTifieia vofd^eiv tCjv iffotUvwv elvaiy

ylveirOaL S^ tcl ytvSfieva dtdipopa Kal TiJxafS

—

od yap olbv re ^v tuvto.

jrepl eKdffTovs ffv^^aiveLv—koX Kaipoh yev^trcwv Kal tAttois irXeia-Tov

d0eo'7T?K6fft Kal Siadiffeai. yf/vx^f. Kal oOk airaiTTjTiov irdXiv dyadoi/s

wdpTaSf ovd' Stl fiT} toOto bwarbVy fUfjupea-ffai 7rpoxe(pus [TrpoirijKet]

irdXiv d^ioutrt fiTjdh dtatp^peLv raOra iKsivtmij t6 re KaKov fii) vofii^etv

d\Xo Ti ij rt) ivSeiarepov cis ^pdvrjaiv Kal IKarrov dyaBbv Kal del irpbs t6

(TfUKp&repov ' oXov et Tts r^i' tp6(riv KaKbv X^ot, Htl p.7] atadijats ioTL, Kal

rd alff&Tp-iKov, &rL pA) \ir/o^. el 5^ /a^, Kdxei to KaKd dvayKaadijiTovTat

\4yeLv elvat ' Kal yap iKei ^vxh X^^P^^ ^^^ i^^^ oStos dXKov ^arrov.
1 il. 9, § 4 (202 d) [vol. 1. p. 188, U. 20-23]. oiSi ri KaKus

yeyov^vai rbvSe rbv Khup-ov Soriov Tt^ TroXXa elvai iv airtp Svax^PV *

TOVTO yap d^itop.a tui^bv iffTi irepi.Tid^vTaji' air^, el d^iovai rbv avrbv

chai T(f vmyrQ, dXXd /ii; eUbva iKelvov. ^ tIj hv iyivero SXh] koKKIuv

elKiiv iKelvov;
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omitted of which it was possible to have a beautiful

image in the realm of nature. It was necessary that

the copy should not be the result of thought and

contrivance; for the Intelligible could not be the last

degree of Being. Its activity had to be twofold

:

part within itself and part acting upon something else.

So it was necessary that there should be something

after it. Only the most impotent of things is such

that it gives nothing of itself to what is below it, . . .

" If, then, there is no other world superior in grade

to this, what is this world .'' If, on the other hand,

there must of necessity be such a [superior] world,

and there is yet no other in existence than this, it

must be this world which preserves the copy of the

Intelligible.^ ... A man must indeed be indolent

and apathetic if, seeing all the beautiful things in

the sensible world, the complete symmetry, this great

1 ii. 9, § 8 (206 b-206 e) [vol. i. p. 194, 1. 7 et seq.\. iird oid^

ToO iravris riir SioIkticiv dpSus &v ns iJ.iiJ,\j/itiTo irpuirov fiiv ivSuKvv-

lt,4vriv tt\s viyqTTjs (j>6(rea$ rb /liyeBos. el yap oiirios els t6 ^ijv irapeKi]-

\v8ev, lis f.^ fwi)'' aSidpSparov ^av—OTroia Tii cixiKphrepa tQi> iv

oi)t(?, a tJ iroXXjf fwij tt) iv at)T(? dei viKTUp Kal /iefl' -rj/iipav yevvaTai

—dXX' lo-Ti awexTl! Kal ^vapyT)S Kal ttoXXt/ koI Traj/TaxoO fu<) aoipiav

AiiTYxavov ivdeiKW/iivTi, ttus oix &v ns S7oX;Ua ivapyh Kal Ka\dv t&v

voi]tCiv Bewv eiiroi ; el S^ fuixoipLevov yiii} ianv iKelvo, airb toDto Kara

<j>iai.v ^ei • oi5 yh.p fjv \&v'] (ti. ni/xoi/ievov. ri Sk dvo/j-olus fiefunrjcrffai.

tfieSSos oiSkv yap Tapa\i\eiTTai S>v olbv re fiv Ka'Krjv eUbva <pvai.K^v

#Xf"'- dvayKatov fiiv yip ^v clvai o6k iK Siavolas Kal iTrnexvifiTeuis

rb pd/iriiia' oi yap oXbv re fjv Iffxarov rb viyr\Tbv elvai. eluai yip

airroO ivipyeiav ISa SiTT-fjv, tt]P /ih> iv iavr<fi, tV S^ els 4XXo. ISei

otiv etval n jaer' aird ' ixelvov y&p /xbvov oiB^v iffriv Sri Tpbs rb Kdroi,

i tG>v ir&VTUv iSwaTiiiTarbv iirn. Sivajxls di BavfuuTTT] iKet del'

Ibare Kal elpyiaaro. el p-iv S^ &Wos Kbap-os [ofi/c] iari Toirov

A/ielpwv, tIs oStos; ei Si dviyK-q elvat ftXXos Si oiK ianv, oSrbs

i(ynv rb fi,lij,riij.a dwQffii^uv ixelvov.
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ordered whole, and the form that is apparent in the

stars, distant though they are, he lays not these

things to heart, nor reverences them for what they

are and whence they spring. Such a man has

neither pondered upon the sensible world, nor known

the supersensible." ^

The same point also is brought out in the first of

the two books on Providence.^ We should not

expect the sensible world to be the intelligible world.

" Suppose, for example, we were contemplating man,

the sensible object, in his most beautiful form, we

would nob surely demand that he should be the same

as the archetypal man in the intelligible world. On

the contrary we should accept it gladly of the

Creator that he had endowed man, for all that he

was embodied in flesh and sinew and bone, with

reason, so that he beautified even these carnal

things and made it possible for Reason to pass over

into Matter." ^ In like manner we must look upon

our physical world, " not seeking among the things

which are second in rank, those which are first. . .
."*

> ii. 9, § 16 (215 e-f) [vol. i. p. 208, 1. 9 et seq.\. dX\' 6 p.h iSuv

k6XKos iv Trpoadjirtfi e5 fiefiLfiTjfL^ov ^iperai iKci, dfryb^ di Tis oifrwj

^(TTttt rijv yvthfirfv Kal ets ouS^v dWo KLP^treratj Coffre op&v a^fiiravTa

fiiv TO, iv altrdijTt^ KdWij, ffijfjLiratray 5^ trvfifierpiav koX tt)v fieyaXriv

evra^iav Ta&r-qv Kai rb ifitftatpSfievov ev rots darpots elffos Kal wbpptadev

oSiTiv oiK ^revffev iv6v^7j6'iit7eTaLj Kal a^^as airbv Xafi^dvei, ola d0*

otiiii' ; oiK &pa otre ravra Karevbriiaev, ofire iKeiva eldev.

2 iii. 2, 3.

3 iii. 2, § 7 (260) [vol. i. p. 234, 1. 17 et seq.]. otov, d t-is iaKbircL

rbv &v8pii)irov rbv alffdjp-bv bans KdXXwros, oiiK B,v St/ttov ti^ iv vip

dvOpibirip ij^iwffE rbv airrbv elj'at, dXX' iKeivo AwoSedix^"'^ tov iroLiip-ov,

cl Sfiws iv aap^l Kal veipois Kal dffriots bvra KariXa^e Tip Xbytp, CiaTe

Kal ravra KoWvvat Kai rbv Xbyov dvvtjdijvat iirav^Xdciv t§ vKt}.

* iii. 2, § 7.
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"The intelligible world is purely conceptual and

there could be no other that was purely conceptual.

Anything else that has come into being must be

lower than the intelligible world, and not conceptual

;

and yet not purely material, for that is without

order ; rather is it a mixture of both. . . .

"... We cannot then rightly find fault with

this universe of ours either on the score that it is

not beautiful, or that it is not the best of corporeal

things. Nor can we blame the Cause of its existence.

For in the first place it exists as the result of

necessity : not as the outcome of deliberate reasoning,

but of a more excellent nature procreating in

accordance with its nature something resembling

itself. Secondly, even ifdeliberate reasoning were the

creator, it would not be ashamed of its creation. For

it would have made a whole in all respects beautiful,

self-sufficient, and pleasing to itself, displaying

similar fitness in its parts, both the greater and the

lesser. . . . Since what has; been made is the world in

its entirety, we might, as we contemplated it, hear it

say :
' God made me, and I am come from him,

perfectly fashioned out of all living beings, sufiicing

and sufficient unto myself, in want of nothing. For

all things—plants and living creatures and the natures

of all created things, and many gods, and hosts of

spirits and good souls and men blest with virtue

—

all are in me. It is not as though earth were decked

with all plants and living beings of every kind, and

the power of Soul reached even to the sea, whilst all
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the air, and the upper air, and the whole firmament

of heaven were without Soul, but there, in the

celestial spheres, do all good souls dwell. They give

life to the stars, and to the well-ordered eternal

revolution of the heaven which circles ever joyfully

in the same course in imitation of Mind ; for beyond

that it seeks nothing. Whatever is in me desires

the Good, and each thing attains it so far as in it

lies. The whole heaven depends upon it, and all my
soul, and the gods that are in my parts, and all

living creatures and plants, and even that which

seems inanimate. . .
.' " ^

1 iii. 2, § 2 (256) [vol. 1. p. 228, 1. 27 et sey.]. o fikv yap vmjris

fjijtvov \6yos, Kal o{ik &// y^votro SXXos fibvov X670S * el 54 tl iyivero

dWo, ibei iKaTTOv iKelvov Kal fiTj \6yov, fiTjd' aC CXt^c etvaL ' &KOfffiov

ydp ' fitKTbv &pa. Kal ets & piv X-fjyet V\t} Kal '\6yos, 6dev 5^ dpxerat

^vxv itpetrruaa t^ p^efuypAvip, ^v 06 KaKoiradeiv Set vofiti^eiv p^trra

dtotKovffav ToSe rb Tav t^ oTov wapovaia. 3. Kal oiiK &v rts elKiyruii

oiSi Toir^ p^p.'j/aiTO us oi Ka'Kip ii tCiv pjerb, irii/iOTOs oi)/c iplarCji, oiS'

a5 rdv atrtov rod eTfai aiiT(p aVn&trano irpOnov ixkv 4^ dvdyKtjs

dvTos airrov Kal oiiK 4k 'Koyttrp.oO yevop^vov, aXKa ^^aeus dp-eivopos

yevvd)ffrr]i Kara. ^Jutrtv Spoiov eavTy ' ^ireira oi)5' el Xoytapds etTj 6

iroi'ficras, al<rxvveiTai t(} iroi.ri04vTi ' 8\oii yip tl 4woli)(xe irAyKaXov

Kal aCrapKes Kal tplXov avT(p Kal to7s p^pe(n tols airrov toIs re Kvpiw-

T4pots Kal TOts 4\6.TTO(TLv ws avTtp irpoa^Spois, 6 roLvvv 4k Tutv pepwv

rb SKov alTctbp.evo^ Atottos &v et-rj ttjs alrias' rd re yap lUpyj irpbs

airrb rb 6\ov Sel aKoireu/^ el trOptpujva Kal dppJyrTOVTa eKeivtp, t6 re

iSXov trKOTToipevov p,T] irpbs fUp^ drra a-p,iKpd p\4Teir. tovto yap oi

rbv Kbffp,ov alTiup4vov, dWd Tiva tG>v aiiTov x^P^^ Xa^bvroSf olov el

wavrbs fijjou rpixa ^ tSiv xa^ai SdKTvKov dp^X'qffai rbv irdvra S.v-

Bpwirov, Sai.p.ovlav riva 6^i.v, pX4Troi, fj vt] Ala rd dXXa j^ipa d(j>els rb

eiiTeXiaraTov Xap-^dvoi, fi rb SXov y4vos wapels, olov rb dvBpdivov,

QepalTrpi els p4(!ov dyoi. 4irel oHv rb yenbjievov 6 K6<rpj>s 4<rTlv 6

<rip.Tas, TOVTOv Seupui/ rdx dv dKoiaats Tap' airrov, m 4pM TrewolriKe

ffebi Kdydj 4KeWev 4yevbp.ip> tAeios 4k irdfniv ii^av Kal I/facAs 4pu!,vT(p

Kal avrdpKtjs oiSevbs Sebneros, Sti irdvra 4v 4p.ol Kal (pvrd Kal fipa Kal

ffv/iTdyTuv tSv yevvTyrCiv (pins Kal Seal ToXXol Kal SaipMvoiv Sij/ioi
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Finally, in discussing the descent of the soul into

the body, the perfection of the universe is main-

tained in direct argument for the excellence of xjjvxq.

We must inquire, says Plotinus, "what we are to

postulate with regard to the nature of the universe

in which the soul dwells—whether her in-dwelling

be voluntary, forced, or brought about in some other

way. Also what are we to say of its creator (the

World-Soul) ? Does she act without deviation ... or

does she perhaps act like our souls, which must needs

direct bodies worse than themselves and sink deep

into them if they are to rule them ? For each separate

body is scattered and borne away to its own place,

whereas in the universe all things lie naturally in

their proper places. Again, these bodies of ours,

since many accidents befall them from without, need

much troublesome forethought; they are ever hard

pressed by want and in their difficulties need all

kinds of help. But the body of the universe,

perfect, self-sufficient, independent, and suffering

nothing contrary to its nature, needs, so to speak, but

a brief word of command ; and its state is ever in

Kal ^vxai ciyaOal Kal dvSpwjroi dpeTjj e^Saifioves, oii yap 5^ yyj fih

KCKdtTfiTjTai (pvTois Te Tract Kal ^yois iravTodaToT? Kal M^XP' ^aXdm^s

\//vxv^ ^X^e S6vafiLS, aijp d^ irds Kal aldijp Kal ovpavds ff^fiwas ^VXV^
&IJ,oi.pos, dXX' iKel \j/vxal dyaBal traaai, Harpois ^v SiSoOaai Kal ry

eincLKTip oipavoO Kal dtStV Trepiipopq. vou /it^^cet kOk'Xip tpepofx^vri 4fi-

t^pbvuii irepl raiirbv det" oi)B^v yap ^|w ^T^re?. iravra 8k tcl iv ifxol

e^ieraL ptkv tov dyadoO, TvyxdvGi Sk Kara SOvaptcv t^v kavriav ^Kaara

'

i^T^pnjTai ydp irds pth oiipavbs iKelvov, irdaa dk i^-q ^uxt] Kal ot ev

fxipecnv ifioh deol, Kal rd fya 5^ irdvra Kal rd (pvrd Kal eH ti &-ipvxov
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accordance with the natural wish of the Soul, having

neither desires nor sufferings." ^

But the position thus set forth was capable of

further extension and reinforcement. The argument

could be developed from within as well as applied

from without. The perfection which it was possible

to predicate of the universe en bloc, could be

predicated of it regarded as a collection of genera

and species. Not only was the universe perfect after

its kind, but every kind of thing within the universe

could be regarded as possessing its peculiar and

appropriate excellence. Each genus then would be

justified in its existence, and none could with

propriety be blamed because it was not other than

it was. It would be as unfair and irrelevant, for

instance, to find fault with man because he was not

an angel, or with a plant because it was not an

animal, as to reproach the universe with being

mundane and not psychic or intelligible.

1 iv. 8, § 2 (470) [vol. ii. 'p. 144, 1. 9 et seq.]. 9. fiffre ^ynix

ffvfi^aivei TTepl ttjs iifier^pas ^vxv^ Tap' auroO fiaBetv ^TjT'fiaatnv i^

avdyKTis itpavTeadai koL irepl i/'ux^s o\ois fjjT^irai, ttSs Trore kolviopeTv

adjfw,Tt TT^tpvKe, Kal wepi k6(T/xov tpOaews ol6v tlvo. 5e? ainhv rldecdat^

ev ^ ipvxh ifSiaiTaTOL [etre] eKovffa etre d,vwyKaff6elaa etre tls fiXXos

rpdros ' Kal irepl TroLTfrou S^ etre opduis ehe . . . ws iffi^epai ipvxal

oJjiraL taots, &s ?5a (rti/xara 5iOt/coi5ffas X^^P^ ^'* o-vtwv etffw iroXi) Svvat,

etirep ifieWov KpaTqaetv^ (rKeSa<r04vros ^^v hv sKdarov Kal irpbs rhv

olKeTov tSttov ^epofi^vov—iv 5^ ry iravrl irAvTa iv olKeiip Kara <ft6(TLv

KeiTai.—TToXX^s 5i Kal 6xX(i5ous wpovoias Seofiivcjv, &t€ iroWwv rdv

aWorpittjv aiVots trpoainirTtivTOiv d.ei re ivSeiq, irvvexofiivojv Kal Td(T7)s

^OTjddas Cis iv iroWy Svaxepelq, Seofjiiviov. t6 Si riXadv re dv Kal

iKavbv Kal a^rapKes Kal oitSiv ^x^^ avTw Trapb. tpiffiv ^paxio^ oTov

KeKeOcTfiaTos deirat ' Kal ws iritpvKe ^vxt} i&iXetv, ra&rTj Kal del ix^^

oUre iiridvfitas ix^^^f^ ofJre Trdtrxouffa.
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This is the line pursued by Plotinus. His

universe continues the eloquent defence of itself

quoted above as follovirs :
" Some of the things

within me seem to share only in existence, some in

life, some in sensation, while others have already

reason, and others again life in its completeness.

For one cannot make equality from unequal things,

as that the finger should see. Sight we rather ask

of the eye, and of the finger something else, namely,

that it should be a finger, I suppose, and have its

proper nature." ^

But Plotinus is not content merely to be on the

defensive. Not only will he hold his own position

and maintain the excellence of the world in the face

of all, Gnostic or otherwise, who dare to attack it,

but he carries the war into the enemy's country as

well, turning the Gnostics' arms against themselves,

and using the reductio ad absurdum to their dis-

comfiture.

"Is it not absurd that the Gnostics, who have

bodies and desires and pains and passions like other

men, should, instead of disparaging their own power,

maintain their ability to comprehend the intelligible

world, and yet deny that the sun possesses a power

less subject to passion, more orderly and more free

from change than their own, and that it has an

1 iii. 2, § 3 (257 d et seq.) [vol. i. p. 230, 1. 11 et seq.]. Cf.

also iii. 3, § 3 (272) [vol. i. p. 253, 1. 6 et seq.]. Kaira/iii' roveTvai,

fj.cT^x^^" SoKei iilivov, TO, Si ToS f^K, T& di fiSXhov iv T(f aitrdaveirBai,

Ta di ijdT] \6yov ^x^^i "^^ ^^ iraffav fwij*'. ou yap rd iVa airaLretv 5ei

Tois ij/ti iaoi.s • oiSi yip SaKTiiXwv rb /SXeireii/ dXAct d(f>Sa\fuii' tovto,

5aKTi\ov di iSXXo, t6 eTnai ol/iM SaKTi\ip ko! t6 auroO ^x^tv.
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intelligence higher than that which we possess—we,

new-born creatures who encounter so many obstacles

on our march towards truth ? Is it not astonishing

that they should proclaim their own souls immortal

and divine, however vile the man, and yet deny that

the whole heaven and its stars, composed as they are

of purer and finer elements, share in an immortal

soul? And this, though they see in the heavens

just that order and form and structure of the lack of

which here on earth they are always complaining

!

What they imply is that the immortal soul has

deliberately chosen to take the worse place for

herself, and to abandon the better to the mortal

soul." 1

Do they deny that the world is directed by

providence ? No, they admit that God exercises

some care over us men. " Why, then, should he be

careless of the universe in which men dwell .'' Is it

because he has not the leisure to look after it ?

Then it is not right that he should see to what is

I
ii. 9, § 5 (203 r) [vol. i. p. 188, 1.. 30 et seq.]. S. dXV [(IX070K]

aiiTods fi^v (TtS/ta ^ovraSj olov ^x^^^^^ dvOpwirotj Kal eindvfiiat Kal

X^iras Kal dpya^ ttjv Trap' airoh ^6va.^Lv fjjri dnfjid^eLV, dW itpdirreaBaL

Tov V07JT0V X^yeii' i^etfai, fiT) elvai Sk iv ^Xftfj TaOTTjs dirad€(7T^pav iv

Ta^et fidWov Kal oiiK iv oKKoubffeL fj.a\\ov oSirav, oOd^ tppdvrjaiv ^x^"'

dfielvova ijfiCji' tGiv dpri yevofiivwv Kal dia roaoOritiv KdJKvofjJvojv tQv

diraTi*}VTWV iTl r^v dXridetav iXdeiv ' oi5^ t^v fi^v ai/Twv i^vxw
dddvarov Kal Beiav 'Xiyeiv Kal t^v tuv tpavkordToiP dvdpiinrwv, rbv

5^ oipavhv irdvTa. Kal rd iKU darpa fir] ttjs ddavdrov KtKoivuivif^Kivai

£K TToXXy KaWtdfwv Kal Kadapurripuv dcra, dpwvras iKei jxkv rb reray-

fiivov Kal eiiffxvf^of' Kal eHraKTOv Kal pLdXtffra Ti]v ^i/rau^a irepl yijv

dra^iav aOroiis alTiwfx^Povs ' SifXTep ttjs ddavdrov ^vxv^ rbv x^^P'^

Tbirov ^TriTTides ^Xo^ivrjSf irapaxfipyj(^ai dk Tov /SeXWovos t^ 6v7}t^
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lower than it. If he looks after men, why should

he not look beyond them to the world in which

they are ? But if he does not look beyond them so

that he need not look after the world, then he does

not even look after men. Men, they may say, have,

no need of him. But the world needs him, and knows

its own constitution, and the men who are in it,

and how they are in it, and their condition there." ^

Again, "the Gnostics say that God takes fore-

thought for them alone. Did he then care for

them only in the higher world, or does his provid-

ence also extend to this ? In the former case, how

did the Gnostics come here ? In the latter, why are

they here still, and how is it that God himself is

not here .? For how else will he know that they

are here, or that being here they have not forgotten

him nor become evil ? Again, if he knows those

who have not become evil, he must also know those

who have, in order to distinguish the one from the

other. But in that case he will have to be present

in some way among all men, and throughout this

universe. Hence the universe . must also have a

share in him. . .
." ^

1 ii. 9, § 9 (208 d) [vol. i. p. 197, 1. 27 et seq.]. eXr' iirl Toiron

i/jtClni irpovoel 6 flc6s, toO 5^ k6(Iij,ov Tavrbs iv ij Kal airol Sia tI d/ieXei;

e^ y^y ydpj 8tl oi) (Txo\v ai^rt^ irpbs ai}Thv ^X^ireLif oiSk d^fui airQ^

irpds rb KdT(a Kal irpbs a&roOs /3\^jrwz' 6td ri o{ik ^^u jSX^Tret Kal Trpbs

Tbv KbiriJ,ov di pXiirei h (J elcnv; el di fiTj ?fw, tva firi rbv Kbff/iov

i<f>op$f oid^ aiiToi/s /SX^Tret. dXV oiS^ S^ovrai avTov * a\X b Kbtrfioi

Seirat Kal dlde r't)v Td^t.v aijTov Kal ol if avrip 6tus iv airi^ Kal Hwus

iKei.

- ii. 9 (215 a) [vol. i. p. 207, 1. 3 et seq.]. W7oiKri yci.p airur

TrpovoeTv ad iibvov. irbrepa S^ iK€t yepofiivuv 7J Kal ivd6.be 6vTiav ; d
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The final absurdity is this. " The Gnostics scorn

this creation and this earth of ours, and say that

a new earth has been created for them to which

they will depart ; this, they say, is the universe in

intelligible form. But what is their object in

getting to a world which is a mere pattern of this

world which they hate? Also, where does this

pattern come from? (For they say that it was

after the creator of the pattern universe had stooped

to this world of ours.) If indeed he was anxious

to make another world besides the intelligible world

he already possessed (though one may well ask what

was the need of it), either he must have made

it before or after he made this world. And if he

made it before, for what purpose did he make it ?

That the souls might be kept safe in it, perhaps.

How was it, then, that they were not safe?

Thus he created it in vain. If, on the other

hand, he created it after this world, taking it from

this world, and stripping the form of this world

from its matter, what good did it do ? For the

experience which the experienced souls had had

was sufficient to keep them safe. Again, if the

Gnostics merely mean that the form of the world

^kv "yap eK€i, ttws ^Xdov; el 5^ evOdde, ttws ?Ti elfflv ivddde; ttws de

06 Kal ai>r6s iart-v iifSdde; Trodev yap yvthaerai^ Htl elalv iv9dSe;

irQ^ 54j Htl ivddde 6vTe$ ovk iweKddovTO avrou Kai iy^vovro kolkoI;

ei S^ jLVibiTKeL Toi/s fiTj yevofi^vovs KaK0i5s, Kal rods yevofi^vovs

yLvuiffKCLj 'iva otaKplvrj dir' CKclvbiv ainods. irdtriv odv Trap^arat

Kal ^ffrat iv tQ K6afj.uj rySe, ficrris 6 rpdwos ' ibare Kal fie&^^et avTov

6 Kdafws.
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is to be found in souls, what is there novel in that

teaching? . .
."i

Moreover, given the Gnostic premises, what good

was there in the soul's creating a world at all ? " It

is absurd to suppose that she did it for her own

renown as though adopting the methods of an

earthly sculptor. Again, if she created in thought,

but it was not in her nature to create, although

the creative power was there, how could she have

created this world ? And when will she destroy it ?

If she has repented, why does she delay ? If she

has not yet repented, she never will, since she has

grown used to it and is more kindly disposed to

it through the lapse of time." ^

Again, the Gnostics condemning the world whole-

sale say that "they are not moved by its beauty,

1 ii. 9, § S (203) [vol. i. p. 189, 1. 23 et seq.]. dXV oi Ti/tSi/res

ra&TTjv T^v drjfj.tovpyiav 0^5^ TTjvde r^v yTJv KaiVTjv auTols <patn yriv

yeyov^vatf els ^p d7] ii/reudev aTreXeiJtroi'Tat " touto S^ \byov elvai

Kdcr/xov. kclLtol tI 5e? aOrois yeviffBai iv irapaSeiyfiaTi Kdafwu^ 8v

fiuTovcn; irbdev Sk rb irapddeLy/xa rovro; touto y^p /car' aijroi>s

vefevK&ros ifdyj wpbs to, TjjSe tov Tb Trapddeiyfia TreTonjKbTos. el fji^v

odv ip aiT(p ry iroi'^tTaPTL ttoWj] (ppovTls tov K6trfj,ov fieTa Tbv Kbtrfiov

Tbv voTjTbv &v ^x^' dXhov TTOiTJiTcii—icalTOi tI ^Sec;—[^ irpb tov Kbc^iiov

ToOSe iiroiTiaev -^ /AerA Tbv K6crfj.ov]. Kai el fUv Tpb tov Kbff^Vy tva

TLJ tva (f>v\6.^cj)VTaL at rj/uxo-l-- n'tSs oSv odK i(pv\d^avTOj &(XTe fj.dTr]V

eyheTo; el bk fieTci Tbv Kbff^ov iK tov Kbtxiwv Xa^iiiv diroa-uX'^tras r^s

vKtjs Tb eldos, ijpKSL t] irelpa toIs Tretpadelffats ^uxais irpbs Tb tpvXd-

^atrdaL. el Sk ev rats ^vxO'h Xa^etv d^iovat tov Kbff^ov Tb elSos, tI Tb

Kaivbv TOV \byov ;

2 ii. 9, § 4 (203) [vol. i. p. 188, 1. 8 et seq.]. ye\6lov yap Tb Iva

TLfu^TO, KoX fieTatpepbvTCop airb twv dyaX^aToiroiSiv TWf ivTavda.

iirel Kai el diavoig, iwoieL Kal /at/ ip ttj ^titret ^p Tb iroieXp Kol ij SOpafiis

ij TOLOvffa ^p, irws Slp Kbafiop Tdpde iirol'qae ; irbTe Sk Kal ipdepeT

avTbp ; ei yap lieTiypw, tI dpafihei; el Sk otfiru, oiK &.P /ieTaypoirj

Iti ijST) eldi.aii.ipTi Kal t^ XP^''V irpoatjiCKeaTipa yepofihri.



122 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

and that they see no difference between ugly and

beautiful physical bodies. But in that case it will

make no difference to them whether they see ugly or

beautiful conduct, or have ugly or beautiful thoughts

or visions. Nay, it will be all the same whether or

no they see God himself. For things here derive

their existence from first principles. If earthly

things are not beautiful, then neither are heavenly." ^

In like manner, in a world absolutely bad, all

distinction between virtue and vice will be impos-

sible. " Least of all," says Plotinus, " can we afford

to ignore the effect of their words upon the souls

of those who listen to them, and are persuaded to

despise the world and all that is in it. For there

are two sets of doctrines relating to the attainment

of the End, the one which lays down the pleasure of

the body as the End, the other which chooses out

the beautiful and virtue ; and the longing for these

has its beginning and its end in God—but the nature

of this desire we must discuss elsewhere. Epicurus,

who does away with Providence, bids us pursue what

is left, pleasure and enjoyment. But with even

greater insolence the Gnostic teaching, by upbraid-

ing the Lord of Providence and Providence itself,

and by dishonouring both all earthly laws and the

virtue collected from the beginning of time, makes

1 ii. 9, § 17 (316) [vol. i. p. 209, 1. 8 et ae<i.\. el m &pa. avrol

^atev fiT] KLveicrSaL, firjS^ Sca^opcos alcrxpo. Kal KoKa opdi^ au/j-aTO.

'

dXX' oOrus ovd^ aicrxp^ Kal KoKd. ^iriTTjSeOfjCaTa oOd^ Ka\a fiadr/fiaTa
'

oOdk $e<jipias Toivvv ' oiibk Bebv Toivvv. Kal yap dta to. irpwra raura.

el oOv fxT) ravTa, oude iKeiva.
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of virtuous wisdom a laughing-stock (so that nothing

earthly may be regarded as beautiful) and destroys

it, together with the goodness innate in moral char-

acters, perfected from reason and discipline. In a

word, the Gnostics do away with everything through

which a man might become virtuous. Hence for them

nothing is left but pleasure, and selfishness, and dis-

regard for other men, and the principle of expediency,

unless perchance some one of them is by virtue of his

own nature superior to such doctrines. For to them

none of the virtues of which we have spoken are

beautiful, but now one thing, now another, accord-

ing to the object of their pursuits. And although

those who have known the higher things should

strive hence towards them, yet they should first seek

to set right the affairs of earth, since they have come

hither from the divine nature. . . . The saying

' Look to God ' brings no practical result unless it

teach how one is to look to him. For, one may

say, what is to prevent one's looking toward him,

without abstaining from any pleasure or controlling

desires, merely keeping in mind the word ' God,' but

fettered by every passion and seeking to expel none .''

It is rather virtue progressing towards the End, and

springing up in the soul as a result of wisdom, which

shows us God. But without true virtue, the word

' God ' is a mere name." ^

Mi. 9, §15 (213) [vol. i. p. 205, 1.3 6< .««(/.]. 15. ckcIvo 5t fiAXia-ra

del fir] Xavddveiv iifid^, tI irore iroLOuacv ol \6yoi oOrot els rds ^ux^s rujj'

dKouAvTwc (tai ToO KbiTfi-ov Kai tuv ev aiT(^ KaTa.cf>povciv TtuaBhriiiv

bvaiv ycip oicruv aXpiffetav rod rvx^tv roO t^Xoi/s, fj.tds fi^v ttjs Tjdovijv
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Finally, Plotinus rebukes the Gnostic hatred of

the body and the senses ; at the same time refuting

their charge that his doctrine attaches one to the

flesh. In a charming passage, almost Franciscan in

its sentiment, he points out the difference between

himself and the Gnostic. " Suppose,'' he says, " two

men dwell together in the same beautiful house.

One of them decries its arrangement and blames

its builder, yet continues to dwell in it. The other.

TT]v Tov (TtafiaTos rihos Tide/xeprjSj er^pas 5e tt]S rb KaXbv Kal ttjv

dpeTTjv aipovfxivTjs, oh Kal iK Oeov Kal els deov dvqpnjTat i) 6p€^is—irujs

S4j iv SXKoLi deujpffiov—6 fxhu '^irlKovpos ttjv irpbvoiav dvatpdv tt}v

i}5oi/T}p Kal t6 i^Sea-daif Swep ^v TiOLirSv, tovto dubKetv Trapa/ceXeiieTot
•

6 d^ \6yos o5tos iri veavLKurrepov rbv t^s irpovoias K^piov Kal airriju ttjv

irpbvoiav fiefi^dfievos Kal irdvTas vbfxovs roiis ivrauda drt/iacas Kal ttjv

dpeTTjv TT)v iK iravTbs tov xP^^^^ dvqvp'qfxiv'qv to re (TWtppoveiv tovto

iv yeXuTi difievosj tva fj/qbh Kokbv ivravda 8t} o^deirf virdpxov, dvcZKe

Tb (TCJtppoveiv Kal tt}v iv rots ijdeffLV ^/jupvrou SiKaioa'^vTjv tt/j' reXetou-

fiivtjv iK \6yov Kal daK'^aeajs Kal HXuis Ka6' d <nrov5aios &v6po)Tros dv

yivoiTo. wcTTe a&roTs KaToXeltreffBaL tt]V ijdovrjv Kal t6 irepl aijToits Kal

Tb ov KOivbv TTpbs dWovs dvSpumovs Kal to ttjs x/seias fibvov, el /ii? Tts

T^ (p^acL TQ ai)TOv KpeiTToyv etr} tujv Xbydiv tovtwv ' ToOTtav yap oiiSkv

aifTots KoKbv, d\Xd dXKo xi, o Trore /teraSitiloi'trt, KaWoi ixPW Tobs

ijdT] iyvojKbTas ivTCvdev dubKctVj didjKOVTas d^ irpwra KaTopdovv Tama
iK deias (p^aews TJKOcras * iKeivijs yap ttjs ip^aeus Ka\bv i-TraLeiv [ttjs^

T^V ijdoVTJV TOV (TlbfiaTOS dTtpiai^OlJffTjS. oh 8^ dpeTTJS fJLT] fliTeO'TlV, OVK

dv elev Tb wapdwav KivqdivTes irpbs iKeiva. fxapTvpu bk avToh koI

rbbe Tb fXTj8iva \6yov ircpl dperijs -rreTroiTJadaL, eKXeXonrivaL 5k iravrd-

iraffL Tbv irepl to&twv Xbyov, Kal firfTc tI icTLV cliretv fx-^Tc irbaa fnf}T€

baa Tedethp-qTai xoXXd koI KaXd toTs tuu waXaiuiv Xbyois, fJ/qre i^ Sjv

irepiiffTaL Kal KT-^fferaij p/qre ws depaireOeTaL ^vxv /J-'^tc (hs KaBaipeTai.

oi> ydp 8t} Tb elireiv " ^Xiire irpbs debv " wpoijpyov ti ipyd^cTai., idv fii]

Kal TTws ^Xi\f/€L 5i8d^. t'l ydp KwXiJet, eiTrot tls di', ^Xiireiv Kal /j.7)Se~

fjLids dirix^'^9^'- T]8ovi)s, tj dnpaTTJ 0vfj.ov elvai fJ.€fxv7)/x4vov p.kv ovbpxLTos

Tou BebSj avv€xb/J-€vov 8k dwaaL irdOeai, (I'qbkv Sk avTG>v impdjpLevov

i^aipeiv ; dpcTTj fikv o^v els t4\os Trpotovaa Kal iv ^vxH iyyevofiivyj

yLterd (ppov^aews debv 8eiKVv<nv ' dvev 8e dpeTijs dXrjdLvijs Bebs Xeybfxevos

6vo/j.d iffTiv.
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instead of finding fault, says that the builder has

made it with all possible skill, yet waits for the

time when he may leave it as needing it no longer.

The first man may believe himself the wiser and the

readier to leave because he has learned to say that

the walls are made of lifeless stone and timber, and

that the house as a whole falls far short of the true,

ideal house. If so, he does not realize that he differs

from his fellow-inmate only in his inability to bear

with what must needs be, since his attitude is not

really one of discontent, but comes from a secret

love for the beauty of the stones. We who have

bodies have to live in these houses provided us by

our good sister the Soul who has great power to

create without effort." ^

This refutation of the Gnostics requires little

comment. The tolerance of the body, we may note,

stands in curious contrast not only to the vitupera-

tions of the Gnostics, but to the general trend

of Neo - Platonic and Neo - Pythagorean thought.

Plutarch, Maximus, Numenius, Albinus, Hermes,

1 ii. 9, § 18 (217 b) [vol. i. p. 210, I. 20 et seq.]. tovto Sk df/ioioK

av eiyj, djairep B,v el d6o oTkov Ka\6v top aurov olKo6vTOjif, rod ^p
\j/iyovTOs TT]v KaTa<rK€v^v Kai top Troi^aaPTa Kal fiipoPTOs o^x ^ttov

ip ai)T(fJ, Tov M fiTj xp^yoPTOS, d^a top Toi^aaPTa TexPLKdjTaTa TreTroiT;-

Kipat X^oPTOSt TOP 5^ XP^^^^ d.pafi^P0PT0S ^us B,p iJKji, ip ^ dTraXXd^erai,

oS fiTiKiTt oJlkov derja-OLTO, 6 S^ ffotjxhrepos etpat otoiTO Kal ^TOtfidTepos

i^eXBeip, '6tl olSe \iyeip iK \W(jip d\pvxup roils Totxovs Kal ^vKoip

avpetTTcipaL Kal woWoO deiv ttjs a\7]dipys olK'^(re(/}s, dypowv &ti ry /at;

cjjipeip TO, cLPayKoia Siacj>ipei, e'iwep Kal p,^ iroiei TaSra Svax^palpup

[dW] dyaTTUtp "hcvxjl to kAWos twp \Ld(ap. deid^ fiheip ixh ip o'iKOLS

ffuJfJ.a ^pfoj/ras KaTaffKevaffButnp virb i/'i'X^S d5eX0^s dyadri^ ttoWtjv

bvyap.ip els to STip.iOvpyeip diropws ix^'^^V^'
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Trismegistus, and Philo were almost as vehement in

their denunciations. It should be remembered,

however, that this scorn with them, as with their

early Pythagorean and Orphic forbears, was largely

philosophic. Theoretically it is easy to say that

life is bad, and the body a loathsome dungeon.

Practically it is liveable enough, and its bars well

gilded. Nay the normal soul, like the canary-bird,

is happy in its cage.

This Hellenic appreciation of the bodily is indeed

inconsistent with a large part of Plotinus's thought,

just as we find it hard to reconcile Saint Francis's

joyfulness, his love of all creatures, and his tolerance

and even approval of all natural pleasures and goods

with much else in his life. The charm and the

greatness of both men lie perhaps in just this

inconsistency, in seraphic ardour and mystic ecstasy

athirst for the supernatural and consecrated by the

Beatific Vision and the Stigmata, tempered by and

tempering an innate fellowship and sympathy with

the life and beauty of phenomenal things, and a

responsiveness to their appeal. Both, taken to task,

give the same account of themselves. The world is

not God indeed, but it is God's. In proof Francis

points to it and says "Look," Plotinus points to

it and says " Think."

As regards the metaphysical reductio ad absiirdum

of the Gnostic position, the self-contradictions ex-

posed are patent enough. It is absurd for a man to

think himself better than his universe. It is insanity
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ill a God to create, or for a creature to expect salva-

tion and satisfaction in the replica or paradigm of a

world which both he and its maker find so bad that

both are agreed it had better never have been made,

and would and will destroy it. Nor can either give

any reason for creating or inhabiting such a world

at all.

The practical and ethical nihilism of the argu-

ment is no less obvious. Plotinus is but showing

the consequences of any consistent and absolute

pessimism. Not only would such a pessimism, he

is saying, destroy all canons of taste and morals,

finding all earthly things and ends alike worthless,

and all distinctions of value, ethical or aesthetic,

meaningless (which indeed was precisely the Gnostic

claim), but it would also leave equally without

ground or justification that mystic aspiration toward

the supercosmic upon which the Gnostics prided

themselves— an aspiration which we are wont

generally to regard as fostered by and fostering a

scorn of the world.

Out of a sti'ange and totally dark room no one

could ever see the hint of a way ; in truth it could

never, occur (leaving previous experience out of

account) that a way existed or that there was light

outside to search for. There would have to be some

crack, some glimmer to indicate the existence and

the position of the door. In like manner in a world

wholly bad, in which all distinctions of right and

wrong, beautiful and ugly are without significance,
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the Gnostic's desire and attempt to find an egress

are a mere blind man's groping. His world can give

him no suggestion of the manner in which he must

set about transcending it. Vice will be no less

likely a way than virtue, because virtue is no better

a way than vice.

The Gnostics then could not be true to them-

selves without being false. They could not wholly

condemn the world if their desire to leave it behind

them was to have any value or promise. The door

out of the world had to open into the world. Moral

and aesthetic distinctions had to have some real

validity. Right and beauty had to be glimmers,

however faint, of the light beyond. The moral life

had to lie at least more in the direction of the path

of salvation than the immoral. Fair things must

needs be more worthy of esteem, or at any rate less

worthy of contempt, than foul. God might be

beyond all predicates, but beauty and goodness had

to be more akin to his nature than their opposites.

As a matter of fact few mystics have denied this.

They have had to admit some sort of avafurqa-i's or

homing instinct in the soul that recognized in the

goods and beauties of this world sign-posts to set

them on the upward and outward way. Sophia-

Achamoth herself modelled the world on a memory of

the Pleroma. And as a rule all mystic systems, how-

ever rotten they may consider the world and however

illusory its goods, have made the practice of human

virtues and the contemplation of the nobler mundane
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beauties the first step in the ascent to the Beatific

Vision. Plotinus himself is merely pointing out to

the Gnostics what would be the consequences of

their teaching, were they not better than their

doctrine.



CHAPTER III

PHYSICAL AND MORAL EVIL

We have now completed what we may call the

second chapter of our essay. The problem of meta-

physical evil is disposed of, or rather the difficulties

and unforeseen results of dealing with it are admir-

ably exposed by Plotinus's attempt at disposing of

them. The nature of that attempt, self-contradictory

resultant as it is of the struggle of two irreconcilable

tendencies of thought, is sufficiently fresh in our

memory to require no reviving. Suffice it to say

that Plotinus denies and affirms metaphysical evil at

the same time, denying it by insisting on the possi-

bility of different kinds of perfection, affirming it by

declaring those kinds to be at the same time degrees.

But whatever we may think, Plotinus found the two

ideas consonant. Welded together, they seemed to

him to furnish a powerful weapon against the

objection stated by him in the first treatise concern-

ing Providence, and already quoted, which it was

the avowed intention of his theodicy to refute. To
the contention that the imperfection of the world is

sufficient ground for denying, as the Epicureans deny,

130
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a moral and providential government of it, or for

assuming, as the Gnostics assume, that the creation

and creator are evil, Plotinus answers by denying the

accusation, and thereby makes the first point in his

theodicy. The world is not imperfect. It is, to be

sure, not so good as God, but it is perfect after its

kind.

This declaration, however, marks also the opening

of another chapter in his work, and in our discussion.

Plotinus has, in his own opinion, freed the universe

from invidious comparisons on the part of the

outside observer. Henceforth all external relations

may be ruled out as irrelevant. The world is

perfect of its sort, and all other possible" sorts of

perfection we may ignore, so far at least as any

disparagement of mundane perfection is concerned.

But an internal problem remained. Judged without

reference to other possible worlds, this world as it

was had to make good its proper excellence. It

could not be blamed for not being something else,

but apparently it could be attacked on the score that

it was not true even to itself. Judged even by the

standards of its own making, it might well appear

imperfect. It is internally discordant. It does not

run smoothly. Its parts fall short even of their

proper excellences, and grind down and destroy one

another. There is suffering and imperfection. In

the world of human action there is sin. Such a

world would seem to be diseased in its own essence,

and to fail to embody even a mundane perfection.
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In fine, having made the Stoic assertion that the

universe is a perfect universe, Plotinus finds himself

faced by the Stoic problem. It need not surprise

us, then, to find in the two books concerning Provi-

dence, a theodicy in many respects similar to, and

often actually reminiscent of, that of Zeno and his

school. But at the same time this chapter of the

Plotinian theodicy differs from that of the Stoics in

one important respect. It is not Plotinus's last means

of defence. It is rather a reconnoitre in force.

We shall do well in the discussion to follow if

we revert to the distinctions discussed in the intro-

duction, and regard our problem under the three

heads of physical evil, moral evil, and the dis-

proportion of reward to merit. These distinctions,

of course, cannot be regarded as absolutely rigid and

determinate. Many evidences of imperfection will

fall under more than one head, and it will be hard to

say under which they may be most appropriately

discussed. At the most our headings will be found

rough, but useful instruments for dealing more easily

with our subject.

