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in the interpreter’s history). He will try to let him display his thought in its own setting,
with all in that thought and its setting which must seem to us strange, remote, inconsi-
stent, incomprehensible, and so unassimilable and unusable. If we bring what we can le-
arn from this kind of dialogue together with what we can learn from the kind where we
learn personally by interpretation, we may come nearer to seeing the great ancient tra-
ditionalists, and others we may study, a little more clearly: not, of course, “as they really
are.” We could never do this even if the evidence was complete, reliable and completely
comprehensible. But when we come to see them, not as moments in the progression of
a procession of general ideas but as people living and learning somewhat (not altoget-
her) like ourselves, by reading and interpreting with the resources available to them
what books they could get hold of and discussing, acrimoniously or otherwise, with tho-
se they happened to encounter, we may come to know them a great deal better, We
shall see better their real originality in one view with their deep indebtedness to others
in their past and present, understand better what they have given to their future and our
past, and perhaps be able to speculate a little more intelligently about what they may gi-
ve to our future as we experience the liberation from our thin slice of time which they
can give us in our present.

XI

Two Views of Freedom
A Christian Objection in Plotinus
Enneads VI 8. [39]7, 11-15?

T HE treatise On the Voluntary and the Will of the One (Enneads VI 8 [39]) is the

rofoundsst d3erpyesd TR E ot Fo Ly X 5 o 4 ¢
rrofoundest discussion of the metaphysic of will and freedom in ancient Western

philosophical literature. A careful study of it, especially of the tolunpbs Adyog
o By ) 3 - ) .
etépwdey otaiels (oh. 7, 11-12) and Flotinus' exasperated but thorough

and ious

reply to it, seems to me to bring out an impor

t difference in ways of locking at

freedom. hu d divi whinh ; : . :
freedom, human and divine, which (though not elways consciously perceived) is appar-

ent in Greek philosophieal discussions from Aristotle onwards, and has hed & con-

siderable influence on, and at times produced considerable tensions in, Christian
thought about the freedom of Cod,
The tension or difference of emphasis which I delect here may be expressed as

follows. On one side the esscnce of freedom is perceived as beins free vo be oneself
’ F free to be oneself,

wnich means, in the strongly teleological forms of thought which predeminate in Greck

thought from Plato onwards, to be oneself at one's best, to energize accerding to

g 11 3 1 ] o] 1, - hi i
one’s full and complete enargeta, to realise vhich is one's gocd and goals and to be

50 without external limitation, constraint or impediment — external, that is, to

one's true

nature or selfhood. On the cther, the essence of freedom is seen as con-

Sisting in an absolutely undetermined power of cholce between alter

i ol * =
G opinion net restricted or determined even by one's

oWI nature.

8 rule stated in Hellenie or in ratristic or in mediaeval Christian thought as ab-

5 tely 11v exelusi hos /] £ < ] i1 i
solutely mutually exelusive. Those who prefer the first will generally admit that,

at a certain level, freedom m

15t express itself in choice between opposites: those
whe f second T g i : .
© prefer the second will often admit that when one reaches the highest and most

perfe ssih o rasli ; 3 -
berfect possible self-realization one has passed beyond choice — the blessed

in

o} 1, for mo isti ] :
neaven, for most Christian theologians, cannot choose te be other than

than

" th +3 1
do other than they do, and are no less free for that.

. i e i :
Plotinus begins VI 8 with an gnalysis of our concept of human freedom and ascends
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from there, with considerable trepidation but admitting that he has no betier start-
ing peint, to consider the freedom of the Good or One. It will therefore be neces-
sary, if we are to understand his thought in its proper context, to glance briefly
at earlier Greek thought about the rreedom of man. His starting-point in the first
chapters of VI 8 seems to be Aristotle's most influential discussion of the subject
in the third book of the Nicomachean Eth{cs.l Aristotle is of course treating the
subject from the point of view of moral responsibility and in the down-to-earth,
practical, approximate way appropriate to moral philosophy as he understands it. In
spite of his careful and useful distinctions he leaves a good deal unclear, and can
be quoted on both sides in the difference about the nature of freedom with which we
are dealing. Joachim explains and illustrates this lack of clarity excellently in
his COmmentary? The problem is to see exactly what Aristotle thought about Tpoat-
pEOLE ("purpose'). Joachim sums up the two possible interpretations, between which
the evidence from Aristotle's writings does not permit us to decide, as follows:
'according to the first interpretation, the npoalpeaLs is the all-important factor
in determining the issue, but the tpoalpears itself is nothing mysterious or miracul-
ous. On the contrary, it is the expression of man's nature — the nature, that is, of
a reasoning and deliberating, as well as a desiring, being. According to the second,
our good and bad actions express a 'deliberate decision' which appears to emerge
without intelligible development, and without intelligible connexion with the rest
of men's nature and the environment in which he 1ives. Aristotle himself, as far as
1 can Judge, wavers in such a way that passages can be gquoted in support of both of
the above lines of interpretation‘}

The Epicureans are not relevant to thie discussion as part of the background of
the thought of Plotinus or most Christian thinkers. But they are worth mentioning
here as the Hellenic philosophers who passionately championed the view that the
power of absolutely undetermined choice is the essence of human freedom. For them
indeterminacy is built into our nature by the famous (though not too clearly attest-
ed) doctrine of the atomic 'swerve'? The Stoics are very relevant indeed, and much
in VI 8 derives from Stoic thought. Here the problem of human freedom and respons-—
ibility appears in its most acute form because it is considered in a setting of
determinism and cosmic optimism. Stoie determinism is theoretically ab301utei and
this applies in the sphere of human will and freedom. Freedom for Chrysippus means
acting from our own inner resources, our own nature moving itself by its own forces
in response to external circumstances. But our nature, and so our response, seem to
be determinedF Yet the Stoics, as asustere moralists, need to assert, and do assert
continually, that at least tassent' is properly attributable to us, that we can
genuinely accept our destiny as our destination and be blamed if we do not. There
are irmmense problems here for the Stoies, which they never really solved. But perhaps

no one else did either. Tne Middle Slatonists certainly failed to deal with the
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question satisfactorily. Their distinetion betwesn lower 'fate' (elpappéun) and high-
er 'providence' (wmpdvoun) is not helpful here.? But it does carry with it the P;agny
ic belief that our selves transcend this world at their highest and have their true
home in the intelligible, and therefore, in their true nature, are free from the
cansal nexus, the fate or necessity of the physical world. This is an important part
of the thought of Plotinus. But neither the Middle Flatonists nor, I think, anyc;e
else in antiguity refuted the 'soft' determinism of Chrysippus, according to which
our experience of freedom is our experience of the spontaneity, the genuine self-
expression, of our determinate natures. As Dillon saysa"qhis [countering with dog-
matic assertions] T fear, we will find to be the case generally with Middle Platcéic
efforts to deal with Fate and Free Will., Only Plotinus in Enneads III 2-3 comes
seriously to grips with the problem, and he only succeeds wltimately in demonstrat-
ing its insolubility'.

One can see from this summary and unoriginal acecount why a Greek philosopher of
the time of Flotinus would be inclined to think of freedom as freedem to be one's
true self rather than freedom of undetermined choice, though the latter concept was
by no means unfamiliar to Hellenic philosophers. But before we examine how Plotinus
deals with his Platonic-Aristotelian-Stoic inheritance, since the main discussion in
VI B is about the freedom of God, we should glance at the Greek philosephical back-
ground of this side of the discussion. There is not very much of it. It was not,
perhaps, till the time of Plotinus, or shortly before, that, probably due to Jewish
and Christian contacts, questions about God's freedom became serious and important.