It should be remarked at this point that Plotinus's

view of the nature of physical evil is notably broad

and detached as compared with that taken by most

theodicies. Many apologists for the divine goodness

have an easy way of ignoring or of dismissing as

irrelevant to the question such physical evil as does

not immediately concern humanity. Of the general

incompatibility of the types produced by nature, of
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the stultification of one thing by another, of the

battle-fields on which man does not fight and suffer,

and of the tooth and claw that are red, but not with

his blood, they take little practical account, though it

must be insisted that such phenomena, quite as much
as the fact of human suffering, form part of the

problem of physical evil. It goes without saying

that by thus evading part of the difficulty, one

seems more easily to circumvent it. Thus the Stoics,

by virtually limiting physical evil to the misfortunes

and sufferings of mankind, and by declaring that men
ought to be indifferent to outer events, were able to

solve the problem by refusing to consider it. There

was, they maintained, no such thing as physical evil,

though it is noteworthy that with a curious incon-

sistency they at once proceeded to justify at some

length a factor whose existence they denied.

In the same way Christianity has made its de-

fence of the divine beneficence easier by a practical

limitation of the same sort. It is a natural and

apparently practicable method of absolving one's

gods from responsibility for Evil by assuming it

one's self, and were physical evil a matter of human

suffering alone, it might be satisfactorily explained

and the problem of Evil in general much simplified

by regarding it as the wages of sin. The fact of sin,

indeed, would still remain to challenge any attempt

at an unmitigated optimism, and we may doubt

whether Christianity with its doctrine of Adam's fall

and of inherited guilt has successfully disposed of the
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difficulty. For, granting that a perfect man could

fall, would he ? Is not perfection at least just that

quality which, if tempted, would not fall ? Apart,

however, from this difficulty, and from the moral

obliquity of the doctrine of original sin, the fact of

physical evil in its larger aspect still remains un-

explained. A perfect man might fall, and we,

through our consanguinity with our first parent,

might perhaps be involved in his sin with some show

of justice. But no theological ingenuity, it would

seem, could decently attribute the sufferings of un-

related, unfree, irrational, and sinless animals to the

same cause. Yet animal as well as human suffering is

something which a theodicy must face. A God that

does not need to be freed of responsibility for the one

is scarcely worth freeing from blame for the other.

Plotinus, however, is alive to the importance of

the more general aspects of the question. Roughly

speaking, we may say that the problem presents itself

to him in a three- or perhaps a four-fold form. First,

there is the bare general fact of motion and change,

of generation and corruption. All things are in

Heracleitean flux. Everything perishes. Nothing en-

dures. Secondly, there is the failure of any particular

to attain its proper perfection. Nothing is its ideal

self. Thirdly, there is an apparent conflict between

the perfections or entelechies themselves. The ideas

or forms of different species seem incapable of being

realized together. It appears impossible, for example,

for the lion and the lamb to attain their respective
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perfections in the same world. The species " lion
"

being marked by the predicate " lamb-eating," would

seem to deprive the species "lamb" of any pokit

cCa/ppui. Finally, there is the very real and obvious

conflict between particulars themselves of both the

same and different species. Thus two lions will fight

over the same lamb. Men are not only carnivorous,

but cannibal. The whole world is a battle-field on

which all sides are defeated. These four character-

istics, then, of mundane existence will, quite apart

from the problem of moral evil, afford ample

material for a theodicy.

The first point, the general mutability and

transitoriness of all earthly things, Plotinus has

answered to all practical purposes, by assigning to

the universe a perfection of its own. It is part of

terrestrial excellence to be ever in change and

motion. Generation and corruption we should

naturally expect in a phenomenal world, however

perfect of its kind it may be. Change is in itself no

evil. It is better that a thing should exist even

for a short time than not at all.^ Moreover, if the

temporal world be not eternal, it is at least everlast-

ing. Individuals pass, but the type persists. Thus

we find Plotinus continuing the world's eloquent

self-exordium which we have already quoted. " Be

not astonished," he says, " if fire be extinguished

by water, and yet fire itself consume something

else. For fire itself was brought into existence

1 iii. 2, § IS (266 c) [vol. i. p. 243, 1. 28 et seq.^.
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by something other than itself, and as it was not

brought into existence by itself, so it is destroyed

by something else. Indeed, it came into existence

through another's destruction, and if this be the

case, destruction will bear no terrors for it ; in the

place of the fire destroyed there will be another

fire. In the incorporeal heaven each thing endures ;

in this heaven of ours the whole, together with

its honourable and ruling parts, lives for ever,

but individual souls change their bodies and are

bom at different times in different forms. But as

often as she can the individual soul withdraws from

the process of generation into the company of the

World-Soul. Bodies live by virtue of the type (each

individual body in accordance with the whole), if

indeed they are to derive their being, their life, and

their sustenance from within themselves. Life here

on earth involves motion, but life in the intelligible

world does not." ^ Finally, we have the phenomenon

of disease passed over with the remark that " things

which have bodies must needs fall sick." ^

1 iii. 2, § 4 (257 e) [vol. i. p. 230, 1. 18 et seq.]. -t. irvp Si ei inrb

vddTos ff^ivvvrai koX ^repov iirb Trvpbs tpffetperaL, fXT) $avfida-ris. Kai

yap els rb elvai SXKo aurh i^ayev, oiid' 6.x8iv v^' avrov vir &Wov
4(p0dpij, Kal ^\6e Si eis t& elvai vir SXKov (pOopas, Kal i) tpdopa Si air^

oiSiv &Vy el oOtci}, Seivbv ^ipoi, Kal cLvrl tov tpBap^vros irvpSs irup &\\o.

iv fiiv ytip [T(p] d(rbjfidT(p ovpavi^ 'dKaffrov fiiveCj ev Si TC^Se rtp ovpavt^

irav fiiv del f^ Kal baa Tlfiia Kal Ki/pia fiiprfj al Si dfJieL^ovaai ipvxal

(Tibfj.aTa [dWore iv A\\(^ etSei yiyvovTaL, Kal brav Si SvvTjTaLj ^^w

yeviaetas ffratra ^vxv fJ^ra ttjs irdaijs earl ypvx^s. awfjuira Si f^ /car'

elSos Kal Kad' HXa ^Kacrra, etirep i^ adrdv Kal fya ^arai Kal Tpatjy^-

fferai ' fw^ ydp ivTau$a KivovfiivT), iKei Si dKivtjTos.

2 Iii. 2, § 5 (258 e) [vol. i. p. 239, 1. 16]. Kal dvdyK-r, roffelv

. ffiiifiara ^x^^^*-
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Evidently this argument is also relevant to the

fourth point—^the conflict of particulars with one

another. Plotinus knew nothing of extinct or

disappearing species. Species, he saw, apparently

were not destroyed either by attacks upon them

from the outside, or by the inner friction of their

proper particulars. He could point out that both

the formal structure of the universe as a whole, and

the integrity of each special form in the system, were

no more affected by the conflict and reciprocal

destruction of the parts, than by the dissolution

incidental to the general process of " becoming."

So far as dying is concerned, it is no better to die

in one's bed than in one's boots. If death is no evil,

and inflicts no harm on the universe, the world is

none the worse, ceteris paribiLS, for violent than for

natural death. Indeed, from the world's point of

view, violent death is natural, only more subtly so.

The naturalism that lurks in the entire argument

is self-evident.

The next difficulty which concerns us is the seem-

ing failure of the particular to attain its proper

entelechy. This is in truth a crucial point for

Plotinus. As he says himself, " the question is not

whether this thing is inferior to that, but whether it

is self-sufficing in its own nature." ^ Apparently we

must answer in the negative. Things fall short of

their ideal outlines. Not only am I not God or

1 lii. 3, § 3 (273 a) [vol. i. p. 253, 1. 23 et seq.]. Set yhp oi

ifireiv, el ^arrov &X\ov, a\X ei &s airb airdpKus,
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an angel or a horse or a tree, but I am not even a

perfect man. I am deficient in my proper human

nature. And a world in which such a discrepancy

between things and their perfections exists is an

imperfect world.

Plotinus's reply is brilliant. It consists in a re-

application of the principle of varieties of perfec-

tion, this time to justify not merely a world, or a

special aspect or type within that world, but every

individual member of a given species, in being what

it is and nothing else. He speaks as follows :
" In

the case of each of the eternally created genera,

one cannot blame the creative Reason, unless one

demand that everything should have been made as

things uncreate but eternal, and that both in the

intelligible and the sensible worlds things should be

eternally the same. To ask this is to ask too much

good; it is to forget that the form given to each thing

is sufficient unto it. It is like complaining because

a man has no horns—like a failure to see that it was

impossible that Reason should not extend over all

things, that it was necessary that the lesser should be

contained by the greater, and the part by the whole,

and that they could not be equal—for then they would

not have been parts. In the intelligible world each

thing is all, but here on earth each thing is not all."

So far we have merely a restatement of the old

argument, though the last two sentences are pregnant

with future issue. But Plotinus goes farther, and this

is the novel and the important part of the passage.
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" So, too, a man in so far as he, as a part, is an

individual, is not the whole man. But if anywhere

among the single parts we find something which is

not itself a part, it is this principle which makes of

them a whole. Now we might not to ask that a

particular man, qua individual, should he perfect to

the highest pitch of virtue. For in that case he would

be no longer a part, but the whole. To be sure, the

whole is not jealous of an increase of beauty and

value in the part, since the greater value of the part

makes the whole more beautiful." ^

The sentences I have italicized contain the gist of

the argument. In them we get at last a compara-

tively clear and definite view of the thought under-

lying the whole Plotinian argument about the

possibility of varieties of perfection. It is, I think

we may safely say, to all practical purposes the same

as Leibnitz's principle of the identity of indiscernibles.

This, plainly, is the true inwardness of his plea for

the several perfections of vow, il/vxq, and the universe.

1 iii. 2, § 13 (265 b) [vol. i. p. 242, 1. 1 et seq.
; p. 476, 1. 10

et seq.], i(t> iKdo'Tov fi^v oSv tGiv ycvofiivuv dd yevuv oiic ^crTty

alnaaBai rbv iroioOvra \byov, et tis ix^ d^ioi iKaarov oCtu yiyovivai.

Xpv^o^t, ojs Tct fi^ yeyoviTCLj dtdta 5^, ^v re votjtois ^v t€ alffBiiToh dei

rd aiJrA &VTa,^ irpocrd'^KTjv alruv dyadoO irXeiovaf dW ou ri do$iv

kKd(TTif elSos aiSrapKes iiyoi/ispos, olov r^Se, 6n p.T\ Kipara, oi aKovoi-

fievos, Sti dSivarov ^v "Kbyov ixt) oiK firl wdvTa i\6eiv, dW Sti. Idei if

T(JJ iielimi rd iXdrra Kal iv rf 6\if rd /j^pri Kal oin taa Smarhv dvai "

fl o6k hv fjv ii^pT). Th ixiv ydp dvia irav vdvTa, t6 Si Kara oi irdvTa

iKiuTTOv. Kal dvOptiiiros Sij KaS' Saov fiipos iKacTos oi iras. et Si iron

iv /iipeai nai Kal dXXo ti, 8 oi /iipos, Toirifi KdKeXvo irav. 6 8^; Ka6'

iKiurra J toOto oi)/c diraiTTtrios riXeios etvai els dperrj! &Kpov " ^5i) ydp

oiKir ftc liipos. oi /iV o**^ ''V ^^V t* f^P"^ K0<Tiai9iv els /icifoca

d|to i^ffdnrjTM " Kal ydp KdWiop ri S\ov iroiet K0<Tli.ri8iv d^lq, nel^ovi.
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We cannot expect of Mind that it should be in all

respects similar to the One, nor of Soul that it should

be completely like Mind, nor yet of the corporeal

universe that it should be the same as the World-

Soul. Were all exact replicas of one another, they

could not be distinguished from one another. The

mind, could it exist qua mind under those circum-

stances, would have no possible criterion for telling

them apart, or for that matter, for separating them

in the first place. We could not even arrange them

as triplets or quadruplets, and then confuse them.

We could not say to them, " I know you are four

different entities, but I do not know which is which."

For the mere separation of them involves space, and

space is precisely a mark of individuation of the

universe, which, were it an exact reproduction of the

intelligible world, it would not possess. To require,

then, that voCs shall be a perfect copy of the One, or

the universe of 'pv-xyi, is not only practically, but

logically, to demand that votJs shall he the One, ^''"XQ

vow, and the cosmos ^vxq ; in other words, it is to

annihilate all four principles as objects of rational

discourse, and to leave only the superunitary, super-

intelligible, superexistential, ineffable, and unindi-

viduated divine Nothingness.

The like holds true of the relation of particulars

to the form or type of the species to which they

belong. If I am to be I, and you you, neither of us

the other, and both of us men and not man, then we

must be unlike both each other and our type in
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some respects. For did you and I both perfectly

embody the type, we should be indiscernible from it,

and hence from one another. There would be no

sufficient reason for distinguishing us or any perfectly

representative particular from it in the first place.

Even individuation and repetition in space would

be out of the question, for reasons already given.

Existence and relations in space are some of the

conditions which make the particular an imperfect

copy of the universal, which is in no one place ; and

hence ex hypothesi they must be absent in a really

complete exemplification. Here again, all possible

criteria for distinction and separation would be

lacking. Each type or species would be like the

Aristotelian God, " cV apa, nal Ao-yo) koI 6.pi6iJ,(f^ a

particular concrete type, if I may so express it,

exemplified only in itself. Thus there would only be

one lion and one lamb in the world, and they would

be typical ; only one man, and he would be the only

instance of himself.

The argument, however, must seem to us largely

a tour de force, of little practical or metaphysical

significance. This is true so far as those of us

are concerned who have ceased to consecrate types

or to rea-ard the universal as more than an

average, to be avoided as mediocre and not to be

sought as the sovereign good. But in a system

where the universal is not an average of facts, but

a standard of values, not a mere idea, but an ideal,

it is pregnant with significance. For Plotinus it
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proves a treacherous weapon. Its cogency is obvious.

If there are to be individual men at all they must be

different from the Platonic Idea of man, just as voCs

must be other than the One, i/oix'; other than vow.

But the Idea of man is also the entelechy or perfection

of man. Hence, if there are individual men, they

must by reason of their individuality fall short of

their ideal nature. We cannot, as Plotinus says,

"expect them qua individual men to be perfect to

the highest pitch of virtue." For the highest pitch

of virtue is found in the ideal humanity alone.

At this point Plotinus is in a quandary. He
has had in mind the notion of varieties of perfection,

and the analogy of the One, vovs, and >pvxv> °^ of the

various special entelechies or perfections within the

universe, and has argued along that line of thought.

By analogy, each particular will also have its

appropriate and individual nature. It will be as

irrelevant to blame me because I am not you,

as the human species because it is not angelic, or

Mind because it is not the One. But unfortunately

the actual application of the analogy reveals the

sudden paradox that the proper perfection of the

individual man consists, when all is said and done, in

failing to attain it.

The immediate cause of the difficulty is sufficiently

plain. The analogy is improper and breaks down.

One kind of perfection may be different from,

without being better or worse than, another. But a

thing cannot be other than perfect without being
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imperfect. If it is the universal which is complete,

then particularity is a mark of deficiency.

But in another sense the analogy and its applica-

tion are relevant. They would be sound enough if

kinds could be held to be at the same time grades of

perfection, and goods could be absolute from one point

of view, and members of a hierarchy from another.

Indeed for a reductio ad absurdum of his attempt

to hold both points of view simultaneously, Plotinus

could have devised no better illustration. He has

shown us in concrete and practical form how things

would work out if we could logically say of a thing

that it was at the same time perfect, but not so perfect

as something else. In that case I might be perfect,

although not so perfect as the Idea of man, just as

^iiX»? is perfect though her perfection is not so perfect

as that of her prototype in the intelligible world. I,

like ypvxq, could be justified for being no better than I

am by the plea that I am as good as can be expected

of me. I could no more be required to be perfect to

the highest pitch of virtue than could fvxq be required

to be perfect with the perfection of vow, or vovs with

that of the One ; for I should then be no longer I, but

the ideal archetype of my species, just as tpvxf) would

then be voCs, and vovs the One. In other words, I

might be a good John Smith, but a bad man. I

might be perfect from one point of view, imperfect

from another. I might be perfect, but not so

perfect as I might be. Or, you and I could both

be perfect, but at the same time one of us could be
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better than the other, and neither of us so excellent

as human excellence.

The absurdity is patent : also the impropriety

of the analogy. Yet, we must again insist that it is

no more absurd to say that, though I am perfect, my
individual perfection is not so perfect as the highest

pitch of human excellence (and it is this assumption

that underlies Plotinus's justification of the apparent

imperfection of the particular as compared with the

type), than that the perfect horse is not so perfect as

the perfect man, or the perfect man as the perfect

God.

This last statement may well seem the crowning

absurdity. Human, we repeat, is lower than angelic

perfection. It is scarcely necessary, I think, to

review the argument on the other side. Its point

consisted in showing that in a perfect world every-

thing would be satisfied with itself and its experience,

and it would occur to nothing to compare itself with

other parts of its world, or one part with another as

better or worse. Only an outside observer could do

that, and would prove himself imperfect by his

ability to make the comparison.

The particular point, however, with which we

are concerned here, is that were such a comparison

possible, and could we logically say, as we persist in

saying, that a thing is perfect after its kind but that

its kind is not so perfect as some other, then we can

with equal right maintain that any individual being,

however deficient he may be in human excellence, is
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perfect with a perfection of his own, though that

perfection is not so perfect as the perfection of

better men or as human perfection in general.

For to grade perfections is, as we have already

pointed out, to set up a universal, or idea, or type,

or standard of perfection which different kinds of

perfection embody to a different degree, precisely

as different particulars of the same species variously

approximate to the same form. What holds true of

the relations in the one case holds equally true of

them in the other. If a so-called kind of perfection

can be called perfect, and yet not most perfect (the

tautology is deliberate), then a thing can be called

perfect and yet fall short of its proper perfection.

In fine, Plotinus would seem to have exposed the

untenability of his own position, and to have demon-

strated conclusively what he most wished to avoid,

to wit, that grades of perfection are merely euphemistic

terms for degrees of imperfection.

I have, as it may seem, insisted on this point

to undue and fruitless length. But it is important,

because it so clearly betrays the paradox which is

fundamental throughout the Plotinian theodicy.

The grounds for this particular and flagrant instance

we may naturally find in the conflict of the two

points of view. Unless Plotinus could justify the

existence of the individual qua individual, he was

committed to mysticism. Kinds of perfection must

inevitably be revealed in their true light as grades of

imperfection. If I am to be blamed for not being
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an ideal man, voCs and fvxri and the world are

equally to be blamed for not being the One. But

this, as we have seen, Plotinus could not allow.

On the other hand, unless perfections could be

arranged in a hierarchy, he was committed to

naturalism. This is indeed the implication of his

argument as it stands. If I am never to be re-

buked for not being other than myself, it can only

be on the ground that I am at every moment of

my existence a perfect example of myself: that is a

perfect natural fact. But this extreme tolerance,

again, was impossible.

A third alternative indeed offers itself. It

might well occur to us to solve the difficulty in

the following way. We might suppose that there

were Ideas not only of species, but of individuals.

It is no more to be expected, we might say, that aU

perfect men, than that all perfect natures should

be identical. We do not demand of the equine en-

telechy that it should be the same as the human,

nor yet of the human that it should be the same as

the angelic. Why, then, should you and I, if we

attained our proper perfections, melt together in an

identity of indiscemibles .'' Why should you and I

not have each our peculiar entelechies ? Then, in

truth, it could not be required of either of us that

we should be perfect to the height of virtue, in the

sense of each individual including in his own nature

the nature of all others. That I had not the

peculiar virtues of all other men would be nothing
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against me. I could only be asked to be my ideal

self.

It is all the more astonishing that Plotinus did

not avail himself of this promising via media, as

he maintains the doctrine of Ideas of individuals,

and devotes a short book to discussing and proving

that the intelligible world contains not only the

type of man, but the entelechies of particular men

But it seems never to have occurred to him to apply

the doctrine to this special point. It would not, to

be sure, have rid him of the difficulty. His purpose

was to prove that the world actually embodied

perfection, and was, as it stood, a perfect world. A
discrepancy between the ideal and the actual he

could have tolerated no more than could the Stoics.

What defence of his position we. find is con-

tained in the last sentence of the passage quoted.

" To be sure, the whole is not envious of an increase

of beauty and value in the part, for the greater

value of the part makes the whole more beautiful."

Here Plotinus would seem to be to some extent

conscious of the anarchistic ethical implications of

his doctrine. If I cannot be expected to be as

virtuous as a man might be, there is no reason to

expect me to be more virtuous than I am. Good

or bad, I am enacting my proper self. It is ap-

parently to guard against this implication, used

later, curiously enough, in justification of moral evil,

that the statement is made. Although, it declares,

we are justified in not being so virtuous as man
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might be, we must strive to be more virtuous than

we are.

The argument has a modem ring. In fact,

Plotinus is here face to face with the same difficulty

as confronts the absolutist of to-day. The question

for both is this : How give any real significance and

dignity to moral aspiration and effiart in a world

already in its essence complete and perfect ? For if

the world be already a completed fact, if it is and

ever has been grasped as a perfect whole sub specie

aeternitatis, what is the use of our trying to improve

it ? Whatever we do, we cannot make it better, or,

for that matter, worse. We cannot change its value

one whit in God's eyes, since that value was fixed

before time was. I cannot detract from the perfec-

tion of the absolute by my vice, as I cannot add to it

by my virtue. For the Absolute is perfect. All our

activities, then, irrespective of their moral signifi-

cance, are performed ad majorem or rather ad

maximam Dei gloriam.

Both systems, too, meet the difficulty in the same

way. Although the Absolute is perfect, it is better

that I should act as if it were not. Nay, it is part

of its perfection that I should regard it as imperfect.

That I seek to improve it is precisely one of the

reasons why it is incapable of iiiiprovement. Con-

versely, if I were satisfied with it as I found it, it

would be really a most unsatisfactory affair. In like

manner Plotinus assures us that though we are really

justified in falling short of what human virtue can
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be, we must not realize that fact. We must press

on towards the height of perfection, though we are

perfect as we are. If we took Plotinus at his word

that we are perfect, we should be imperfect. Though

the type be already in all ways excellent, we should

seek to add to that excellence by greater virtue in

ourselves.

Such statements, as it seems to me, are only saved

from complete absurdity by a latent naturalism. For

all practical purposes of thought and action, ethical

monism divorces the perfection of the universe from

the moral ideal. A natural perfection is indeed

neither made nor marred by the moral character

of our actions. It is equally expressed in, and

equally indifferent to, good and evil. On the other

hand, if the world be already perfect in the natural-

istic sense of the word, it is not thereby rendered

incapable of moral improvement. If a morally evil

world may be a perfect natural fact, a morally good

world is none the less so. By thus distinguishing

between the uses of the term, it can be logically

held that the world is already as good as it can be,

but that our moral effort can make it much better,

or that although I as I am, and the human type as

it is, are perfect facts in a perfect system of facts, I

am not bound on a futile errand in seeking to adorn

myself with greater righteousness, and am even

benefiting mankind by my increase of virtue.

The error comes in seeking to amalgamate the

moral with the natural meaning, and to find the
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ethical ideal embodied in Reality as it is. The

result is twofold. The ethical ideal is emptied of

its ideality, and ethical action is stultified. God is

degraded from a vision of what ought to be to a

fictitious justification of what is. And in a universe

completely expressive of his will, our efforts to make

anything better are only saved from blasphemy by

their irrationality and impotence.

As regards the third symptom of physical evil,

the conflict of entelechies or perfections among them-

selves, I confess myself somewhat in doubt. It is

hard to see whether or no the point really occurred to

Plotinus. But there is a passage at the beginning of

the supplementary book on Providence, dealing with

the conflict of particulars, which suggests, if not

that he had the point in mind, at least a possible

method of dealing with it.

" Souls," he says, " and their works are harmoni-

ously related, in that unity results from them even

though they be opposites. The reason for this is

that all things proceed from unity and come together

in unity by a natural necessity. So, though differ-

ences and antitheses come into being, they are

nevertheless synthesized in a single system because of

their origin in the One. For just as particular

animals, say horses, are included in a single genus

although they war with each other and bite and

quarrel and rage in jealous anger, so other genera

are likewise units. This is true also of man.

Again, all these types can be reduced to unity
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under the genus 'animal.' The non-animals too

can be arranged according to type, and, further,

all these types can be included in the one genus,

' being,' and then reduced still farther to the source

of being.

" Furthermore, take the source of being as a start-

ing point, and descend by a process of analysis and

see how the One, by virtue of being prior to all things,

and at the same time comprehending them all in an

ordered unity, spreads itself out and is divided in

such wise that it is a multiple living being in which

each part does what is appropriate to its particular

nature, although it also has its place in the whole.

Thus fire burns, and the horse does what is appro-

priate for a horse to do. Each man also does what

comes natural to him, and different men do different

things. And from their natures follow both their

works and their lives, whether good or evil." ^

This argument would seem to find the logical

opposition of contraries symptomatic of evil, and to

endeavour to solve it in true Hegelian manner by

uniting thesis and antithesis in a higher synthesis.

It is, however, irrelevant. Subsumption is not

reconciliation. Logical consistency is no guarantee

of perfection. A perfect world, it is true, would have

to be an intelligible world, but an intelligible world is

not necessarily perfect. Let us suppose for the sake

of argument that a thoroughly logical and consistent

world could contain both a heaven and a hell. This

1 iii. 3, § 1 (271 r) [vol. i. p. 251, 1. 22 et seq.].
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is assumed by many. In fact God's final andperfect

world is largely held to be heaven and hell and nothing

more. But could a world which contained a hell be

properly called perfect .'' Not, it seems to me, without

distorting the meaning of the term. To the perfect

all things must be perfect. But a heaven that was

conscious of the existence and significance of hell,

and still found its empyrean unclouded, would do

violence to all noble human sentiment. Its perfection

would be alien to every moral aspiration and ideal.

It would be the devil's heaven and no one else's. On
the other hand a hell that should be satisfied with

itself, or could by any persuasion be brought to see

itself as contributory to the perfection of the world

of which it formed a part, would not be hell. For

the essence of hell is to feel itself hopelessly deficient

in, and at variance with, the Good. Thus a logically

consistent world might, but a perfect world could

not, contain a hell.

We need not trespass upon eschatological fields,

however, to illustrate our point. Our own world is

an excellent example. We may, if we like, say that

our world is a logical and coherent system, dismissing

apparent irrationalities as points incompletely under-

stood. But that assumption does not make the

world much more satisfactory from the point of view

of the total human purpose. We take, to be sure,

an interest in understanding the universe, and the

fulfilment of that interest would be a factor in human
perfection. But the interest is after all proximate
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and not ultimate. We seek to understand our world

in order that we may live in it more securely and

happily ; though, on the other hand, since we are

rational creatures, we cannot, quite apart from the

results of such scientific comprehension, live perfectly

happily in a world which is not completely under-

stood. We are, however, possessed of more than the

scientific and logical interest, and hence its satisfaction

need not imply that of the whole will. As matters

stand, it does not. The logical character of the

world would become synonymous with its perfection,

only if we became purely intellectual beings with no

other demand upon our world than that of logical self-

consistency. But the normal human being is not

contented with merely accounting for Evil. His

pui'pose is to be rid of it. And the perfect world

for him is not one in which sin and suffering have

been explained, but from which they have been

banished. On this score we may disallow the

Plotinian argument. And as it in no wise pacifies

the practical conflict of concepts, so it in no wise

palliates that actual conflict of particulars in the

world, to which we now turn.

"It is thus,'" Plotinus tells us, referi'ing to the

argument just sketched and criticized, " that the case

stands with particulars regarded in themselves. But,"

he continues, " the interweaving of these particular

things which have come and are ever coming into

being might be a matter for consideration and per-

plexity, seeing +liat the other animals devour one
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another, and that men set upon one another, and

that there is continual warfare without cease or

respite. The difficulty is especially great, if it is

Reason that has brought about such a condition of

things and this condition is to be called good. For

it is no longer of any use for the defenders of this

doctrine to argue that things are as good as they can

be, that Matter is the reason for their inferiority, and

that Evil cannot be destroyed even were it advisable

that it should be ; that things are good as they are

and that the Matter present does not dominate them,

but was provided that things might be as they are,

or rather that itself might be what it is, by virtue of

Reason. Reason is the first principle. Reason is all

things ; all that has come into being in accordance

with Reason, and has been set in order by Reason

after its birth, must be in all respects rational.

What, then, is the necessity of this implacable war

among animals, and among men ? We reply : That

animals should devour one another is necessary, for

it is the mutual punishment exacted from living

beings who, even if they were not killed, could not

live for ever. If, then, at the time appointed

for their death they depart in such a way as

to benefit other creatures, why grudge it.'' What
matters it if, when consumed, they are born as other

forms of life ? In the same way, on the stage, the

murdered actor changes his part, and taking another's

mask, again comes upon the scene, for he has not

been really dead at all. If death in this world be a
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change of body, like the change of costume on the

stage, or even if it be a complete abandonment of

the body, as an actor who goes off the stage alto-

gether and never comes back later to enact his part,

what is there terrible in such a transformation of living

beings into one another ? It is surely much better

than that they should never have come into being in

the beginning. In that case there would be in the

world no life at all and no ability to communicate it

to others. But, things being as they are, there is an

abundance of life in the universe which creates all

things and varies the fashion of their existences

;

nor can it forbear to produce beautiful and comely

objects—living playthings, as it were." ^

1 iii. 3, § 15 (265 f) [vol. i. p. 24.2, 1. 30 et seq.]. IS. ri /ih

oZv ^Kaara airra itp' eavTwv deiopoO/Meva ofJrws * ij aufj.Tr\oKTj S^ i]

To&rwv yewTjOifTcay Kai del yevvtafUvixw ^x°^ ^^ ^V ^iriffTOffLv Kai

dwopiav Kard re t^v 60s.'\7j\o(payiai' tuv dXXwi' i'ywy Kai rets dvdpiljiruv

eh AWr/Xovs iin.84(reis, Kai Srri Tr6\e/M>s id Kai oi ii^iwrne iravKav oiS

'

6.V0XQV 'KA^'Oi Kai fidXiffra el X670J TreiroliiKev ofJrws ^x^^^i '^^^ oUrta

"Kiyerai koXws ^X"^- ou yap ^Ti rois o^ia Xiyovffiv iKeivos 6 X670S

/3o5)flei, us KaXuis Kard, ri dvyariv ^ei [icai] ahla 8X17 oifrois ixbvTWv,

ws Aarri^ws ^eiv, Kol Cis oil Svvardv ri Kara AiroK^ffdaL, etirep oihus

iXPV" ^eiv, Kai KaXws oSriti, Kai oix V i'Xi) TapeXBova-a Kparel, dXXo

irap^X^Vs ^^^ oOtoj, fiaWov 5^ ij xal air^ alrig. \6yov oiinos. dpxh
oiv X670S Kai wdvTa Xiyot Kai rd, yiv6/ieva Kar' airrbv Kai ffwrarrdfieva

iirl Ty yev^ffCL TrdvTus oiirus. Hs odv 7} rod iroX^fiov toO dKTjp^KTOv ^v

^ipoii Kai iv dvOp^TOLs dvdyKfi ; ij dWiiKo^aylat. fji^v dvayKaiaL,

d/juti^al ^i^tav oiaai oi BwapAvav^ oiS' ei Tis fiij KTivvioi aird, oihu

fi4vet.v eh del. el 3^ iv (p XP^^V ^^^ dire\6eLv oOrias direXdetv ^dec^ lbs

£XXois yeviadat. xpelav iFap' airuVj ri tpSopelv ^dei ; ri d' el ^pojd^vra

dWa ^(pieTO ; olov el iirl (Tktjvtjs tuv ijTOKpLTWv 6 Tre(f}oveu/j4vos

dXXafd/iepos rit ax^f-^a dvaXa^uJv wdXiv ela-iot dXXo wpSawTOVj dXX'

oi T^dvTiKev dXr]du)s oiros- el o^v Kai to dirodaveiv dXKay^ iffji

aiiiiaTos, liffTep i<T$TjTos iKei, ^ Kai TavTeXr}! dir66e<ns iniyaaTos,

ujairep iKet l^oSos iK ttjs (Tktjv^s iravreX^s oHirore els iltrrepov TrdXiv

^^ovTos ivaywvlaaaSai, tI &v Seivbv ett] tj roiaiiTij t&v fijjUK els dXXtjXa
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So much for Plotinus's treatment of the more

general indications of physical evil. As we pre-

dicted, it shows evidence of a rather broader and

more generous view of the problem than do many

theodicies. It seems to some extent to get beyond

the violence done to human interests and feelings,

and to take note of possible cosmic damage. But at

the same time it is disappointing. It fails to touch

what is to us the crux of the question, namely, the

sufferings of other sentient creatures than ourselves.

Plotinus's answer, it is true, would probably have

been ready enough had the point been pressed upon

him. He would have used the same argument which

we habitually use to excuse animal suffering, and to

rob the spectacle of human pain of its sting. We
must not judge by appearances, he would say. As

children weep and wail for little cause, so human

evidences of pain certainly, and animal probably, are

out of all proportion to the real evil suffered.^

We have now done, for the time being, with the

Plotinian discussion of the more general aspects of

physical evil. Its predominant tone is naturalistic,

or, it would perhaps be better to say. Stoic, if indeed

such a distinction implies any essential difference.

The warning, indeed, should be repeated that the

arguments we have followed do not represent

/j^ra^oKTj TToXd ^ekTltav odea rou fi7)bk tt]v d.pxy]^ avrk yev^aOat

;

iKeivciJS fi^y yhp ipTjfiia fw^y Kal ttjs iv &KKip oiiaT)S &dvvafda ' vvv 5^

ttoWtj o5(ra iv t^ iravTl ^orrj Tavra Trotet Kal irot/ciXXet ^ ry ^v Kal

oifK dj'^x^^^' f^V TVOLOvca dei KoKb. Kal edeidij ^uvra iraiyvta,

1 iii. 2, § 15 (267 b) [vol. i. p. 245 top].
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Plotinus's final word. All of them, as well as what

Stoic reasonings we have yet to trace, are qualified

in the end in such a way as to avoid many of the

objections to the Stoic position.

We turn now to the immediate bearings of

physical evil upon human life. Here the first point

in the Plotinian refutation which we note, is

thoroughly Stoic in character. It is tantamount

to the Stoic denial that physical evil exists, at any

rate so far as the wise and virtuous are concerned.

Using an analogy already employed by Chrysippus

and Marcus Aurelius, and in words which the

great Emperor might have written himself, he

writes :
" We must regard murders and all manners

of death and the wastings and sackings of cities

as we should regard them upon the stage of a

theatre ; that is, we must look upon them all as a

change of form and a shifting of scenes, as tears and

lamentations merely acted. For in the world as on

the stage, in every event of life, it is not the inner

soul, but the outer shadow of man that laments and

weeps and plays its many parts, with the whole earth

for stage, and the scenes laid in many places. For

such emotions belong to the man who knows only

how to live the lower and the outward life, and is

ignorant that in his tears and his seriousness alike

he is but playing. Only the serious man must be

serious in serious things ; the other man is a mere

trifler. They who have no conception of real serious-

ness take trifles seriously, and are triflers themselves.
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If a [serious] man join in their trifling and share their

experience, let him reflect that he has fallen into a

children's game, and laid aside his true role. Even

if Socrates plays, it is the outer Socrates that does

so. One must also remember that one should not

take weeping and tears as witnesses to the existence

of evil, since children also weep and wail over what

is not evil." ^

If we analyse this description of 6 a-n-ovSaios, the

" serious " or " moral " man, and connect it with the

rest of Plotinus's teaching, we shall find the old

conflict between the Stoic and the mystic tendencies

of his thought latent within it. Yet, at the same

time, nothing could better illustrate both the points

of similarity of the two types and the identity of

the metaphysical implications of the two systems, as

far as practical effects upon conduct are concerned.

Both the true Stoic and the true mystic are agreed

1 iii. 2, § 15 (266 end) [vol. i. p. 244, 1. 14 et seq.]. Ihairep Si

^irl TU3V ffeirpuv rats (rKTivatSj oUtu) xPV i^^^ ''O'Js <j>6vov^ deatrdai Kal

irdvTas Bavdrovs Kal 7r6Xewy aKiSjtreLs Kal ap-rraydSf fieraB^ffeis vdvra

Kal jieTatr'xy^p^Tiffcis Kal 6pijV(jOV xal ol/j.oyywv i7roKpi(reLS. Kal yap

ivTaOBa iirl tGsv iv rip ^i(p fKdffTiav oiix i] ^vSov ^vx^t d\\* ij i^ia

dvdpiiJTrov ffKia Kal olpui^et Kal ddiperat Kal trdvTa iroiel iv (tktjv^ ry

SKt^ 777 iroKKaxov (TKTjvds TroLTjffafi^viav. TOiavra yap ^pya dvdpiiyjrov

rd. Kdru Kal ra ^^« fi6va ^ijv eldSros Kal iv SaKpdoiS Kal (yjrovSaioLS Stl

jrai^cijv iffrlv iiyvoifK&ros. fi6vcp ykp Ttp cnrovSaiip airovSafniov iv

tTTOvdaioiS Tots ^pyoiif 6 3* &\\os dvdpiaTos Traiyvcov. ffirovddt^eTai

di Kal rd iraiyvLa rots awovdd^ecp oiiK elSSat. Kal airols oStrt Traiypiois.

el S4 Tis avixiraliwv airoTs [o-TrouSotos] t& Toiadra iridoi., fffTO) wapa-

•7re(ru)v iralSwv TratSt^ rb Tepl airhv dTro64p.evo$ irpbutaTrov. el Si S^

Kal iral^OL Sw/c/)(£r9;s, iral^ei rep ^^oj TiOiKpdrei, Set 5^ KdKetvo

ivdvfieiadai, fbs oi Set rcKfi'^pta rov KaKd etvai rb SaKpieiv Kal 6p-qve7v

rWeaBai, Sn S^ Kal TraiSes ^Tri oi) KaKois Kal SaKpioviri Kal SSipovrai,
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that the ordinary standard of mundane values is

false. Both have a profound sense of the vanity of

life. Both teach that the conditions of virtue and

proper human excellence are independent of outer

events, and that therefore human happiness is in-

different to them. Both believe that the true good

is attainable only by a process of curtailment and

concentration in which the individual withdraws

from the world and from all human ties to live more

intensely within himself.

But the one differs profoundly from the other in

the quality of the equanimity with which he bears

the assault of outer events. The Stoic regards them

as having an equal right with himself to be, and to

be what they are as he is what he is, and as

possessing an intrinsic perfection of their own no

less appropriate and necessary to the perfection of

the world -system than is his proper nature. The

mystic, on the other hand, regards them with the

indifference which their essential worthlessness and

unreality deserve. The mystic, in short, finds that the

world is wholly evil, the Stoic that it is entirely good.

The one would deny, mortify, and purge it out of

existence ; the other submits, acquiesces, even cheer-

fully accepts it. The one seeks his final happiness

in a radical and drastic reform of his experience, the

other in rendering himself insensible to his experience

as it is. The one seeks within himself to make true

what he finds to be good, the other to make good

what he finds to be true.
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In the Plotinian "seriousness'" are combined the

essential features of both these attitudes. Had one

asked Plotinus his opinion of this stage-world upon

which we are called to play a part, he would have

replied like the Stoics that it is a perfect world. The

scenery, the setting, the other actors, the lines, the

gestures, are perfect after their several kinds, and

equally appropriate to the nature of the play. More,

the play is not a farce, but a serious and rational

affair. Regarded in its entirety, it has all the marks

of an intelligible whole, embodying as it does a

rational plan and idea. That is, the Stoic vision suh

specie aeternitatis has its metaphysical counterpart

in the Plotinian vov?.

But the " serious man " would have qualified his

statement in mystic fashion. This world is perfect

as a world, but its perfection is an inferior kind of

perfection. No possible attitude towards it can

bring final happiness. It is only by excluding it

from vision of any sort, sub specie aeternitatis no less

than temporis, and by passing into another altogether

new and ineffable sphere of experience, that the

sovereign good of human life can be found.

But with both the mystic and the Stoic he would

agree in regarding the world of daily human activities

as something in which his real inner self is not impli-

cated. There is nothing there that vitally concerns

it ; nothing which can increase its excellence or its

happiness ; nothing which can mar or take from it

its proper good. Practically such a theory had to
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make concession to facts, just as the Stoics had to

relax their indifference to outer events, and admit

that some external conditions were preferable to

others, and just as the mystic has to make the

practice of ordinary morality a preliminary step

towards the enjoyment of the Beatific Vision. But

theoretically the two attitudes were full of danger,

and of their danger Plotinus was aware.

Curiously enough, different as the attitudes of

the mystic and the Stoic would seem, the peril they

involved was precisely the same. By denying the

relevancy of outer actions to the inner self, both

logically encouraged an antinomianism in practice

subversive of all morals. And to this practical sub-

version their metaphysical theories gave an equal

and an identical sanction. For an unmitigated

optimism with regard to our world is no less

paralysing to moral action than unmitigated

pessimism. Indeed, absolute optimism is, in all

except name, absolute pessimism. A world, I mean,

which is absolutely good is as incapable of im-

provement as if it were absolutely evil : and moral

life has real value only in a world where there is

real room for improvement.

Indeed it is more optimistic to act on the belief

that the world is wholly evil than that it is wholly good.

Both theories encourage an equally apathetic and

negative attitude towards outer events, but pessimistic

mysticism leaves a hope where absolute optimism

leaves none. The mystic by retiring within himself

M
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may find something better than the world, the

optimist nothing. The mystic may be as hopefully

rebellious as the optimist must be hopelessly resigned.

Like the Stoic, the unmitigated optimist must find

all things good. They are good in the sight of the

Absolute or of God. Since the world cannot be

bettered, it is folly to try to reform it, or even to

dream of anything better ; and the height of folly is

to hope, like the mystic, to escape from it altogether

by forcing the dream to come true within one's self.

In a mechanical world, too, there is real room for

improvement. Its metaphysical reality is calculable,

and though a rigid natural system, may be manipu-

lated to further our interests. There is no pre-

sumption in saying of such a world that we have

made it better, for its only values are those which

it has for us, and it holds no opinions of itself that

conflict with the judgments we pass upon it.

But to endow the universe with a quasi-human

moral perfection, with a self-satisfaction as it were,

assimilating to itself the evil and the foul, as well as

the fair and good, is to make a Frankenstein's monster

of the mechanism. It is merely, one might say, to

present naturalism under the form of a monstrous

and unworthy myth, allegorizing the irrelevance to

natm^al perfection of good as well as evil, as a kind

of organic absorption by natural perfection of evil

as well as good. Had we to act upon the assumption

of such a cosmic consecration of Evil, action would be

invalidated. The universe would not be indifferent
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to Evil, but morally no worse, perhaps even better

for our sins and imperfections. Moral distinctions

would lose all moral sanction, since good and evil

would be regarded not as deriving their validity from

the human interests to which they were relative, but

from the Absolute, and yet in the Absolute they

would be travestied, and transformed, and confounded

past all possibility of distinguishing between them.

To act morally, then, is to act as if no such thing

as the Absolute of ethical monism existed. If one

still hold to it theoretically, it is by a sort of see-

ing through one's self and unconsciously taking one's

stand upon the real sanction of action which it

conceals. The myth is transparent to practical

if not to theoretic reason, and is found to

imply beneath the allegorical form in which it is

presented no more than the ordinary innocent

naturalism. An Absolute to whose perfection evil

and imperfection are necessary is quite as irrelevant

to the moral ideal as a mechanical world which is

indifferent to them. The one is merely a melo-

dramatic masking of the other.

In short, however we may gloss over the fact

with romantic phrases, it is practically a naturalistic

perfection (a perfection, that is, which we always

treat as naturalistic) which we attribute to the

Absolute. We deal with it precisely as we deal with

a mechanical excellence. We neglect its bearing

upon moral conduct. If we extol it at one moment

in a mood of pious ecstasy, we recant at the next
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by acting as if we did not believe what we said,

nay, by having so to act as if we would prove our

piety.

I have put in modem terms what seem to me to

be the dangers latent in the Stoic and mystic

positions ; dangers, I must insist, which are also

involved in all modem systems of ethical monism.

The case might be summed up in terms of Plotinus's

dramatic simile, as follows :—As the outer life of

man is a mere role, an affectation as it were,

which neither expresses nor reacts upon his real

inner self, so the whole world of appearance

becomes a mere affectation of the Absolute, the

distinctions and values of which have no ultimate

significance in ReaHty. The sphere of practical

moral aspirations and ideas is merely "make believe"

for the inner selves both of man and of the world.

The actor may be equally unaffected by all the

vicissitudes of his roles, as the dramatist by the

different parts in the play. He may be like the

naturalistic world, which is dispassionately neutral

towards all its events. Or on the other hand,

player and playwright may be profoundly and

passionately interested in all the lines and all the

roles alike, enacting or creating the villain, the

crime, and the suffering with the same zest as the

hero, the saint, virtue, and happiness, and getting

a positive and perfect satisfaction from the play as

a whole, which they call the true happiness of their

real selves. In the same way does the Absolute of
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ethical monism find our evil as potent a factor in its

perfection as our good, passionately interested in

both, positively satisfied in both, yet drawing there-

from a satisfaction in the whole result which includes,

but yet is more than, its satisfaction in either factor

alone.

The difficulty with this is that the practical

relation of inner and outer, appearance and reality,

has been reversed. If the validity of moral distinc-

tions holds good only of the play or of appearance,

then, so far as the moral life is concerned, it is the

play which is in earnest, and the appearance which

is to all practical purposes the real thing. The

player's part is his moral self, and the nature of that

part is the only index we have to his moral character.

As he delights in the noble lines, and despises the

mean in his part, so is he a noble or a mean character

and man. But if the value of the drama be un-

affected by the morality of the persons that figure

in it, that value is non-moral ; if it be the greater

for their vileness, it is immoral.

Plotinus is aware of the perils of his analogy.

" If I am right," he goes on from the last quotation,

"how can there still be vice in the world? And
where shall we find injustice ? And where sin .-'

How is it possible to commit unjust or sinful acts if

everything which has been created is fair and good ?

How could people be miserable if they did not sin or

act unjustly ? And how can we distinguish between

what is in accordance with and what is contrary to
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nature if all that is done is in accordance with

nature ? How, finally, can there be any such thing

as impiety towards the Divine Being, when [creator

and] creature are what they are ? It is as though

a poet should make an actor in his play rail and

inveigh against the author of the play himself." ^

And again, " By saying that there is no Evil at

all in the universe, we perforce do away with the

good as well, and deny that there is any desirable

end to be attained ; hence we must also deny desire

and repulsion and even thought itself. We desire

the good, and are repelled by the evil, but thought

and judgment have to do with good and evil, and

themselves come under the category of the goods." ^

The answer which Plotinus makes to this objec-

tion involves a development in his theodicy for

which we are not yet ready. For the present we

have to turn back and pursue the problem of physical

evil in another of its aspects. Evidently Plotinus

1 iii. 2, § 16 (26T b-c) [vol. i. p. 245, 1. 4 et seq.\ 16. aXK' el

KaKu>s raSra X^yerai, ttws &v Stl Tvovqpia, ; ttou 5' AStKia; afiaprrta

5^ TToD ; Trios yap ^trri koKQs yivofUvuni airdvrajv aScKelv fi afjutprdvEiv

rods TTOLouvras ; KaKoSal^oves 5k ttws, el fi-i) dfxapravoiev fitjS^ dStKoiev ;

TTWff Sk Tit, fikv Kdrb. (piffiv^ to, Sk Traph ^6(ny, ^'^(rofiev elvai tuiv yivo-

fjLivojv, dir6.VTii3v rdv hptjipAymv Karh tpiaiv ^vtoiv ; ttujs 5' &v Kal Trpbs

T& deiov dtrd^etd tls eft? toloijtov 6vtos tov [ttolouvtos Kal tou^ ttolou-

fih'ov ; olov et tls iv dpdfjLart XoiSopoifxevov ironjTTjs i/TroKptriiv TroiifiaatTO

Kal Kararp^xovra tov ttoltjtov tov SpdiMtTOS,

•-'

i. 8, § IS (82 a-b) [vol. i. p. 114, 1. 21 et seq.]. KaKhv Sh etn^

\iyoi Tb irapdrav iv rots oSin fir) eXvai, dvdyKTi airQ Kal t6 dyaBbv

dvaipetv Kal nr]Si dpcKTbv /iriSii> ehaf /ii) toLvvv /iriS' Spe^iv /iijS' ai

^KKKtffLV fiTjdk vhyiatv ' ij yap 6pe^ts dya^ou, i] Sk ^KKXiats KaKOv, tj dk

v&tins Kal T] (ppbvricris dyaSov i<rn Kal KaKov, Kal aihri Iv tl tSiv

dyadSiv^
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could not allow his denial of the reality of physical

evil to apply to the wicked as well as to the just.

Such a denial would nullify any pretence at a moral

government of the world. Sin could not really be

punished, since the instrument of its punishment,

and hence the punishment itself, would not exist

qua evil, and therefore qua punitive. The fires by

which we are supposed to be purged of our dross

would be all light and no heat.

There was also no real contradiction involved in

asserting the existence of Evil for the sinner, and

denying it for the saint. The sinner's sinfulness

consists in his sensitiveness to earthly goods, and

this involves a like sensitiveness to earthly ills. The

saint, indifferent to the one, is out of reach of the

other. Thus the moral government of the world is

not in any way invalidated. Those who are in-

sensible to the means employed by the divine justice

are those who stand in no need of correction. On

the other hand, those who deserve chastisement and

correction are de facto sensitive to misfortune and

suffering. The sinner can only harden himself against

the wages of his sin by ceasing to be a sinner ; the

virtuous man can only render himself sensitive to the

means of punishment by making himself liable to

their application. In Plotinus's own words, " poverty

and sickness are nothing to good men, and useful in

the case of evil men." ^

1 iii. 2 (3S8 e) [vol. i. p. 232, 1. 14 et seq.]. irevlai Sk koI vbiroL

Tois likv &ya$ois oiSiv, Tols S^ KaKols crifupopa.
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Indeed, looked at in one way, physical evil can

with propriety be said not to exist in the case of the

sinner. That is, it is not evil that it should exist

for the sinner. Given a world in which sin exists,

it is better that it should be followed by physical

evil than not. This is Plotinus's position. Upon

wrong-doing " punishment follows, and it is not

unjust that the sinner should suffer according to his

character. Nor is it to be demanded that they

should be happy who have done nothing worthy of

happiness. The good alone are happy." ^

The connection between physical and moral evil,

justified as it is by the moral sentiment that such

a connection should exist, is developed by Plotinus

at some length. In the first place evil-doers are

punished here on earth, both by a deterioration of

character and by suffering. "The first punishment

is that sinners are wolves and wi-etches ; the second,

that they get what it is advantageous for such men

to suffer. For it is not possible that the wicked

should escape by dying, but their former deeds always

bear logical and natural consequences, according as

they have been good or evil."^

1 iii. 2, § 3 (358 e) [vol. i. p. 232, 1. 3 et seq.\ iireral ye ix^v

diKTj ' Kal oiiK ddtKov T0i6p5e yev6fievov iK6\ov6a Trdcrxetv tq Siaff^ffeij

o6S' iiraiTTfriov Toiirois rb eiSaifiODeiv ivipx^i'V, oh fiii etpyaarai

ei/Satfiovlas fl^ta. ol 5' dya^oi /^6vot eidaifioves.

» iii. 2, § 8 (261 e-f) [vol. i. p. 236, 1. 24 et seq.]. rois di raOra

iroiovai TrpiitTTi fih SLktj rb \6kois elvai Kal KaKoSaifiOffiv dvSptiiTOLS '

eIto airots Kal Keirai & TaBetv xp^w'' mollis T0(oi)7-oiis • oii yhp Iffrti

ivToSida KaKoCs yevopjvois Airodavuvj dWi TOts dei irpor^pois ^ircrai

Sa-a KOTct XiyoK kat ijiiaiv, x^'pw tois xelpoai, Tois Si i/Mlixxn tA
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Thus Plotinus also seems to see that for any

complete and satisfactory demonstration of a moral

government of the world, more room is needed than

this world affords. In a single life no complete

and satisfactory connection can be established

between desert and fortune. It is just for this

reason that the apportionment of reward and merit

forms part of the problem of Evil. I do not mean,

however, that the inadequacy of a single life for a

full display of the divine justice is necessarily the

only or even the chief ground of Plotinus's theory of

imtnortality. Immortality is implicated in his system

in many other ways. But on whatever grounds it is

established, one of its chief uses lies in the help it

affords toward a solution of the difficulty in question.

"We must not reject the teaching which tells us

not to look always to the present, but also to past

and future epochs, and to see how with respect to

them also merit is justly rewarded. We shall see, for

instance, how former masters are changed to slaves if

they have been bad masters, and how such a change

profits them ; how they who have used their money

ill become poor, and how to good men poverty is not

profitless ; . how they who have slain unjustly are

themselves slain, and how this is a crime on the

part of the murderer, yet a just punishment for the

victim ; and how, finally, he who is to suffer is

brought into contact with him who is ready to

perform what it is right that the other should under-

go. Let no one believe that a man is a slave or
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taken prisoner by chance, or that he suffers bodily

injxiry for no reason. On the contrary, he once did

what now he suffers. He who killed his mother,

becomes a woman and is killed by his child, and he

who has violated a woman will become a woman in

order to be violated. From this is derived the holy

name Adrasteia, for this disposition of things is in

truth not to be escaped ; truly it is justice and

wondrous wisdom." ^

There is nothing that need detain us long in this

passage. The sense is obvious enough. We are

dealing with a theory of transmigration and of

Karma or moral causality of a common enough type.

We have been born before, we shall be bom again.

We are what we are, suffer what we do, because of

what we have been and performed in past existences,

and again shall reap the fruits of past and present

combined in our next reincarnation. In this cycle

of birth and death we are bound fast till we shall

1 iii. 2, § 13 (264 c) [vol. i. p. 240, 1. 24 et seq.]. Cf. iii. 3, § 5

(274 f) [vol. i. p. 256, 1. 13 et seq.\. iv. 8, § S (473 c-d) [vol. i.

p. 148, 1. 30 et seq.]. 13. ^jrei ovS' iKetvov avo^X-qriov rbu 'S.byov,

6s oi Ttpbi t6 Trapbv eKda-Tori tprjai pX4weiv, dXXi TrpJs Tcks irpbadev

Trepibdovs Kal a5 rb fM^WoVj &ffT€ iKeiBev T&TTeiv tt;?' a^lav koL fierari-

dhat iK SeffiroTwv tCov Trpbadev bo'uKovs iroLOVi^ra, el iy^vovTo KaKol

Se<nrbT(u, Kal Sti aiiiipopov ainois oihu, Kal el KaKWi ixp'^"'"'"''''' tXoiJt-^

TivrjTas, Kal {Sti] dyaflois oiiK d.<TiiJ,<popov vivrtaiv eXvai, Kal (povei-

aai/Tas idUus ^ovevBTJuai ddlxas fiiv tQ TroiiJtroj'Ti, avr!^ Si SiKaLws

tQ iraBbvTi,, Kal rbv ireia-bfiepov crvvayayeTv els rb avrb rip iiriTriBel(p

TTOi^crai, & iraBeXv ixPV" iKeXvov. /it] yiip Si) Kara avvrvxl^v SovKov

fi-qSi alxiii-'Ki'STOV iis (Txrxe nijdi ippiaeTJiiai els awim elKy, iWd ^v

TTore ravra Troi^ffas, & vvv iari irdcrxwc ' Kal fiTjT^pa tls dveXdiv iirb

Taidbs dvaipeB^fiaeTOj, yevbfiievos yvv^, Kal piaadfievos ywatKa [yvvij'i

Sffrat, Xva ^laffBy. ^0ev Kal Beta ^-^p/rj *Adpd<rTeia ' aifnj yap ij

Stdra^ts 'Adpd<rTeta 6yT(ijs Kal bvTus ALktj Kal aoipla Bavfiaar^,
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have purified ourselves sufficiently to transcend it in

ineffable union with the One. Plotinus, also, would

appear to believe in purgatorial states of punishment

between lives for such souls as are especially vicious.

Retribution for the sins committed in the body, he

tells us, is ordinarily " to fall into other bodies and

rise again after no long time according to righteous

judgment. That this judgment is according to

divine law is made plain by the word 'judgment.''

But the immoderate kinds of evil demand a heavier

punishment administered by avenging daemons." ^

But there is no insistence upon the horrors of hell

like that which we find, for example, in Plutarch.

One or two further points may be noted in pass-

ing. In the first place there is what I will call

the practice by the universe of a strict economy in

vice. The world is so organized that the crimes of

the wicked are not haphazard and wasted, but are

impressed into the service of the divine justice.

The victims of such crimes are not innocent, but

deserve the violence to which they fall a prey. The

murderer murders one who deserves to be killed,

the thief robs one who is justly robbed of his gains.

At the same time in the qualification dSUui's /xkv

T(f> 5ro«jo"ai/Ti, avTip Se SiKaiois T(f TradovTi, Plotinus

1 iv. 8, § 5 (473 c-d) [vol. ii. p. 149, 1. 7 et seq.]. els ailiimra

S,Wa Svvai koX Barrov \iiavaSvvat\ iK xpLffeus ttjs kut' d^lav—8 5tJ 8e(rfi,if

8el(fi yiyvbiievov Sih toO rijs Kpiffeus ivbiiaros SyjkovTai-—t6 Si t^s Kaxlas

d/iCTpov elSoj /teffoxos Kal Tijs SIkiis ii^twTai iiriaTaalq, nvvviiivuv

Saiiibvtiiv.

2 iii. 2, § 13 (264 d) [vol. i. p. 240, 1. 32 et seq.].
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avoids the objection that the criminal is justified

since crime turns out to be just punishment. If

Clytemnestra shall seek to exculpate herself, on the

plea that she is merely a passive instrument in the

hands of the curse of the house of Atreus visiting

vengeance upon Agamemnon for the sacrifice of

Iphigeneia, Plotinus will reply with the chorus

that though the curse may have assisted at her

deed, yet " who will witness that thou art guiltless

of this crime ? " ^ It may indeed have been right

that Agamemnon should pay the penalty he did

for his act, but Clytemnestra was none the less

guilty. Her deed, though becoming part of the

cycle of the avenging "At?;, was still the evidence

of a sinful character. Nay, even supposing the

divine justice directly to have inspired the deed,

it could have effected its purpose only through the

depravity of a nature open to evil suggestion.

Clytemnestra could only become an accomplice in

the workings of the curse by virtue of her evil

propensities, for which she is responsible, and from

which she cannot be excused ; so in general in the

case of any crime. Though the victim has rendered

himself liable to it, and his suffering is a just retribu-

tion, the act is none the less conceived in sin by the

agent, and justly exposes him to a similar penalty,

and so on ad wfinitum.

Secondly, we must not lose sight of the fact that

though Plotinus does not develop the subject at any

' Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 1497-1512.
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length, he does point out that punishment is not

merely vindictive, but remedial.^ We are punished

for our sins, indeed, but by our punishment we are

purified from them. It is advantageous for us that

we should suffer.

In the third place we may note how the existence

of this law of Karma is made by Plotinus a new

proof for the perfection of the world and of its

providential government. The long passage from

Plotinus last quoted is followed by a few sentences

developing the argument from design as a witness to

the divine goodness ; and then is concluded as

follows :
—" That which changes does not change

nor assume other forms at random, but rather so

as to accord with beauty and as befits the work of

divine powers. Everything divine works according

to its nature, and its nature is what its essence makes

it, and it is its essence which brings into action

whatever is beautiful and just in its powers. For if

beauty and justice are not in its essence, where else

can they be ? " ^

There is, of course, a logical circle involved. The

moral government of the world necessitates the

assumption of the law of Karma. Karma thus

assumed is then used to prove that there is a moral

1 iv. 4, § 45 (440) [vol. ii. p. 101, 1. IS].

2 iii. 2, § 13 (365) [vol. 1. p. 271, 1. 21 et seq.]. /iCTariOeTat rolvm

t4 itcTanBifi^va oiiK fkij iierandiiieva ovS' SXKa (XX^/J-i'Ta \a,fi^6.vovTa,

dXK' lis KoKbv, Kal us irpiiroi. &v Smiiien Selais iroieCv. vroiei yh,p

wan t6 Biiov us Tr4<j>VKe " Tri(j>\iKe Sk Kark tt]v airov oiciav ' oiala Si

aiiroO, ^ rh KoKby if raXs ivepyelais airoO Kal rb SIkmov aweKipipei.
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government of the world. But the circle is harm-

less since both members are proved otherwise as well.

Finally, we must remark that Plotinus faces and

tries to solve a difficulty of considerable importance

connected with the eschatology of the question.

Given each soul as having its proper determining

and individualizing Idea or Form laid up in the

immutable archetypal world of voCs ; given, moreover,

each soul as essentially indifferent to and unaffected

by outer events and actions, both of its own and

of others, how can it change in such a way as the

doctrine of Karma and transmigration demands .''

How can it change at all ?

To follow Plotinus in his treatment of this

difficulty will involve to some extent anticipation of

further discussion, notably that of the part played by

Matter in his system. Nous, he tells us, is not present

in animals at aU, and unequally so in different men.

It is only present in such natures as are conformable

to it. The natures that are more conformable to

it are obviously the good natures. That is, the

good natures are those that most nearly realize

their own Ideas, and rise into the intelligible world.

Conversely, evil or imperfection will be a deficiency

in the principle of vovs. In animals, which are

pm-ely natural beings, this deficiency is merely a

normal imperfection of their natures. But in man,

who is conscious of a rational vocation, this defect

is a vice.

The change, then, for better or worse involved in
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moral action and expressed by fortune and character

in this world and the next, will be a change in the

amount of vow present.^ But for this to vary,

another principle must be present. "Whether our

constitution is such that we fall, as it were, into a

turbulent sea of passion, or whether our desires gain

the mastery, the cause of this must be attributed to

the substratum that lies within us. At first sight it

will seem as if this lay not so much in (seminal)

Reason as in Matter, and as if Matter and not

Reason were supreme, and the substratum, after

receiving its Form, came after it. But it is rather

Reason and what has come into being out of

and in accordance with Reason that is the original

substratum. Hence Matter will not be supreme,

and Form merely secondary. One might then refer

a character of any sort to a former life, as though

Reason had become feeble when compared with

the prior Reason which produced it, just as the

soul, after growing faint, may shine forth brightly

in a subsequent life. We must also remark that

(seminal) Reason contains within itself the principle

of Matter, which it will work up for itself, having

fashioned it in accordance with itself, or having

found it consonant to itself. Thus the seminal

reason of an ox is found only in the matter of an

ox. Hence, [Plato] says, the soul may enter into

other animals, and may be altered and its reason

1 This discussion is founded on iii. 3, § 4 (273 d) [vol. i,

p. 254, 1. 15 et seq.].
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changed, so that a soul which was once a man may

become an ox. Wherefore there is justly an inferior

seminal reason." ^

This, it must be admitted, is very obscinre. But

may we not elucidate it somewhat as follows .'' Take

the Idea of a man with a view to determining its

content. Man is not a disembodied spirit or a pure

reason, but a rational animal with body, passions,

and parts. The Idea then of him, as every Idea

represented in the phenomenal world, must contain

some account of or reference to the sensible or

phenomenal character of its object. His intelligible

character is the intelligible character of a thing of

sense. This reference of the Idea to the phenomenal

characteristics of its particular, this " spiritual body
"

as we may call it, is "the form of the matter" included

within the intelligible form, " which it will work up

for itself, having fashioned it according to itself, or

having found it consonant to itself." That is," the

' iii. 3, § 4 (274 b) [vol. i. p. 2SS, 1. 12 etseq.]. etre yap i) o-i5ffTo-

(Tts TotaOrT], ths olov els 6o\epbv ifi^dWeiVj ctre iin$v/jj.at Kparouffiv,

Sfitijs dvdyKTi X^etv iv t^ viroKe^fih/t^ rh oXtlov elvai. aX\a TpuTOf

fikv S6^€L oiK^TL iv T^ ^^V, dXXa ^aKKov iv ttj iiXrj, koI tj JjKtj^ oix

b X670S /cpar-^tret, elra rd iiiroKei^evov ws TriTXaaTat, ij r6 iiroKeifievov

T^ dpxv ° X670S ^(TtI Kal t6 iK tov \6yov yevdfievov Kdl hv Kark rbv

\6yov ' ilttTTe oi>x V ^V Kparijcrei., elra ij irXdffLS. Kal rb TOidvSe eTvat

iwl TT]v irpoT^pav ^lott]v {hv"] avdyoi rts, olov yivofihov e/c tujj/ irpo-

T^piav d^vdpov 01s Tpbs rbv irpb aiiTov tov \6yov ' olov ^vxvs
dirBeveffTepas yevo/ihris, fiiTTepoc Si xal ^fcXd/t^ei. Kai X(S7os Se

\ey^trd<a ^eiv Kal rbv \6yop ab iv aurqS r^s {iXi;?, ffv avTi^ ^pydaerat

ToiTiffas Kad' ainbv t^v iSKyjV Ij ffitupuvov eitpibv. 01) yap 6 tov ^obs

Xtryos iir' SXKris ^/SoJs iiXijs' S6ev Kal els rck SXXa ^i^d (piijaip ela-

KplveffdaL olov fiXX?/s t^j i^^XV^ yevofi^vijs Kal eTepoLuB^VTOs rod

\6yov, iva yivi)Tai ^vxh Po6s, j) irpbTepov ^v AvBpiairos ' &im KOT-d

SIktjv 6 xelpiav.
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form of matter" is to all intents and purposes the

seminal reason.

But his sensuous side man shares with the animals.

He has animal functions and desires. The Idea, then,

of his animal self will bear a close affinity to animal

entelechies. Again, his empirical character is subject

not merely to the passage of time, but to alterations

in moral significance determined by the quality of the

life he leads. And these alterations in moral signifi-

cance will be reflected in the "spiritual body" of

empirical tendencies and characteristics.

This " body " of tendencies as well as the intellig-

ible character or form survives death, and forms the

nucleus for the accretion of a new incarnate existence.

It will naturally gather about itself " the matter it

finds consonant to itself" If the empirical character

has been a passably pure medium for the display

of the individual entelechy, its concept will gather

about it the material for a good man and a noble

life. If this chance is improved, the next life will

be still better, and so on, till finally the empirical

character becomes absolutely transparent. Then by

the identity of indiscernibles it becomes fiised with

the Idea of the individual. But that Idea has existed

only as the Idea of an individual. Its absorption of

its particular involves its own annihilation and

absorption into the One.

On the other hand, an evil life may so influence

the " Idea of matter " as to make it the nucleus for

an evil character in the next existence. Accord-

N
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ing as, one or another passion is indulged or exalted,

the Idea may even be so changed as to. find its

significance, best expressed in the form of some

animal entelechy in whom the passion is typified.

The glutton may become a pig, the cheat a fox, for

instance.

But at the same time the intelligible character,

the Idea which is struggling to find expression,

remains the same. We say, for example, of a man

that he is a fox, or a pig, or an ox, meaning not that

his essential character qua man is changed, but

merely that his empirical self has so departed from

its proper entelechy that it would be better expressed

in other than human form. Plotinus is, really

making metaphysics of our metaphors.

This interpretation I put forward tentatively. It

does not at all free the original passage from latent

difficulties as regards the doctrine of Matter, and the

old puzzle of grades of perfection. But as it stands

it might serve Plotinus's immediate purpose. Change,

Plotinus might point out, , is a matter, of the

empirical character ; but so is reincarnation, and so

is moral life. Very likely he would have used the

same illustration we employed. A man is a man,

even if he has become so bestial that the body of a

pig would .be the most suitable expression of his

proclivities.

Having armed himself with the Stoic doctrine

that physical evil does not exist for the good man,

and with the theories, of Karm^ and transmigration,
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Plotinus was in a position to deal with the apparently

unjust apportionment of reward and merit in this

world. But his treatment of the problem is confused.

His beginning is straightforward enough. "It is

rightly said as regards the injustice involved when

the good receive an evil, the evil a good portion, that

nothing is evil for the good man, nothing good for

the evil." A wider question is concerned, however.

The discrimination of the universe is at stake.

" But why," Plotinus continues, " should that which

is contrary to nature happen to the good, and that

which is in accordance with nature to the evil ?

How can it be right that things should be thus

allotted ? " Plotinus replies by reiterating the first

point. " If that which is in accordance with nature

brings no addition to the happiness of the good man,

and what is contrary to nature detracts nothing from

the evil in evil men, what difference does it make

which way things are apportioned.'' It is no more

than if the evil man had a beautiful, the good man

an ugly body.

" But if that were the case," it may be objected,

" what is proper, reasonable, and just, which do not

at present prevail, would prevail—and that would be

the work of an excellent providence. But, indeed,

that the wicked should be masters and lords of

cities, and that the virtuous should be slaves would

be in any case an unfitting thing, even supposing

such mastery or slavery contributed nothing to the

attainment of good or evil. As it is, a wicked
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ruler can do the most lawless things. And the

wicked can prevail in wars, and commit all kinds of

shameful acts when they take captives. All such

things raise doubts as to how they can happen if

there be a Providence." ^

We should now expect Plotinus to bring Karma

and reincarnation to bear upon the problem. He
might have pointed out that the apparent lack of

discrimination by Nature is in reality a memory of

the past lives of individuals. If things contrary to

nature happen to the good man it is because he has

sinned in past existences. By being good, by utiliz-

ing them as occasions for a display of fortitude and

virtue, he can take away their sting and turn them

to his advantage and improvement. The success of

the sinner it would have been harder to justify. But

Plotinus could have pointed again to the retribution

which was to overtake him in a future incarnation.

He reverts, however, to the argument for kinds

' iii. 2, § 6 (259 d) [vol. i. p. 233, 1. 14 et seq.]. 6. rb Sk Trap'

d^iav, Sraf dyaSol Kana, Ix'^'^h 0aCXoi Si t& ivavrla, rb fiiv \4yeiv us

oiSkv xaxbv t^ &ya$ifi oid' aS T(f ^aiXip iyaSbv dpSSs /iiv \4yeTai.
"

dWb, Sia tI to, fj-h/ Taph <pTj(nv To&rip, rb. S^ /caret <^i'i(nv t^J irovrtpi^ ;

TTus yap KoKbv vi/ieiv oSras ; dXX' el rb Kara <pij<nv oi) irotei irptMrBii-

KTjv irpbs rb dSat/xovelv, oiS' ad rb irapd (pjjfTtv dipaipei toO KaKov tov

iv ipa6\ois, tI biaipipei rb oflrus
fl oCtws ; Hxrirep oiSi, el 6 fi.ii/ KaXbs

rb (Tw/jia, b Si alcrxpbs. dXXd rb irpiirov xal [to] ivd}\.oyov Kal to kot'

d^lav iKelvus dv ^v, i vuv ovK 1(tti • irpovoias Si dplcTijs ineivo J/v.

Kal p,T\v Kal TO Seo-ffiras elvai Kal S.pxovTas twv ircSXeui' toi)s Kaxois,

Tois Si itneiKiis Soi\ovs ehai, oi irpiirovTa ^v, oiS' el vpoaBiiKriv

Tavra pAi (pipei els dyaOov Kal kokoO KTrjaiv. Kalroi. Kal rd dvofiui-

Tara &v Tpd^eiev ipxuv irovqpbs- Kal KparoSai Si iv iroX^/xois oi

KaKol Kal iravToia al<rxpd Spunv alxjiaXiirovs Xa|36i/TC!. vdvTa ydp
Tavra d-jropetv voiet, ^ttus irpovoias oUarfs yiverai.
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of perfection. We must not expect of the material

world the perfection of the intelligible prototype,

just as we should not expect of the handsomest of

particular men the perfection of the beau ideal of

humanity.^ Moreover, the rest of the world is so

admirable an exponent of Providence that we had

better take its ruling for granted in this particular

case.^ Again, man, even the best of men, is a

deficient creature. If the just suffer, it is through the

fault of their weakness. " Those who by evil-doing

have nearly become irrational animals and wild

beasts, drag the moderately good with them, and

do them violence. These latter are better than

their oppressors, but they are overcome by their

inferiors in so far as they are themselves deficient

;

for they are not themselves good, and have not

prepared themselves for suffering. . . .^ Some are

unarmed, but it is the armed who rule, whence it

befits not God himself to fight in defence of unwar-

like men. For the law says that they shall come

safely out of war who have acquitted themselves

like men, not those who merely pray. Nor is it

fitting that those who pray should gather in the

harvest, but those who till the earth ; nor that they

should be healthy who give no care to their health.

1 iii. 2, § 7 (260 a-c) [vol. i. p. 234, 1. 17 et seq.].

== iii. 2, § 7 (260 e-261 b) [vol. i. p. 235, 1. 9 et seq.].

3 iii. 2, § 8 (261 c-d) [vol. i. p. 236, 1. 8 et seq.]. ol 5^ KaKvi'Shres

els t6 iyyiis ^(fojv oK&yuJv KoX dripiojv Uvai ^Xkovctl rovs /x4crovs xal

ptd^ovTM • ol S^ j3eXr£ous /x^y elffi tQiv ^Mioixhiav, KpaToOjiral ye iii]V

vTrb Tuv xetp6^wy ^ ettn p^e^pous kclI airol koX oiiK eltrlv ayaBol oiiSi

irapetriceiaffap airois liij iraBeXv.
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One cannot complain if the wicked gather more

harvest than is right for them, if it is they who till

the ground entirely, or better than others. More-

over it is ridiculous for a man to perform all the

other acts of life according to his own caprice

(especially if his actions are not pleasing to the gods),

and then expect to be saved by the gods, though he

has done none of the things by means of which the

gods bid men be saved. Verily, he were better dead

than living thus, as the laws of the universe would

not have him live. If all things were reversed and

peace were kept in the midst of all follies and evils,

then Providence might truly be called careless in suffer-

ing the worst to prevail. The wicked rule through

lack of courage in the ruled. This is just ; but that

Providence should act recklessly would not be so." ^

This is the extent of Plotinus's explicit treatment

of the problem of the discrepancy between reward

and merit. It needs, I think, no further elucidation.

' iii. 2, § 8 (261 g-262 c) [vol. i. p. 237, 1. 2 et seq.]. vvv Si ol

fih &oTr'Koi, ol 8i dtr\i(r$4vT€S Kparovcnv. ^v6a oO 6ebv ^dei iiir^p tuv

diroXifMov aiirbv /idxct^^at * atb^eadai 7ap iK iroK^iJitjiv tp'qtyl bsiv 6

vbp,os dvdpil^ofi.ii'ovs, dXV oiiK eixo/i^vovs' oidi yhp KOjxl^eaBai

Kapiroits eixofJ^vovs, dXXct yTJs ^irtfieKovfiivovs^ odS^ ye vyiaiveiv /at/

iiyielas iTrLfie\ovfi^vovs ' oi55' dyavaKTetv Set, el rots 0aiiXots irXeiovs

yivoiVTO KapTTol ij SKo3s aiiTots yeiapyovffiv ^ dfieivov. ^Veira yeXoiov

ra /liv &XKa irAvTo, to, Kari, rbv piov yvti/iji tJ iavrSv Tpdrreiv, k&v

lii) Tainn irpirTua-iv, y 6eo7s (ptXa, tni^ecrffai Si /idvov iraptt, BeOiv

oiiSi Tavra iroi'^iravTa.Sf 5i' Sjv KeXe^ovatv aitrods ol deol ailij^eadai. Kal

Toivvv ol ddvarot aiiToh ^eXriovs ^ t6 oiirws ^oivTas eli'at, Situs ^rjv

aiiToiis oiiK idiXovffLV ol iv rt^ wavrl vdfioL ' ihare TWf ivavrltav ytyvo-

fiivuVj elp-^vTjs iv dvoiais Kal KaKtais Trdirats tpvKaTTOfi^vijs, d/ieXus &v

^ffXe Td TTJs wpovotas iibaris Kparelv oiJrws rd x^^pw. Apxovffi Si ol

KaKol &pxofiivuy dvavSplq. • toCto yhp SUaiov, Kal oiiK iKeiyo.
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Its scantiness as regards what would seem to us the

important points is disappointing, while it lingers

at length over minor issues. But taken in connec-

tion with the development of the doctrine of Karma
and reincarnation it gives us a sufficiently broad hint

of Plotinus's mind as regards the question.

There is, however, a point, perhaps somewhat

irrelevant, which we may be permitted to raise in

passing. It would be interesting to know whether

in his attack on the doctrine of passive resistance,

Plotinus has the Christians in mind. Are they the

little weaklings who, to use a Plotinian illustration,

are beaten by the bigger and stronger bad boys, and

robbed of their food and fine clothes, and, adds

Plotinus, justly so suffer, "since they, though

exercise-grounds are provided for them, by their

sloth and their soft, luxurious life suffer themselves,

fatted sheep that they are, to fall a prey to wolves " ?
^

Their habit or theory of turning the other cheek

might have drawn such a comparison from one bred

in the other tradition. A somewhat similar passage

may also have reference to the Christian doctrine of

salvation. "That the wicked should expect others

to be their saviours at the sacrifice of themselves is

no fitting prayer for them to make. Nor is it to be

expected that the gods should lay aside their own

lives and rule the details of such men's lives, nor

' iii. 2, § 8 (361 e) [vol. i. p. 236, 1. 21 et seq.]. d dirodedety-

IjAvojv yv^vafflojv airols ol 5' vir* afyyias Kal tov ^^v /^aXa/cws Kal

iveifiivus TreptetSov eauToiis dpiias KarainavBivTas XiKOiv apirayiis dvai ;
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that good men, who are living a Hfe that is other

and better than that of human dominion, should

devote themselves to the ruling of wicked men. For

these latter have never seen to it that the good were

rulers of others—a necessary condition to being

themselves cared for by the good—but they look

with jealous eyes upon any who happen to be good

by nature. . .
." ^ The point, however, is open only

to conjecture.

We may now regard the questions of physical evil

and of the discrepancy between reward and merit as

settled for the time being. Suifering is the wages

of sin, and the universe, assuming transmigration

and Karma, may be held to be in the long run a

just paymaster. But the judicial analogy on which

the argument rests fails to clear up the entire

problem. If we stop to reflect we find that we are

explaining away Evil by referring it to a system or

concept which on analysis turns out to be both in-

trinsically deficient and, in the very possibility of its

existence, a sign that things are not as they should

be. For, supplemented by whatever hypothesis we

please, human justice and its cosmic counterfeit in

a providential government of the world cannot be

' lii. 2, § 9 (962 d-e) [vol. i. p. 238, 1. 1 et seq.]. KaKoin Si

yevofi^vovs d^touy AXKovs aurwv aoyrijpas elvai iavToiis wpoe/i^ovs oi

defUTOv eix^^ irotovfj^vwv ' oi Tolvvv oiSi 6eoiis airwy dpx^iy rd Ka6^-

Kaffra dipivTai Tbv iavTiov jSiov oi;3^ ye ToiJs S,v5pas Tois dyado^Sf dWov
piov ffii'Tas Tov &PXVS ivBpuTlvris d/ietna, toiVous airQv &pxovTai

elvai. iirel oiS' airrol iTrefieKi^BriffdvirOTe, STTUs&pxovTes dyadoi yivoivro

Twv fiXXwc, Sttws airol elev iirifieXoiUpievoi, dWA ^dovoOffiv^ idv Ttr

dyadds Trap' airov tpiryrau
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made wholly eflFective. To be perfect, the penalty

should follow immediately upon the crime. The

deed should bear no fruits to the evil-doer save the

appropriate suffering. There should be no interval

of peace, no prosperity, no success and domination.

Were justice what we would have it, every criminal

would be caught red-handed. That this is not

the case is due to no deflection in its principle, but

to obstacles which block the accomplishment of its

requirements.

The same is true of the divine justice. Our

failure is part of its failure. Its discrimination ex

hypothesi is keener, its knowledge of men's hearts

more perfect, its means more effective than our own,

and yet it displays the same deficiencies. It does

not fall upon the sinner at the moment of his crime

;

it delays and meantime he prospers. It can only

preserve for us that purity of intention which our

ideal of justice demands of it on the assumption that

its tardiness also is due to obstacles that hinder its

workings; that is, by regarding its manifestations

not as the proof of a perfect, but as the symptom of

an imperfect, world.

Supposing, however, that the workings of justice

were perfect, the mere existence of justice would

betray a defect in the universe. Justice is a relative,

not an absolute perfection. It is an expedient

forced upon men by the failure of their world to

conform to their purpose. It can be no more or no

less for God. God has to be just because there is
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sin in the world. It is better that in such a world

sin should be punished than not, but it would be

still better that there should be no sin at all. To

talk of the divine justice is to justify God's ways,

only if we qualify it by the statement that those

ways are not as he would have them, but are forced

upon him by circumstances which he cannot control.

Moral evil remains unexplained and unmitigated

to challenge the Plotinian theodicy. How is its

existence to be reconciled with the goodness of God .'

We have seen what is the most obvious reply to this

question, a reply as ancient as Homer and Hesiod

in the annals of Greek thought, and as old as Adam
in the record of the world's. It is to assume the

responsibility oneself to declare man the reason for

his own misdoing. But the thought is philosophic-

ally uncritical if it takes no account of its

implicit assumptions and their problematic character.

Rationally to entertain it one must first have

considered and settled the difficult point of the

freedom of the will.

The problem of determinism was as insistent in

the Plotinian as it was in the Stoic philosophy.

The trend of both systems was thoroughly deter-

ministic. For the Stoic, Fate, Providence, Destiny

were synonymous terms, and in the flawless chain

of things in a single system of interdependent links

every object seemed rigidly bound. The same is

true of Plotinus's teaching. The primitive emanation

from the One is no act of volition, but an event
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conditioned by an inner necessity of its nature of

which the One qua One is not even aware. The

necessity that determined the existence of the world

also determines its essence. No-us is what it is

because it is what the One could bring forth. 'Vvx'T)

is established in her nature by her connection with

voCs. The structure of the universe is due to the

interaction of the seminal reasons. All in all, the

cosmic process, like the growth of a plant, is the

mere unfolding of possibilities contained within the

seed and determined by it.

On any one level of being the same determinism

is displayed. N0C9 is a closed, rigid system of Ideas

that logically imply one another. By the same

rigid implication the place and nature of each

individual soul is determined in and by the World-

Soul. So, too, the phenomenal world is held

together and directed by a Providence innocent

apparently of no event. " Do you say that Provid-

ence does not extend to earth.?" Plotinus asks a

propos of the existence and success of vicious action.

" The fact that other things come into being by

Reason is a proof that it extends to earth. Animals

and plants share in reason and soul and life. But it

may be said that though it extends to earth it does

not rule there. Since, however, the universe is a

single living being, that would be like saying that

the head and face of a man are made by Nature and

Reason, which has the power to rule, but the rest by

other causes, chance or necessity, and so, owing to this



188 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

or to the impotence of Nature, are inferior. But it is

neither pious nor reverent to find fault with creation

on the ground that all is not well with such things." i

A universe so constituted apparently excluded

the possibility of free will. Yet if God was to be

justified, his providence had to be relieved of

responsibility for human sin. Otherwise both

providence and sin lost all moral character and

significance. The one became, instead of a teleo-

logical principle, a mere natural law equally expressed

in all events without regard to their ethical

character ; the other instead of a misdirection of the

will, one manifestation thereof as appropriate as any

other.

This difficulty was seen by Plotinus. On the one

hand to preserve its own intrinsic character Provi-

dence had to be such that something was left for us

to do. Else it had nothing to work upon, nothing

to correct, no teleological function, and on the

other hand " if men are involuntarily wicked and the

wicked have no free will, then one should blame

neither the evil-doers nor those who suffer evil, as

suffering through their own fault. If it be necessary

1 ui. 2, § 9 (262 c) [vol. i. p. 237, 1. 22 et seq.]. ip' otiv, Bri. p.^

fi^pi yTJs tftddveL ; dXXct tuiv &\\tav yivo^^vwv \6y(^ fiapriupiov tovto

Kal fJ-^XP^ yV^ Ui^aL ' Kdl ykp f^a koI t^vrb. Kai \6yov Koi ^uxv^ 'c^t

^ioTJs fieraKafi^dvei. dXXa tpddvovffa o& KpareZ dXXd fQJOu evits

6vTos Tov Travrds Hfiotov av y^votro, et Tts KG^aXijv fikv dvdptbirov Kai

irpiffcijirov vird tpicews Kal \6yov ylyvecrdai \4yoi. KparoOvTos, t& S^

XoiTriv dXXais dvaddr) atrtais, ri^xais ^ dvdjKais, Kal <pav\a Sid, tovto

1j dt dSvvapiav 0ii{rcws yeyovivai. dXX' oiiTs Saiov offre evae^ks

iv56vTas Tb fiTj /caXws raura ^x^*'' KaTapL^/jL(pe(r$at t4» Trot^/xari.
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that evil men be produced either by the movement

of the heavens or by some principle of which such

production is a consequence, then their existence is

according to nature. But if Reason itself be

responsible, how can such a state of affairs not be

unjust? Perhaps it may be said," he continues,

apparently with the famous Platonic dictum in

mind, "that the wicked act without willing it,

since sin is involuntary. This, however, does not

remove the fact that thej' themselves act of them-

selves, and in so acting sin, and would not have

sinned at all if they were riot the agents." ^

In this last sentence we have the gist of an

argument developed at some length by the Stoics.

Its intention is to detach the notions of responsibility,

praise, blame, and so on, from that of freedom. A
man can be morally responsible for his act and yet

not free. For what a man does is his act, whether

or not he can act differently. As his deed, he is

immediately responsible for it, and his merit or

demerit depends not upon his freedom to act or not

to act, but upon the character of what he does.^

1 ill. 2, § 10 (263 b) [vol. i. p. 239, 1. i et seq.]. 10. dXV cl

dvBpojTroi dKovrh elffi KaKol Kal tolovtoi. oiix CKdvTCS, oUt &v Tts Toiii

ddiKoSPTas aln&aaiTO, oUre rois irdaxoyras (is Si airods raOra

irdaxovTHS. el Si St) koX dudyKri ofirti) KaKois yivetrdai eCre iwb rijs

^opas efre t^s ApxV' SiSoi<rris t4 iKiXovBov ivrevBev, (pvnKCii oiruK.

el Si Stj 6 \6yos airSs iariv 6 irotwy, ttcDs oiK &StKa o^tws ; dXXa Tb

fi^v &KOVTes, Srt a/iapHa daoiffiov " toOto Si oix dvaipei ri airotis

Toiii irpdTTOPTas trap airuv elcat, dXX' Stl aiirol Trotovffi, 5td tovto Kal

aiiTol d/ut.pTdj'OVfftV fj oiS' &v SXwj ij/napTOV /i^j airol oi iroioOvres

bvTes.

2 Alexander, Defato, § 34.
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We praise and reward the automaton that runs

well and does the right things ; we blame and punish

that which is out of order and does wrong, especially

if punishment has a deterrent and exemplary effect.

This argument naturally suggests its converse.

The act is free if it is my act. My freedom means

not that I could have acted differently, given all the

circumstances, but that I must include myself among

the circumstances from which the resultant act

necessarily proceeds. I am an active centre having a

proper nature, not a mere passive transmitter of

external forces. To reaction the reagent contributes.

This view was pressed by the Stoics. Plotinus also

dwells upon it. Necessity is not mere outer necessity.

" The motion of the heavens is not such as to leave

nothing in our power." ^ In that case we should be

mere puppets in their hands, should never express

anything but the will of God. The truth is that

" men are principles. They move toward the

beautiful of their own nature, and this is a free and

unconditioned principle."^ They are living beings

who " having unconditioned motion of themselves,

incline now to the better, now to the worse." *

For Plotinus's final word, however, we had best

1 iii. 2, § 10 (263 c) [vol. i. p. 239, I. 16]. ri Si ttjs <t>opS.s oix

wjT€ fitjdip i<^' Tjfiiy eJvat,

2 iii. 2, § 10 (263 d) [vol. 1. p. 239, 1. 23 et seq.]. ipxal Si cai

S.v8p(0T0i. KwoZvTai yovv wpbs to. Ka\a oUelf ipiiaei Koi ipxh "^tt)

3 iii. 2, § 4 (258 d) [vol. i. p. 231, 1. 26]. to Si SC airra ^xocto

Klyjicriv aire^oia-iov f(?a fiiiroi S.v iri fiiy irpis to. peKHu, ori Si wpbt
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consult the Ennead On Destiny} There the

problem of freedom and determinism is taken up for

itself, and not, as in the passages we have been

discussing, as auxiliary to a theodicy. The Ennead

opens with a distinction between things which have

and which have not causes in the ordinary sense of

the word. The eternal stands outside the causal

nexus, but everything that " becomes " has a cause.

In the natural world we can admit no chance or

spontaneous action. " We must reject that which

has no cause, admitting neither vain deflections ^ nor

any sudden motion of the body which arises without

any pre-existent cause, nor yet any random impulse

of the soul without motive to excite it to do what

it has not done before." Could the soul, Plotinus

continues in a very modern manner, act without

sufficient reason she would be the slave of even

greater necessity, " through not belonging to herself

and being the victim of unwilled and uncaused

motions. Either what is willed, be it an outer or

an inner object, or what is desired, moves her. If

nothing desirable move her, then she would not be

moved at all." ^

' iii. 1. 2 Referring to the Epicureans.

' iii. 1, § 1 (228 c-d) [vol. i. p. 215, 1. 17 et seq.\. rb Sk avahiov

oi TapaSsKriov, oUre TrapeyKXlaeai icecais X'^P"'" SiddvTO, otfre Kiinfiiret

ffW/iiTiov Tf i^alfpVTis, ^ oideviis vporj-yriaanhov iiviarTi, oilre 'puxfjs

bpiJ.^ i/j,ir\-qiCTqi //.riSevbs Ktr^ffavTOS aiTT]y eh rb ti Trpa^ai S>v irp&rcpov

oiK iirolet. ^ auriji yc roircp fid^div S.v Tis ?xoi aiiTTjv dvdjKT] T(p

Iii) air^s cTvai., (pipeaBai, Si ras ToiaiiTas (popas a^o\>Ki]TO\JS re Kal

dvairlovs oil<ras. ij yb,p rb ^ovKrirbv—toCto Si Hj l^w ^ daa—i) rb

emSvp.TiTbw iKivri<r€v • ij, el /iriSiv dpeKrbv iKlvi]aev, oiS &i/ S\u!
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After examples of final and natural causation

in connection with this point the treatise goes on

to consider various theories of causation. These

are roughly grouped as five,—atomistic, hylozistic,

astrologistic, Heracleitean, and Stoic. To the

Atomists Plotinus makes three objections. In the

first place a fortuitous concourse of atoms by its

very fortuitousness would render the category of

causation inappropriate to it. It makes pure

accident of what any theory of causation must

regard as essential, i.e. the connected, reliable,

and predictable character of events. In the second

place, consciousness cannot be reduced to or deduced

from atomic combinations. Thirdly, it destroys

true freedom. The doctrine of the hylozoists

Plotinus regards as open to the same objections.^

Against the Stoic and Heracleitean doctrines it is

urged that the very rigidity of their determinism

really destroys the significance of the causal nexus.

It is not one part that is the cause of another, but

the whole qua whole which determines the position

of each and every part. But the whole in deter-

mining its parts is but determining itself. The whole

is self-caused. And each part qua part of the whole

is also self-caused. That is, it is not to be explained

by any one part, or any complex of preceding parts,

but merely by its place in the system as a whole,

in other words, by itself. The transitive character

of causation is arrested, its flow is frozen, its links

1 lii. 1, § 3 (230 a-f) [vol. i. pp. 217-218].
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are snapped, and we are left with a mere mosaic-like

sequence or aggregate, each piece of which is held

in position not by the other pieces, but by a common
foundation to which all are fastened.^

Furthermore, the parts become mere modes or

manifestations of the whole. The individualities of

the many are lost. We are no longer ourselves. Our
deeds and thoughts are not ours, but belong to the

one thinker who directs us, just as we direct our

members.2 In such a system freedom of the will is

a mere name and mockery. Our volitions are of a

class with the instincts of animals, the impulses of

madmen, nay with the tendencies of natural objects.^

In that case the whole becomes the true author of

our evil deeds. We must then work out some sort

of theory in which each may retain his individuality

and be responsible for his own character, be it good

or bad.^

Plotinus next turns to the explanation of the

astrologers by which our characters and deeds are

referred to the influence of the stars. This theory

beneath its fanciful garb concealed the main features

of the ordinary notion of causation. It preserved

the transitive character of the nexus, with its im-

plication of the dependence of part upon part. The

interdependence of all things Plotinus admits. It

needs, however, a word of qualification. Stoicism

has suppressed the transitive nature of causation,

1 iii. 1, § 4 (331 c) [vol. i. p. 319, 1. 31 et seq.].

2 iii. 1, § 7 (333 o) [vol. i. p. 223, 1. 4 et seq.\

3 iii. 1, § 4 (231 c) [vol. i. p. 219, 1. 27 et seq.].

O
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disconnected part from part, and attached the parts

to the nature of the whole and finally absorbed them

in it. But an unmitigated transitiveness in causa-

tion is no less destructive to the individual. Nothing

but the flux and the transitiveness remains. All the

points of arrest are dissolved. If the world was before

frozen stiff, it is now absolutely liquefied. It is a

mass of connections with nothing to be connected.

The accidental astrologistic features of this theory

of causation Plotinus quickly refutes. To say that

the stars are the causes of earthly events is like

saying that the omen is the cause of what it fore-

tells. Again, if these are causes, how are we to

deal with the other apparent causes of our characters

and careers, like heredity and environment .'' Finally,

the old difficulty of the problem of Evil appears.

How can the stars which are gods and good forecast

for us evil fates ? Or how can their revolutions

change their characters in such wise that they are

now beneficent, now malignant in their workings .^
^

Against the transitive character of causation

Plotinus reasserts the right of the individual. To

make the stars responsible for our thoughts and

actions is to make the stars like ourselves, and our-

selves not like " men whose works are of and from

their own natures," ^ but like stocks and stones. We,

no less than they, or any outside force that infringes

1 iii. 1, § 5 (332 b-233 c) [vol. i. p. 321, 1. 10 et seq.\ Cf. iv. 4.,

§ 31 (425).

= iii. 1, § 5 (231) [vol. i. p. 220, 1. 25 et seq.] dXV oiKdi^epilnrois

VCovffi. Trap' avTdv Kal ^K rijs aiirdv qEnJo'ews ^pyov.
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upon us, have our proper nature and activities. We
are not phantoms, but facts, not mere effects, but

causes. 1

The working out of the themes thus introduced

is short. The clue to freedom is found in the

individual and independent character of the soul.

Among the forces of which a man's deed is the

resultant we must count the soul as one. "The soul

as another principle must be introduced amongst the

things that are. I speak not merely of the World-

Soul, but with her of the individual soul, as no small

factor in the woof of all things. She does not, like

other things, come into being from seeds, but is a

primary cause. Apart from the body, she is mistress

of herself, free, and independent of cosmic causation.

But when joined with the body she is no longer

mistress of herself in all respects, since she becomes

part of an order together with other things. The

chances which surround her and among which she has

fallen, bring many things to pass in such wise that in

part her actions are determined by them, in part she

rules them and directs them whither she will. . . .

" If the soul, transformed by outer influences,

commits actions or feels impulses in obedience, as it

were, to a blind motion, she cannot be called free

either in act or disposition. Nor can she be so called

when in self-degradation she does not follow impulses

that are in all respects right and authoritative. Only

when the soul has reason pure and purged of passion

1 iii. 1, § 5 (231 r et seq.) [vol. i. p. 220, 1. 20 et seq.].
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to guide her impulses, can the impulse be called our

own and free. And that deed only can be called

ours which came from nowhere save from within our-

selves, from the pure soul, from a first principle that

guides and rules, that errs not through ignorance, and

yields not to the strength of desires—desires which

at their coming lead and drag us down, and suffer

not our deeds to be our own free actions, but only

expressions of our passions." ^

This passage might be recast almost in the very

1 iii. 1, § 8 (223 e-234) [vol. i. p. 224, 1. 2 et seq.]. rpvxw ^V Set

dpxv^ odffdv SlKKtiv €7rei(r^4povTas els tcl 6vTa, o^ fi6vov t^v rod iravrbst

dXXtt KoX rT)u eKdtTTOv /terd ra&njs, ihs dpxv^ oi5 a/xiKpas otfcT^Sj

Tr\4KeLV TCL irdvra, o{f yiyvofxivqs Koi avr^s, iaairep ra dXXa, iK

<nr€pfidT(i)u, dXXa wpuTovpyov amas oiiaTjs, &v€v fj^v odv (Tibfiaros

odaa KvpiarrdTT} re aOrijs Kal ^Xevd^pa koX KOff/MiKTJs alrias ^^w " ivex-

det(ra 5^ els trQfia odKirL iravra KVpia, ujs hv fied^ iHptop raxBeiffo.,

T^xoLi Sk TCL K^K\ij3 irdvTa, oTs (TwiTveatv iXBovaa els fiiffoVj rd

iroWd ijyayov, Siare rd fji^v Trotelv 5ta rauraj rd 5k Kparov^av a'UTT]v

raOra Sirr} i64\£L dyeiv. TrXeio) 5k Kparei i) dfielvuVf ^XdrTU 5k i}

Xetpojv. i] ydp Kpacrei (ythfiarbs rt iv5i5ov<ja. iindvfJLetv ij dpyl^ea-ffai

TfvdyKaffTat ^ ireviais raTretP^ ij TrXoiirois x^^^'O^ r} 5vpd/j,e<rL r^pavvos.

7} Sk Kai iv Tois airrots Toi;Tots dvrkaxev, i] dyadij r^v ^^(riVt Ko.t

TjWoitotTeu aCird fidXKov tj r/WoLtbdr}, ihffTe rd //,kp eTepoiUKTCLi^ tols 5k

(n}yXiop7i(ra.i firj fierd Kdictjs. 9. dvayKala fikv odv raOra, 6Va wpo-

aip4<r€L Kal t6xci.i-s KpaOivra yiveraL ' tL ydp Slu Irt Kal fiXXo etTj

;

irdvTOjv 5k \7)(p64vT(i}U rCiv alritav irdvTa irdvrws yiperai. ' kv rots

^^<a6ev 5k Kal et tl iK rrjs <f>opds avpreXeirat. 8rav fikv odv dXXotw-

delffa irapd rCov ^^w ^^X"^ Trpdrrr} ri Kal opfiq. olov rv(f)\y ry <f>opq,

Xpw/i^ij, oi>x^ CKoiaiov rrjv Trpd^tv oiSk r^v 5id6e(nv \eKr4ov ' Kal

Srav a'dri] Trap' ai/r^s x^^pw^ odaa ovk dpdais iravraxov o{>5k Tjye/JLO-

coiJtrats rals opfiais ^ xP^f^^V' X6701' 5e 6rav ^yejuipa Kadapbv Kal

dtraB^ rbv olKeiov txpvaa opfiq., razJrT/y fi6v7]V ttjp dpfiTjv <l>ariov elvai

i(l> ijfuv Kal kKoiiiTLOVj Kal rovro elz'at rb Tjfikrepov ipyoVj 6 fi-ij &\\o6ev

?}\6eVf dXX' h5odev drrb KaSapds rijs ^'^XVh dir' dpx^s TrpdjTTjs

T}yov/J,kv7}s Kal Kvpias^ dXX' 0^ irKdvTiv e| dyvoias iraBaOc'qs ^ ijrrav kK

pias 4TrLBvfj.Lu>v, at wpoffeKQomai &yov<ri Kal ^X/couct Kal oi5/c^t ^pya

iufftv el^ai, dXXct irad-fifj.ara Tap' 7}fji.u)y,
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words, though not wholly perhaps in the thought,

of Kant without any loss of fidelity to the sense of

the original. Man, we might say, is a dual being

living in a dual world. On the one hand he is

a creature of sense implicated in the phenomenal

order. On the other he is a rational principle, the

member of a noumenal or intelligible world. So far

as he is a creature of desire he is subject to the

causal sequence from which no phenomenon is

exempt. But though the position of phenomena in

the phenomenal order is absolutely determined by

their relations to antecedent and consequent, their

existence and nature is not wholly explained by this

determination. Each phenomenon is also the mani-

festation of a thing-in-itself or Idea or seminal reason,

which ultimately determines it to be what it is, just

as the organic union of these Ideas or Dinge-an-sich

in an intelligible world constitutes the essence of the

whole phenomenal order. This " epi-determination
"

of the phenomenon by its thing-in-itself, is a relation

indescribable in terms of causation. In man we

find it practically displayed as freedom of the will.

The noumenal or intelligible character is seen as a

rational will set over against the appetites and

impulses of our phenomenal nature. This will is,

or should be, independent of these appetites and

impulses, and finds its motive and its law for action

within itself. When the rational will acts in accord-

ance with the dictates of its own nature it is free,

when it follows the incitements of sense it is implicat-
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ing itself in the causal nexus of the phenomenal

order, and making of itself merely a link determined

by its antecedents in the chain. That is, man is

free so long as he acts like the rational being he

essentially is, and not like the creature of irrational

impulse which he is, as it were, by accident.^ Freedom

is the autonomy or self-legislation of the will.

As in Kant again, it is to the dual nature of

man that sin is due. Either character taken by

itself is incapable of wrong-doing. Beasts cannot

sin ; neither can gods. " Were man simple, and by

simple I mean a mere generated product with his acts

and passions determined by a single principle, there

would be no cause for blaming him, any more than

the other animals. But as it is, the evil man alone

is in ill-repute and justly so. For he is not merely a

product of generation, but he possesses another free

principle. ..." - But this free and rational principle,

as we have seen, cannot sin so long as it acts in

accordance with its own nature. Sin, then, has its

occasion in a lack of compliance on the part of

the desires with the rational will, strong enough in

the case of the evil deed to overpower the will and

prescribe action in its place. And this compliance,

reluctant and slight though it may be at first,

becomes with each repetition more easy till finally

the bad habit is formed and the evil propensity

becomes dominant.^

' iii. 1, § 8 (334. a-b) [vol. i. p. 224, 1. 14 et seq.].

2 iii. 3, § 4.

» iii. 2, § 4 (258 d) [vol. i. p. 231, 1. 30 et seq.].
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At this juncture, however, Plotinus was like to

be hoist with his own petard. Providence might
indeed to the cursory glance seem acquitted of

complicity with Evil. But did not the evidence

in its favour at the same time deprive it of any
hand in the good? The will is the source of its

own determinations to good or ill. Providence has

no more to do with the one than with the other.

It is not for the saints to cry " non nobis, ncm nobis^''

but for God to say " non mihi, non mihi.'"

Plotinus sees his danger. "Is it not absurd,"

he asks, "to introduce souls, some as workers of

evil, others as workers of good ? Do we not take

from Reason responsibility for good, in removing

evil from its sphere ? " The answer he gives at the

time is an appeal to the dramatic analogy, in an

extensive development of which he is at the moment
occupied. " What is there to prevent the deeds of

actors, be they good or evil, from forming parts of

the World-Reason, just as they do of the plot in

a play, so that its influence is exercised upon each

individual actor in proportion as the drama is the

more perfect and wholly depends upon it ? But for

what purpose should the World-Reason do evil ? " ^

' iii. 2, § 18 (271 a-b) [vol. i. p. 251, 1. 1 et seq.]. el oSv firoxos

ij elfTayoyyr] tG>v ^\r)(Cov, aX drj ra irovTjpd, al S^ ra xPV^t^ d/yydffovTai

—diroiTTep'^aofiev yap rbv \6yov koX tQv )(^pT)ffTGiv d(paipovvT€t avrov

tA TTOVTjpd—ri ku\tj€l Kal rci twv inroKpiTutv ^pya fi^pTj irouXv^ wa-jrep

Tov dp&fjuiTO^ ^Ket, oUtoj Kal tov ^v t(^ Tavrl Xiyou, Kal ^vrav&a Kal

Tb KaXws Kal rh ivavriov, ^trre eU ^Katrrov twv viroKpiT^v oUtoj Trap'

avTov TOV \6yoVf 8<rcp TeXeidrepoy Tovro rb Spafia Kal irdvTa Tap' airov;

iXKb. rb KaKbv wofrjcraL tVa tL;
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Plotinus makes his meaning more clear in a long

passage, with a synopsis of which I will content

myself. What is pleasing to the gods, he says, is

a consequence of Providence, since Providence means

the expression of the divine in the world. That is,

the good deed is interconnected with, but is not

done by Providence. Its source is man or any other

object you please, but in so far as it is good it becomes

part of the providential plan or order. Evil is an

effect necessitated by a cause indeed, but by a cause

not implicated in the providential order, but found

in ourselves, and expressing not the divine purpose,

but our lack of conformity to it. Providence over-

comes Evil, however, healing its breaches and turning

it to good, just as the healthy body heals a wound

or an injury and brings the part again into harmony

with the organism. 1

As a recapitulation we may take the following.

" The deed of the intemperate man is done neither

by nor according to Providence, while the deed of

the temperate man, though it be not done by

Providence (for it is done by the man), is yet done

according to Providence." ^

In a word, Plotinus distinguishes between things

done iy Providence (v7r& wpovoia's) and according to

Providence {Kara Trpovoiav). God's will, if I may use

1 iii. 3, § S (275 c-e) [vol. i. p. 257, 1. 1 et seq.].

2 iii. 3, § 5 (275 f) [vol. i. p. 258, 1. 1 et seq.]. Kal -irapi. fih roD

d/coXdo-Tou Tb irpaxOh oihe iirb irpovolas oSre Karh Trpbvoiav, rb Si

inrb Tov ffiliippovos Ipyov oix i>Tb irpovolas p.6>, Sti iw airov, Kard.

TvpbvoLav d4.
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the expression in connection with Plotinus, is not

the source of our will, but provides merely the

standard. The will determines itself. Its dignity,

however, does not lie in the mere fact of self-

determination, but in the direction which that

determination takes. It finds its good and acquires

its value by conforming itself to the divine standard.

Were there no Providence, no teleological and rational

order in the world, the character of the determina-

tions of the will would be metaphysically indifferent

(though significant enough from the purely human
point of view), and its deeds mere explosions of

natural forces. The will of God, then, by providing

the conditions under which alone the wilPs choice of

the good has cosmic significance, is a true coefficient

in the good deed ; while at the same time since it

does not in any way determine the will in its choice,

it is not an accomplice in evil.

But we avoid this difficulty only to meet with

other and more serious objections. Who, we may
ask, or what is really responsible for sin in such a

theory ? Is it my animal nature ? But my animal

nature is part of the causal sequence. Then my sin

is determined by antecedent events and I am not to

blame. More briefly we might say, if I am not free

when I sin (as Plotinus and Kant say I am not), then

I am not responsible.

Suppose, however, that I am free when I sin.

That implies a self-determined acquiescence in the

lower impulse on the part of the natural will. But
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the will cannot determine itself to other than the

good. When it wills the bad it is not acting

according to its own nature, but under the com-

pulsion of the sensible impulse. Apparently, then,

I am responsible in neither case.

Finally, if neither my animal nature, nor my intel-

ligible character^er ss, is capable of sin, it is difficult

to see how their conjunction should make sin possible.

These difficulties Plotinus shares in common with

Kant, and explains them as little. But he also is

beset with others of a metaphysical character, which

Kant has shirked. Kant left the noumenal order in

that happy vagueness which characterizes the smile

without the Cheshire cat in Alice in Wonderland.

One had the practical certainty that it concealed

God, Freedom, and Immortality, and was forbidden

and saved the trouble of conceiving their features.

For Plotinus, however, the cat declined to disappear,

and he had to prove that it smiled. Thus the

freedom of the will was not established by merely

withdrawing its province from the phenomenal order.

It is still not outside Providence and the universal

Reason.^ " Although I am master of my choice of

this or that, still the choice has its place in the

order of the universe, since your character is not

adventitious to the universe, but you are reckoned

in it as a definite individual." ^ This, however,

1 iii. 3, § 4 (273 e) [vol. i. p. 254, 1. 21].

2 iii. 3, § 3 (272 d-e) [vol. i. p. 253, 1. 4 et seq.]. 3. Koi yhp

el ^yd) K'uptos Tou rdde eX^tr^ai tj rdSe, dXXct aXpiaei avvT^raKTat, firt

yx^ iireiabiiov t6 abv rtp Travrt, dX\' fjpi6^'q<Tai 6 T0i6(r5e. ,'
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brings up the question—a question which Kant

also had to face^—who is responsible for my in-

telligible self? "Are we to refer the cause of the

moral character of the individual to the creator,

if there be one, or to the creature itself ?

"

Plotinus's reply is unsatisfactory. He appeals

again to the utterly irrelevant theory of varieties of

perfection. The real point at issue is not touched.

For him the important thing is that "God is no

more to be blamed for what we are, than for what

plants are. We do not blame him because they

have not the faculty of perception, or because other

animals are not as men." ^ And he adds, we are not

to be blamed either for our natures, apparently on the

ground that we are but human, and that of humanity

not even its proper virtue can be demanded.

The argument is beside the point. The parti-

cular question with which it is designed to deal is

left without an answer. So, also, in the last resort

is the general question of freedom and determinism.

To disengage the will from the causal nexus of

phenomena is nierely to assert its freedom from

phenomenal determination. But that freedom had

still to be reconciled with the necessity of the

' Cf. Kant, Critique ofPract. Reason, Abbott's Trans, p. 194.

•=
iii. 3, § 3 (272 e) [vol. i. p. 253, 1. 7 et seq.]. dXKh TrbBiv 6

TOi6{7de ; ^(TTi S^ d6o, & 6 \6yos ^rjretj rd /ue;', el iirl rbv Trot^ffaz'ra,

et TLS iffHVj d.veveyKeiv Set to£ iroiov tov iv 7 oh ijdeffLv iKdffTov t'j)v

alrlav, ij iirl t6 yevbii.evov airb, fj SXas oiK aH.MTiov, &(nrep oiSk 4wl

<pvTwv yep^ffeojs, Sri fiij alffdAverai, ri ^irl ^ifibjv 7ijv dWoiv, Htl fvi) ws

Hvdpunroi ^x^^^^ ' ^-airbv yd,p tovto tQ diet. H &v6po3iroL oiix Hrep

Beol.
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emanatory process. Of this problem Plotinus offers

no solution. There were, indeed, two possible

methods of dealing with the question. He might

have maintained that the necessity which directs

the radiation of Being from the One is merely

an emphatic equivalent for saying that Being is

what it is. This is the world we actually find;

the world is necessarily what we find it. If

this world contains free wills, then it is necessary

that there should be freedom. Or he might have

explicitly limited to the phenomenal order the

antithesis between freedom and necessity, and the

universe of discourse in which the terms were

significant. In that case the process of emanation

from the One would have been neither free nor

determined. The two categories would have been

mere symbols, the best expression we had at our

command to describe the indescribable, applicable

only by a philosophic licence, and with philosophic

reservations. He might, moreover, have dispensed

with the aid of mysticism in defending his position.

On the merely phenomenal level, he might have said,

the antinomy is not conclusive. We now oppose

freedom to necessity because the will is discordant

both with itself and with other wills. In a world

where every volition expressed the complete will,

and that so as .to accord with the self-expression

of all other wills, E folio fora non fare a mo
senno, the antithesis would have no practical signi-

ficance to the perfected will. To talk of freedom and
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necessity would be meaningless jargon. The words

would stand for nothing in its universe. Its volitions

would be all their own raisons d'etre. It could not

occur to it to ask itself why it acted as it did. The

question, that is, would have no value for it. For in

a perfect world it would make not the slightest differ-

ence whether it acted as if it were free or determined.

There is something to be said for endeavouring to

interpret the Plotinian position in the light of this

thought. The primitive emanation from the One

is not a free act since the One is not aware of it.

It is not a determined act because nothing determines

the One to it. It is neither free nor determined

in the ordinary use of the terms. So too voCs gives

off ij^vxri, and yp^xv the world, because it must indeed,

but because it must in the same sense as the free

spirit in Paradise must will the good.^ Whether we

call the process free or determined is of no practical

significance as yet. It only becomes so when in the

phenomenal world the Idea or seminal reason finds

itself confronted with a medium recalcitrant to its

self-expression. Then so far as its acts express its

rational nature and purpose, it calls them free ; so

far as they are distorted by this recalcitrancy it calls

them not free.

Still, this is a digression. We can only accept as

we find it the Plotinian inconclusiveness as regards

this deeper aspect of the question. The problem we

must leave with him unsolved, and pass on.

1 Cf. iv. 3, § 13 (382 e).
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We come now to a series of arguments which try

to find a positive place for Evil in a perfect universe.

Needless to say they are as applicable to the exist-

ence of physical, as to moral evil. First, we note an

argument already touched upon a few lines back.

" In every creature," we are informed, " the upper

parts, as the face and head, are more beautiful than

the middle and lower parts. Now men are in

the middle and lower parts of the universe, whilst

above are the heavens, and the gods that dwell

therein. . . . We wonder at the wickedness among

men, because we think man is the important

thing in the universe, and that none is wiser than

he. But man's place is midway between god and

brute ; and he inclines towards both. Some men

are like the one, some like the other, but most lie

between." ^

In a word, because man is only man he cannot

reasonably be expected to be a good man. This

argument is no more than an application to moral

evil of that clever justification of the particular's

failure to embody its proper ideals, which we have

already discussed at some length. Once more we

1 iii. 2, § 8 (261 b-c) [vol. i. p. 235, 1. 29 et seg.\ 8. Trai/Tjs

5r; fijjou ra fikv &vu), Trpbaairov Kal jce^aX^, koXX(w, rd. Si iiAtra, koX

K&TO> oiK fcra' S,v9pi>nroL Si iv iiiirif Kal Kdra, &va Si oipavbs Kal ol

iv airi^ deol ' Kal tS irXelffrov rod Kbfffiov dsol Kal oipavbs Trds /ciJ/cXy,

yij di dla Kivrpov Kal tbs ^v ri tGjv &(Trp<jiv. Bavfid^eraL Si iv dvdpdnroLS

dSiKia, Sti &v6paTvov dfioOirij' iv T(f wavrl rb tI/miov dvai us oiSevhs

6vTos ffoffxiyripov. t6 Si KeZrai iv fiiffip Oeutv Kal dTjpltav Kal piiret

iir' dfi^uj Kal dfj-OLOvvTai ol fiiv t(^ ^t^PVi o^ ^^ 7"V ^^PV) o^ ^^

fiera^O elffiv, ol ttoXKoI,
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may remark the reductio ad ahmvrdum of the doctrine

which holds that various kinds can be graded as

diiFerent degrees of perfection.

There follow a number of arguments of more

decidedly Stoic complexion. In the first place, we

find the familiar contention that though the parts

may seem imperfect taken by themselves, yet in con-

junction with one another they form a perfect whole.^

Though different, each has its proper function which

is necessary to the well-being, and therefore con-

tributes to the perfection of the whole. The universe

is like an organism " in which although the feet do

one thing, the eyes another, the understanding

another, and the mind yet another, unity arises from

them all," ^ and " from all the tones, all the passions,

and all the energies, there comes, as it were, the one

tone of the living being, one life and existence." ^

We are reminded of the dictum of Chrysippus

:

" The world is a perfect body, but the parts of the

world are not perfect since they exist relatively to

the whole and are not self-subsistent." *

Secondly, we may note an attempt to illustrate

1 ill. 2, § 3 (256 F-e) [vol. 1. p. 329, 1. 12 et seq.].

2 iii. 3, § 5 (275 b) [vol. i. p. 256, 1. 27 et seq.].

3 iii. 3, § 5 (275 a) [vol. i. p. 256, 1. 23 et seq.]. 2, 3. Ka,l Si)

Kal ovTUffl irXijyivTa oOrwy ^(pddy^aTO rk fpojv^evTO., ra 8^ aLoj-jr^

Trdffx^t Kal KiveiTai ra dK6\ov6a, Kal iK rC)v (pdSyydiv dir&VTUiv Kal

iK tQv >ra6riiJ.6,Twv Kal ivEpyqixaTav ixla toC fijiou olov ipuvri Kal fw?;

Kal ^ioi. Kal yhp Kal ret ^dpta did^opa 6vra Kal dtdtpopov Tijf ^v^pyetav

^X^vra ' &Wo yap iroiovaL irddeSj 6(p6a\fji.ol d' fiWo, didvoLa dk (2Mo

Kal yoCs flXXo. Iv di iK vdvroiv Kal Trpivoia fita.

* Plutarch, De Stoicorum repugnanUhus, 44. 6.



208 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTBSfUS

this point in the case of wickedness. Not only is

good produced by it accidentally, as when healthy

children and perhaps good men are born of adultery

or rape, or finer cities rise on the ashes of those

sacked by evil-doers,^ but its vicious character itself

has its function and place in the economy of the whole.

The passage follows one in which we have already

seen how Plotinus, like Seneca,^ justifies misfortune

on the ground of its disciplinary and corrective, as

well as its retributive character. "Vice," he says,

" works to the advantage of the whole in that it

furnishes an example for justice and produces much

that is serviceable. It stirs men up and rouses the

mind and the understanding by confronting them

with evil ways. It makes men learn how great and

good is virtue when contrasted with the evils which

are the lot of the wicked." ^

But Plotinus will not let the argument go at this.

He develops and expands it, interweaving with it the

notion of the interdependence of opposites and

illustrating both with various analogies. In this

development he is by no means consistent, but is

continually qualifying what he says. It will be

better, however, for us to ignore for the present these

1 iii. 2, § 18 (270 g) [vol. i. p. 250, 1. 27 et seq.].

'' Cf. Seneca's treatise, De Providentia.

3 iii. 2, § 5 (259 a-b) [vol. i. p. 232, 1. 26 nt seq.]. ii 5k KaKta

elpyi<raT6 ri xp?}(ri/iOi' els t6 6'\o«' irapdSeiyfm S/ktjs yevofj.ivr) Kal iroWd,

i^ avTrjs xpjj(ri;iia TrapaaxofiAvri. koX yhp iypTiyopiras iirolriae Kal

vovv Kal irivenv iyelpa irovriplas oSois avnTaTTO/iivuv, Kal fiav$ivuv

Sk TTOiei otov d,ya66v ApeTT} irapaO^crei KaKwv &v ol irovrjpol ^xoi'*^'.
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self-corrections, picking out and stringing together

such passages as are homogeneous and support a

single thesis. We can then return and make use of

the qualifications as a natural transition to another

chapter of our essay.

The thesis which for the present we are to illustrate

and discuss is this :—the rationality and perfection

of the world may, nay must, include what we call

evil, both physical and moral.

• " The seminal reason," begins Plotinus, vacillat-

ing once more, as we note, between kinds and grades

of perfection, " brings all these things to pass in the

course of its rule, and wills them to be what they

are, making so-called evils accordant with Reason. It

does not will that all things should be good [i.e. of

one kind or degree of good], any more than an artist

would make an animal all eye. So Reason does not

make all things gods, but some it makes gods, others

daemons,—a second nature,—then men, and then

animals in due order. This it does not from jealousy,

but because there is within Reason itself variety of

intelligibles. We, on the other hand, are like those

who know nothing about the art of painting, and

find fault because the colours are not everywhere

beautiful, though the painter has given to each part

of the picture the colour appropriate to it. Or

again we are like those who find fault with a play

because the characters in it are not all heroes, but

some slaves, and rustics, and rough-speaking fellows.

Rut here, too, the play would not be beautiful
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*

if one were to remove the meaner characters and the

parts they play." ^

The dramatic, or perhaps we should say, the

aesthetic analogy, since other than purely dramatic

versions of it are introduced, is worked out at great

length ; at such great length indeed that we cannot

follow it in translation, but must be content with

considerable abbreviation and synopsis. Although

the parts of the world are hostile to one another,

yet they are one, just as the play is one whose plot

involves the hostility of many of its characters.

Better still, the world is like the musical harmony

which is composed of different and opposing tones.

Just as the existence of the harmony is conditioned

by the difference and opposition of its elements, so if

Reason were not a manifold—though plurality implies

opposition—it would not be Reason.^ How much

more sharply will these differences be accentuated on

the phenomenal plane in the physical world !

Let us now apply the analogy to the specific case

of sin. The opposition between good and evil is

1 iii. 2, § 11 (263 e-264 a) [vol. i. p. 239, 1. 28 et seq.]. 11. dXV
6 \670s raura ir&VTa -jroLel &pxoJV Kal o6to} jSojJXerat Kal ra \ey6fieva

KaKa a^rds Kara \6yov irotet ou ^ov\6fievo^ irAvra d7a^a c7pai, &ffirep

ctv e( TLs Tcxvlrris ov trdvTa tcl iv tQ ^i^i^ d^6a\fioi/s iroioi' o(frws

oiiS' 6 \6yos irdvTa Oeois elpyd^erOf dXXi t& fikv 6eo6s, ret 5^ daifiotias,

devT^pav <f}6(nv, elra d.v0pd)irovs Kal ^<JJa i^e^TJs, oi tjiBbvtp, dXXd X67V
TTOiKCKlav voephv ?x<"'"- ^M«s Si, SxTvep ol &ireipoi ypa<f>i,Krjs t^x"^^

alTLtovTai, (bs oi Ka\a rd. xp^f^^T^ iravTaxoO, 6 5^ &pa rd irpoa-^KOVTa

diridujKev eKdirrcp rSircp ' ^ et tls Spdfia fiifitpoLTO, 6tl fiij Trdvres

ijpciies iv airip, dXXd Kal olKh-ijs Kal Tis HypoiKos Kal ^aiyXus ^Beyyb-

p.evo% • t4 di au Kd\6v ianv, et ns roiis x^^-P""^ 4^i\oi, Kal ix toAtuv

avfiirXripo^flevov.

2 iii. 3, § 16 (268 a-e) [vol. i. p. 246, 1. 10 ei seq.].
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like the strophe and the antistrophe of the chorus.

Both contribute to the beauty of the dance. Does

one object that then sinners are not really wicked ?

Certainly they are. The explanation involves

a qualification into which we cannot now enter,

but given the fact of sin, the sinner is given his

appropriate place in the dance, or role in the play.

In the playwright's work the actor is assigned his

lines—heroic or villainous according to his tempera-

ment ; in the world-drama the soul is one of the

players, and receives a part from the poet consonant

with her nature. This nature she has before the

play begins. If her voice and form are beautiful she

enhances the piece, if they are ugly they may dis-

please, but they do not detract from the perfection

of the plot and the general conception of the drama.

At the same time the playwright is right in rebuk-

ing the poor actor and in assigning to him inferior

parts which are better fitted to his abihties. It is

the soul's fault if she does not choose or if she is not

fitted to enact a virtuous part. And it is with

equal justice that the man who chooses and lives

up to the noble role is promoted and rewarded.^

In this wise sinners are harmonized with the

World -Reason. For, as is meet, everything is

harmonious to the part it receives, as each single

string of a lyre is stretched in its proper and fitting

place with reference both to the tone of the instru-

ment and to its own strength. The world, then, is

1 iii. 2, § 17 (268 e-269 g) [vol. i. p. 247, 1. 6 0t seq.].
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perfect if everything has its place in it. Indeed,

Tartarus and outer darkness have their function in

it, and it is well that their tone in the universal

harmony should be deep and harsh.

Again, just as in a shepherd's pipe there is not

merely one note, but several, both stronger and

weaker, yet all contributory to the sound of the

whole, so there are different places in the universe,

better and worse, filled by souls of different degrees

of virtue which by their very differences enhance the

perfection of the whole. What to them is evil is good

for the whole, what to them is contrary to nature is

for it natural. They are none the less inferior, but

their inferiority does not vitiate the goodness of the

universe. After all, the ignominy of the hangman

does not make a well-governed state the worse. He
has his use.^

Finally, the interdependence of contraries is ex-

plicitly proclaimed. "As some things are better,

so some things must be worse. For how, where

there is to be variety, can there be anything that is

worse without something that is better, or anything

that is better without something that is worse?

One must not, then, blame what is worse in the

better, but be contented with the better in that it

has given of itself to the worse. They who demand

that the worse should be abolished altogether in the

universe, abolish Providence itself. If there is to

be no evil, against what shall Providence provide.''

1 iii. 2, § 17 (269 G-27S g) [vol. i. p. 249, 1. 9 et seq.].
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Certainly not for itself nor for that which is better." ^

In other words, Plotinus agrees with the author of

the Epistle to the Romans that " where sin abounded

grace did much more abound."

These arguments are familiar enough. Amplified

and improved they are still the heavy artillery

of ethical monism. Were they all or even the

main portion of Plotinus's battery we might stop

to direct our fire against them, and silence them if

possible. But it is scarcely worth while to attack

what is for him a secondary battery, and so trained

at that, that it threatens himself more than his

critics. For every one of the passages which we

have discussed is contradicted or at least qualified

by others in such a way as to remove him for the

present from the ranks of the ethical monists.

The nature of the qualification made by Plotinus

was hinted at above, when in discussing his attempt

to explain the possibility of transmigration we noted

references to a material principle other than, and

in some measure opposed to, the activity of the

soul. Let us now take Plotinus's self-corrections

in this respect, as we took the other arguments, one

by one.

First, we may note a qualification of the argu-

1 iii. 3, § 7 (276 g) [vol. 1. p. 259, 1. 24 et seq.]. 4. xal Sn Si tA

^ekrliii, Kai rb. x^^P'^- ^""^^ '"'^^ ^'' ^^V " X^^P"" ^'' ToXueiSei fii]

6vTos ^eXHovos, ij ffSs ri ^^tiov /ir) xelpoi/os ; Siare oiK alTLWriov rh

Xupov iy T<f peXrlovi, dWci, diroSeKT^ov rJ ^iXriov, Sn ISoiKev iavTov

Tt} xefpoKt. Shins Si ol avaipetv A^wOvres rb x^^P"" ^'' '''V '"''^"tI

ivaipovn irphvoMV avT-ifV. rhos yip lirrai.; oi yi,p St) ainris oiSk

ToS jSeXWoi'OS.
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ment that the universe is better for being so ordered

as to punish sinners. "Evil-doers are punished by

being corrupted in their souls through evil activities,

and by being assigned to an inferior position in the

world. For nothing can ever escape the lot assigned

to it by the law of the universe." But Plotinus warns

us. " Order does not exist because of disorder, nor

justice because of injustice in the sense, as a man

may think, of existing for the sake of being created

and made manifest by the worse qualities. On the

contrary, order and justice are the result of an order

coming from above. Disorder exists because there

is order and on account of law and reason, and

lawlessness and irrationality exist because there is

Reason, not because the better produces the worse,

but because that which ought to receive the better

is not able to receive it either throua-h its own

nature, or by chance, and because there are other

things to prevent it."
^

In line we have here an admission that Evil

does not contribute anything to the law and pro-

portion and order of the universe. It rather exists

as a residuum of lawlessness and disorder, due to

^ iii. 2, § 4. (238 a-c) [vol. i. p. 231, 1. 11 et seq.]. tffxovcn 5^

ddiKovvTcs 5lKa^ KaKwdfievol re tois \f/vxcus ivepyelais KaKias TaTrdfievoi

re els rbirov x^^pofO- ' o^ 701.^ /AijTrore iK^&yy fi7}d^v rd raxO^v iv ry

ToD iravTh^ vbfiip. tan 5^ ov 5ia t7)v dra^iau rd^ty oi/S^ did rijv dvop.iav

vdfioSj &s TLS oteraij tva yivoiTo ^Keiva Sid rd x^'-P^ '^'^^ ^^'^ <paCvoLTo,

dWd 8id tV rd^iv ^iraKrhv odcav ' koX Htl rd^is dra^ia Kal did rhv

vbfiQV Kal rbv \6yoVj Kal 6tl X670S wapavofiia Kal dcoia 01) tQv ^e\-

tl6vujv rd x^^P^ TreTT otT/Kirw^, dWd tCjv S^xec^ai deofx^vtav rd dfieipus

<j>TL)(TeL r-Q iavrQi/ ^ ffvvrvx^^ ^al KwXiicret ^XXwi' d^^acdai oi Sedvvi}-

fxiv(av.
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the fact that because of a recalcitrancy in things,

law and order cannot gain full ascendancy.

In the same way Plotinus qualifies his argument

that Evil is used for the best in the economy of the

world, in that vice, for example, serves as a stimulus

to virtue, and as a contrast by which its goodness is

heightened. " But," the correction runs, " Evil does

not exist for the purpose of enhancing the Good by

contrast. As I have said, I mean only that when

it occurs Reason employs it to serve its needs. It is

a sign of the greatest power to be able to turn Evil

to good account, and when formless things come

into being to be able to apply them to the service

of other forms. Generally speaking. Evil must be

defined as a lack of good. There must necessarily

be a lack of good in this world, since the Good exists

here as in an alien world. This other medium in

which the Good exists, being different from the Good,

is responsible for the lack of good, for this other

medium is not good. Evil cannot be destroyed

because, when judged by the nature of the Good, one

thing is inferior to another, and other things, though

they take the cause of their being from the Good,

are different from it, and are rendered imperfect by

their distance from it." ^

The first part of the passage merely repeats the

1 iii. 2, § S (259 b-d) [vol. i. p. 232, 1. 32 et seq.\ Ka.1 oi yiyovi

rh, KCLKa did, TavTaj dWa 6tl xPVT^^ i^o.^ auroh els d^ov, iirelirep

iyiverOf €ip7}Tai. tovto dk Svvdfietijs fjLeyiartjs, KaXws Kal roh KaKoh

Xpritrdai Bvvaffdai Kal rots d^Sptpots yevofi^vois els er^pas f/.op(f>ds

Xpfiadai Uavriv etvai. &\us Si rd KaKbv lXKuij/i,v tov dyaffov SeTiop "
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assertion that evil does not make good better, and

that the Good makes the best of the evil it finds

opposed to it. In the latter half, Plotinus has

apparently the Platonic dictum in the TTieaetetus in

mind, and interprets it in the light of his emanation

theory, turning for the moment what he elsewhere

regards as grades of perfection into grades of im-

perfection. Incidentally, he once more betrays the

fundamental contradiction of his system, briefly and

to the point.

He executes precisely the same volte -fa£e in

another passage dealing with the whole question of

kinds of perfection. God is not to be blamed, he

insists, because I am a man and not an angel or a

god. "It is not fitting that all things should be

equal. Has Reason then measured things out with

the intention that they should not be equal .'' By

no means. It was in accordance with nature that

this should be so." Then follows an enumeration of

the degrees of emanation, ending finally with the

physical world whose parts "are not souls, but

weakenings of souls already fading in the process of

emanation. For the seminal reason of an animal,

even though it be animate, is a different soul from

that from which it proceeded. And this seminal

reason becomes weaker as it hastens on into Matter.

&v6,yKT] Si l\\ei\l/iv elvat ivTavBa ayaBov, Sti iv SXXij). rd o5v dXXo,

iv ^ kari t6 ar^a.BiiV, ^repov AyaOov bv irotei t^v ^Xeixpiv ' tovto yhp

oiK 6,ya$6v fjv. Sib oiSk &Tro\4<T8ai. Th KaKd, 8tl re &\\a S.\\uv

iXdrrw irpbs &ya&ov (pOatv ^repd re &XKa, tov &ya6ou t^v atriav ttjs

i/iroaTdtreciJs iKeWev 'Ka^Svraj Totavra Si yev6fji.eva t^ irdppu.
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And what it produces is still more feeble. See then

how far the creature is removed from original

perfection ! And still it is wonderful ! But because

that which is created has a certain nature, what is

prior to it need not have the same nature, for that

which is prior to it is better than anything creatfed,

and without blemish. We should wonder rather

that it has given something of itself to the world

and has left such traces of itself. If it has given

more of itself than created things could receive, it

is still more to be approved. Hence, though we

cast the blame upon created men the munificence of

Providence is still the greater." ^

We return now to the consideration earlier

deferred of the Plotinian method of dealing with the

objection that if the moral life be merely a play by

which the inner essence of the soul is unaffected, all

real distinction of moral values, such as good and

1 ili. 3, § 3 (2T3) [vol. i. p. 253, 1. 24 et seq.]. oi yhp wdura

t(ra ^SeL. &p' odv fieTfyfiffavTOS airoO irpoatpiaei tov fii) deTv irAvTa iaa;

o^Safius ' dX\' oOtu KaTd. tpiaiv elxe yev^a-Oai. aK6\ovdo^ y&p oSros

6 \6yos ^vxv ^^^Vi ^k6\ov6qs S^ i^^xh o.^V vVi ^^^^ ^^ °^ toOtiov tl

^Vf dXXct TTtivTa ' rd, 5^ irdvTa TroWd ' iroWd 5^ 6vTa KaX oi raircc rd

fi^v Trpwra, tA dk Seiire/ja, tA 5^ ^^ef^s Ktd tt? d|£^ ^fi£Wev etvai.

Kal Tolvvv KoX Tk y€v6/j.€va l^i^a oi5 ^vxal fidvoVj dXXd \p\yxG)v iXarrib-

(retff, olop ^^iT'^Xojv ifSfj irpocdvTuv, 6 ykp rou ^tpov X670S, K&v ^fi\pvxos

5, eripa 'I'vxv, oix iKelvi), d0' ^s 6 X670S, Kal 6 lyijiTas oStos iXdrTUiv

dij yiverai o'TreiiSojj' els HKt^v Ktd t6 yevbfievov i^ aiirov ivde^arepov,

a-Kdiret d^ Baov dtfiitrrTiKe rb y€v6fJ.€Pov Kal Sfuas iffrl ffavfia. oi

TolvvVf el TOioGrov rb yevbfiefoy, Kal ri -wpb avTov toiovtov ' ^ffri yap

jrayrbs Kpelrrov tov yevofiivov Kal ^|aj alrlas Kal iiaKKov davfidtrat^

ih-t, ^So3k4 tl fled' avrb Kal rd tx^V adTov TotauTa. el dk Si] Kal

Tjiiov ^duKev ij ityov ^ovffi. KT-^craffdaiy Irt fioWof dirobeKT^ov * d&trre

Kivdweietp Ti]p ahiav iirl Toiii yevofi^vovs l^vai, Tb Sk ttjs wpovoias

/ieil^Sfus ^X^iv.
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evil, natural and unnatural, will be destroyed. In

Plotinus's treatment of this point the idea of a

limitation to the workings of Providence is further

developed. The objection, he says, demands that we

look more closely at the nature of the Adyos or seminal

reason. "This is not unmixed Mind or absolute

Mind, nor even pure Soul either. But it depends

upon and is a sort of radiation from both Mind and

Soul—from Soul that is, determined by Mind—which

generate this «eminal reason as a life having reason

latent in it (ijo-vxg). But all life, even evil life,

is activity. . . . Whatever has this activity present

within it, and participates in it in any way, is at

once rationalized, that is to say is given form, since

the activity peculiar to life is capable of giving form,

and its motion is formative. Its activity then is

like that of an artist, Kke the motions of a dancer,

for instance. The dancer himself is a good type of

the artistic life, in as much as his art moves him and

moves him to be what he is in life. . . . Since then

this reason proceeds from the one Mind and the one

life and from each in its fulness, it is neither one

life nor one mind, nor either in its fulness, nor does

it give itself to its objects in its entirety and com-

pleteness. But opposing one part to another and

creating each part with something lacking, it in

itself involves and produces war and conflict. Thus,

as a whole it is one, though it is not Unity." ^

Next, Plotinus adduces the dramatic analogy,

1 iii. 2, § 16 (26T d-268) [vol. i. p. 245, 1. 18 et seq.]. Iffri rolmv

oSros o^K &KpaTos voOs o6S' airroyovs oOS4 ye ^vxv^ KaOapas rd y4voSf
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and likens the oneness of the universe to that of a

drama, or of a musical chord, in a passage which we

have already examined. This passage is then quali-

fied in the following manner. " If good men form

some parts of the world and evil men other parts,

and the evil men form a greater part than the good,

it is like a drama in which the author in part arranges

scenes for the actors, and in part employs the actors

themselves as he finds them. He does not himself

create the protagonist, nor yet the second player

nor the third, but gives to each his appropriate lines,

and in doing so assigns to him the part which befits

him. . . . Prior to the play the actors were what they

were, and gave themselves to the play as they were." ^

Finally, in another book in the first Ennead, to

a consideration of which we shall shortly turn, the

TlpT7]fjiiyos S^ iKeivris Kal olov ^/cXa/A^ts ^| Afitpoiv, vov Kal ^VXQS Kal

^ux^s Kara vovv StaKetfi^j^ris yevvrjaAvrwv rbv Xbyov tovtov i^oj^v \6yoi'

TLva 7](TVXV ^X°^^^^' T^oLtra d^ ^orrj iv^pyeia, koX ij 0aiiX7; ' iv^pyeia

5^ oOx UJS t6 TTvp iifepye?, dXV ij ^v^fyyeia aiiTTJs, K&y fi^ ataBtjah Tis

irap-Qj Kivriffls ris ouk eU-^. oTs yodv &v Taprj Kal fierdaxy oTrajaoiiv

OTLOVV, eiBis 'KeKdyurai, tovto Si i<rn fie/tdpipijiTcu, lis rijs ivepyeiai

T^s Kari TT]v foj^c fiop(povv SvvaiUvr\s Kal kivo^cttjs o^tus, ws fioptpovf.

7} Tolvvv ivipyeia avTTJs rexyt/ci}, ibtrirep Kv 6 dpxo'Jficvos Ktvoi^evos ettj
'

6 yd,p dpxw'V^ ''3 oi'TO) TexviKy fug loiKev avrlis Kal t] T^vr] airbv

KLvei Kal ofirw KtveX, uis ttjs fw^s airrj^ rota^TTjs ttojs oHo-tjs. ravra

^kv odf elprjo-Bd} toO o'iav Set Kal ttjv tjvtlvovv ^onjv TjysiffBai ^P€Ka,

^Kiav Toivvv odros 6 "Kdyos iK vov kvds Kal ^UTJs fjxas irXrjpovs Svtos

iKaripov oiK Iffnv oSre fur; fjtia oUre vom ns efs oiSre kKaaraxov

TrX^pris oOSk didoits eavrbv oh Sidiaaiv b\ov re Kal irdfTa, avrtOeh dk

dWijXoLS Tci fiiptj Kal trocricras ifded iroKi/Jiov Kal f^dxij^ ixiaTafftv koI

yiveffLV elpydffaro Kal oOrcas itnlv els ttSs, et /xt; ^v ei-q,

1 iii. 3, § 17 (268 g) [vol. 1. p. 247, 1. 24 et seq.]. dXX' d rh

fih ixipos airov dyaBbi dr/jp, rb dk flXXo vov>jp6s, Kal irXelo? /lipr; 6

wovripbs, ibirirep iv dpd/ian rd fih rdrTei airols 6 5roti;Ti)s, tois Si
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interdependence of contraries is reviewed and ex-

plained with a fresh addition to its significance.

Plotinus is interpreting Plato's saying in the

Theaetetus, that Evil necessarily exists in the world

and can never pass away. Plato has defined flight

from Evil not as a literal flight from the world, but

as a just and upright life led in the world. It is

objected that if every one were good, then Evil would

cease. Impossible, is the answer, Evil exists neces-

sarily since there must be an opposite to the Good.

Plotinus raises objections. Vice is an opposite

not of the Good, but of virtue which is a good—in

that it helps us to overcome Matter. But to the

Good which is without quality, there can be no

opposite. How then can Evil be said to be necessary

as an opposite to the Good.? It is true that contraries

exist, as for example sickness and health, but the

existence of one is not indispensable to that of the

other. Again, how can there be an opposite to

essence and the super-essential .'' Let us answer by

asking what such an essence would be. Evidently it

would be the non-essential, and the non-good. If

the particulars that are comprised under these two

genera are aU opposed, the genera themselves will be

XPVTCiL oSctp ijSt] ' oir yb.p airbs TrpuirayaivLaT'^v ovS^ Seirepov oiS^

Tpirov TTOtel, dXXd Scdods eKaffrcp rods Trpoa-fiKovras \6yovs i^Sr) dir^-

5i>)Key iK&ffTip els S Terd/xdai 54ov ' o\kit) rot koX ^trrt rbiroi ^Kd^Tip 6

phf tQ dya9<p, 6 dk Tip ko-kQ irp^Trtav. eKtirepos odv Kard. tp{nrLV Kai

Karb. \6yov els eKdrepov Kal rbv irpiirovTa X^P" ^^'' Tbirov ^X^»>v, 6v

eXXero. elra tpB^yerai Kal Trote? 6 fi^v dtrejSets Xdyovs Kal ?pya

{TroLwv)f 6 dk TO. ivavTla ' ijfrav ykp Kal Tpb tov SpdfiaTQS toiovtoi ol

viroKpiToX did6pTes iavroiis T(p dpdfjLart.
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opposed and even more opposed than the particulars.

For opposed particulars fall within the same species,

or the same genera, and have some common

characteristics. How much more opposed will things

like good and evil be, whose contrarieties can be

reconciled in no sivmmum genus ! Rather do they

represent ultimate and opposed genera. For to

being and not-being, truth and falsehood, no logical

common substratum can be found.

Good, then, may have an opposite of this kind.

But does Evil exist necessarily "^ Yes, in the sense

that there must be Matter in the universe. Without

Matter the universe could not exist. The world is a

mixture of vov% and avar/Kr]. And the necessity for

this contrary principle may be explained as follows :

" Since the Good is not alone, through progression,

or if one prefers, through continual descent and

departure from it, there must necessarily arise a last

thing, that is, something after which nothing more

can be produced. This ' last ' is Evil. It is necessary

that there should be something after the first, hence

comes this ' last.' This is Matter which has nothing

left of the ' first ' in it. It is in this sense that Evil

is necessary." ^

In the light of these passages new aspects of the

1 For all this ending with the quotation, see i. 8, § 6

(75 G-77 e) [vol. i. p. 104, 1. 29 et seq.\. iirel y&p oi /jiSvov ri i,ya06v,

&v&yKT} Ty iK^iffei t§ irap' airov, tj, cl oStw tis i8i\oi. 'Kiyeiv, tJ del

i7rO|3(£<rei Kal AvoffTdffei, t6 Sax'^'TOV, koX /leS' 8 oix ^v iri yeviadai

OTiovVf TOVTO etvai rb KaKbv. i^ AvdyKtjs d^ eTvac rb /xerci t6 irpuyrov,

ihlTTe KoX T& ^(TXaTOV ' TOVTO S^ i} iXti flTjS^V ^Ti ^x°^^^ a^Tov. Kal

aiTT] i] Avdyxri toS KaxoD.
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Plotinian theodicy are opened up. From Stoic

monism we seem to be passing over to the conven-

tional Neo-Platonic dualism. Evil now appears not

as a positive factor absolutely contributive to the

nature of perfection, but as a principle by which the

realization of perfection in and by the universe is

curtailed. It not only differentiates kinds of per-

fection and arranges them in a hierarchy (remark

the old confusion once more), but it prevents any

particular sort of excellence from being completely

exemplified. It is the opposite of the Good,

and contrary to it beyond any hope of synthesis

with it in a higher unity. The two can find no

common universal, no genus broad enough to include

them both.

Seen under these new conditions the world is still

the best possible world, but in a different sense.

It is the best possible world not absolutely, but

relatively—the best, that is, which the power of the

Good can produce in the face of the limitations

under which it works. Our admiration of the world

must not be cooled by the presence of Evil nor our

faith in Providence shaken. Rather must we admire

creation and Creator alike for having done so well

under the circumstances.

Dualism has got a bad name among us. Philo-

sophically it controverts ethical, and (owing to a

confusion of the senses of the term perfection) is

supposed to controvert naturalistic, monism. Theo-

logically it denies the omnipotence of God. Yet
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it is, after all, the assumption by which every man

lives, and in which many religious souls find their

inspiration, if only they could see the logical implica-

tions of their devotional attitude. This fact is

forced upon us in every exhortation of the preacher

and reformer. The world can be bettered, must be

bettered. Conditions as they are are not ideal. So

cries the moralist, and on this faith the moral man

lives. Or, expressed in theistic terms, it is in a

sense of co-operation with a higher power toward

a common end that the moral life receives its con-

secration and customary piety its call and support.

But one cannot co-operate with omnipotence or aid

in establishing a perfection already promulgated by

fiat. It would be only a labouring God working

against real obstacles towards an end as yet un-

attained whom our acts and lives could help, or by

whom, in any intelligible sense of the word, we could

be helped.

We act then towards God and with God as if his

power were restricted, and we could be of some use

to him in helping bring in his kingdom, whatever

the letter of our creed may imply to the contrary,

and however alert we may be in defending it from

attack. That alertness indeed is not without its

justification. The religious consciousness needs and

assumes in its God power enough to carry the evolu-

tion of reality through to a happy consummation.

Belief in God rests ultimately on the need of

vindicating the assertion and pursuit of the Ideal
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in the face of discouraging conditions and of assuring

its ultimate success. For the efficient discharge of

this function we must beHeve his power to be

sufficient, and to postulate his omnipotence is to

express this belief by a hyperbole. But the asser-

tion overreaches itself and defeats its own end. To

say that God is almighty is merely a grandiloquent

way of saying that the universe is acceptable to

itself as it stands. And that assertion, as we have

seen, is to attribute to God a perfection in which

we take no interest, and to which we can only con-

form by a repression of natural aspirations and a

renunciation of legitimate goods. It is, in fine, to

destroy the whole function of God as a warrant and

support of the moral life.

So much, in passing, for dualism. Whatever the

merits of the question may be, its appearance as

part of the Plotinian theodicy leads us to reopen

the entire question Trcpl tov rCva koI Trodev to. KUKa,

and to ask ourselves again, as Plotinus asks himself

in the eighth book of the first Ennead, what and

whence is Evil ? To do so is to begin a new chapter

in our study.



CHAPTER IV

MATTER AS THE PRINCIPLE OF EVIL

To the opening paragraphs of the eighth book of

the first Ennead we have already had occasion to

refer. We remember how they start with the

question of what the nature of Evil may be, and, to

facilitate an answer, turn to the consideration of the

nature of its opposite, the Good. In the case of

this discussion. Evil is excluded from the spheres of

vo-Gs and i/'i'X'^ ; it is banished, as in Plato, from

the whole realm of Being.^

Evil, then, if it is evil, must be sought in the

realm of Not-being, "as some form of Not-being,

and as having to do with things that are mingled

with Not-being, or in some way sharing in it."
^

Plotinus, however, hastens to define his meaning

more sharply.

Evil is Not-being, but not in the absolute sense

of the word. Its not-being does not mean that it

M. 8, § 1 (72 A-73 c) [vol. i. p. 99, 1. 6 et seq.].

=> i. 8, § 3 (73 c) [vol. i. p. 101, 1. 7 et seq.] Xdirerai toIvvv,

etirep ^ffriv^ iv Tols fi'q oOffcv elvai otov etdds ri toO fi-q 6vtos bv

Kal irepl tl twv fiefuyfi4vi»jv ry fiTj Sptl ij 6iroj(rouf KoLvtavoivTUiv t(^

fir] Syn.

225 Q
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does not exist, but that its existence is other than

that of pure Being. At first sight this would seem

merely a complex way of stating that evil is other

than good. This in a sense is true, but the state-

ment is the outcome of much philosophic discussion.

Plotinus is seeing one of the ghosts by which ancient

philosophy was haunted, the question of the exist-

ence of Not-being. Its outlines had been vaguely

descried by the Eleatics. It had taken more definite

shape in the Atomists' assertion of the existence

of the Void. It had been raised by Plato in the

Sophist, and it may be fairly said to have appeared

to Aristotle, who attempted to exorcize it with

the irpwTrj iiXr]. And it proved a useful spectre to

invoke in behalf of Neo - Pythagorean and Neo-

Platonic dualism.

The Plotinian qualification bears some resem-

blance to Plato's answer to the question as given in

the Sophist.^ There the existence of Not-being is

shown to mean the existence of not-being-this, or

not-being-that. The not-beautiful is, but it is not

beautiful. M'^ 6V becomes erepov, the principle of

difFerentiation between various classes of things, all of

which, though they exclude one another, participate

equally in Being.

This, however, is not altogether Plotinus's thought,

so far as Evil is concerned. Evil exists, indeed, and

its Not-being is to be explained as "not- being"

relatively to the Good. But this "not-being" is

1 8ophist,r237-S9.
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more than a mere logical negative. It has a meta-

physical significance as well. For the Good is the

source and entirety of Being. Not to be the Good,

then, means not to be Being. And in proportion as

a thing is removed from the Good, in that proportion

it lacks Being. Everything, so far as it is, is good.

Evil, one might say paradoxically, as far as it is, is

good. The paradox would be explained by Plotinus

by the statement that the fact of the existence of Evil

is conditioned by the source of all existence, but its

value is due to the degree to which the Good,

diminished and spent, has died away in the evil part.

We are not, to be sure, really rid of the paradox,

but to that we shall return later.

It is perhaps to emphasize this difference, and

apparently with the examples given by Plato in the

Sophist of rest and motion, that Plotinus goes on

to say that Evil is not "Not-being" in the sense

in which rest and motion are Not-being. Motion,

Plotinus had elsewhere defined as transition from

potentiality to actuality, and had designated its

existence as accidental.^ But Evil, as we shall see,

cannot be described as merely a property or accident

;

nor could it be regarded as potential Being or as

incidental to the passage from potentiality to

actuality. That would have been to reverse the

whole process of emanation. Evil is due to a dis-

tinction in values, founded hot upon a progress from

1 vi. 22, § 3 (638 a) [vol. il. p. 364, I. 17 et seq.]. Cf. ii. 6

(129 a-b) [vol. i. p. 1T2, 1. 4 et seq.\.



228 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

lower to higher, but upon a degeneration of the

higher into the lower.

This thought stands out in sharp contrast to

that of Aristotle. In both systems, indeed, the

relatively actual and higher is prior logically and

metaphysically to the relatively lower and potential.

But the direction of the world-process in one system

is opposed to that of the other. For Aristotle it is

essentially an ascent, a progression, a realization by

Matter of higher and higher forms and more and

more actuality. Plotinus, to be sure, keeps the

" upward-way " in his doctrine of the return of tpyxq

to the One ; but this upward way is inner and

mystic ; a process of salvation in which the process

of creation is revoked. Creation is not aspiration

towards the One, but emanation from it, in which

Being and actuality undergo a regressive diminution.

To return now to the text. Evil must be re-

garded as an image of Being, or rather of Not-being.

This image we find present in the sensible world

and its properties, or in something essential or

accidental to it and them. We may picture it as

a sort of Alpha-privative of form, determination,

and self-sufficiency. This character of want and

insufficiency is not an attribute of the evil principle,

but is its essence and being. Nor is Evil merely a

property or attribute. It also exists in and for

itself, like the Good. Just as we may distinguish

two kinds of good, the Good Ka9' auro, and the

goodness of things which participate in the Good,
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so we may discriminate between what we may call

adjectival and substantival Evil, evil as a quality

and attribute of objects, and Evil as a principle or

substance by which the property is imparted.

Substantival and adjectival Evil are also termed

respectively irpwTov ko-kov or primal, and hevrepov

KUKov or secondary Evil.^

" That which underlies structures and forms and

shapes and measures and bounds, and is embellished

with order not its own, which has nothing good of

itself, and is, as it were, a shadowy image in com-

parison with real existence, and is the essence of

evil (if there can be an essence of evil)—such might

reasoning find to be primal and absolute Evil."

Bodies are evil secondarily, not absolutely. Evil

inheres in them as the result of their participation

in Matter. Hence their nature is such that it has

no true form, is bereft of life, full of internal strife,

disordered in its own motion, a hindrance to the

soul and the soul's activities, and in constant

Heracleitean flux.^ Evil, then, we might say, is an

essential property of the corporeal.

" Of ^vxi], however. Evil is but an accidental

property. The soul is not evil in herself, nor are

all souls evil. By reason, however, of her union

with the body, and of the vegetative and sensitive

power involved therein, she is liable to the solicita-

tions of the senses and passions, and by giving way

M. 8, § 3 (73 E-74 b) [vol. i. p. 101, 1. 13 et seq.].

2 i. 8, § 3 (T4 a) [vol. i. p. 102, 1. 10 et seq.].
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to these becomes soiled and corrupted by the evil

principle. As long, however, as she does not heed

these solicitations, she remains innocent and un-

defiled.i The perfected and intellectually inclined

soul is ever pure, and removed from Matter and all

indeterminateness and lack of measure and Evil ; nor

does she see or come near them. She remains pure,

determined wholly by Mind. But if she does not

remain thus, and goes out from herself, then by

reason of not being determined by the perfect and

the primal, she becomes, in proportion as she lacks

them, the shadow of her perfect self. She is filled

with indeterminateness and sees darkness, and

already has hold of Matter, seeing, as it were, what

she does not see, just as we also speak of seeing

darkness." ^

The point is further developed. We are not the

principles of Evil. We do not produce it. It is

prior to us. " The evil which lays hold of men lays

hold of them without their willing it. Indeed,

there is a flight from evils existing in the soul, open

for those who are able to flee. Not all, however,

are able." * It follows that vice is not absolute Evil,

nor even an essential property of the soul, since it

is not present in all men, and where it is present,

can be overcome and driven out.

We may object, however, that external and

M. 8, § 4. (74) [vol. i. p. 102, 1. 18 et seq.].

** 1. 8, § 4 (74. 9) [vol. i. p. 103, 1. 12 et seq.].

» i. 8, § 5 (75 e) [vol. 1. p. 104, 1. 21 et seq.].
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physical evils, such as disease and poverty, seem

incapable of being comprehended within the defini-

tion. But, answers Plotinus, sickness may be

described as deficiency or superfluity, and hence as

a lack of order and determination in the body, ugli-

ness is a lack of determination of Matter by Form,

poverty is a lack of the necessities of corporeal

life.^ The negative definition of Evil covers them.

Metaphorically, then, we may define Evil in re-

lation to the soul as " seeing darkness." This, which

metaphysically speaking is only secondary, is psycho-

logically primal Evil, and the darkness itself, which

in the order of the universe is primal is, relative to

the contaminated essence of the soul, only secondary 2

1 i. 8, § S (75 d) [vol. i. p. 104,, 1. 14 et seq.].

M. 8, § 85 (15 b) [vol. i. p. 103, 1. 22 et seq.]. The foregoing

quotations and discussions are taken from the passage appended.

5ei oSp elvai tl Kal &ir€Lpov Kad' avrb Kal dveideov aS aiirb Kal tcl dWa
rd, irpbadev, & t^v toO /ca/coO ^apa/CTiJpi^e tpiffiv, Kal et tl fj-er' iKeivo

ToiovTov, ^ fj^efiiyfjiivoi' '^x^^ tovto ij ^Xiirov irphs airb itrrt tolovtov

^ n-oiriTi.Kbv earl Toioiirou. tt]v S-ij iiroKeLfiivriv axhl''''''"' ""^ (iSmi. Kal

/iopcpOLS Kal fjL^TpoLS Kal TT^patTL Kal cCWorpiitJ Kbfffitf} Kotr/j.ovp^v7jv, /j.yjSkv

Tap' aijTTJs ayadbv ^xo"^*^**) ^tSitiKov S^ d>s irpbs rb, 6vTa, KaKoO 5^

obaiav, et Tis Kal dOvarac KaKou oiaia elvac, ra6T7]v dvevpiaKet 6

\byos KaKbv eXvai. TpSrop Kal Kad' airb KaKbv. 4. aaii&Twv Stj

tp6<riSf KaBbffov /ier^xet {JXt/s, KaKbv &v etyj ' ^x^' 1^^^ l^P €^5<^s

TL oiK d.\ri6Lvbv iffr^pryral re fw^s (pdeLpeL re liXXT^Xa 0op$ ttJ

Trap' auTwv drdKTqj ifiirbSLci re ^vxvs trpbs t7}v aur^i iv^pyaav tpeiyeL

T€ oiaiav del piovra, ^vxv 5^ ^a^* eavr^v fi^v oi KaKij oiS' ad

iracra /coKi). dXKb, tIs ij kok^/ oUv, (pTicn, Sov\a<rafiL4vr) p^h <j5

Tr4(j>VKe Kaxla fvxns iyylveaBaL, i!)s toC 0X6701; rijs i"JXV^

etdovs rb KaKbv Sexop^ivov, A/ierplav Kal virep^dX^v Kal lX\eL\j/LV, i^

&v Kal djKoKaala Kal 8eL\ia Kal i) dWrj ypvxn^ KaKla, aKoOffLa xa^Tj/xara,

db^as ^evBeLS ifiTOLOvvra KaKd re vofil^eLV Kal dyada & fpeuyeL re Kal

SLiiKeL. dXXi tI rb TreTroLtjKbs rijv Kadav Ta&rriv Kal tQs eis dpxv"

iKeivTjv Kal alriav dvd^eLi ; 'rj wpwrov f^kv oiiK ^^w SX77S oi55^ Ka$' airijv
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The theory as thus outlined runs counter in all

its implications to that doctrine of the possibility

of varieties of perfection upon which Plotinus so

strongly insists. Kinds of perfection have to become

grades of imperfection, progressively increasing as

the hght of Being dies through shade after shade of

obscurity into the absolute darkness. They can be

viewed in no other way. Whether or no Plotinus

is conscious of his contradiction of himself, he will

not allow it to exist. He warns us, in fact, against

the logical conclusion of what he has said. Evil

does not consist in deficiency of any sort whatever,

but in universal deficiency ; deficiency in all respects

(iXXeiipet iv tij TravTeAe?). " For," he explains, " what

is slightly deficient in the Good is not evil, since it

can also be perfect relatively to its own nature.

But whenever a thing is altogether deficient, as

Matter is, such deficiency is essential Evil, and has

V i^^Xh V Tota&TTj. fiifUKTai o^v afierplq. Kal &iJ.oipos etdovs tou

KofffiovvTos Kal els pJrpov dyovros ' tribp-an yhp iyK^Kparai (fXiyv

^XOP"' ^Tretra S^ Kal rd \oyt^6fievov el ^XdirTotTo, bpav KtakieraL

Kal TOis TTadeuL Kal Ti^ iiriaKOTeia6ai t^ UXt] Kal irpbs ^tjv vevevKivaL

Kal SXois oi irpbs oixriav, aXKa irpbs yheffLv opSiv, ^s apx^ V ^^V^ <pOait

oUtojs odira KaKj] ws Kal rb fi^iru iv air^j fibvov Sk ^Xi^av els aiiT'/jVf

dvaTTLfj.irXdvai KaKov iavT^s. &fioLpos yhp iravTeXCis odea dyaBov Kal

(TTiprtats Toirov Kal &KpaTos IWeitpis i^o/ioioi eauT-J irdv S ti B.v

avTTjs Trpo(Td^//r]Tat bwojaovv. tj fi^v o^v reXeia Kal irpbs vovv ve6ov(ra

^vxh ^^^ Kadapd Kal ^yjv diriffTpaTTai Kal rb dbptarov dirav

Kal rb &fi,eTpov Kal KaKbv oSre bpf oUre ^re\d^el.^ Kadapd oHv fxivei

bpi,<rdel<ra T(f TracreXGs. ij 5i /i,ti p,elva<ra toOto, dXX' ef avTrjs

jrpoeXdovaa t^ /x^ reXeli^ fiTjdk irpthrtp olov ivSa\pi.a eKelpTjs T(p

iXXeififiart Kadbaov 4v4\nrev dopiffrias jrXTjpwde'taa ffKbros opg^ Kal

fx" 'IfSii <!\i])i pXiirova-a els S pA) pXiiret, ws XeyopeBa opax Kal rb

ffKbros,
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no share in the Good.'"i It may he that Plotinus

means to include in general deficiency, the deficiency

of a thing not only as compared with other kinds of

things, but with respect to its proper perfection as

well. Or it may be that we have here another

attempt to reconcile kinds with grades of perfection

by insisting that there is a point in deficiency at

which it becomes evil ; namely, when a thing is

wanting " not only in the nature of something else,

but in its own nature as well."

There follows upon the passages we have been

examining the discussion already noted of Plato's

assertion in the Theaetetus of the necessity of Evil as

a contrary to the Good. Then Plotinus summarizes

the argument, so far as it has gone, as follows :

—

"That which is in essence unmeasured is primal

Evil; that which becomes unmeasured, whether

through similarity or participation, is, by virtue of

what has befallen it, secondary Evil. Thus darkness

is primary, and that which is darkened is secondary

Evil. Vice, being ignorance and lack of measure

with respect to the soul, is secondary Evil, and not

absolute Evil
; just as virtue is not the primal Good,

M. 8, § S (75 b) [vol. i. p. 103, 1. 26 et seq.]. 5. dXV d ij

^XXet^ts Tov dyaBov alria rod opav Kai Gvvuvai ri^ aKdreij rb KaKbv

ett} hv iv T^ eWei^pei rrj ^vxv Kal irpwrov—Se&repov S^ ^arai rb

(TKbros—Kai ij (piais rod KctKov oiK^ri ^v rrj vKtj, aKKb, Kal irpb t^s

li\j)S. IJ oix iv ry ottuxtouv iKKd\j/ei, dXX' iv ry TravrcKd t6

KdKbv ' rb yovv iWetiroJ^ dXiyov rod d/yadod oi KciKdv, dOvaraL yhp

Kal T^Xeioy etvai us trpbs <pi<nv ttjv aijTod. dXX' 6Tav Trai'TeXws

iysXelirri, 6Tep idTlv i} dXr], rovro rb fivrws KaKbv fiTjdefiiav ^x^^ dyadoO

fj.oipa.v.
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but good because it resembles and participates in

the primal Good.'"^

The rest of the book is devoted to a rebuttal of

various possible objections. In the first place, it

may be said that vice is not due to Matter, but to

a disposition of the body or modification .of Matter

like heat or cold or bitterness or emptiness or

fulness ; in a word, to a form of some sort. But

even supposing this hypothesis to be true, the cause

of the evil disposition is still to be found in Matter.

A form or quality imposed upon Matter and working

upon it cannot produce without it what it produces

in connection with it. Thus the form of an axe can

be nothing without iron. Again, the form united

with Matter is not what it would be by itself. By

its union with Matter it is corrupted, and filled with

a nature contrary to itself and to the Good, and is

dominated and altered by it. Evil, then, is not a

modification of Matter by Form, but a modification

of Form by Matter. It may lie in a disposition of the

body, but the disposition is evil only in so far as it

represents a partial disintegration of form and

measure into formlessness and lack of measure, due

to the material admixture.

Apply this directly to the problem of sin and it

means that Matter is the cause of evil-doing. It is

1 i. 8, § 8 (78 b) [vol. i. p. 109, 1. 3 et seq.]. loru Sti irpilrrai

likv rh dfierpov KaKdv, t6 5' iv dfierpii;^ yevbfiepov ^ o^ottaaei ^ fiera.-

XiJ^et ry (Tvfi^e^TjK^vat aijr^ Seur^pws KaKbv ' koX irpibrtas fi^v rh

ffKiyros^ rb Bk iffKOTiafiAvov Sevripojs W(Xa&r(i3S. Kaxia 5^ dyvoia oSaa

Kal d-^erpia irepl V'UxV SevT^pujt KaKbv Kal oiK a&roKaKdv oi)5^

yap dper^ irpGiTov dyadbv, dXX' tfri w/iofoirat 7} iiereiK'qtftev airov.
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useless to argue that one should overcome Matter.

The spirit that is tainted by Matter cannot over-

come. Our disposition, as we know, is affected by

bodily changes and states. The only thing to do is

to flee the bodily and material altogether. Thus

only can we overcome Evil.

The objection here treated is discussed in its

more metaphysical aspects in the book on Matter.

There it appears as denial of the possibility that

the substratum of things may stand for a common

quality in all the material elements. Plotinus asks

four questions in reply : First, what is this quality ?

How shall we describe or define it .'' Second, how

can a quality be a substratum, or, in other words,

how can an adjective be a substantive ? Third, how

can quality, which has no matter or extension, be

perceived in what will also have no extension ?

Finally, how can this quality, if it be describable,

be called Matter ?

On the other hand, if, like the substratum of

definitions, it cannot be defined, it will not be a

quality, but the Matter of which we are in search.

Secondly, the important point arises how Matter

or Evil can be an object of knowledge. Virtue we

know quite properly through the instrumentality

of the intellect, since the highest faculties of

the mind have in virtue an object akin to and at

one with themselves. In recognizing the Good in

the world, reason is but finding itself. But how can

the intellect whose thought is Being, think or know
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what is relatively "Not-being"—and know it precisely

in its deficient character.

The possibility of such knowledge with respect

to adjectival Evil is first discussed. The conclusion

is that we know the badness of a thing as a

departure from a standard set by what we consider

the proper form and entelechy of the thing in

question. The object offers enough that is positive,

enough traces of form for us to infer what Idea is

seeking expression there, and hence for us to be

aware that this Idea is but imperfectly embodied.

"We see in part only, but we infer the nature of

what is absent from what is present. That is, the

absent is really present formally or ideally, though it

fails to appear in the particular instance of the form.

In the same way, we succeed in making vice an object

of discourse, leaving at the same time its deficiency

in the sphere of the indeterminate and undefined.

For example, if we see Matter wearing, as it were,

an ugly mask because Reason has not sufficiently

mastered it to hide its ugliness, we represent Matter

to ourselves as ugly through its lack of form." ^

Here, however, our knowledge of the indeter-

minate rests upon a co-ordinate knowledge of the

determinate. We know the partial lack of form

through its partial presence which gives thought a

point cTappui. But how are we to know what is

absolutely without form and incapable of determina-

tion qua itself, if knowledge means determination .''

M. 8, § 9 (78 g) [vol. i. p. 109, 1. 19 et seq.].
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So far as we know Matter, it is no longer Matter

that we know. It is Matter determined and defined

by our thought, by some form, and subsumed by

it under some concept.

This difficulty had been met by Aristotle with

the assertion that Matter in itself is unknowable.^

Form alone is a possible object of discourse.^

Plotinus, however, is under the spell of Plato's voOo's

AoyKT/tds, or "spurious concept."^ To illustrate

what he means, Plotinus takes refuge in an analogy.

We know Evil and Matter, as we see darkness which

is absence of light, the only medium of seeing. NoSs

becomes another voCs, a sort of unreason, giving up

its own nature in order to see what is opposite

to that nature.*

1 Aristotle, Met. Z 10, 1036 a 8.

2 Id., ib. Z 10, 1035 a 1-9.

^ Plato, Timamis 52 a-b.

M. 8, § 9 (79 a) [vol. i. p. 109, 1. 25 et seq.]. This discussion

with the quotation on the previous page is based on the text

appended. tIvi offx iyi/apta-afiev raOra ; Kal TrpQrroi' KaKlav Hvi

;

Aper^v fi^v ykp vip airt^ Kal (ppop-^cet ' aitTTjv yap yviapl^ei ' KaKiav 5k

TTtJsy 9f ihairep Kavbvi t6 dpBbv Kal fi'^, oJhit) Kal t6 /j-t] ivapfib^ov t^

dperrj ; ^X^ttovtss o^v ainh ^ /xt; ^Xkirovres, rrjv KaKiav Xkyw ; ^ t^v

fUv iravTeXij KaKiajf oil jSX^TTOi'Tes, Kal yap dirsipov ' dtpaip^aei odv to

fj.7ldafiov TQVTO ' TT]v 5k p.!) TravTeXrj t(^ iWelTretv ToiiTcp. p^pos odv

6pQvT€S T(f irapdvTi p.^p€i t6 Airbi^ Xafi^dvovres, 6 iari piv iv tQ S\tp

etSei, kKcT dk Hireartp, oStoi KaKlav \iyoixev iv doplari^ rh i(TTepi]p,ivov

KaTa\cTr6vTes. Kal Stj iirl rrji ii\7]^ oiov ahxxP^ '^^ irpbaWTTOv Ibbvres oi

Kpari}(TavTos iv aiT(p roO X670U, (Sffre Kpv^at rit ttjs UXtis alcrxos, alcrxpbv

tf>avTa^bp.eBa ry tov eidovs i\\ei\l/eL. 8 8i p/qBap.^ efSous T€TOxvK€f

TTUis ; ^ Tb Trap&irav d<paipovvT€S irdv eldos, <J p.ii tovto Trdpeffri., \iyopev

clvai aX'qv, dp,op(j>lav Kal avrol iv ijpiv Xa^bvres iv T<fi irdv eWos

d^eXeiv, ei p.iWop.ev OX?;*' dedaaa&ac. Sl6 Kal voOs fiXXos odroSj oi

vovSf ToKpiTjaas tSeiv rd p.Tj aOroi).
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In another passage in the book on Matter, he

seeks to explain his meaning. How will you con-

ceive of that which is without quality ? he demands.

What will our thought or rational impression of it

be like ? It will be indeterminateness, is the reply.

" For if like is known by like, then the indeterminate

will be known by the indeterminate. There might

indeed be a definite concept of the indeterminate,

but the impression or intuition of the indeterminate

would be indeterminate." That is, I can define a

concept by saying that it is the concept of the in-

definable. Such a concept cannot properly be

called knowledge, since it says nothing of its object

save that it is unknowable. Nor can it properly be

called ignorance, since it is, as it were, conscious of

its ignorance. That I cannot define is itself a defini-

tion. That I cannot know is itself an act of

knowledge. Plotinus is insistent that the intuition

of indeterminateness is not blank ignorance or

absence of impression. It is, he says, reverting to

the analogy of "seeing darkness," as positive an

impression as that which the absence of light makes

upon the eye. We are aware of blackness which we

define as absence of colour, light, and form.

To think, then, of "Not-being" is indeed to

think of nothing. But to think of nothing is not

to cease to think. The thought of nothing is the

result of abstracting all form and determinateness

from an object and dwelling upon the formlessness

which is left after one has thought away every mark
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and attribute. Such thought Plotinus can describe

only in the words of Plato as a bastard concept or

presentation, not knowledge, but composed of the

"Other "and the false.

At the same time, it is difficult for the soul to

maintain this impression of indeterminateness. By
her very definition of it as indefinable, she gives it,

as we have seen, a spurious determinateness. Her

essential operation is formative. As soon as she

touches Matter, she gives it structure and determina-

tion ; she thinks it under the form of material

objects. " She is pained by the indeterminate as by

a fear of being outside reality, and cannot bear to

remain long in Not-being." ^

1 ii. 4, § 10 (164 d) [vol. 1. p. 158, 1. 7, p. 159, 1. 11]. ri o^p

vo^<T(a d/j^yedes ev HiK-q ; ri dk vo'^aet^ diroiov 6ir(a<Tovv ; koX tIs ij

vdtja-Ls Kal ttjs 8iavola^ i] iiri^oK'^ ; ^ dopLffHa ' el ydp ri^ 6fioi(p t6

8fi0L0Vf Kal r^ dopiarijj rd d6pt(TTOV. X6yos fikv odv yivoiro hv irepl

Tou dopL(rTov (bpto-fJL^vos, 7} 5^ irpbs a^rb iiri^oXi) dopiaros. el 3'

^Ka<TTov \6y({3 Kal yoi}(reL yivthaKGrai—^vravda 8k 6 (xkv \6yos \4yeij

5. 87] \4y€L irepl a^TTJSy ij 8k ^ov\ofj.4v7) etuai v67)cns oii j^dr/ffis, dXV
otov dpoia fidWov—v66ov 3,;' etrj rb <}>dvTa<T^a avT^s Kal o^ yy^a-tov,

iK daT^pov o'UK dXTjOovs Kal fierd tov dar^pov \6yov trvyKelfievop.

Kal rdxo- els tovto ^Xiirwv 6 HXAruv v66(p XoytcfJ.^ eXire XriiTT^v etvai.

rls of/v i) dopcffria ttjs ypvxv^ > ^P^ TravreXTjs dyvoia uis dTrovcrla ; ^

€v Kara<pda'€L tivI rb dbpiCTOv, Kal olov 6^6aXfi(^ rb trKbros HXtj 6p

Travrbs dopdrov xpthfiaros^ oiirdjs odp Kal ^vxh dtpeXovaa tfca eirl

TOLs alcB'tjrois olov tpQs rb Xonrbp otl/k^tl ^;toua"a 6pi<raL ofioiovrai ry

6\f/eL ry ip (TKbri^ raiirbp irujs yivofj.kp'g t6t€ r^ 5 oTov 6p^. S,p' odp

bpq. ; '^ of)Tws ujs d(XX7}fio(T^P7)P Kal ihs (Sxpoia^ koI cEjs dXafiirh Kal

irpoff^TL Sk ws o^K ^x°^ fjJyedos ' el Sk /atJ, elSoiroi'^O'ei •fj87). Stop

o^p p/r)8kp vo^y od ra^rb rovro irepl ypvx^J^ irdBos ; i) oif, dXX' Srav fikv

fi7}8kv [po§], X^Ya /j,Tj8iPj fiaXXop 8k Trdtrxet oiS^p ' Hrap Sk t^p ^Xt}Pj

oUtuj Trdffxet TrdOos olov rdirov rod dfibp^ov • iirel Kal brav rd fiefxop-

^Gjfiiva Kal rd (xefieyeBvcfiha poy, ciis tr^pdeTa poet ' u?s ydp Kexpt^-

fffiipa Kal HX<i)s ireiroiwfiiva, fh 6Xov odv voeT Kal rb <TVvdfi<po} ' Kal

ivapy^s fJikv if vbrjffcs i) ij aiffOrjcns ruv iirbvrwvy d/xv8pd Sk ij tov
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So much for the difficulties connected with the

possibihty of conceiving the indeterminate. Another

travels hard on their heels. How can that which is

without determination or quality be called evil ?

This difficulty goes back to Aristotle. It is not

perhaps fair to say that he shirked it, but we do

him little injustice if we say that it was ignored by

him. Certainly it never received any adequate

treatment at his hands. And not only is it implicit

throughout his doctrine of wpanii vXtj, but he involves

himself in it almost deliberately, as it would seem,

in a very interesting passage in the Metaphysics.

" That the actuality," it runs, " is better and of

more value than the potentiality which strives after

it, is clear from what has been said. For in the

case of things said to be potential, the same thing

is capable of opposite determination. For example,

what is called the potentiality of being well, is at

the same time the same as the potentiality of being

ill. To be weU and to be ill have the same potenti-

ality ; similarly to be at rest and to be in motion,

and to build and to demolish a house; and in the

case of the house to be built and to be demolished.

The potentiality of opposite determinations, then,

inroKetfi^voVj ToD afi6p(pov' od yap eWos. 8 oSv iv t(^ 6'Xaj Kcd

a\iv6^Tip Xa/tjSdi'et ^era tlov iiriiVTiav dva\6(ra(ra ^KeTva Kal xw/)£ffa(ra,

d KaTaXeliret 6 X670S, tovto voet dfivSpuis dfivdphv Kal (rKOTCLfias

(yKOTuvbv Kal voei oi vooOaa. Kal iireiSi] oiK (/xeivev oiS' avri) ij OX?)

&liop4>os, dXX' iv Tots Trpdyfuuriii ian pLepi,op<panivri, Kal i) ^l/vxh fiS^<^s

^iri^aXe t6 eldos twp TpayfidT<av air^ dXyovira T(f dopiffripj olov ^6^(p

ToC ?Ju Tuii ivTijiv etvai Kal oiK dvexoii^i''q iv T<f pi.ii ^''''' ^"'"roXi)

iardvat.
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can exist at the same time, but the opposites cannot

exist at the same time. Nor can the actualities

exist together, as, for example, to be well and to be

ill. Hence, one of these must needs be the Good,

but the potentiality is equally the capacity of both

or neither. The actuality then is better. But it

also follows that in the case of Evil, the completed

fact and actuality would be worse than the potenti-

ality. For the potentiality is one and the same

capacity for both opposites. Clearly, then, there is

no Evil except evil facts. For Evil is subsequent in

nature to potentiality. Nor would there be in things

primal and eternal, either any evil thing or error,

or anything corruptible, for corruption also pertains

to evil things." ^

Of the sense of this, there can be no question.

Good and Evil are alike phenomenal, the substratum

of the EvavTtWis is neither. But if Matter be

absolutely passive and indifferent, then not only

does it fail to explain the fact of Evil at all, but it

renders the fact an inexplicable surd. For since

Form is the source of energy and direction in the

Aristotelian system, and since energy and direction

are always for the Good, Matter must be affected

only by that energy and directed only toward the

entelechy, and hence must completely embody the

end in question. Allowing such a thing as a bare

possibility of opposite determinations, that possi-

bility could never be more than bare, and could

1 Aristotle, Met. Q 9, 1061 a 4-21.

R
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never vitiate, as in fact it does vitiate, the potenti-

ality of the Good. Allowing that Matter couM go

wrong, it would not, so entirely would it be, accord-

ing to its logical concept, submitted to the attraction

of the End and the Good.

Two considerations, however, will help us in

dealing with this difficulty. In the first place, we

must remember that this mutability and indifference

of Matter is applicable only in the last resort to the

irpoiTT] vXrj. But TTpdnrj vXr] is little more than a

hypothesis attenuated to the extreme of abstraction,

and saved from being pure Not-being only by its

possibility of becoming something. Matter, in so far

as we can predicate anything about it, is to some

extent determinate. We are quite as justified in

saying ovk ecm v\iij, as ovk fo-n KaKhv Trapa rot Trpay/iara.

In so far as it is predicable and determinate, that

determination is qua Matter always evil. In any

object, what we mean by its Matter beyond the fact

of its individual and corporeal existence is the

imperfect character of that existence. In so far, then,

as Matter stands for a value as well as a fact, that

value is always evil. To all intents and pui-poses,

that is, it is in itself evil.

This, however, is to postpone, not to settle the

difficulty. The cnrx of the question is how Matter,

being pure passivity and absolute acquiescence,

could do other than always and completely embody

the perfect Form. The answer could only be that

the passivity is not really pure, nor the acquiescence
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absolute. In short, there is a self-contradiction

here in the Aristotelian system. Logically, perhaps.

Matter could be reduced to pure potentiality ; as a

matter of fact it could not. In its logical form it

would not work. Hence, while Aristotle talks of

Matter as indeterminate potentiality, he uses it even

in its most indefinite and primal sense as something

definitely characterized. The opposition of its

determinations could not be otherwise derived from

it. Out of the absolutely indeterminate, given even

the determining form, at the most one determina-

tion, to and by the form, could arise and even the

possibility of deriving that one is doubtful.

The result is that even to the Aristotelian -n-paTrj

vX.7] a positive character must be implicitly attributed.

If final causation is to work, it seems as if

something more than mere acquiescence must be

ascribed to Matter. Upon an absolutely neutral

medium, the perfect might exert its charm in vain.

We are forced to posit in Matter a susceptibility

which is more than a capacity, and amounts to an

inherent affection for the Ideal. It must have, as

Aristotle actually does attribute to it, however

inconsistently,an 'it^&ris or tendency toward the Good.^

This affection or e^eo-ts it is which is the real efficient

cause of the motion of the universe. We may question

the success of the Aristotelian identification of the

efficient with the final cause. The efficient cause

would seem to lie not in the attraction exerted by

s. i. 9, 192 a 18.
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the Ideal, but in the essential desire of Matter for the

Ideal. The distinction may indeed be purely logical

and the two, like Matter and Form, be united in

fact. Attraction and desire are in operation one

and the same thing. Still the bases of their opera-

tions are different and their metaphysical principles

are distinct.

In the same way, if Matter is to be determined

to " privation " as well as to form, we must suppose

it to be possessed also of a very positive passivity.

Its phenomenal character as incompleteness in things

can only be attributed to some sort of real intracta-

bility. Its power of not becoming, like its power of

becoming, must be a power exerted. But here also

we get into difficulties. What is to account for the

exertion of the power not to be, for the inclination,

that is, not to realize the Good ? Although the

e'06o-is of Matter for the Good may have to be con-

ceived as a priori, innate, and not instilled by the

Good, its existence is yet correlative to, and bound

up with, the attraction of the Ideal. The contrary

inclination in Matter should imply the existence of

an anti-ideal. A positive cult of Evil, as well as of

the Good, would have to be attributed to Matter

;

and the mixed and incomplete character of the

world put down to the eternal hesitation of vXt]

between the attractions of God and the devil. Still,

even admitting this, the situation is little relieved.

Two equally positive tendencies toward Being and

Not-being would amount to the same thing as the
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strictest neutrality towards both. The fate of

Buridan's ass, for example, would have been no less

pathetic had it been equally indifferent instead of

equally drawn to the two bales of hay. But if the

one tendency is stronger than the other, what is to

account for their inequality.'' If both are allowed

to exist, both have exactly the same reason for

existence, and therefore exactly the same strength.

Finally, though both tendencies must exist in

Matter to some extent actualized, it is at the same

time impossible to see how they can do so if the

constancy of the imperfection in the universe, or

even the existence of a mixed world of good and

evil, is to be explained. How can Matter have at

the same time an actual tendency towards becoming,

and an actual tendency towards not becoming, this

or that form ? The unthinkableness of such a

condition is recognized by Aristotle himself in his

dictum that opposite determinations cannot exist at

the same time, though they may be deduced from a

common potentiality capable of becoming either one

or the other.

Such are some of the perplexities which lurked

in the Aristotelian conception of Matter as the

indeterminate subject of all determinations. They

miffht also seem to be involved in the Stoic assertion

that Matter is without quality and receives its form

from an active principle, Xoyos or Reason or God,

which permeates and animates it,^ were it not for

' Diog. Laert. vii. p. 134 ; Seneca, Ep. 65. 2.
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the monistic assertion that its compliance with the

formative power is absolute and that its determinations

in spite of appearances are all perfectly good. There

was then considerable weight to the objection which

Plotinus had to consider. It was not, however, the

first appearance of the objection in outspoken form,

nor was Plotinus the first to attempt to deal with it.

It had challenged Plutarch, who had replied to it as

follows :
" When we talk about Matter, we must not

go over to the opinions of some philosophers and say

that it must be thought of as a kind of inanimate

body, devoid of qualities, inert and inefficient of

itself. We call oil the matter of a perfume and

gold of a statue, though they are not in themselves

devoid of all quality, and the soul itself and the

thinking faculty of man we hand over to the reason

to be ordered and harmonized, calling them the

matter or material of knowledge and virtue. Some

have made out also that the mind is the place of the

ideas, and is, as it were, an impression from the seal

of the intelligible world ; and some again consider

that the seed of a woman [ovum in women] is not

the potentiality nor the source, but the matter and

the sustenance of generation. Thus, if we agree

with such views, we must conceive of this goddess

(Matter) as having a share of the primal God, and

as united to him by love of the goodness and

beauty which surroimd him. She is never opposed

to him ; but just as we say that a just and

law-abiding man is in love with justice, or that a
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virtuous woman who has a husband with whom
she hves, desires him, so we must say that Matter

desires God, and is ever in his presence, and is filled

with the most powerful and purest parts of him.'" ^

Matter, then, in and per se cannot be the cause

of imperfection. Its nature is not intractability,

but complete acquiescence in the attraction of the

divine. There must, Plutarch concludes, be a third

principle no less actual and fundamental than God,

but radically opposed to him. This principle he

believes he has found in the Evil Soul of Plato's

Laws. " Of those who attribute to Matter, rather

than to the soul, that necessity which is spoken

of in the Timaeus, and in discussing the Philebus

attribute to Matter also that lack of measure and

determination which has to do with the greater

and the less of defect and excess, we may ask how

they will dispose of the Platonic dictum that Matter

is eternally formless and uncharacterized, devoid of

all inherent quality and power, and like those

odourless oils which perfumers employ for coloui'ing

purposes. It is impossible that what is in itself

devoid of quality, inactive, and indifferent, should

be assumed by Plato to be the cause and first

principle of Evil, or that he should call indetermin-

ateness base and evil-doing ; or again, that he should

describe it as necessity in constant revolt and

rebellion against God. For as to that which he

declares in the Politicus to reverse the motion of

' De Is. et Osir. 58.
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heaven, namely, necessity and innate desire, and as

to that disordered fusion of ancient Nature as it was

before it was developed into the present world

—

how came they actually to exist, if what underlay

them was Matter devoid of quality and of all causal

power, whilst the Creator was good and wished to

make all things like himself as far as lay within his

power? For there was no third principle beside

these two. Here, indeed, the Stoic difficulty over-

takes us which introduces Evil from Not-being

without cause or generation on the ground that it

is not reasonable that either the good or the in-

different should have provided either the substance

or the generation of Evil. But Plato did not fall into

the same error as these later philosophers ; nor did

he overlook, as they did, this third principle and

force intermediate between God and Matter, and

maintain that most absurd of theories, namely,

that which declares the nature of evil things to have

crept in from some source or other accidentally and

of its own accord. ... On the contrary, he writes

as follows in the Politicus concerning the world.^

'From God the constructor, the world received all

that is good in it, but from a previous state came

elements of evil and unrighteousness, which first

of all paSled thence into the world and were then

transmitted to animate things.' And a little farther,

' As time went on there was more and more . for-

getting and the old discord again held sway and

1 73 A.
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there was danger lest the world should be dissolved

and fall again into a state of indetermination and

confusion (avo/iotdrijs).' But confusion has nothing

to do with Matter, which is devoid of quality and

distinctions. Eudemus, however, like many others,

ignorantly chides Plato with having declared Matter,

which he calls repeatedly the mother and nurse of

things, to be the root and origin of Evil. It is true

that Plato calls Matter the mother and nurse, but

the cause of Evil he makes that force which moves

Matter and is distributed among bodies, a force

disordered and irrational, yet not inanimate." ^ This

he often calls necessity, but in the Laws he calls

it quite openly the disorderly and evil-doing Soul,^

. . . contrary and antagonistic to the Soul whose

works are good.^

Numenius interprets Plato's statement in the

Laws somewhat differently. The Evil Soul is not a

principle extraneous to Matter and acting upon it,

but expresses rather a hylozoistic quality in Matter

;

a living and positive recalcitrancy in it to the

improving power of the Good. " Pythagoras and

the Stoics are agreed that Matter is formless and

without quality. But while Stoics say that it is

neither good nor evil, Pythagoras makes it evil.

In the former case, when asked, with reference to

some evil encountered on the way, whence evils

^ Plutarch, De animae procreat. in Timaeo, 6, 1014 z-7,

lOlS E.

2 Id., ib. 6, 1014 D.

3 Id., ib. 7, 1015 F.
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come, they plead that perversity is the cause of

evils. But they have not explained as yet where

perversity itself comes from, since according to

them there are two first principles of things

—

God and Matter. God is the highest and all-

excelling Good ; Matter, as they think, is neither

good nor evil. But Pythagoras says . . . that

although Providence exists, evils also necessarily

exist because Matter exists and is of an evil quality.

But if the world be made of Matter, it is certain

that it is made of a nature already vicious." Hence

" Numenius praises Heracleitus for his reproof of

Homer for invoking death and destruction upon

the ills of life and for not realizing that he was

pleased to demand the annihilation of the world,

if Matter, which is the source of Evil, should be

abolished. Plato is also praised by Numenius

because he asserts that there are two World-Souls,

the one most beneficent, the other malignant and

evidently Matter. That whatever moves, however

slightly, by its own inner and proper motion, is

animate and possessed of a vegetative soul, is the law

of all beings which are truly moved. And this Soul,

indeed, is the author and master of that passible

part of the soul in which there is something corporeal

and mortal and like to the body, just as the rational

part of the soul has for author Reason and God." ^

In Philo, the Aristotelian difficulty appears again,

' Chalcidius, In Timaeum Platonis, 295 (Mullach, Fragmenta,
ii. p. 244, Ed. 1860). Cf. 297.
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complicated by an absence of even that discrimina-

tion which we find in Aristotle between it/owtij vX-rj

and Matter plus a minimum of determination. Philo

confuses both senses, talking of Matter now as

absolutely without quality or determination, now

as possessed of a definite evil character. It is

" inanimate and immobile of itself, being moved and

ordered and animated by the (divine) intellect." ^

It is " without quality or form," ^ " discordant and

capable of dissolution, and furthermore corruptible

of itself, irregular and unequal." It is definable as

that which in itself is without formal determination,

and is therefore capable of becoming all things ; as

Not-being ; also as the empty and wanting, or as the

dark.^ "God called Not-being into Being, order out

ofdisorder, the quantitative out ofthe unquantitative,

and likeness out of the unlike, and agreement and

harmony out of the unagreed and discordant, and

evenness out of the uneven, and light out of the dark-

ness." * " For Matter was of itself dissolved, un-

qualified, inanimate, full of otherness and want of

harmony and discordancy. But it received a change

or transformation into the opposite and best

conditions ; order, quality, likeness, sameness, accord,

harmony, and everything that belongs to the Ideal." ^

^ De mimd. opif.

^ Quis rer. div. Her. 500 c (492). Cf. De mundi opif. 4 e

(5 si) ; De prof. 451 E (547) ; De somnis, 1114 b (665) ; Quis rer.

div. Her.' SOS (495), 4 ; Deprof. 479 (475 c).

^ Zeller, Phil, der Oriech. in. ii. pp. 435-6.

* De creat. princip. 738 (367 m).

'' De mundi opif. 5 a.
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Self-contradictory as the position set forth in

these quotations is, if taken at its face value, and

little as Philo does towards further explanation of

this meaning, the paradox is not really so glaring

as it seems. The indeterminateness of Matter can

in a way be reconciled with its evil character in a

system as insistent upon metaphysical evil as is

Philo''s. The world is necessarily evil because it is

not God, in whom alone the only kind of perfection

is embodied. And Matter as the principle of

individualization and of cosmic existence, however

amenable it may be to the divine, and however

faithful a copy of the Ideal it may reproduce, is

evil in that it exists at all. It needs no malignant

outer force to explain its intractability. The force

which enables it to persist in its separate being

is sufficient for that.

We come now to Plotinus's reply to the problem.

"If Matter," he begins, "be without quality, how

can it be evil .'' By its being without quality we

mean that it possesses of itself none of those qualities

which are received into it, and inhere in it as their

substratum ; but we do not mean that it has no nature

of its own. If then it have a certain nature, what is

to prevent this nature from being evil, though not

indeed evil in the qualitative sense ? For quality is

that by predicating which something else is qualified.

Quality, then, is an accident and a predicate. Matter,

however, is not a predicate, but the substratum with

which accidents are concerned. So because quality,
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whose nature is to be an accident, is not attributed

to it, Matter is said to be without quaUty. If, there-

fore, quahty be itself without quaUty, how can Matter

which has not received qualities be called qualitative ?

We are right in saying that it is both without

quality, and also evil. For it is not called evil because

it has quality, but because it has not. Otherwise,

were it a form, although an evil one, it might still

have a nature not contrary to Form." ^

But, it may be objected, is not Matter qualified

by just this lack of quality .'' " What is to prevent

Matter, whose nature it is to participate in no other

quality, from being qualified by precisely this non-

participation, possessing as it does in any case a

certain peculiarity of its own, and differing from

other things by virtue of being deprived of them .'' " ^

Plotinus's reply involves a discussion of the rela-

tion between vX.rj and a-Tiprjo-K for which we are not

M. 8, § 10 (79 c) [vol. i. p. 110, 1. 8 et seq.]. ral raSra //.iv

tclOttj. &Trotos 5^ odtra. Trios /ca/cij ; 1j ^TOtos "K^yeraL ry fiTid^f ^x^'-^

aiTTjv 4(p' iavTTJs to^tojv tuiv TTOLOT'/p-uVf &s scleral Kal [at] iv airrrj

ws 0TOK€ifj.^if({j ^(rovrat, o^ fiTiP oiirajs, ws firjde/xiav tpOffiv ^X"^- ^^ ^^

^Xet Tivk (jiTjaiv, ra&rtjv ttjv (pi!i(nv ri /cwXi^et kclktjv elvai, oix oiirco S^

KaK-^v, <jjs TTOibv ; iiretd^ Kal rd Toihv tqvt6 ^trrt, Kad* S ^repov Troibv

X^yeraL. ffv^^e^tjKbs oOv t6 woLbv Kal iv HXKip ' ij S^ 0\t] o6k 4v

dXXtfj, dXKit, Tb uTTOKeLfjievov Kal rb au^^e^tjKbs irepl airrb. rod oSv

iroLov TT]v <t>iai.v av/i^e^TjKbros ^xo*'^^^ ^^ Tvxovf^a iiiroLos '\iyerat..

el Toivvv Kal t] Troibnjs airi] diroLos, irws ij ii\ij oi Se^afiiftj iroL&njra

woia &v \4yoi,TO ; dpdSs S.pa "Kiyerai Kal Sttoios e&ai Kal KaKT) " 06

yd,p Xiyerat. KaKri tQ troibnjra ^x^'-^t ctXXa ^oKKov rt^ irotbTTira /j/i]

^X^'^j ^*'^ M^ V ^^^^ KaKT] eldos odaa, dXXci ivavrla t^ etdet ^6<ns.

^ ii. 4, § 13 [vol. i. p. 62, 1. 4 et seq.]. tI oiJc KaMei

&TroLov fjiiv elvaL rip tSiv StXKiiJv /iiySe/itas ri? aOrTJs (p6(r€L tieT^xeiv,

airiff 5k ro^t^ Tip /XTjdefuds /xer^xeti' Totav eZvat IbLbrip-a Tr&VTWs rivk

Ixov"-" f<*' ™'' fiXXwi* diatpipovffav, otoD arip^alv riva iKdfUv ;
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quite ready. But so much of it as is immediately

relevant is as follows :
" The peculiar property of

Matter is not Form, for it consists in not being

qualified and not having any form. It is absurd to

caU Matter qualified because it is without quality

;

that would be like saying that through its very lack of

magnitude it has magnitude. Its peculiar property

then is not other than, or predicated of, itself, but lies

rather in the relation it bears to other things, i.e. that

it is none of them. Other things, however, are not

merely other, but each is ' something,'' that is, each

has a form. But Matter might with propriety be

called merely an ' other,' or perhaps ' other ' in the

plural, in order to emphasize its indeterminateness

and not define it, as one would by calling it ' other

'

in the singular." i

The nature of Plotinus's emendation of the

Aristotelian position must be plain. He agrees

with Aristotle that Matter as the substratum

of all determination is itself absolutely without

form and quality. But he disagrees with him in

the inference that Matter is therefore prior to good

and evil and of itself neither good nor evil. This

inference, as we have seen, Aristotle was unable to

1 ii. 4., § 13 [vol. i. p. 163, 1. 32 et seq.]. ij re ISl6ttis t^s CXtjs

oi fiop^ • rb yd,p fii) ttolol elvai ii-qS' etSbs n Ixeii' • &totov Si], Sn
fUTI TTOid, iroihv 'Kiyeiv Kal S/ioiov Ti}, 6'ri A,n^ye$es, airif roirif

fiiyeOos ix^i.v. i(mv oSc ^ Ididrris airTJs oiiK &\\o tl Ij 6irep (an,

Kal od Trp6(rK€irat ij IStdrris, &Wa fwiWov iv ax^^^^ "^ Tpbs rd. fiXXa,

Sn S,X\o airSiv. Kal t4 /i^n fiXXa oi nbvov ftXXa, dXXa Kal n 'iKaarov

ws elSos, aiiT-i) Sk irpeirbvras hv \4yoiTo pLbvov dWo • rixa Sk fiXXo,

iva fi^ Tifi SXKo eviK&s oplaris, dXXa rip £XXa t6 dSpLtrrov ivSel^y.
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justify, but had always to treat Matter as if it were

possessed of a positively evil character. In so doing

Plotinus would assert that Aristotle was right, and

right also in denying to Matter all quality and

determination. The latter's confusion lies in con-

sidering the opposition between good and evil to

be an ordinary case of ivavTboia-i's between contrary

determinations. This is not true. Good and evil

are opposed as determinateness and indeterminate-

ness. To assert, as Aristotle does, that they represent

contrary formations of a neutral Matter is covertly to

ascribe the cause of Evil to Form, not Matter.

Plutarch then was right in his demand for a

positive malignant power as an explanation of Evil.

But this demand rested upon precisely the same

misunderstanding of the true nature of Matter and

of the opposition between good and evil as that of

Aristotle ; and, in the ascription to it of an 4'^ecrts or

appetite for the Good, upon a greater misunderstand-

ing. For Matter is without quality, as Aristotle says.

But this lack of quality does not imply lack

of significance in point of value. Matter is not,

because it is indeterminate, a substratum equally

indifferent and hence equally compliant to de-

termination to good and ill. For all determination

is good. To speak of determination to the bad is

a contradiction in terms. All the properties and

qualities that inhere in and give structure to Matter

are lent to it by the seminal reasons, the outgoing

and formative powers of the archetypal and perfect
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world. Quality, then, qua quality is good. Its

origin forbids it to be otherwise. The difference

between qualities, the opposition between different

determinations, the Ivai'TiWts of "this" and "not-

this-but-that " are purely logical and involve no

comparison in point of moral value. They ex-

press merely the multiple, but harmonious content

of the intelligible world.

It is only when I oppose to a thing its blank

negation, to wit, a mere "not-this," without any

specification of a " that," that I am opposing evil

to good. To say that I am no kind of an angel,

but a man, is merely to oppose one determination to

another in the sense of distinguishing one form of

being from another. It carries no reproach. But

to say simply that I am no kind of a man, is to

imply that I am deficient in a nature properly mine,

that I am not the man I am entitled to be by virtue

of my species.

The opposition, however, in the latter sense of

myself to not-myself, or of " this " to " not-this," is

not extrinsic, but intrinsic. It is not the opposition

of one determination to another, but of the blank

absence of a specific determination to its presence.

Such an opposition may indeed be described as an

kvavTLUicni, and as we know, Plotinus talks of Evil

as the opposite of the Good. But the opposition

implied in it is not the ordinary opposition of one

thing to another, not the failure of one thing to be

another signified by " not-this-but-that,'" not the
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negation of one determination or quality by its

opposite, but its negation by an intrinsic lack of

its proper self.^ Evil, in a word, is a case not of

'drepov, but of firj.

In some such way, I take it, Plotinus would have

argued, had we gone to him with our perplexities.

But his argument, though a fair criticism and a

valid attempt at correction of the Aristotelian con-

tradictions, is yet rather a sign than a solution of

the difficulties in question. For how, we may ask,

is it possible to ascribe "a certain nature," (fy&xLv

TLva, to that which is absolutely without quality

or determination ? How can that be said to exist

which is the mark or essence or substratum, not of

the merely relative non-existence, the " not-this-but-

that," implied by the Platonic erepov, but of the

absolute non-existence of a thing in relation to its

entelechy ? In fine, Plotinus has involved himself

in all the difficulties of the proposition that Not-

being exists.

Had he, indeed, been consistently mystic, he

might have escaped. For him in that case, as for

Philo, the erepov of the Sophist would have been a

sufficient sign of imperfection. " Not-this-but-that,"

when opposed to God would have involved Evil by

the mere fact of its opposition. The not-divine,

however full of positive content it might be, could

not have been other than not-good. Matter as

the mere principle of the differentiation of the

I
ii. 4, § 16 (169 d) [vol, i. p. 115, 1, 22 et seq.].

S
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world from the Deity would have been necessarily

a principle of evil and its individuation of opposite

determinations within the world would have been

no more than a hierarchy of imperfections. So-

called grades of perfection would have appeared in

their true light.

Or again, the naturalist might have avoided the

pitfall. He, in Platonic fashion, might have re-

duced ixi) ov to hepov, the absolute "not-this," to

the relative " not-this-but-that," and then, following

Plotinus, have declared all determinations good after

their kind, and "this" as good as "that." The

result would have been the familiar naturalistic

world.

But Plotinus, as we have had occasion to remark

so many times, tries to combine the two positions

and falls between two stools. On the one hand,

he treats different forms of being as different

kinds of perfection ; on the other, as various

degrees of imperfection. More concretely, every-

thing that is, is determined, and determined in some

way or other at every moment of its existence,

and every determination is by and to the Good, yet

at the same time nothing at any moment of its

existence is determined as it should be. I, for

example, am what I am from instant to instant,

and am completely that ; yet I am not perfect.

Again the lack of any particular determination is

treated both as the presence of some other deter-

mination and as the absence of itself. That is,
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negation is considered both as differentiation and

as absolute absence of being—two points of view

perfectly compatible as long as one does not seek

to draw from them diametrically opposed meta-

physical deductions, whose contradictions one de-

clines to recognize because of the compatibility of

the original propositions.

Again, Not-being is not nothing and yet is not

anything. In so far as it is anything, it is positive,

not negative, Being, not Not-being. Hence it stands

for good, not evil. But if it is nothing, then what

it stands for and supports is nothing, and there is

no such thing as Evil. Plotinus, in fine, could

neither deny nor affirm the existence of the basis

of Evil without leaving Evil metaphysically baseless.

The possibility of holding a middle coui-se was

doubtless suggested by the analogy of darkness,

which is the absence of sight and yet is seen. But

the Matter in which such a string of paradoxes

could harmoniously inhere could not be otherwise

than paradoxical.

To return now to the Plotinian argument. It

may be objected, he says, " that the nature opposite

to all Form is privation, and that privation always

inheres in something else and is not of itself an

hypostasis ; and hence, that if Evil lie in privation,

it will also inhere in what is deprived of Form and

so will not exist in and for itself. Let us apply

this argument to the soul. If Evil be privation,

vice will consist in a privation of good within the
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soul and be not due to anything external. But *' if

the privation be of some form that happens to be

present, and be a privation of good in the soul, then

the soul produces the evil within herself by virtue

of her own seminal reason, and has nothing good

about her ; and in that case, though she is a soul,

no life."^ In other words, vice in itself requires

an explanation. If it be a privation of the soul,

it is nothing external to the soul in nature, but

inherent in her essence, since the meaning of a-rip-qa-i.'s

is that a thing lacks in and of itself the quality in

question. But this is to say, that the soul lacks in

and of herself the Good. But according to the

Plotinian doctrine, the Good is the source and

principle of life. Hence the soul will also in and

of herself lack life, and be soulless. This, however,

is a contradiction, for the essence of the soul is life.

It follows that the soul is not deprived of good by

her own nature, for her nature is good.

Still, may not Evil be a partial privation ? This,

replies Plotinus, also involves a contradiction. For

then, part of the soul will possess and part will

be deprived of the Good, and her experience will be

mixed. There will be no such thing as unmixed

and primal Evil in us. That is, the soul cannot

by virtue of the same essence be both good and

evil.^

1 i. 8, § 11 (p. 79) [vol. i. p. 110, 1. 26 et seq.]. See note below.
2 See continuation from reference just quoted. The dis-

cussion and quotation are taken from the text appended. 11.

dXX' Tj ivavTla Tij) rfSei TravTl <pii<Tis a-Tiprjffis ' ffripijffis Si del 4i/
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In the treatise on Matter, the relations of priva-

tion to Matter are taken up in a more general way.

First there is a preface a propos of the objection

lately reviewed, that Matter would seem to be a

privation (a-Tip-rja-is) or lack, and that privation is

certainly a quality. The deprived, the argument

runs, is qualified by its deprivation. For example,

the blind man is qualified by his lack of sight. And
if any single privation qualifies its subject, how much

more will privation in all respects ?

But Plotinus answers :
" This is really to turn

everything, even quantities and essences, into qualified

things or qualities. And if a thing be qualified,

quality is present in it. It is absurd, however, to

make a quality of what is other than quality and is

(iXXij) Ktd iir' aiiTTjs oix uir^ffTairis ' fliTTe rb KaKbv el iv dTepiiaei, h
ri^ e<TT€prifi^voj e'idovs to kclk^v ^trrai ' ibffre Kad' eavrb ouk ^crrat.

el oSv ^p T77 i^uxi? ^f^T^^ KaKdv, ij (rT^fn^a-ts iv auTTJ t6 KaKbv Kat -fj KdKla

SffTai Kai oiSiv ?fw. iirel koX fiXXoi X670i Tr)v iiK-qv SKuit apaipeTv

d^iou(nVf ol di ov5' aiiT'ijv kclk^jv elvai odaav. oidiv odv Set dWodev

^7}Teiv TO kukSv, aXKa Bifievov h ^vxd oCtui d4(Tdai a.7rov<riav d,'ya6ov

elvdi. dXX' el 7] o'T^pyjcns iiri^aXKovTbs dffTi irapeivai etSovs TLvbs, el

Tov dyadoO aTepTjais iv ^vxVi ^^*' ^^ KaKiav iv aijTy woiel Tt^ Xbytp ti^

eavTTJSj 7] ^vx'h oddh ^x^^ dyadbv ' oO tolvvv oiSk ^wijv odaa ^vx'n-

ii,\l/vxov dpa ItTTat t) fvxv, etirep fiijdi ^aijv ' &(TTe ^vxt) oiaa, ovk

l(TTai i'vx'n- ^x^' ^P" ''? ^""'^s Myip t^'fiv ' fiirrc oi (TTipTjaiv Ix^^

T7]v Tou dyadoO Trap avTTJs. dyadoeidis dpa ^x^^'^'^ ^' dyadbv voD

ixvos Kai oi KaKbv Tap auras' o^k dpa odde irpdiTus KaKbv oiSi trv^^e-

^ 7]k6s tl a&r^ Tb irpdjTUJS KaKbv, IjTt fj.7]Se direffTiv aiirrjs ttSlv t6

dyadbv. 13. tI oSv, el ^^ TravreX^ UTiprjatv Xiyoi dyaOov rijv KaKlav

Kai Tb KaKbv Tb iv ^vxjj, dXKd Tiva ffTiptjo'LV dyaOoO ; dXX' el touto,

Tb fiiv ^xoucra, toO 5i icTeprjixivq, iuktt)v f|ei tt);/ ata-ffTjaiv Kai o6k

&KpaTOV Tb KaKbv, Kai oHjna evpr)Tai. Tb irpSiTov Kai &KpaTOV KaKbv "

Kai Tb (liv dyadbv rg i/'uXB i<TTai. iv oMg,, a-vfi^e^riKbs di Ti rb

KaKbv.
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not quality." ^ The thread of the argument is hard

to trace, but Plotinus's meaning seems to be :

—

If you say that a-reprp-i? or privation is a quality,

then you might as well call quantities or essences

qualities too. It is certainly no more absurd. And

again, how can a thing be qualified by being un-

qualified ? How can the absence of an attribute be

attributed to it ? But, the text proposes, we may

perhaps call what is other than qualified, qualified,

because what is " other " is thereby qualified. What
is it that is " other " ? is the reply. If it be " other-

ness," then it is not a qualified thing, because quality

is not itself qualified. If it be merely " other," it is

not other in itself, but only by virtue of participation

in difference, and the same by participation in

sameness. In short, the diflference of one thing from

another is not an attribute of either thing. It adds

nothing to, and in no way qualifies its essence.

Difierence is a category not a quality, a statement of

the fact that there is a plurality of beings, not of

what these beings may be.

What, then, is the relation of privation to

' ii. 4, § 13 (16T c) [vol. i. p. 162, 1. 19 et seq.]. el oSi/ (rripriais

To&rwv irepl avT-qv, tus oi) Trota ; el di Kal 6'\ats ar^prjffis irepl adr^v,

^Ti fiaWoi', et ye Stj Kai ar^prjins iroibv tl. b dk raura \4yiov ri

fiXXo if irotb. Kal iroiSTtjras iravra wotel; ibffre Kal ij iro(r6T7]S irotdnjs

hv etq Kal T) odffia d4. el 5^ irotov, Trpbaean TroLbrtjs. yeXolov dk to

erepov tov ttolov Kal fii} iroihv irotov iroieiv. el 34, 6tl erepov, irot-bv^ el

fiev aOTO€Tep6T7}S, oii5' fiis TOibv ' iwel o^5' ij TroioTTjS iroid ' el d'

%Tepov fibvov, o6x eai^y, dXV erepliTTjTi 'Erepov Kal ravrbrnyn ravrbv^

oidi Sri 71 ffripiiais Troidrris oidi ToiSv, dXV ipri/iia iroibrruos fj S.Wov,

lis Tl dtj/oipla \j/btl>o\i fj OTOvovp SXKov • Apais yap % crT^pijiris, rb Si

TTOibv iv Kara^dtret.
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Matter ? This is the question which we now attack.

Are they two concepts of one and the same sub-

stratum ? If so, then the two concepts must re-

ciprocally involve one another, or at least one of the

two must imply the other. Are they related as, for

example, snub and nose ? In that case, they wiU be

two. Or, are they related as fire and heat, where

the essence of heat involves reference to fire, but not

that of fire to heat ? In that case, privation will

be a form of Matter, but not the substratum itself.^

Or, are Matter and privation one substantially,

though logically distinguished, in the sense that

privation marks not a positive character of Matter,

but signifies negatively that absence of Being which

Matter is ? But if privation be Matter by virtue of

its negative character, its indetermination, and

indefiniteness, and lack of quality, that is, by the

identity of its concept with that of Matter, how

comes it that we ever distinguish its concept from

that of Matter.? 2

1 ii. 4., § 14 (168 a) [vol. i. p. 163, 1. 10 et seq.].

''

ii. i, § 14 (168 c) [vol. i. p. 163, 1. 29 et seq.\ The discussion

is based on the appended text. IS. irdXiv oJiv t:riTr)riov, el Kara

avii^e^r)Kbs to Aireipov Kai rb abpiarov iv fiXAij <j>iaeL Koi irQs (rvfi^e-

^7)k6s Kal ei a-r^prjais trvn^i^-qicev. el di) Sira ixkv dpiB/xol Kal \byoi.

aireiplas IJu

—

Spoi ycLp Kal rd^eis Kai rb Terayidvov koI tois fiXXois

irapk To(iT(tiv, TdrreL S^ ravra oO rb Tero.yp.^vov oiibk rd|ts, 6XKb. &Wo

rb Tarrbfjievov iraph rb Tdrrov, rdrrei 5k rb T^pas Kai 6'pos Kai

X670S

—

dvdyKTi rb rarrbiievov Kai bpiibiievov rb dweipov etyat.

rdrrerai Sk t) iiXri Kal fiffa bk /iri Vki] t(? /ierfx"" ^ ^^'/s Xi57oc Ix^iv

dudjKTi rolvvv rrjv fiXiji' rb direipov ehai, oix oliru di dTeipov, lis

Kara <rviJi,§e^y)Kbs Kai rtf a-v/i^e^rjKevai rb diretpov airri. irpCirov piv

yap rb ffvii^aivbv rif Sei Xiiyov eXvai. ' rb 5f direipov oil \byos • iireira

tIpl ivn rb &Teipop avu^ijcerai ; iriparL Kal Tvevepa(TfUv(f. oKK' 01)
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We have now raised tlie question of the relation

of the indeterminate to Matter. Is it an attribute,

the attribute of indetermination inherent in another

subject than itself? " Numbers and seminal reasons

are determinate, and are principles of determination.

What is determined by them must be in itself un-

determined. I
But a thing's indeterminateness cannot

inhere in it as a- property, since all properties are

determinations. They are, moreover, seminal reasons,

and the indeterminate cannot be a seminal reason.

For in what could the indeterminate inhere ? In the

determined ? But the determined is not a subject of

ireTreptKruivov oOS^ iripas ij ij\yj. Kai t6 SiTreipov S^ irpoaeKdbv ry

Treirepa<riJi,iv<f diroXei airoS tV <j>i<nt> " 06 rolvm iTVH^i§iiKhs t^ 8Xi;

ri fiTreipov " airri Tolvvv t6 UTrapov. eTrei Kal iv tojs vo-qrois r; ifXi)

rh &Trapov Kal etrj Si,v ytvvqBh ix ttjs tou evtis direiplas 9) Svpdfieas

^ Tov def, oOk otfffijs iv iKetv({i direipias dXXa irotoOvTos. ttws odf iKct

Kal ivravBa; fj SiTrbv Kal ri Aveipov. Kal ri biaipipei. ; «s ipX^"

TVTTOV Kal ciSaXov. iXaTrbvui oiv S.Treipov toOto ; f) fwXKov " ScrCji

yap etdioXov Tetpevybs t6 elvat to aKri84s, p^dWov dTetpov. t] yap

aTeipia iv Tf^ ^tov opicrBivTi fiaXKov ' rb ycLp ^ttov iv rt^ dya6^

ndWov iv tQ KaKi^. rh iKU o^v fidWov bv e'iSuXSv ttws dwetpov, to

8i ivTavda ^ttov [fij*], 6(r(f iri^evye t6 eTvai t6 dXriffis, eis di elddAov

KaTeppiyi ^6<tlv, oKTjdeffripdjs direipov. Th a^Tb odv rb dwcLpov Kal t6

dTTelpifi eTi'ai ; ^ Sttov \67os Kal S\ri S.X\o iKdTepov, Stov Si iiXi; /idvov

?) TaiiTbv \eKTiov ^ fiXws, 6 Kal ^iXnov, oitK elpat ivBdSe Tb dTeipip

elvai ' X670S 7ctp iffTac, 6s oiK ^aTcv iv ti^ direipc^ij tv' ^ diretpov,

direipov fiiv Stj Trap' aijTTJs tt]v ijKyjV XcKriov dvTtTd^et rfj irpbi Tbv

\6yov. Kal ydp, ibffTrep b Xbyos oiiK dXKo tl &v itxTi \6yos, oOtw Kal

T7}v ii\7]v dvTLTeTayp.ivT}V t(^ \6ycfi Kard t^v direLpiav oOk dXKo tl

odaav \eKTiov dweipov, 16, dp' oCv Kal iTepiyrrjTi TaOrbv ; ^ oi/,

dXXii fwpltp iTepbTTjTos dvfLTaTTOfUvtp -rrpbs rd 6vTa Kvpius, & dij

X6701. Si.b Kal [t6] /i^) fli* oiirws n &v Kal aTepi]aei raiiric, el i)

ffTipTjtrts dvTiOetTis irpbs Th iv X6y(p 6vTa. oHkovv (pdap^fjaeTaL ^
ffTiprjcrLi TrpoffeXBbvTos tov od (TTiptjcns ; oiSafiw ' viroSox^) ydp

fJews oix l^is, dXXA aTipT\<!is, Kal iripaTos 01) t6 ireirepaffiiivov oiBi Tb

iripaSf dXXct ri diret-pov Kad' ii<rov direipov, irm oZv oiK aTroXet aiTOv
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properties, since Matter is not determined. More-

over, the indeterminate would destroy the nature of

the determined. The indeterminate, then, is not a

property of Matter, but its very self." ^

But what is it that is indeterminate.? Are the

indeterminate (to a-Treipov) and " being indeterminate
"

(rh ixTreLpo) elvai) the same .'' They are not the same,

is the answer, when Reason as well as Matter is

involved. In the case of any thing, we might say, we

can distinguish between its indeterminateness and

that which is indeterminate ; in other words, between

the reason or Aoyos which constitutes its essence, and

the blurring of that essence by the vagueness of

Matter. But where we are concerned with Matter

alone, the two are the same, or better still, one

cannot appropriately apply the phrase to aweLpui

etvai, " being indeterminate," at all.^ When we talk

TT}v tpOatv TpoaeXddv rb T^pas Kdl raura ou Kara (rvf/.j3€^T]Kbs tvTos

d-jreipov ; ij et fi^v Kara t6 Troahv &,ireipov, avripti [fij'] ' vvv Bk oiix

oijTUSf dWd. Toivavrlov crdj^eL aurb ^v t(^ etvat ' 6 7dp iri<pvKev eis

ev^pyeiav Kal reXelwaii' dyeit Cjffirep t6 daTaprov, Srav ffirelpr]Tai
'

Kal 6rav rb dijXv [^/c] toO dppevos Kvfj^ qOk dirdWvrai rb dijKUj dXXa

fidWov BriKdverai ' roOro d^ ^criv 6 ^an fxaKKov ylverat, dp otiv

Kal KdKbv 7] 0\7] fieraXa^^dvovtra dyadov ; ^ 5ta rodro, lirt ideirjdT] ' ou

ydp elxe. Kal yap d fi^v dv S47p-ai nvos, rb 5'
^XV) M^o'oi' dv tVws

ylvoiTO dyaBov Kal KaKOu, ei lad^oi irias iir' fi/i0w * 6 5' dv ii7\Sh ^XV
are 4v irevlq. 6vy fmWov dk irevia 6p, dvdyKT] KaKbv elfai, oil ydp

rrXoirov irevia rodro ov5^ lo'X^'os, dXKd irevia liiv ^povTfjtreuSy irevia

5^ dper^s KdWovSf fiopcprjSj eWovs, wotov. ttws odv oii dvaetdis ; iruis

Si oi irdvrri alffxpi" ; tus 5^ oi) irdfrTj KaKbv ; iKdrq Si }] CXi; 17

iKet 6v ' rb ydp irpb airrj^ iireKetva bvros. ivravda Se ro irpo a^T^s

6p, oiiK dv dpa a{ir7] ^repov 6v wpos ry Ka\(^ roO 6Vros.

i
ii. 4,§ IS (168 e) [vol. i. p. 164, 1. 12 et seq.].

'^ As we shall see in a moment, this does not apply to the

intelligible world.
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of a thing ^^ being indeterminate," we imply the

presence of a seminal reason which is rendered

indeterminate by Matter. But Matter is not un-

determined by virtue of a seminal reason of in-

determinateness. It is undetermined in and of itself,

and its indeterminateness means opposition to and

absence of reason. Indeed "just as Reason is Reason

and nothing else, so Matter, which is opposed to

Reason and is nothing except indeterminateness,

must be called indeterminate." i

Is Matter the same as "otherness" or "difference".''

No, but it is the same as a part of difference,

difference from Reason and Being. In a sense, then,

continues Plotinus, Not-being is something and is the

same as privation, if by privation we mean opposition

to Being, which is Being in so far as it is rational.^

But how can a thing both be and be in a state of

privation ? Is this. not to say that it both is and is

not .'' This seems to be the meaning of the query,

" will not the privation be destroyed by the advent

of that of which it is the privation ? " Not at all,

is the reply. Privation is not a mode, but the

subject or receptacle of modes. It will not be

destroyed, but merely modified by its modifications.

In the same way the subject of determinations is

not the determined or determination itself, but the

undetermined qua undetermined. The object is not

modified by two opposite determinations at the

1 ii. 4, § IS (169 c) [vol. i. p. 165, 1. 19 et seq.].

2 ii. 1, § 16 (169 d) [vol. i. p. 165, 1. 22 et seq.\.
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same time, but its determinations, congruous in

themselves, are weakened or blurred by the stuff or

subject they modify.^ This point has already been

discussed in considering Plotinus's treatment of the

Aristotelian paradox.

The objection, however, persists. Must not

determination and limitation destroy by their advent

the nature of the undetermined, which is not un-

determined adjectively, but in itself.? The trouble

is, answers Plotinus, that we are thinking of the

indeterminate as a quantity. Were it quantitatively

indeterminate, it would be destroyed. But it is

not quantitatively indeterminate. As it is, the

indeterminate is endowed with being, actuality, and

perfection by the advent of determination and

definition, as the unsowed field by seed, or as the

female nature by its union with the male.^

Does Matter, then, remain evil when united with

the Good ? Certainly, for the reason that it needed

the Good and had it not. " But what needs and

has something else, stands half-way between good and

evil if it be impartial toward both. But what has

nothing, because it is in poverty or rather is poverty

itself, must needs be evil." ^

It cannot be said that we reach any very definite

conclusions regarding the nature of vXt] and a-repricn's

in these passages. In a sense we are told, indeed,

that Not-being is the same as o-rc/jijo-ts, and a-Teprja-is

1 ii. 4., § 16 (169 e) [vol. i. p. 165, 1. 26 e,t seq.].

"
ii. 4, § 16 (69 E) [vol. i. p. 165, 1. 30 et seq.]. «

3 ii. i, § 16 (169 e) [vol. i. p. 166, 1. 8 et seq.].
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certainly denotes that absence of form, determination,

and quality which is the essence, if we may use the

word, of Matter. Moreover, a-reprja-Ls is not a state,

but the receptacle or substratum of a state. And yet

it is not the same as Matter. It is adjectival and

secondary. It is intrinsic, whereas vice is extrinsic.

Thus if vice were a-Teprjcris we should have to define

the infii'm soul as an essence by nature bereft of the

Good. But on the other hand, o-tc/dt/o-is is not a

form or a determination. The nature of a thing

cannot be defined by its lack of its nature.

I confess I am unable to make much sense of

these apparent contradictions. My interpretation

is no more than tentative. But I think Plotinus's

underlying thought is something as follows : SrcpT/o-is

or privation is involved in the predication of any

kind of diiference. Thus if I say I am not an angel,

but a man, my manhood implies a Jack in nie of

angelic nature, and of all forms save the human. Such

a lack is in truth a kind of negative definition. It

tells me what I am not, but it implies that I am
something, and though it leaves that something

undetermined, it does not declare it indeterminate.

Still sucb definition is not true determination. To

tell what I am not is not to tell what I am.

But, on the other hand, the negation involved in

privation is so far without hint of that intrinsic

negation or absence in me of my proper nature, of

which vice is the symptom. It mei-ely asserts my
lack of natures other than my own, a lack which does
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not in any wise detract from my proper perfection.

The lack of my proper nature is due to Matter.

This lack may indeed be described in terms of

privation, as a privation in me of my entelechy, but

it is a more special case of privation.

Privation, then, is not-being, both in the sense

of not being one's self, and of not being another.

In both cases it is adjectival and secondary, and in

both an absence of determination. Hence in both

it stands not for a positive state of an object, but

for a condition subject to, or an aptitude for, further

determination. But in the one case that further

determination is the mere logical discoveiy of what

the object is meant to be, in the other the moral

task of seeing that it perfectly expresses its meaning.

These considerations I have found helpful in clearing

up the apparent paradoxes of the Plotinian argument.

So much for privation and its relations to Matter.

But another question arises as regards the nature of

vice. May not vice be an impediment in the soul i

But in that case the cause of the impediment will

be absolute and primal Evil. Vice will not be the

cause of the impediment, for it is not absolute Evil,

just as virtue is not absolute Good. As we rise from

and by means of virtue to the absolute Good, so

from vice as a starting-point we descend to absolute

Evil, first by looking upon it, if one can speak of

seeing absolute Evil, and then by becoming evil

through participation in it. And yet though the

soul be fallen into evil and darkness, she cannot
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become absolutely evil ; she can only be more and

more tainted by a nature other and worse than

herself. She dies so far £is she can die, and her

death is to be engrossed with the body, sunk in, and

filled with Matter.i

Or shall we call vice a weakness of the soul ?

But whence and what is this weakness ? Is it to be

likened to bodily indisposition, and traced to Matter

which is the cause of disease ? But the analogy will

not hold. Vice cannot be described as a sickness,

nor is the soul naturally material or subject to

material dispositions. Moreover, the soul is not

weak of herself. The soul that stands apart from

Matter, winged as it were and unhindered in her

operations, knows no weakness. Weakness, then, is

extraneous, due to contact with Matter.^

But how does the soul, pure and strong in her-

self, ever get into contact with Matter. How can

she fall .-* " If we get a clear and proper under-

standing of the cause of her fall, then her weakness

which is the object of our investigation will be made

evident. There is Matter in things, and there is

also Soul, and there is, as it were, one place for

both. Matter is not in one place and Soul in

another, as if Matter's place were on earth. Soul's

in the air. Rather is there a place apart for the

soul, inasmuch as she is not in Matter, and this

means that she is not united with Matter, and this

M. 8, § 13 (80 c) [vol. i. p. Ill, 1. 23 et seq.].

M. 8, § 14. (80 g) [vol. i. p. 112, 1. 21 et seq.].
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that one simple thing cannot be made out of her

and Matter, and this again that she is not produced

in Matter as a form in a substratum. This is the

significance of saying that she is apart.

But the powers of the soul are many ; and she

has beginning, middle, and end. The Matter which is

there demands more room and is, as it were, trouble-

some and wishes to gain an entrance. But the whole

place is holy, and there is nothing there which does

not partake of Soul. So in subjecting itself to Soul,

Matter is illumined, but is not able to grasp the

source of its illumination. The soul does not triumph

over its presence and uplift it in spite of its presence,

for the reason that she does not see it since it is evil.

On the contrary the admixture of Matter darkens

and weakens the illumination and the light from

Soul, providing as it does generation and the cause

whereby the soul enters into generation. For the

soul would not of herself have come to what was not

already present.

Such then is the fall of the soul—to come in this

wise to Matter; she is weak, too, because all her

powers are not operative, hindered as they are by

Matter seizing the place which she possesses, and

causing her to shrink, as it were, and making what it

has stolen evil, until the soul is able to return to her

own again. Matter, then, is the cause of weakness

in the soul, and the cause of vice. It is antecedently

evil, and is indeed the primal Evil. Moreover, if the

soul when aifected by Matter herself ci'eat^, and if
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she communes with Matter, and becomes evil, it is

Matter which by its presence is the cause. She would

not have entered Matter, had she not, by her com-

munion with it, undertaken the work of generation."^

The passage needs but little comment. In the

first part Plotinus is apparently arguing against

Aristotle. Soul and Matter, or to put it in Aristo-

telian language, Form and Matter have indeed the

same "place." They are not separated spatially,

Soul for instance in the heavens, Matter upon earth.

But on the other hand there is not the intimate

logical and substantial union between them that

M. 8, § 14 (81 d) [vol. i. p. 113, 1. 16 et seq.\ rod U Trrci/taros

rb oXtlov ^vxo ffatp^ffrepov Xafi^dvovct Kal u)s irpoffiiKei Xa^eTv Kara-

(f>a.vh ^(TTai t6 ^t}to6/j.€uov. ^(ttiv otv iv toU odcLv VXt], ^(Tti 5k xal

ypvx^, Kal oTov rdiros ets rts. oii yap X'^P'^ /^^ ^ rdiros r^ ^X'g,

Xwpis S' ad 6 TTJs ^vxv^—otov 6 fxkv iv yfj t^ i^Xt;, 6 5^ iv aipi t^ ^^XV
—CtW 6 rbirot T^ i^^XO X^P^^ "^V M^ ^^ ^^77 ' toOto S^tw /*?/ evfadTJvai

TV ^^V ' TOVTo dk Tip fii} ^v TL 4^ awT'^j Kal fJXijs yep^c^ai ' rovro dk ry

fi^ iv i}TroK€Lfxiv{^ ry fiX?; yeviffdai' Kal tovt6 iari rb xw/>is elvai. dvvdfieis

dk yf'vxv^ TToWal Kal dpx^v Kal fiica Kal ^(rx^ra iJ/vxtJ ^« ' SKtj 5k

jrapovcra wpoaaLTet Kal oTov ivoxXei Kal els rb etffcj TrapeXdeiv BiXcL

'

iras 5i b x^P^^ iepbs Kal oi)5iv iariv^ 5 dfiotpbv iari i^vxv^- iWdfi-

werat oZv i/wo^dWovaa iavrijv Kal dip* o^ fikv iWdfJiTrerai oO 56vaTaL

Xa^eiv • ov yap dvix^^ai a^r-^v iKeivo KairoL Trapovaav^ 6ti fx^ bpq.

bid KaKTiv, T^p 5i ^Wafi^f/tv Kal rb iKeTBev <pu>s iaKbrwffe t^ M^^'
Kol dffdevks TreiroiTfKe r^v yivetnv air^ irapatrxovaa Kal t^v ahlav

Tov els a^T7]v i\0etv ' oO ydp div ^\$e r^J fJi-i) irapbvTi, Kal tovt6

iffTL 'TTTuifia TTJs i^vxv^ Tb ofJroJS iXdetv els HXtjv, Kal dadeveij 6tl Trdaat

ai bvvdiJLeis ov Trdpeitriv els ivipyeiav K(aKvo^(n}s i/Xi/s irapeivai r^ rhv

rbirov Sv /caWx" ch)t'^ KaroKa^eZv Kal olov ffvaireipadrivai Trot^cat

iKeivTjVf 6 dk ika^ev olov K\i\pa<Ta iroiriaai KaKbv eXvaiy ^ois dv dvvrjB^

dvabpafielv, 6X97 roivvv Kal d<rOeveias ^vxv o-lrla Kal KaKlas alria.

wpbrepov &pa KaK^ auTi} Kal irpuTov KaKov ' Kal yap el a^-^ 17 tj/vx^

ry VXt} iyivv7}ff€ iradovffa, Kal el 4K0LVfhv7j(Tev aiJr^ Kal iyivero KaK'^,

T) HXtj alria irapovaa ' oi5 ydp dv iyivero els aMjV /j.^ r^ wapovfrltf.

air^s T7]v y^veaiv Xa^oOca,
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Aristotle imagined. The finite form is separable

from, and exists independent of, its particular. The

soul is not the entelechy of the body, as Aristotle

said ; in Plotinian phrase, she is not united with

Matter, nor does she exist in it as a substratum.

Again, when Plotinus says that one "something"

is not produced out of Soul and Matter, we may

perhaps see a denial of the Aristotelian contention

that the individual, not the universal, the roSe n
composed of Form and Matter, and not the form

alone is the real thing. Plato had asserted that the

universal alone is real, and that the particular is

but a mutilated fragment, or copy, or shadow of

it. Plotinus cannot go quite so far because of his

provision of an intelligible basis for particular souls,

in his doctrine of Ideas of individuals. But it is

the particular soul or form which is the real thing,

the ToSe Tt, not its union with Matter and body in

a particular fleshly man. That union indeed is

rather a diminution of its reality, a blurring of its

definite and individual character by the principle

of indetermination. Men's souls are individual, we

might say, but their bodies are compounded of the

same clay.

The rest of the passage but amplifies the con-

ception of Matter as a detraction from, rather than

an ingredient in, the real thing. Matter crowds the

soul, as it were. It weakens the soul's powers as

darkness does light. The soul fades into Matter.

In this her fall consists. Matter, then, is the cause

T
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of the soul's fall, and of the vice and sin involved.

Were everything light, the souPs rays would not be

diminished and absorbed. She would not have to

illumine or create. Everything would be illuminated

and created, or rather there would be nothing but

illumination. Then nothing would be distinguish-

able from the One. The One would be all in all.

Once more, Matter is the origin of Evil.

We may note in passing how with this ascription

of Evil to Matter as its cause, any other than a

nominal distinction between moral and physical evil

is abolished. Moral evil may be described in terms of

physical evil and vice versa with equal appropriate-

ness. Thus on the one hand we may regard sin

as merely one case of the universal failure of all

mundane things to realize their entelechies— a

failure due to the inadequacy of means to ends.

On the other hand we may regard that inadequacy

which is the summum genus of all physical evil as

involved in the great cosmic fall and fading of

xjnixfi and Adyos into the darkness and not -being

of Matter ; that is, as implicated in what we may

call the aggregate sin of all the particular souls and

seminal reasons. The truth is, that a common defini-

tion is applicable to both. All evil, be it physical or

moral, may be described as a corruption or darkening

of the soul or seminal reason by Matter.

There remain one or two other aspects of Matter

to be considered ; Matter regarded as a physical

substratum, and Matter in the intelligible world.
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In his discussion of the first point Plotinus follows

Aristotle. The necessity for such a substratum is

proved by the Peripatetic appeal to the phenomena

of change. Change is transformation. Qualities do

not alter their natures, but things their qualities.

There must then be something which passes from

one to the other. ^

What is this something? Plotinus proceeds to

criticize the answer given by the hylozoists and

atomists. Elements are determinations of Matter.

Such is his general criticism. In greater detail he

reviews Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Anaximander, and

Leucippus.

Apparently misinterpreting Empedocles, he says

that his elements show that they are not Matter

by the fact that they are corruptible. Empedocles,

as a matter of fact, had maintained their incorrupti-

bility. Plotinus had better have argued that they

are specific, and therefore a composite of Matter and

Form. Against Anaxagoras he urges that voGs and

Being must be prior to " the mixture," rh ^vyixa.

For the mixture must exist, must have Being as a

substratum. If Being be mixed, then this "mixture"

again must have a common ground, and so on till

the simple be reached. Again if vow be the creator,

what is the use of having its material already created P

Now is the principle that could and should impart

form to it. Of itself Matter should be formless.

Anaximander he criticizes on the ground that he

I Cf. Aristotle^ Met. A 2, 1069 b 3-9; 10, 1075 a 30-3J,
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means by the " indeterminate " a quantitative infinite

(t& dSie^iTrjTov). But a quantitative infinite cannot

exist either in itself or as an attribute of any being.

It cannot exist in itself, since the parts 'of such an

infinite are themselves infinite. That is, the part

would equal the whole. (One wonders what Plotinus

would have said of self-repetitive series, and Cantor's

mathematics of the infinite.) Nor could that of

which such an infinity was predicated be in itself

infinite, or simple, or Matter. Finally, the atoms

of Leucippus are not Matter, for there is no such

thing as an ultimate atom. There can be no end

to the division of the corporeal. Moreover, com-

binations of atoms could never give rise to anything

but combinations of atoms. The continuous, sensible

world and the soul cannot be explained by it.

Plotinus concludes that the primal Matter, the

Matter which underlies all elements and determina-

tions, must be without any quaUties primary or

secondary. It has no colour, temperature, weight,

texture, structure, magnitude, or composition. All

such determinations, all determinations of every sort,

must be introduced into it from without. Else it

would be in part self-determined and positive. Had
it, for example, magnitude, it would have a structure

of its own, and would be not altogether plastic All

determinations, those of quantity as well as those of

quality, are the work of seminal reasons.

If it be objected at this point that nothing csui exist

that has not magnitude, Plotinus replies that nothing
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incorporeal has . magnitude, yet the incorporeal

exists. Matter is incorporeal in itself. Body and

magnitude are determinations acquired by participa-

tion in Form.^

The second and more important thing to note is

the distinction made by Plotinus between sensible

and intelligible Matter. It may be objected, he says,

that there is no such thing as intelligible Matter.

Matter is indeterminate, what is intelligible is

essentially determinate. The material object is

compound, composed of Matter and Form, the in-

telligible, taken by itself, is apparently simple. Again,

we arrive at the conception of Matter from the

phenomenon of " becoming "
; but in the intelligible

world there is no change or alteration. Moreover,

where could such a Matter come from .'' If it be

generated, it must have a principle of its own ; if

it be eternal, there is still a plurality of principles.

But in that case the plurality of worlds will be con-

tingent in its existence ; that is, will be due to the

union of these principles, and each intelligible, like

each sensible object, will be composite and corporeal.

How then are we to deal with these difficulties ?

Plotinus begins with a denial of the assertion that

there is no indeterminateness in the intelligible world.

Nor, he adds, need we necessarily look askance at

indeterminateness as an indubitable sign of imperfec-

tion. It depends upon the kind of indeterminateness.

^ For all this discussion see ii. 4, %6 ei seq. (162 c ei seq.)

[vol. i. p. 154, 1. 29 etseq.].
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Thus the soul is indeterminate relatively to vow and

Reason, by which she is given form and value. But

this is not all. In the content of vovs itself we are

able to make a distinction between Matter and Form.

There are many Ideas, " and if the Ideas be many,

they must have something in common, and since

they differ from one another, each must also have

something peculiar to itself. This something peculiar

and differentiating is the form proper to each Idea.

But if there be Form, there is also something which

is formed, to which the principle of differentiation is

applied."^ How now shall we describe intelligible

Matter ? To answer this we must ask what the Ideas

have in common. They all are, and all have unity.

Blank, simple Being, then, is the Matter or substratum

of all forms, and hence of the intelligible world.

Intelligible, however, is to be sharply distinguished

from sensible Matter. " The divine Matter in grasp-

ing what determines it, gets a determinate and

intelligible life. But sensible Matter, even when it

becomes something determinate, is not even then

living or thinking, but a mere corpse adorned." In

other words, the intelligible Matter is completely

assimilated to Form. Forms do not fall short of

their true selves.

1 ii. 4, § 4 (160) [vol. i. p. 152, 1. 27 et seq.]. 6 dii Uyos iifuv

viroBejjAvoLS rh vvv eXvat ret etbti—S^SeiKrat yhp ^v dWois

—

irpoiTia,

el oSv TToXXct rk dSr), Koivbv ixiv ti iv airois AviyKT] etpoi • Kal Si) Kal

tSioy, V Siaipipei dWo dXXou. toOto St) tA idioy Kal i) Sia<popci, ^
Xwpifouira i) olKela i(rTl noptjyfj. ti Sk iwp<l>i\, i<m Kal to ixopijioiiiivov,

jrepl 6 ri Sio0o/)<i.
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Another point of contrast is that intelligible

Matter is a principle of eternal, and not of temporary,

individuations. Sensible objects "become," and

change into one another, but the intelligible world

with all its distinctions simply is what it is without

reference to any time.

Finally, intelligible Matter is closely connected

with the category of Difference. "The Difference

which is in the intelligible world for ever produces

Matter, for it is the source of Matter, being the

primal motion. Hence the primal motion is also

called difference, because difference and motion arise

together. The motion and the difference which

proceeds from the first principle are undetermined

s^nd need the first principle for their determination.

They are determined when they turn back to it

;

but before that both Matter and Difference are in-

determinate and not yet good, and unlit as yet by

the first principle. For if light proceed from it, that

which receives the light cannot be said to possess it

eternally, since there was a time before it received

it, and possesses it as something alien, since the

light proceeds from another principle than itself.

So much by way of exposition, and perhaps more

than is due, of Matter in the intelligible world." ^

1 Cf. ii. 4, § S (162 b) [vol. i. p. 154, 1. 16 et seq.]. ml yip ij

irepirris ri iKcT 6.d, fj r^v iXriv Troiei • d,px>l yap 6\i;s aOrTj, ij Klvijais

ri Tpdirri • Si6 Kal alirrj iTep6rris A^7eT0, Sti ofwO i^itjivaav kLvijitk

Kal irepSTTis ' Aipicrrov Si Kal t) Klvqtm Kal i] heplyrrjs ri d?r5 toC

vpiliTOV, KiKeivov wpbs rb opiaBrivai deifieva " opl^erat Si, irav irpbs

airi iin(7Tpatfi% • irplv Sk di/jiffTOK Kal rb irepov Kal oHirw d,ya8bv, dXX'

dc/jiiTuiTov iKelvou. el ykp trap iicdvov to 0Ss, to Sexbp^vov rb <pwS,
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It seems at first sight impossible to reconcile this

treatment of Matter as coupled with Diiference and

finding therein its dpx^, with the statement but

a few paragraphs back that Form is the principle

of individuation, Matter the common element in

the Ideas. Doubtless there may be here a real

confusion in Plotinus''s own thought. Yet the con-

tradiction is not so serious as it appears. The

category of Difference may be regarded as the

source of intelligible Matter without any implication

thereby . that Matter is necessarily the principle of

differentiation. Plotinus's real meaning seems to be

that individuation in the intelligible as in the sensible

world requires a substratum to be differentiated.

Only things in the same universe and referable tp

some common summum genus (in this case "Being")

can be compared with, or distinguished from, one

another. The category of Difference then necessitates

intelligible Matter. They are twin-born, as it were,

from the One, and receive from it alike their being

and their relations.

It should not surprise us, however, that we find

it necessary to posit such a principle as intelligible

Matter in vovs. The intelligible world is the arche-

type of the sensible world. But to be really the

archetype of a composite world like our own, it too
,

must be composite. There must be in it that which

irplv Si^aaBai, 0Ss ovK ?x^' 4X'!9u'6i', dXKd OXKo ov l^") e'^te/' "rb

<t>m Tap' S,\\ov. Kal irepl iiiv rijs iv Toh voijTots i)Xi;s TrXeiw tSiv

irpoo-rjKdvTuv irapayv/ivwdivra TaiJr]/, '
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corresponds to the material substratum in the sensible

order. A cosmos means an ordering of Matter by

Form. Nor could Form exist without something to

receive it.^ We must distinguish the Aristotelianism

of this passage from that denial already noted, that

the ToSe Tt in the sensible world is the real thing, and

that the form cannot exist without sensible embodi-

ment. Contradictory as the statements may seem

at first sight, the one is really a reinforcement of

the other. Having denied the dependence of Form

upon sensible embodiment for expression, Plotinus

now shows how each form contains within itself the

conditions of its own existence. It has, as it were,

besides its earthly body, a spiritual body.

The analogy between the sensible and the in-

telligible world is further developed. Just as the

structure of the sensible world is an image, or

shadow, or outer semblance of the constitution of

the intelligible world, so sensible Matter is but a

shadow or image of the intelligible substratum.

Intelligible Matter is true essence. In vow there is

no distinction between essence and existence.^

Again, a propos of the indeterminateness of

Matter, and of intelligible Matter, its indetermin-

ateness is conceived as begotten of the boundlessness

of the One, whether of its power or of its eternity.

The One is not indeterminate in itself, but creates

the indeterminate ; that is, the One is not indefinite,

1 ii. 4, § 4 (161 a) [vol. i. p. 152, 1. '2T ei seq.].

- ii. 4, § S (161 e) [vol. i. p. 153, 1. 18 et seq.].
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but indefinable. The indefiniteness of intelligible

Matter is the shadow of its indefinability. Sensible

Matter, again, is a shadow of the intelligible. It is,

however, more indeterminate than the intelligible,

since it is further removed from the source of all

truth and goodness.^ We may say, in fine, that as

sensible Matter is not-being in relation to the being

of the intelligible world, so intelligible Matter is

being in relation to the super-being of the One.^

We are now in a position to review briefly such

aspects of the Plotinian theory ofMatter as concern us.

With the history and forbears of this theory we need

not trouble ourselves. Suffice it to say that Plotinus

follows Plato and Aristotle with little innovation.

From Plato he takes his designation of Matter as

not-being, " other," indeterminate, receptacle of being

and determination ; from Aristotle his description of

it as without qualification or form, blank, potential,

that which can become all things and is itself no

thing. It has indeed for him, as for them, its

function as the principle of the substantiality and

solidity of the physical world, but in his case, as in

theirs, its significance is more than cosmological. It

means not merely that there is a world, but what

the world is. It is a law or condition rather than

the stuff of things. It marks a relation which the

various parts of the world, including ourselves, bear

to one another, and summarizes their behaviour.

1 ii. 4, § 15 (169 a) [vol. i. p. 164, 1. 29 et seq.].

2 ii. 4, § 16 (170 b) [vol. i. p. 166, 1. IS et seq.\



MATTER AS THE PRINCIPLE OF EVIL 283

That for which it stands, in their relation and be-

haviour, is a certain underbreeding in things, a lack

of character and manner, a failure to be true to their

true selves. Matter in a word might be described

as a conceptual symbol for the fact that in the world

the real is not ideal, and the ideal is not realized.

At the same time the Plotinian teaching modifies

in some respects the doctrines of Plato and Aristotle.

The hepov of Plato tends to revert to its original /x.^

ov. And the functions of Matter as the absolutely

unqualified and indeterminate substratum of all

oppositions, and as the principle and cause of Evil, left

unrelated and even antagonistic in the Aristotelian

system, are reconciled and related in an explanation

satisfactory at least to Plotinus.

But, in a way, the most instructive modification of

the older teaching touches Matter as a principle of

individuation. This function, so important in the

Platonic and Aristotelian treatment of Matter, is by

Plotinus almost entirely denied to it. In him Matter

is certainly not the principle of individuation in the

intelligible world. It is rather the principle of its

community and oneness, of that being and unity in

which the Ideas all share in spite of their variety.

The cause of their variety and individuality is to be

found in the category of Difference, a category which

says no more than that forms and particulars are

different, and the secret of this fact lies hid in the

bosom of the ineffable.

Again, sensible Matter cannot be called the
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principle of individuation in the sensible world, so

far as human beings are concerned. Each individual

man has his own determining pattern laid up in

the heaven of the intelligible order. Of particular

things other than human it probably must be

regarded as the individuating cause, though largely

on negative rather than positive grounds. Plotinus

does not seem to extend the theory of Ideas of

individuals to other than rational souls, and nothing

else than the refraction of Matter can explain the

breaking of the seminal reason emanating from the

universal into the myriad particulars.

These modifications of Plato and Aristotle, how-

ever, could not correct the fundamental contradiction

in their doctrine of Matter. They could only serve

clearly to expose what had been but latent and

obscure in them. The contradiction rested upon two

opposing tendencies of thought, namely the tendency

towards mysticism and that towards naturalism. In

the older systems neither of these tendencies was

conscious of more than itself. At any rate neither

had realized its essential hostility to the other.

It seemed as if they could be combined in the same

system. They lay down together like enemies in the

dark, unaware of each other's identity.

But in the history that intervened between Plato

and Plotinus, both had become self-conscious and

mature. The naturalistic tendency had fulfilled

itself in the naked mechanicalism of the Epicureans

and the draped naturalism of the Stoics. The
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mystic tendency had found its expression in the pre-

Plotinian Neo-Platonism. Any system henceforth

that should combine them could not but be rent and

twisted by their conflict.

The results of this conflict we have had fre-

quent occasion to note, even within the professedly

Stoic part of the Plotinian theodicy, in the constant

recurrence there of the confusion between degrees

of imperfection and kinds of perfection. We may
note it again in the maintenance, along with such

a theodicy, of a theory of intractable Matter, to all

intents and purposes dualistic. And now we And it

within that dualism itself confusing Plotinus's treat-

ment of the material principle.

The confusion in question centres about the

functions of Matter as a principle of individuation

and as a principle of indeterminateness. In Plato and

Aristotle this confusion had been quite innocent, so

far as the phenomenal world was concerned. Matter

was the ground of the differentiation of particulars

from one another and from their appropriate Ideas

or Forms. Such differentiation quite properly carried

with it an implication of indeterminateness and im-

perfection. The particular was imperfect by virtue

of . its difference from its form, and as no two

particulars of the same species could differ from

one another without at the same time deviating

from their common standard, to be an individual

at all was necessarily to be imperfect. The result

was a correct theory of metaphysical evil so far
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as sensible objects were concerned. For Plato the

particular was by virtue of its particularity a poor

copy of the Idea. For Aristotle the particular,

though real, was doomed to imperfection by that

imperfect assimilation of Form which made it

individual. Not to lose one's self in the Idea, not

to become purely typical and universal, was not to

realize one's perfection.

As regards, however, differences within the in-

telligible, as for example between Ideas or Forms,

both Plato and Aristotle are silent. Such difference

is an ultimate datum, an axiom. On the one hand,

they could not deduce it, as did Plotinus, from a

higher unity ; though the rudiments of such de-

duction may be discerned in the Platonic dependence

of the Ideas upon the Idea of the Good. But with

Plato the deduction is only rudimentary, and with

Aristotle uncertainty regarding the relation of the

other Forms to God leaves no room for it. On

the other hand, intelligible individuation could not

be ascribed to Matter. For Matter in the Platonic

system is precisely that which differentiates the

sensible from the intelligible world. And though

Aristotle speaks of an intelligible matter,^ it had to

designate for him as for Plotinus not the principle

by which one form is distinguished from another,

but rather the common and connecting bond and

substratum, the summum genus of which all forms

may be regarded as species.^ Ideas embody them-

1 Met. H 6, 1045 a, Z 11, 1036 b. « Met. H 2, 1043 a.
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selves ; each in itself is its own and only particular,

eV apa Kal Ady(j) kol dpi6[jjf. If one had demanded a

reason for the plurality or individuation of the Ideas,

it could only have been found in another Idea. But

for this determining Idea yet another Idea would

have been necessary. Thus the principle of individua-

tion of the intelligible world would have been at the

end of an infinite self-repetitive series of Forms.

The only method of avoiding such an inference

would have Iain in boldly extending the material

principle both as a principle of individuation and

imperfection to the intelligible world, and regarding

the Ideas after the analogy of their particulars as

fragments, or aspects, or mutilations of some higher

unity behind them.

Both Plato and Aristotle, it is true, display a

tendency in this direction in the arrangement of

Ideas and Forms in hierarchies culminating in the

one case in the Idea of the Good, in the other in

the divine Mind. One step more and we should

have had the sole and only perfection of the

mystic vision divided and diminished, through every

possible grade of imperfection, till the limit and

minimum of being was reached. Though, even then,

the sudden transition from the intelligible to the

sensible level of existence would have broken the

otherwise orderly diminution, and perplexing ques-

tions might have arisen whether sensible embodi-

ments of superior Ideas were more or less perfect

than the Ideas of inferior particulars.
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But this mystic tendency is not carried out in

either Plato or Aristotle. In both cases it is checked

by a " naturalistic " inclination to regard Forms and

Ideas as perfect after their kind, and not as mutilated

aspects of the one perfection. The difference, then,

could not be explained as the work of a distinctive

principle of diminution and diversification, but had

to be accepted as somehow involved in the nature

of the ideal itself

These difficulties, latent in the Platonic and

Aristotelian systems, and only to be laid bare by

reflection, are so clearly exposed in Plotinus that

the most casual runner may read. The function

of differentiation was denied to Matter (except

inconsistently in the case of particulars other than

human), not from any perception of the difiiculties

involved, but because such a denial was in line

with his naturalistic trend of thought. Individua-

tion from this point of view did not imply

imperfection. Imperfection lay only in a particular

kind of difference, the difference of a thing from its

entelechy or ideal self. One kind of thing is not

imperfect because it is not another, but because it

is other than its true nature, the standard of which

is fixed from all eternity in the intelligible world.

It is as the ground of such difference that the

Matter of sensible objects is the principle of im-

perfection. Its "otherness'" is not the mark of an

outward distinction, but of an inward formlessness.

But difference proper, the difference of one kind of
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thing from another, or in the case of human beings

of one individual from another, is laid to the

category of Difference.

But Plotinus could not keep these two kinds of

difference apart even on the assumption of a pure

naturalism. The doctrine of Matter as the principle

of individuation of non-human particulars involved,

as we know, a fatal self-contradiction. For the qualita-

tive difference of particulars from one another implied

a difference, on the part of one at least, from their

proper form or type, and such difference implied

imperfection. Yet why should it be worse for a

horse to be a particular than for a man ? In-

dividuality in the latter case was justified and

consecrated in the intelligible world. Why not in

the former ? Or, in other words, if the category of

Difference accounts for my difference both from you

and from my horse, and also for my horse's differ-

ence from you and from me, why should it not also

account for my horse's difference from yours ? Why
involve another principle ?

Plainly then, it would seem the logical thing that

Plotinus should refer the variety of particulars to the

category ofDifference, rather than to Matter. Matter

would be the substratum in which individual differ-

ences inhered ; but this variety of particulars would

reflect a similar variety in the intelligible order.

Yet it is only by not taking the obvious logical

step that Plotinus is saved from a nominalism of the

barest sort. With reference to the forms of partic-
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ular men, we may well ask what their relation is to

the form of man in general, and are at a loss for an

intelligible answer. Are we to regard that relation

as one of ordinary subsumption like the inclusion of

species within a genus ? It would seem so. Yet in

that case Plotinus is condemned out of his own

mouth. According to his own confession it is

Form which is the principle of specific difference,

intelligible Matter the common ground in which

specific difierences inhere. The universal man, then,

man in general, is merely the intelligible Matter for

the Ideas of particular men. The same will be true

of the relation of any universal to its particulars.

The particular, not the universal, will be the formal

principle. The universal will be merely the subject

of which the individual form is predicated. But this

involves not only a complete reversion of the relation

of universal to particular, but a practical annihilation

of the universal. Each individual form is unique,

and, qua a single unique form, is but once embodied.

Inherence of such forms in a common substratum is

impossible. The universal will be a mere name,

accidentally and arbitrarily applied to several

individuals. Metaphysical significance it will have

none.

Furthermore, the outcome of such a nominalism

must have been naturalism. We remember the

Plotinian argument. Just as species cannot be

expected to be each other, or to have identical

perfections, so individuals within the same species
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cannot be asked perfectly to embody the type.

Particular men are not to be blamed for not attain-

ing to the acme of human excellence. Did they

attain to it, they would no longer be Tom, Dick,

and Harry, but aijT&s o avdpwwo's. Their particular

forms then are quite as perfect as the type-form.

But which is the principle of individuation in this

case, the Idea of Difference, or Matter ? Evidently

the Idea, since here we are dealing with a dis-

tinction of one form from another, and intelligible

Matter is the principle of community. But in that

case the Idea of Difference becomes the principle

upon which rest the differences of individuals from one

another, and from their type or common entelechy.

It usurps, in fine, the most "un-ideal" of all the

functions of Matter.

Still it may be argued that this is to neglect

particular forms, and their unique and proper per-

fections. May we not, one will ask, suppose an

order of perfections, each unique and individual,

differentiated from each other by the category, yet

distinguished from their several particular embodi-

ments, or, in other words, imperfectly expressed in

the phenomenal world, because of Matter.? But

where am I to find my criterion for judging whether

or not an individual is realizing its particular self

except in its relation to its species ? Am I a good

John Smith except in so far as I am a good man ?

On the other hand, if I have an absolutely particular

and unique function to perform, how can it be said
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that I am not performing it whatever I may do ?

My function may well be to be what I am from

moment to moment. Ideals, no less than Ideas, are

the result of generalization.

But it is beside the point for us to re-open further

an argument already sufficiently thrashed out.

It is enough for us to have shown here that the

individuation founded by Plotinus upon the category

of Difference could not consistently have been held

apart from that based by him upon Matter. To

pursue this Une of thought to its logical conclusion

must have ended in a reference of all individuation

to the category. All /it^ would have become h-epov.

Nothing could fail of some one form of being except

in so far as it perfectly embodied some other. Were

I not this self, I should be that.

Thus Plotinus would have been brought face to

face with the fundamental contradiction of his

theodicy. The category of Difference must be re-

sponsible either for all evil and imperfection or for

none. To choose one alternative led directly to

mysticism, to choose the other led no less directly

into naturalism. There was no via media.

But if regarded from one point of view the

category of Difference was logically bound to take

over from Matter just what made it the origin of

Evil, from another point of view Matter was quite as

bound to absorb the category. If, in spite of the

Plotinian distinction between them, we find the

category covertly performing a function openly
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charged .to Matter, so do we equally find Matter

really responsible for what is made explicitly the

business of the category. It is Plotinus's intention,

as we know, that none of the differences due to the

category shall imply imperfection. All such shall

be attributed to Matter. But now what does the

category actually account for ? It accounts not

only for the individuation of Ideas within voCs and

of souls and seminal reasons within the World-Soul,

but also for the distinction of vovs from the One,

and of il^vxq from vovs. Now and \pvxq are indeed

described as possessed each of its appropriate

excellence, and as in no wise to be blamed because

they are not each other or not the One. Hence so

far the category of Difference might be properly

invoked as their principle of individuation. But at

the same time, however much of a contradiction in

terms it may be, the perfection of voSs is regarded

as not so perfect as that of the One, and the excellence

of tfmxri as not so excellent as that of voiis. In other

and familiar words, kinds are also regarded as grades

of perfection.

What is to account for the graded character of

these perfections, that is, for the diminution in

point of excellence, which one kind of perfection

displays as compared with another.? Noiis, though

perfect in itself, is imperfect compared with the One.

'Vvxri, though possessed of her proper excellence, is

lacking in excellence as compared with voCs. How

shall we explain this comparative imperfection ? By
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the category of Difference or by Matter? By

Matter, is the logical answer.

Yet Plotinus's explanation, as far as he gives any,

is implicitly to refer it to the category; There is

no Evil in the supersensible world. Each hypostasis,

as a whole and in its parts, is perfectly itself. We
need then to seek no origin of Evil there, but only

a principle of variety in the Good. But at the same

time, the fatal comparison of goods in point of

goodness is found there too. And this comparison

could not but imply and rest upon a principle of

imperfection.

Plotinus, doubtless, would have answered us with

a reiteration of the proper perfections of vovs and

i/^Xq, and an assertion that the fact that one kind

of perfection is not so perfect as another is quite

different from the fact that a thing is not so perfect

as its own nature entitles it to be. But the distinc-

tion cannot be maintained. To say that one kind

of perfection is not so perfect as another signifies

not only the innocent positive difference of the one

from the other, but a certain lack in one or the

other, or perhaps in both, of perfection in the

abstract. A standard is covertly introduced by

which the perfections compared are differentiated

not only in point of kind, but of measure of excellence.

So to compare them is, as we have already shown,

really to "subsume" them under the standard set

by the most perfect perfection, as particulars under a

universal. As the particular more or less embodies
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its entelechy, so the more or less perfect kind of

perfection exemplifies to greater or less degree the

standard value. That value is one. Just because

it is a standard, it exists only in the highest degree.

It may indeed be diffused throughout a variegated

experience, and appears in many forms, distinguish-

able in every way save in the point of their per-

fection. But any distinction of one from another

in that point is no longer a distinction of one kind

of perfection from another, but of the imperfect

from the perfect. It is only an imperfect object

that can be not so perfect as a perfect object.

In short, to say that vovs is perfect after its kind,

but not so perfect as the One, differs in no wise in

significance from saying that I am not so perfect as

human perfection. I lack in regard to the standard

set by my entelechy in precisely the same way and

on precisely the same level of meaning as my
entelechy lacks with respect to the standard entelechy.

I am not so perfect as a man might be ; human

excellence is not so perfect as perfection might be.

The principle of explanation will be the same in

both cases. If we are to invoke Matter to account

for my failure to realize the proper measure of

humanity, we should logically call it in to explain

the failure of the excellence of vovi or ^nx'? to realize

the proper measure of perfection as such.

Moreover, we might turn the great Plotinian

metaphor against its author and its purpose. We
are to regard the emanation of reality from the
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One under the figure of the light streaming forth

from the sun and fading degree by degree into

darkness. The darkness is Matter, the light Being

and perfection. But where in such an analogy does

the first degree of darkness and diminution occur.?

Surely, we must answer, with the very first escape

of light from the sun. By virtue of what is it that

vovs is not so perfect as the One, and that its light

is diminished, if not by virtue of an admixture of

darkness ? Diminution of light is darkness. It is

only by reason of its diminution that the light is

distinguishable from its source, vovs from the One,

i^vxq from vovs, the world from 4''"XV- Matter

thus becomes the principle of individuation of the

three principal hypostases.

It follows that all that the category of Difference

can account for is the variety of facts embodying

any one degree of value ; of Ideas, say, within vovs,

or of souls and seminal reasons within the World-

Soul. But even this function is largely curtailed.

As in the world we distinguish one thing as higher

or lower than another, not only in relation to its

particular type, but by a comparison of its type

with others, so there must be corresponding hierarchies

of seminal reasons and Ideas. And for this graded

structure within vovs and 'pyxv the steady diminution

of light ever dying away into the darkness will be

the cause. The minor as well as the major differences

in value will have to be attributed to Matter. But

what will be left in that case for the category of
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Difference ? Nothing but the individuation of

particular objects within a given species exemplify-

ing the same degree of value—the one function,

that is, which when approached from the other

side was left to Matter and denied of the category.

But even this cannot be saved from the usurpation

of the material principle. We find that as before

no final line can be drawn between kinds of individua-

tion. Such particulars as share in one and the

same Idea and perfection are individual only in so

far as they are different from that type and

perfection, i.e. in so far as they are imperfect.

And Matter if it be nothing else is this principle of

imperfection. Just as before, then, the category

of Difference was logically forced to take over the

individuating functions of Matter, so now Matter

absorbs every function of the category of Difference.

Instead of naturalism we have out-and-out mysticism.

So much for the internal inconsistencies of the

Plotinian doctrine of Matter. There remains, how-

ever, the general question of the relation of this

doctrine to the rest of his system. As the case now

stands, his teaching would seem to be dualistic.

Matter is placed over against the " spiritual " worlds

as darkness against light, Not-being against Being.

So diametrically opposed are the two principles that

no summum genus can be found which shall contain

them both. We might then at this point reason-

ably describe Plotinus as the greatest exponent

of the Neo-Pythagorean Sevrepos Aoyos. But, as we
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know, to do this would be to ignore both base and

apex of his system. " According to their dvumxTiD

A.oyos,'' says Eudorus in a passage quoted by Simplicius

of which we have already taken note, " we must say

that the Pythagoreans hold the One to be the

principle of all things ; according to a Sci-repos Adyos

that they hold that there are two principles of created

things, the One and the nature opposed to it."^

Plotinus, for all his apparent adherence to the Sevrepos,

as it has been just set forth, must be reckoned among

the followers of the dvoyraTO) Adyos. Of this attempt

at an ultimate monism in which his theodicy

culminates, it will be the business of the following

and last chapter of our essay to treat.

1 Simplicius, Phi/s. 181. 10. Cf. Diogenes vlii. 34.



CHAPTER V

THE THEORY OF EMANATION

To describe the Plotinian effort to relate matter to,

and deduce it from, the One must necessarily be

in part little more than a review of what has

already been said. We are already familiar with

the outlines of the theory of emanation, and with

something of the details of its working in the

generation of Mind ' from the One, and of Soul from

Mind. It remains for us to review them briefly, and

then to pass on to an investigation of such last steps

in the emanatory process as lie between Soul and

Matter. The first part of our task, a review of

what has already been considered, will perhaps be

best accomplished by translating a portion of a short

book in the fifth Ennead, entitled " Concerning the

Generation of those things which come after the

First,'" 1 in which the implications and the first

stages of emanation are summarized. The book

begins, we may remember, with the statement " that

(_the One is all things, and yet is none of them. For

the source of all is not all, but all things belong to it

inasmuch as all flow back, as it were, to it. Or rather,

1 V. 9.

299
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all things exist in it not as present, but as future,
j

How then can they come forth from the One in its

simplicity, since in the Same no variety makes its

appearance, nor any duality of any kind ? In this wise,

I reply ^'TBecause nothing exists in the One, therefore

all things proceed from it, and the One in order that

they may exist, is itself not Being, but the generator

of Being ; and this generation of Being is the first

creative act. For being perfect by virtue of seeking,

having, and needing nothing, it overflows, as it were,

and this ovei-flow makes something other than it. And
what has come into being turns back to the One and

is filled by it, and looking towards it becomes Mind.

And the steadfastness with which it stands turned

towards the One produces Being, and its vision of the

One produces Mind. Now since it stands turned to-

ward the One in order that it may see, it becomes at

once Mind and Being. So then, being like the One,

it does as the One does, and pours forth its mighty

power in its own form, just as what is prior to it

poured its power forth. And this activity proceeding

from essence is Soul, which comes into being without

any change or movement in Mind, just as Mind

came into being without any change or movement in

the principle prior to it. But Soul does not remain

at rest, but is herself in motion and generates an

image of herself. By looking whence she was created,

she is given completion, but by moving in a different

and opposed direction she generates an image of

herself, to wit, sense and vegetative nature. . . .
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" There is then a procession from the first to the last,

in which each thing is always left in its proper place,

but in which the created ranks lower than the creator.

Still each thing is the same as that which it follows, so

long as it makes it the object of its pursuit. . .
."

'^_J

So much for emanation in general, and the

procession of Mind from the One, and of Soul from

Mind. We have now to carry that procession beyond

Soul and show how it implies Matter at the end.

That the process of emanation should cease with

the generation of Soul is as impossible in the

^ 1. rb ^p irdpra Kal oiiS^ ^v ' dpxh 7^P irdvTtjjv oi) 7rd.pra, dX\'

iKelvTjs Trdvra ' iKei yhp oXov dviSpa/xe ' fiaXKov dk oHiru ^(ttlv, dXV
iffTaL. TTtDs odv i^ AjtXoC evbt o^defitas iv rain-Q <patvo/iivri^ jroiKtXfas,

oi SL7r\67}s OTOvovv ; ^ 6ti oiidku ^v iv aurtp, Bik tovto ef atrov Trtii/Ta,

KoX tva rb dv 77, 5ia tovto o^t6 ovk 6iff yevvTiT-^s Sk aiiroC ' kclI Trpcir?;

oTov yivvqtTLS a^TTj ' bv yd,p TiXeiov t^ firjdkv ^TjTeTv firjSk ?x^'^ f^V^^

Settrdai otov iirepepp^f) koX Tb {jTrepirXifpes a^ToO TreirolTjKev &K\o ' t6

d^ yey6/M€vov els aiJrd iTr€(TTpd<p7} Kal iirXijpibdr] Kal iyivcTO irpbs aiiTb

^Xiwov Kal vovs ofh-ws. Kal ij fikv irpbs iKetvo trrdtris a^ov Tb dv

iiroi'qa'cVj i} 5k irpbs aCrrb 64a rbv vovv. iirel odv ^(ttti wpbs aiiri, Xva

fjij, ofiov vovs yiverat koI 6v. ofJrws o^v G>v otov ^kcXvos Td, 6fioia

wotei d6vafj,LV wpox^cLS iroXK'^v * etdos 5k Kal tovto auroO, iba-jrep rb

irpb a'UTov wpbrepov Trpo^ee, Kal aVTrj iK t^s oi/a-las ivipyeia '<p^xh

TOVTO fiivovTos iKcLvov yevofiipT} ' Kal yhp 6 vovs fxivovros rov irpb

a^Tov iy^vero* i] 5k oi5 f/.hovo'a Trotet, dXXii KLvrjdeLO-a ^^J'l'a etSuiXov.

iKec (ihv odv jSX^TTOutra, Sdev iykveTO, TrXT/pourat, irpoeKdova-a 5k els

KivT}<nv dWyjv Kal ^vavHav yevvq. et5uj\ov avrjjs ata-6r}<nv Kal <p{f<Tiv

Ti)v iv ToTs <pvT6is. o{i5kv 5k toO irpb a'drov dir'^pijTaL o^5' airor^-

T/jL7}Tai. 3i6 Kal Sokcl Kal i] dvOpthirov tpvx^ M^XP' ^pvrQv ipddveiv

'

Tpbirov ydp Tiva ^ddvei, 6ti a^rijs rb iv (pvrots ' ov ixt}v irdca iv

^VToTSf dXXd yevofiivi) iv (pvrois ofirajs iariVf Htl iirl TOffOVTOv irpoi^ij

els Tb Kdru) iir6(jTa<riv dXKrjv iroLii<rafiivT] tt} irpo65^ Kal irpodv}ii<^ rov

Xelpovos ' iirel Kal t6 irpb toil/tov Tb vov i^ijprijfMivov fUveiv Tbv vovv

i(f> kavTOv iq.. 2, wpbeiffLV otiv ott' dpxvs els ^(TX^-tov KaTaXenrofiivov

del iKdffTov iv ry oUetg. 'i5pg., toD 5k yevvufj^ivov AXXtjv tA^iv Xafx-

pdvovTos T7}v x^^poua ' 'iKacTOV fxivToi ra'drbv ylverai ^ Slv ^TrfcrTn^rat,

^ws div i^iinjTau
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nature of things as that it should not take place at

all. Just as the One must create, since creation is

implied in its nature,^ and as that creation once

started could not stop at Mind (since then all possible

kinds of being and grades of perfection would not

have been exhausted which must exist if the higher

grades exist),^ so Soul must overflow into further

forms of existence. She must display what she can

produce, she must, like every other natural object,

develop that of which she is capable, just as the seed

unfolds its potentialities.^

Now "if there were no body, Soul could not

go forth from herself, since there is no other

place save body where it is natural for her to be.

If then she is to go forth from herself, she will

create for herself a place, and hence body. And
though her immobility is made fast, as it were, by

the category of Rest itself, she is like a great light

which in shining forth finally becomes darkness at

the outmost extremities to which its fires reach." *

But this power of emanation and production " is

not to be stopped and circumscribed by jealousy,

but must ever proceed until the universe has come

' iv. 8, § 6 (474 a) [vol. ii. p. 149, 1. 32 et i«g.].

•' iv. 8, § 3 (473 a) [vol. ii. p. 147, 1. 2 et seq.\

" iv. 8, § 6 (474 a-b) [vol. ii. p. 149, 1. 32 et «eg.].

« iv. 3, § 9 (379 a) [vol. ii. p. 20, 1. 27 et seq.\ ffii/iaros fii'

/IT) SvTO! oiS' Stv irpo{\ffoi 'pvx^, ^ird oidi t6tos SXXos fanr, Sirov

TT^tpuKev etvaL. irpoiivai 5^ cl /j^Wot, yivv^cei ^omt-q rbirov, ihare koX

(TWfia, TTjs 5tj tTTdcreojs aiir^s ^v air^ ry ffrdcet olovel puvvvfi^vTjs

olov TToXi) 0WS iKXifiipav ^ir' dxpots TOty iffxdTois tov irvpbs (r/ciros

iyiyyero.
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to the end of the possibilities of being. This is

due to the inexhaustible power of the One, which

gives of itself to all things and cannot suffer

anything to be without a share of itself. For there

is nothing to prevent anything from sharing in the

nature of the Good, as far as it is able to comprehend

it. If then the nature of Matter has always existed,

it is impossible that as something existent, it should

not participate in that which gives of its largess of

good to all things as far as each is able to receive

it. But if the generation of Matter has followed

by necessity from causes prior to it, not even thus

can it be separated from the Good through any in-

ability to come to it sooner on the part of that which

has, after all, given it being out of mere generosity." ^

Finally we may return to the passage where

Plotinus discusses the meaning of Plato's statement

in the Theaetetus that evil is necessarily involved in

good. "The necessity of Evil," he says, "is to be

understood thus. Since the Good is not alone, there

must come through the procession from it, or, if one

prefers, through the continual descent and departure

from it, that which is last and after which it is not

1 iv. 8, § 6 (474 b) [vol. ii. p. ISO, 1. 13 et seq.]. ^v ote ?«ei

(TTTJffai. olov Tepeypd^avTO, <l>B6v(f, xupeiv Si del, ?ais eh ^(XxaTOv fi^xP'-

Tov Svvarov t& irdvra ^kti atrig. Suifd/iecas d-n-'K^TOv ^tI irdvra Tap*

aiyrrjs ire/iiroiiffris, k«! oiSh irepuSetv dfjioipov aiiTTJs Swaixivri^. oi

ydp dri ^v & ^KiijKvev otiovv §fifiotpov elvat tpdfrews dyadov, Kad' Sffov

iicadTov oUv T£ 55" /J-eraXafipdveiv. eh' oSv fjv del i} ttjs fiXi/s tjiim,

oix oViv re ^v aiTi]i> jjA) /terairxfu' oiaav tov ttcuti ri dyaSbv Ka8' Saov

Sivarai lKa<rTov xopT)7oCvTOS ' elr' iirt)KoKoi6i}aev i^ dudyK'T/i i]

yiveai^ airris tols irpb airrijs ahioti, ot)5* &s ^Sei x^pis etvai, ddvvafdq.

jrpl" els airily i\$eiv ardin-os tov Kal rb elvai oToy iy xdpiTi SbvTos.
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possible that anything more should come into being.

This is Evil. What comes after the first exists of

necessity ; therefore the last also exists of necessity.

This is Matter which has nothing more of the first

in it. Such is the necessity of Evil." ^

After Soul in the order of emanation comes the

material universe. This, as we know, may be regarded

as a perfect whole in which each part occupies its

appropriate place. But at the same time these parts

may be arranged in a hierarchy according as they are

higher or lower, and possess a greater or less degree

of being. Within the universe we may descend step

by step from the highest and most highly complicated

forms of organic, to the simplest and least specialized

forms of inorganic existence. In the most amorphous

forms of such existence we reach the least specific

terms in which reeison can define Being, the point

where at length Being lapses into Not-being, and

the last glimmer of light goes out in darkness.

The mechanism of the emanation of the world

from Soul may be briefly passed over. Since Soul

is intermediate in the process of development, she

must reproduce, as well as preserve, herself. She

must overflow, display her powers, realize her

capacities. These capacities are not realized in-

M. 8, § 7 (77 e) [vol. i. p. 107, 1. 19 et seq.]. fori Sk toC KaKov

\a^£Tv Kal o^Tiji tt]V avA.yK'qv. ^irel yb,p oi pjivov rd ctyaOdv, dvdyKT}

T^ ^Kpdffci Txi Trap' airov, ij, el oOtui ris i8^\oi X^7ei>', tJ ael

UTTO/Sdo-ei Kal diroirrdcrei, rb ^o'xaroj', Kal fieS' S oiK ^v (n yeviirSaL

6tlovVj tovto elcat rd KaKbv. i^ dvdyKTis S^ elvai. rd /ierd rb TrpGyrov,

(ha-Te Kal t6 ^ffxaTOP ' rouTO dk ij fiXi; fi'/jS^v ^tl ^x^wca aiJroO, Kal

aUrir} i] dvdyKTj toD KaKov,
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thought alone, for in that case she would be indistin-

guishable from Mind. She has sensitive and vegeta-

tive powers as well ; witness the existence of sense,

life, and inorganic Nature. It is these powers that

actualize themselves in the phenomenal universe.

We are now in a position to understand the

character of Plotinus's attempt at a monistic ex-

planation of the material principle. It has, it

seems, two fairly distinct aspects. In the first

place there is an endeavour to show how any

emanative process must, by the logical necessities of

its own nature, involve " material " features (I use

the adjective in the Plotinian metaphysical sense).

To emanate is to go forth, and going forth implies

a departure and separation from its source of what

overflows. By virtue of this separation we are able

to distinguish what is generated from its generator,

and to predicate of it difference from its source.

Otherwise the overflow would be indiscernible as

such. The light, for example, which the sun gives

' out would be indistinguishable from the sun itself.

In that case we could not properly speak of an

overflow, or emanation, or radiation at all. Being

would not stream from a source, but would be like

a lake without tributary or outlet, and ever at the

same level. In other words, all individuation would

take place within the One and nothing could be

distinguished from it, just as in Spinoza's system

everything is a mode of the one divine substance,

and outside God nothing can exist or be conceived.
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Emanation then involves a departure and an

extrinsic differentiation of what is generated from its

generator. But to depart from the absolute Good,

the standard of perfection and fulness of reality, is

not only to become a different kind, but a lesser

degree of perfection. What proceeds is by reason

of its procession different in being from the fulness

of Being, and in good from the highest Good. To

exemplify his point Plotinus had but to appeal to

concrete facts. The perfume is fainter the farther

it gets from the sweet-smelling object, the light

fades in proportion as it proceeds farther from its

source. In fine, departure from an absolute standard

means diminution with respect to that standard.

Thus it seemed to Plotinus that he had shown

that a "material" principle is implied in the very

nature of the emanative process qua emanative, and

that procession or creation of a logical necessity

involves imperfection. At the same time the

passages we have been considering appear to teach

a substantial derivation of Matter from the One.

Matter is t& eo-xarov in a chain of which the One is

rh TvpioTov, and in which each link is derived from

and dependent upon its antecedent. Just as the One

overflows into Mind and Mind into Soul and Soul

into the world, so the lowest powers of Soul in their

final exhaustion pass over into blank nothingness,

or, in other words, beget or produce it. The last

glimmer of light, we might say, by its extinction

gives rise to darkness.
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Indeed, in one way the production of Matter, or

what is to all intents and purposes Matter, may be

said to begin with the emanation of Mind from the

One. Mind by its separation and individuation from

the One is thereby diminished in perfection as com-

pared with the One. The One as the source of Mind

qua Mind is the reason for Mind's difference from it,

and diminution with respect to it. Mind then and

the material principle issue twin-like from the One.

If it be objected that the diminution of Mind is due

to Matter and the fading of the light to darkness,

the reply is ready that it is equally correct to say

that Matter is due to the diminution of Mind, dark-

ness to the fading of the light. The truth is, we

might add, that neither can be described as due to,

or caused by, the other. They are merely different

' definitions of one and the same fact.

Matter then, though a co-eternal principle with

the One (since the procession of the world is from

eternity), is not co-absolute. The One might exist

without Matter, but Matter could not exist apart

from the One. It is involved in and dependent upon

that process of emanation of which the One is the

source. It owes its being to the One. Were there

no light there could be no darkness, were there no

Being there could be no Not-being. For darkness has

no meaning or no existence in fact, save in relation to

the light an absence of which it signifies. And Not-

being is meaningless apart from the Being of which it

is the extinction. It is a relative, not an absolute term.
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The question of the success of this attempt at

a monistic deduction of the imperfect from the

perfect may be postponed for the present. But

whatever we may think of its intrinsic self-consistency,

it could not but raise again many problems of vital

bearing upon the interests of a theodicy. It must,

for example, bring up the whole point at issue with

the Gnostics. Must not such a process as we have

described be regarded as a process of degeneration ?

Does not the emanation of Soul from Mind and of

the world from Soul necessarily imply a fall on the

part of the hypostasis in question ? What is Soul,

in a word, but a rather more quietly dressed, yet

none the less fallen sister of Sophia Achamoth ?

These difficulties which we noted in treating of

Plotinus's attack upon the Gnostics, and promised

later to take under consideration, we may regard as

more or less answered in the course of the interven-

ing discussion. We know by what means, and at

what expense of logic, Plotinus avoided the main issue.

He shifted his weight, if one may use the expression,

from the mystic to the naturalistic foot. Mind, Soul,

universe—each had its proper perfection to which it

perfectly attained, and was not to be blamed or

regarded as degenerate because its particular perfec-

tion was less perfect than that of its predecessors.

Together with this insistence upon different kinds of

perfection, was a conception of the Good as active

and expansive in its nature, overflowing from its

superabundance, and filling all possibilities of being.
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Such an emanation involved neither diminution

nor degeneration. The sun is not spent in send-

ing forth its light and heat, nor is the rose less

sweet for the perfume it spreads about it. More-

over, no one degree of heat or light or sweetness

is diminished, or deteriorated, or changed in its

particular measure by reason of the next lower

degree immediately following it. Since each step,

then, in the process gives rise to the next without in

any way detracting from the proper fulness of its

being, the process involves no intrinsic deterioration.

No essence is corrupted, no degree of perfection as

such is degraded into a lower. From this point of

view, however difficult it may be to reconcile it

with the other, emanation is not a fall.

In the same way since the operation involved no

change or decrease in the creator, the act of creation

could be regarded as essential, not accidental. It is

the nature of the One to overflow into Mind, of

Mind to overflow into Soul. And it is likewise

essential to Soul to create the world, not accidental,

as in the case of Sophia Achamoth. She would

not be so good as she is, would not occupy the

place she does, would not be herself, were there not

possibilities of perfection beyond her to be realized.

With her as with the One, creation is a sign of

superabundance of perfection, not a desertion of her

proper function and a symptom of disease.

Still there were difficulties yet to be faced.

Moral evil remained inexplicable. For its occur-
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rence there was no precedent, for its explanation

no solution in the nature of the emanative process.

There was no " fall " involved in the procession of

Mind from the One, of Soul from Mind, or yet of

the universe from Soul. The World-Soul gave forth

the physical world with the same ease with which

Mind produced the World-Soul. Nor was there any-

thing in the universe thus given forth that could

bring shame upon her or contaminate her with its

contact and dependence. The world as we have

already seen is a perfect world. There is not a shade

of the fading light which gives existence to its mani-

fold being that is not so bright as in the nature

of things it can be. It causes the World-Soul no

difficulty ; it in no way interferes with and hinders

her in the exercise of her proper functions. While

pouring it forth from the superfluity of her own per-

fection she maintains that perfection at its due level,

and remains steadfastly turned towards Mind for her

interest and inspiration. We might indeed liken her

creative act to the performance of a master-pianist

who, with never a glance at the keys and with eyes fixed

upon his notes, plays a world-symphony with fault-

less technique. ^ In short, her generation of the world

is an act of the same class as her generation by Mind.

But the relation of the individual soul to the

particular body is different. She is, to carry on

' Cf. the simile of Numenius of the pilot who keeps his eyes

fixed upon the stars. Eusebius, Proiep. Ev. xi. ch. 18, quoted

by Vacherot, ojp. cit. i. p. 323.
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our figure, a bungling performer. The keys worry

and obstruct her fingers, distract her attention,

involve her in blunders in reading and interpretation.

Instead of governing the body from above, as it were,

making it the instrument of her will and the vehicle

of her perfection and powers, she is governed by it,

dragged down and subjected to it, and its passions.

She errs and she sins.

But how are we to find any place for this

phenomenon of sin in the emanative process ? Why
should the particular soul be corrupted by her

descent into a particular body, any more than the

World-Soul by her descent into the body of the

universe .? Or better still, since Plotinus insists that

the body is rather in the soul than the soul in the

body, and the World-Soul is said to govern the world

from above, why should the particular soul's genera-

tion of a particular body involve her in relations with

it which may be described as a descent into it ? Why,

in short, in the case of the particular soul is creation

a fall ? Is this fall a necessary incident in the process

of emanation ? If so, what becomes ofmoral responsi-

bility .'' If not, what becomes of the law and order of

the world ? The antithesis of freedom and determin-

ism with all its difficulties, again confronts Plotinus.

His answer is confused and contradictory. It is

hard to give even a coherent account of it. But

we may make an attempt as follows :

—

The relation of the World-Soul to the physical

world in no wise detracts from the former's perfection.
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We may therefore conclude that mere possession of a

body does not contaminate any soul. Contamination

enters through some further relation or attitude of

the soul towards the body. Indeed the mere posses-

sion of a body is a part and a display of the perfec-

tion of the soul. "Although the soul is divine

in essence, and is from above, she enters the body,

and although a lesser divinity she comes hither by a

voluntary inclination and by reason of her power,

and for the purpose of adorning what is lower than

she. If she flies quickly back, she incurs no blame

in getting knowledge of evil and knowing the

nature of vice, in displaying her powers, and show-

ing forth her works and deeds, which, had they

remained in the incorporeal worlds would have been

without fruit and never have attained actuality,

and the soul would have been ignorant of her posses-

sions, had they not been displayed and had they not

gone forth from her—assuming, that is, that in all

cases activity is an index of power—and would be

entirely hidden and, as it were, unseen and without

being, at any rate without real being. . .
." ^

' Iv. 8, § 5 (473 d) [vol. ii. p. 149, I. 16 et seq.]. oihoi rot Kalirep

o?(ra de'tov Kal 4k tuv tottojv tCiv fifw, ivThs yiyverai tov GibfiaTos.

KoX debs oVaa 6 iicrrepos, ^ott^ aire^oviricfi Kal aWg dvvd^bjs, Kal tov

fier^ aiTT]v Koffjuijo-et Ciffl ^pxerai, k&v fijkv Oarrov tjiiyri, oibh

pi^'KaiTTai, yvuaiv KaKov irpo(T\a§oviTa, Kal ^itriv Kadas ^yoCffa, rds

re dvvdfieis &yovffa aiiTyjs els t6 xpavepbv^ Kal Sei^aaa ^pya re Kal

TTOL'/jaeLS, & iv T^ diTojfidT({j -ijpefiovvTa fidT7]v re B,v ^v, eh rb

ivepyeXv del oitK Idvra, ttiv re ^vxh^ aiTT]v fKa6ev hv d etxev^ oiK

iKfpavivra, oiibk irpboSov Xa/36vra, etirep iravraxov tj ivipyeia t^v

Svvap^LV ^Setfe, Kpv<l>6e'i<Tav hv dirdvTTj^ Kal otov dtpavicdeiaav^ Kal oij/c

oOaav, fiTjd^TTore 6vrus o^dav.
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Plotinus will not deny that her connection

with the body may be an advantage, even though it

involve her in evil, provided only she reform. Like

the Platonic judge she should know evil without

experiencing it, and yet " the knowledge of the good

is the clearer for experience of evil in the case of

those whose power is too weak to understand evil

without previously making trial of it." ^

What, now, is the nature of that particular con-

nection of the body which involves the soul in evil ?

" There are two reasons why the connection of the

soul with the body is blamed : first, because it

impedes thought ; second, because it fills her with

pleasures and desires and pains." ^ But under what

circumstances and in what kind of relation to the

body are obscuration of thought and susceptibility

to the passions present ?

So far the line of argument which we have been

pursuing belongs to what we have called the

naturalistic tendency in Plotinus's thought. Bodily

life seems to be regarded as not involving a priori a

fall of the soul, but rather as an exhibition of her possi-

bilities. In his answer, however, to the above question

there appears to be a volte-face to mysticism. At any

rate Plotinus's explanation of the nature of the fall is

' iv. 8, § 7 (475 c) [vol. ii. p. 151, 1. 17 et seq.]. yvCxns yap

ivapyetTT^pa rdyaBov ^ tov KaKoO ireipa o?s ?J S6yafiLS dadevefrr^pa, fi

&(rTe iiriffT'Tifiri rb Ktt.Khv Tpb ireipas 7i'(3pat.

2 iv. 8, § 2 (471 a) [vol. i. p. 145, 1. 17 et seq.]. dio yap

6v70iv, dt & dvffx^paiverai 7} ^uxV^ Tp6s trtijfiaTa KOLVuvia, Srt re

ifiTrddtov irphs ras yo^trety yiyverat, Kai 6ti tjSovwi' Kal itnOvfixwy Kai

\vTCtv TrlfnrXrjffiV aiiTTfV.
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apparently not an explanation of how the soul enters

into wrong relations with the body, but of how she

enters into the body at all. He may be speaking in

part metaphorically, it is true. Still the general

sense of his answer is that incarnation is the result of

a fault, not of a perfection on the part of the soul.^

" What is it that has made souls forget God their

father, from whom they derive their being, and to

whom they wholly belong, so that they know neither

themselves nor him .'' For them I answer, the origin

of evil lay in audacity, and generation, and primal

difference from him, and the desire to belong to

themselves. Since they openly delighted in their free

will and began to exercise their own manifold self-

originated activities, so having run a course opposed

to the divine will and strayed very far from God they

forgot that they came from him ; just as children

early removed from their father and brought up in

a distant land for many years, forget who they

themselves and their fathers are. Thus, having no

vision, either of God or of their own selves, the

souls had no reverence for themselves—for they knew

not their lineage—and honoured other things,

marvelling at everything rather than at themselves ;

and being struck by the outer world and holding

it in high esteem, they became dependent upon it.

Thus they severed themselves as far as they might

from the divine from which they had turned in

scorn. Esteem, then, of earthly things, and scorn

1 iv. 8, § 5 (473 c) [vol. ii. p. 149, 1. 7].
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of their true selves, is the cause of their complete

ignorance of God." ^

Plotinus's meaning is clearly set forth in another

passage as follows :
—" Particular souls who exercise

their natural inclination towards the intelligible and

turn back to their source and at the same time

govern what is lower than they, are like the light

which, depending from the sun above, still does not

grudge to spend itself upon the earth which lies be-

neath. Such souls must be unharmed by earth and

remain with the World-Soul in the intelligible world,

and united to her in heaven and sharing her rule.

Even so kings rule conjointly with the King of all

without descending from their royal thrones, and are

of the same rank with him. But when souls pass from

a universal to a particular and independent existence,

and weary, as it were, of being conjoined with others,

each reverts to her own individual life. So, when

a soul has led her own life for some time and for-

^ V. 1, § 1 (beginning, et seq.) (481-482). 1. tI wore &pa ((ttI

rh TreTTOLtjKbs tAs ^vx^i Trarpbs BeoO ^iriXaO^ffdaL^ Kal fioipas ineidev

otftms Kal Skit)i ^Keivov dyvorjaai Kal eauris Kal ^KeTvov ; dpxT) fi^v oVv

aiirah Tou KaKov 77 T6X/ta Kal tJ y^yeats Kal ij Trptiri; irep&rtjs Kal rb

^ovKTjdijvat. 5^ ^avrdi' elvau t^ St] aire^ovaitp iiretdTiirep i^dvTjaav

TjfrdGicraL TroXXtp rt^ KLveicrdai Trap' aijTwv Ksxp^^^ai, ttjv ^vavriav

Spa/Movo-at Kal irXelffTTiv dirbaTacnv ireiroi'r)ixhaL i^vbrityav Kal ^avrks

iKeWev elyai ' Ibairep iraiSes eiiBis iiro(nra(r6hTis d.irb Traripuv Kol

irdkiv XP^^^^ Trbpptij Tpa(p^PT£S Ayvoovai Kal eavTobi Kal TraWpas.

o&T^ oSv ^Ti iKeivov oihe eaurds bputrai, dTifjtAffatrai eaurdy dyvoia toD

y^vovs, Tifi'Tja'atTai rfiXXa Kal Trdvra fidXKov ^ Lauras Bav^daatxaL kol

•jrpbs a^Tci iKTr^ayeurai Kal dyatrdecffai Kal i^TjpTTifiivai Toiriov

dirippTi^av lis oXbv re ^auT&s &y dTeiTTpdcjyqaav dTifidaatrat. " (bare

au/i^aivei ttjs iravTekoOs dyvoia.^ iKelvov 1} Twvde Ttfirj Kal tJ ^auTwi'

irifda etva^ ahla.
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saken the universal mode of existence, and distin-

guished and separated herself from the World-Soul,

having no longer the vision of the intelligible,

she becomes herself a part, and is alone and weak,

and busy with many things, and looks to the part

rather than to the whole ; and by her separation from

the whole she falls into some one individual and

forsakes all else but him, and goes and turns to him,

who is but a part at the mercy of all things and

everything. Thus she separates herself from the

whole and is burdened with the governance of an

individual part, and attaches herself to it, and cares

for external things, being not only present but deep

sunk in them. Thus we can properly say that she has

lost her wings and is imprisoned in the body, since

she has erred from her blameless existence—a life

of governing the higher world in common with the

World-Soul. And indeed it were altogether better

she should return to her former state. But as it is,

the soul is captive and fallen and fettered, and works

through the senses because of this initial obstacle to

the use of the intellect. In this plight she is said

to be buried, to be in a cave. But by turning

towards thought she is said to be loosed from her

bonds, and to rise, when she begins by virtue of her

recollection to gaze upon real existences. For in

spite of her fall, she preserves ever something of

the higher world within her." ^

1 iv. 8, § 4 (472 a) [vol. il. p. 147, 1. 6 et seq.]. 4. rds S-i; KaSi-

Kaara ^vxp-s &p4^eL fikv voepq. xp^^/^va^ 4v t-q 4^ ofi iyivovTO -jrpds aiirb
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We may, however, pass over the seeming inconsist-

ency of this passage with those which regard the

soul's descent into the body as a natural display of her

perfections and powers. The contradiction is, after

all, but another instance of the fundamental

inconsistency of the Plotinian system. Moreover, it

seems to be metaphorically as well as literally meant

;

and it answers our question as to the nature of the

soul's fall. Whether her union with a particular

body be in itself a sign of decadence or of super-

abundant good, whether the fall occurs before

or after her entrance into corporeal life, we are now

in a position to say in what that fall consists. It

iirciTTpo^, ddvafitv d^ Kal el^ rb ^iri rdSe ^xotJtras, old wep 0cijs ^^TjprTj-

fiivov fikp Kara rk dvu ^\L0Vy ti^ Sk fier* ai)Td oir ipdovovv ttjs xopT^'fcis,

dwrifiovas fjt^v elvai [Set] fierci TTJt 6\i;r fievoOffas iv t(^ vo-qr^^ iv

oipavt^ S^ fiera ttjs 6\rj$ ffwdioiKeLv ^Keivfj, oTa ol ^airtXeis rep ttAvtoiv

KparovvTt ffvv6jfT€s (rvvdLOLKOv(nv iKelvip 06 Kara^aivoPTes oiid' aiiToi

d7r6 TUX paaC\du>v Tdiruv " Kal yap elaiv optoO iv Tij) airi^ rire.

^era/SdXXoucrai 5^ ix ToO SKov ets ri jiipoi re eXpai Kal iavrSiv Kal

ofoK KdpLvovjai Tip (Tin SXKif etvai. dvax'^pomiv els r6 airGiv ^Kdarri.

Srav S^ TOVTO did XP^*'^^ ttoltj tpe&yovffa rb urdv Kal r^ StaKpiaeL diro-

ffrSo-a Kal /*•)) irpbs rb vor]Tbv ^'KiirTj, piipoi yevop^jiij piovovTal re Kal

dffdevet Kal TToKvirpayp^ovei Kal trpbs ft^pos jSX^Tret Kal rip dwb rod 6\ov

XajpttTjaffj iv6s tlvos iirt^daa Kal rb &Wo irdv (j>vyod<7a, iXdoDaa Kal

ffTpa<p€'i(ra els rb ^v eKeXvo irKy^TTbiievov iirb tG)v SKojv koI ivdvTiav tov

re SKov diricTT'q, Kal rb KaffiKaarov jierd irepurrdaeus dioiKel iipairro-

pAvri ij8ri Kal Bepaireiovaa rd i^wSev Kal irapowa Kal SDira airoO

TToXi) els rb etaia. hBa Kal irv/i^alvei aiiTjj rb "Keybi^evov irrepop-

pvijirat Kal iv 5eff/io?s, Tois Toff (rd/iaTos yeviaSai a/MapToidy tov

dj3\a/3ous tov iv ttj dtoiKyaet tov KpelTTOvos, & ^v irapd t^ ^vxv rp

S\i7 * Tb dk irpb tov ^v iravTeXus &p£Lvov dvaSpatio6tx'^ ' elXi/Trrai o^v

iretTouffa Kal irpbs Tip Sea-picp odira Kal Tjj alird'/iffet ivepyovira Std Tb

KuXieirBai Tip vip ivepyeai KaTapxds, Teffdipffai. re Xiyerai Kal iv

(nrTJkaiip eXvai, iiria'Tpaipetira S^ irpbs vbTjffiv 'KieaBai re iK twv SefffiQv

Kal dva^alvetv, STav dpx^" ^^Pv ^f dva/ivfjireus BedaSai, Tck tvTa.

?X" T^ip ii«' 0''*^'' ^Ti^t"' iirepixov ti.
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consists in an attitude of the soul towards bodily

life. It consists in forsaking the intellectual vision

of the whole which she shares with the World-Soul,

as a part thereof, and in allowing her particular

part of the whole to engage her attention and

interest. By virtue of her union with the body

one might say she is endowed with two eyes, not

one : the eye of reason, a heritage from Mind, and the

eye of sense ; the bird's-eye that sees the universe

spread beneath it in its totality, suh specie aeternitatis,

and the eye that looks away on a level before it,

passing discursively from one part to another, and

never grasping all the parts synoptically. So long

as she keeps the second eye shut, or at any rate so

long as she subordinates and subsumes what she sees

with it beneath the intellectual vision of the other,

all is well with her. But if she allow its sights to

interest and attract her, to draw her from the rational

point of view and to blur it, she becomes immersed

in sense, subject to the solicitations of the passions,

sees things only in part and temporal sequence, and

loses the intellectual vision of the whole. To revert

to our figure of the musician, the particular soul looks

to her fingers instead of her notes. While she looks

steadfastly at the notes, she plays perfectly. Her

fingers will take care of themselves if only she will

let them. But if she looks to them, she loses her

place, becomes confused, bungles her piece. Her

fall, then, consists in attending to the keys instead

of to the score, to the part instead of the whole.
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But this does not answer the crucial question.

The important point is whether the diversion of her

attention from whole to part is implicated in the

process of emanation, or is an act of free will.

Plotinus denies the dilemma. He will solve the

difficulty by choosing both alternatives. They do

not exclude one another, but are compatible. The

fall of the soul is both free and determined. The

particular soul must indeed send forth from herself a

particular body by virtue of that same necessity which

causes the emanation of the physical world from

the World-Soul. It is an eternal law of nature that

she should descend into the body.^ At the same time

she is determined to this descent by nothing save

her own nature. She does not indeed choose whether

or no she will descend. She finds descent the proper

expression of her nature, and thus her voluntary and

free act. She descends, says Plotinus, "as by a natural

impulse, like that which moves one towards marriage

or noble deeds, and not moved by logical reflection." ^

Indeed, we have here an instance of that complete

accord between freedom and necessity in which all

practical distinction between the terms vanishes.

The soul's creation of, or descent into, the body is

like the act of the spirit in Paradise. If you say

to her, " You cannot act otherwise," she will reply,

1 iv. 8, § S (473 b) [vol. ii. p. 149, 1. 1 et seq.].

2 iv. 3, § 13 (383 e) [vol. ii. p. 26, 1. 15 et seq.]. Icuri U otfre

iKOvcai oihe ire^tpdetaai, oi} ye t6 ^KoiffLov toiovtov ojs TrjooeX^tr^at,

dXXii uis t6 injSav Kara ^Offiv, ij irpbs ydficav (pvfftKas TpodvfiiaSj ij irpb%

wpd^eis ni>is koKwv ov \oyi(rfiu} Kivo\jp,evai.
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" I do not will otherwise." Her act, as Plotinus him-

self remarks, may also be said to be neither free nor

determined.^

In this coincidence of freedom and necessity

Plotinus apparently believes that he has found a

clue to the solution of the difficulty. In a similar

manner that diversion of the attention from the

whole to the part, in which the soul's descent into

the body and her sin consist, might be regarded as

both necessitated by the nature of the emanative

process, and at the same time a free act for which

the soul is responsible. In this way moral evil could

be fitted into and inter-connected with the world-

process, and yet not attributed to it.

"There is," Plotinus argues, "no inconsistency

in speaking as Plato does both of a ' sowing ^ into

the process of generation ^ and of a descent for the

purpose of perfecting the all,^ and of just punish-

ment * and the cave,^ and both of freedom

and of necessity^ (since necessity in truth includes

freedom), and of the soul being in evil while in

the body.^ Nor is there any contradiction ... in

the doctrine of Empedocles of a flight from God and

a wandering, or of sin upon which punishment comes,

nor in the teaching of Heracleitus of a rest in flight,

nor generally in the idea that the descent is both

1 iv. 3, § 13 (382 e) [vol. ii. p. 26, 1. 13 et seq.\

2 Timaeus, 71 e, 72 d.

» Timams, 30. * Phaedrus, 247.

^ Rep. vii. 514. ^ Timaeus, 47 d-48 a.

' Phaedrus, 246 ; Phaedo, 62.
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voluntary and involuntary. For everything that

degenerates does so involuntarily. Yet since it

degenerates of its own proper motion, the inferiority

which results is said to be punishment for the act." ^

The fallacy in the argument must be obvious,

also the confusion of the naturalistic and the

mystic points of view upon which it rests. Granted,

as we may be quite willing to do, that the procession

of the body from the soul, or, if one prefer, the descent

of the soul into the body, may be described without

contradiction as both free and determined, or as

neither, such an admission is only possible on the

assumption that the procession or descent involves

no fall into sin or imperfection, unless in truth the

whole purpose of our theodicy is to be stultified.

The soul, in obedience to the law of emanation, must

send forth a physical body from herself ; at the same

time, freely, (that is, under no outer compulsion) but

as the expression of her proper nature and purpose

she wills to send it forth. But if that emanation be

a fall, then either she rmist fall, or she falls of her

own free will. If she must fall there is no moral

responsibility. Not she, but the emanative process,

1 iv. 8, § S (473) [vol. il. p. 148, 1. 22 et seq.]. 5. oft toIpw 5m-

Kjnavel dW^Xois r) Tc eh yiveaai (riropct, f) re els TeXeliaaiv kASoSos toD

ira,VTl)i, ij re SUti t6 re trv/jKaiov, ^ re dvdyKii t6 re iKoiffiov, iirdirep

?X" tA kKoiaiov -q ivdyKti, Kal rb iv KaK(f ti? aiijiaTi etvai " oiS' ij

'B/i7re5oK\^ous <j>vyii airi toO 6eo0 Kal irXdvTi oid' ij a/mfyrla, iifi' ^

?} SIkt), oiS' nj 'SpaxXelTov dydirauXa iv TJj 01)75, <>^^' ^'^"' ''^ iKoicnov

T^s KadbSov Kal rb dKoiffiov au. vav /xiv yctp Ibv iirl rb x^P""

&KoiaLov, (popq, ye n^v oiKeiq. Ibv Trdcrxov rd x^^P'^ ^X"" l^^yerai rijv

iip' ols lirpojc Skr/c.

Y
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and ultimately either God or Matter, is to blame.

On the other hand, if she fall of her own free

will, all the old difficulties recur. Freedom is self-

determination. But the soul can only determine

herself to the good. Because of her proper per-

fection she of herself cannot attend to, or interest

herself in, anything but the universal and the in-

telligible. Neither the necessity, then, that governs

the process of emanation, i.e. the necessity that

perfection shall overflow, nor the freedom of self-

legislation, can explain a descent into the body

which is a fall and a fault. We are in a cul-de-sac.

But Plotinus, it seems, looked at the matter with

both the naturalistic and the mystic eye wide open.

The act whereby the soul created or descended into

the body could be described as both necessary and

free. The naturalistic eye told him that this descent

need of itself involve no fall or sin, but only the

display of a new kind or degree of perfection. The

mystic eye on the other hand assured him that it did

involve a fall and a deterioration. With one eye he

saw a descent of the soul for the purpose of perfect-

ing the whole, sent by God to enlighten and give

being to what was beneath her, maintaining in her

downward flight the Heracleitean dvawavXa ; with

the other, the soul descending to expiate her fault

' of separation, fleeing and wandering far from God,

plunged in evil while in the body. And since the

descent might he regarded as both determined and

free, Plotinus could invoke its necessity ad majorem
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Dei gloriam, to show that the One, though there be

many stages between, is still the cause of the soul's

descent, so far as it is necessitated by, and displays

the superabundance of, the soul's perfection; its

freedom also ad rrmjorem Dei gloriam, to show how
the One is not responsible for her descent so far as

it imphes fault and fall. Some such confusion of

the meaning and application of terms is probably

responsible for the contradiction.

Plotinus then is satisfied with his attempt to

derive the existence of Matter from the One without

making the One responsible for its value. He
believes, in a word, that he has achieved an ethical

monism. What are we to say to his claim .''

We must deny it, I think, and hold that he has

' not made good his point. Apart from his particular

failure to explain how the descent of the soul into

the body can be regarded as both innocent and

guilty, determined and free, and how the fact of

sin can be viewed as part and product of a world-

order, which is still neither responsible for nor

contaminated by its value, his whole method of

deducing the imperfect from the perfect is open to

suspicion. We cannot but doubt the success both

of his endeavour to involve Evil as a matter of logical

necessity in the process of emanation, and of his

attempt ultimately to derive its substance from the

substance of the One. His failure would seem to

lie in an imperfect understanding of the implications

of the analogy, upon which he relies. As the odour
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goes forth from the scented substance, as heat is

spread abroad from the fire, as light shines out from

the sun, even so the universe emanates from God.

And as the odour by reason of its very exhalation

and of its own nature, as it were, weakens and dies

into scentless air, as the heat and the light seem,

incidentally to the conditions of an existence separate

from their source and of their own selves, to dissi-

pate, and grow cool, and fade, degree by degree and

shade by shade, till at length they reach utter cold

and darkness;—so, Plotinus thinks, the outpoured

world, just because of its emanation, must gradually

dwindle in its measure of Being until it has shrunk

to nothingness.

But now, as a matter of fact, neither odour nor

heat nor light fades by any inner necessity of

its nature, but each is dissipated by the agency

of principles other than itself The perfume

loses its strength as it proceeds from its source,

because the molecules that compose its exhalation

are separated by the air. Heat cools, and light

darkens because they are diffused throughout space.

The explanation of their diminution is to be found

neither in their own natures as such, nor yet in the

nature of the centre from which they proceed, but

must be referred to another factor. Given but a

single force overflowing from its source with nothing

to oppose or dissipate it, and that force would

forever express the full strength of its origin without

any diminution. Given, we might say to Plotinus,
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your One, and nothing but the One in the beginning,

with no opposing principle of dissipation, the world

poured out from it would in every part and at all

distances express the full measure of its excellence,

just as were light and heat not of necessity dissi-

pated by space, the outermost ramparts of the world

would flame with the same intensity as the core

of the central sun.

In the attempt to derive Matter substantially from

the One, the same failure occurs. Matter is called

rh ecrxiTov, the last, the limit, beyond which emana-

tion cannot proceed. But darkness is not a minimum,

but an absence of light. Pure Matter is not a mini-

mum, but an absence of Being. Matter exists only

where and in what degree Being has ceased to be.

When Being has altogether disappeared we have pure

Matter. But the last degree of Being does not

radiate Not-being from itself in the same way that it

was radiated from the degree above. It does not

produce Not-being by its death ; just as light does not

produce darkness by going out. The diminution

of light and the production of darkness have a

common cause. But that cause lies not in the

nature of light. In the same way the negation of

Being and the increase of Not-being have a common

principle. But that principle does not lie in Being,

but in something that hinders and thwarts its

realization of its proper nature.

The analogy, then, will not hold. There is nothing

in the nature of light or in the emanation of light
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which of itself necessitates or gives rise to darkness.

Darkness requires a separate and opposed principle

of its own. Plotinus is involved in dualism by the

implications of his own figure. Monistic analogies,

indeed, were not lacking to him. He might have

thought of the emanation of the world as a stream

flowing in an impervious and frictionless channel,

undiminished by evaporation, falling, if you like,

from level to level. But such an analogy would

give no support to the contention that there is a

diminution in degree as well as a change in kind of

perfection. For at every point the stream would be

found to have all the volume and velocity of its

source. It would flow down its channel even as

we might fancy the whole sun projecting itself down

a column of ether of its own diameter laid out

through the absolute void, undiminished in tempera-

ture and brilliance to the end.

We have played long enough with analogies.

Still, our indulgence in them may have served to

awaken one significant suspicion in our minds. We
may well wonder whether any that Plotinus might

have chosen to illustrate his monism would not,

upon analysis, have been found altogether to pre-

clude his doctrine of degrees either of perfection

or imperfection, and the possibility of Evil; and

whether any which had sought to figure a derivation

of Evil from the Good, of imperfection from the

perfect, would not, in spite of monistic appearances,

have involved an inevitable dualism.



THE THEORY OF EMANATION 327

With the collapse of the great Plotinian analogy,

^all the effort to deduce the imperfect from the perfect

which it seemed to encourage and validate comes

equally to naught. For, whatever we may think of

the possibility of such a deduction in general (and

my own scepticism with respect to it I have already

abundantly expressed), Plotinus's theory ofemanation

fails to accomplish it. It is no more in the nature

of Being to dwindle unaided into Not-being than it

is in the nature of heat to become cold. Perfection

can no more account for its own diminution, than

light can contain within itself the reason why it fades.

An emanation from the perfect would, if unimpeded,

preserve all the excellence of its origin. Any world

it might create would, it is true, be indistinguishable

from God in value, but at the same time an appeal

to the principle of the identity of indiscernibles

would be beside the point. It might still be a

different fact from God. Or rather it and God

would have become parts of an infinitely rich and

varied world between whose different elements no

comparisons of better or worse could be made,—of

a divine world in other words, in which there was

- nothing that was not godlike, and all things were

gods, and God was all in all.

But the original perfection of such an experience

could not account for its vitiation by differences

of values between its parts. Nor could we find

any reason for any diminution in the excellence of

the world by calling it an overflow from the perfect,



328 THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN PLOTINUS

and therefore of less content than its source. There

would, perhaps, be less of it, but what there was

would be no less good. It might not contain as

many kinds of perfection, but each kind would be

absolutely perfect and self-sufficient. The water

which runs over from the fountain is no less clear

and pure and good to drink than that which stirs in

its depths. So far, then, as Plotinus has in mind

such an argument, he is confusing quantitative with

qualitative measure. There is no necessary connection

between the mere size of a world and its goodness.

We conclude that the perfect cannot he conceived

as producing what is less perfect qua less perfect.

In it no raison cCitre can be found for anything other

than itself. If there be a diminution of the Good

such as Plotinus imagines, the fact that as the Good

goes forth it grows less good, can be explained only

by the friction of another principle for the existence

of which the Good cannot account. In fine, Plotinus

does not achieve his purpose. The Sevrcpos Ao-yos

of the Neo-Pythagoreans is not harmonized with

and reduced to their arwraro) Aoyos. Plotinus is

a dualist in spite of himself.

Our study of the Plotinian theodicy is now
complete. We have only, in bringing the discussion

to an end, to cast a last rapid glance back over the

ground we have traversed, and to try to see as

a whole the nature and significance of our subject.
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Plotinus succeeds to two traditions or points of

view (the naturalistic and mystic), which were left

him, with years of accumulation and development

between, by Plato. This is the key to a proper

understanding of his treatment of his problem.

On the one hand he inherits the Hellenic belief

and joy in natural goods, a belief ever found in

practice if not in theory, partially expressed in the

ethics of Plato and Aristotle, and over-i-eaching itself

and complicated with an ascetic morality in the

metaphysical system of the Stoics. On the other

hand, all the fruits of a mysticism and dualism

latent in Plato and Aristotle, strong in certain

cults of the popular religion, and ripened in

the later Neo-Pythagorean and Neo-Platonic move-

ment—the hatred of matter, the scorn of the world,

the contempt of the body, the despair of reason, the

, yearning after the infinite and ineffable where alone

the soul can find peace and its true beloved—these

were all his.

Thus we find him on the one hand combating

the Epicurean mechanicalism and the Gnostic pessi-

mism with a doctrine of the essential goodness of

the world. To defend and prove his point he

brings the whole Stoic panoply into play. The

world is a perfect whole. To its perfection all

things contribute after their kinds. Taken separately

its parts may seem imperfect, but seen in relation to

the totality of the system in which they are factors

they are seen to have their place and justification.
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What we call Evil is like the shadow in the picture,

the villain in the play. Its presence enhances the

perfection of the whole, acting as a foil and stimulus

and occasion for the display of virtue, and as a

contrast to the Good. And along with this utilization

of the Stoic argument goes the almost Pyrrhonic

contention that distinctions of better and worse are

but superficial and relative, and that one thing has

as much right to exist as another.

At the same time we find Plotinus referring Evil

to Matter, which, described in terms of Plato and

Aristotle, as "not-being," "the other," "potentiality,"

etc., he sets in dualistic fashion over against the

Good. Between these opposites he interpolates, as

do Philo and Numenius, a hierarchy of stages—Mind

and Soul and the Universe. God he conceives

mystically as beyond all possible definitions and

determinations, super - essential, super- existential,

super-rational, super-everything. And the sovereign

good of moral action he finds to consist in an ecstatic

union of the soul with the godhead, to be attained

only by a renunciation of the body and the world,

and a meditative concentration of the soul within

herself.

An attempt to reconcile these two tendencies is

made in the metaphysical theory of emanation.

The universe overflows from the godhead as light

shines forth from the sun, and lapses from one

degree of fulness of being to another till it is spent

in nothingness. In the light of such a theory of
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creation, Plotinus thinks that we may be both

naturalistic and mystic, monist and duahst, at the

same time. We may hold that everything in the

universe is perfect after its kind, and yet that one

kind is not so perfect as another. Similarly while

we grant its due measure of excellence to the uni-

verse, and are to rejoice in its beauty and perfection,

there are glories far brighter and forms of experience

far more perfect than the glory and experience

of this world. To them we should seek to rise,

finding in natural goods and beauties, in true

Platonic fashion, merely the adumbrations of a

transcendent perfection. Finally, as we have so

lately seen that it needs no review, Plotinus finds in

his theory of emanation a device for bringing his

opposite principles together and for overcoming the

dualism of Spirit and Matter. He shows how Matter

may be involved in and created by the procession of

Spirit from its source, and so ultimately related to

the One without thereby involving the process in

imperfection or making God the cause of Evil.

The achievement of either of these ends we were

forced to deny. By no device can the distinction

between kinds of perfection be made interchangeable

with degrees thereof; nor can any process of

emanation by any logical necessity be made to

involve a progressive diminution of its own content

or to imply a final cessation of itself in not-being.

The result is that everywhere throughout the

Plotinian system the unhealed breach between the
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two tendencies of thought confronts us. One seems

always to be dealing, not with a single, but with

two separate philosophies, between which Plotinus

is continually vacillating with baffling and tireless

celerity. Or, to change the figure, Plotinus's philo-

sophy is like a flask of oil and water in which

the two liquids, though they cannot by nature mix,

have been shaken into complete inter-penetration.

His method consists in merely continuing to shake

them in such wise that there is never a drop of oil

without a corresponding drop of water to wash it

ofi^, or a drop of water without a drop of oil to keep

one dry from it.

Two fundamental fallacies arise from this double

point of view. First, there is the confusion of

degrees of imperfection with kinds of perfection;

the contention, that is, that perfection can be

intrinsically more or less perfect. The conse-

quences of this fallacy we have had occasion to

note again and again. There is scarcely a self-

contradiction in the theodicy which is not referable

to it. Secondly, there is the fatal analogy of the

substance and its perfume, the fire and its heat, the

sun and its light, upon which Plotinus relies to

illustrate the relation of God to the world. As we

have seen, it will not hold. To appeal to any of

these similes in order to explain how the world

proceeds from God, is to imply precisely that which

they were designed to overcome, namely, a thoroughly

dualistic theory of creation.
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Our final judgment, then, upon the Plotinian

theodicy must be that, ingenious and profound as

is its argument, and eloquent and splendid as is its

pleading, it has failed to establish its case. It

has neither removed the " doubts concerning universal

providence " of the opening lines of the first chapter,

nor refuted the theory of an evil Creator. It has

shown rather that if Providence be regarded as

universal, the Creatoi: must of logical necessity be

conceived as evil. For, once more, the divine will,-

if unopposed, and the divine power, if unlimited, are

alone responsible for the evil in the world. If things

have but a single source, in that source, and nowhere

else, lies the explanation of their imperfection. By

rejecting dualism and seeking to derive Matter from

the One, Plotinus defeats his own purpose, and refers

Evil to the One as its ground and cause. Like so

many saints and sages who have dealt with our

problem, he conies out by the same door wherein he

went. His theodicy ends in the dilemma from which

it started. Either God is not justified or Evil is not

explained.
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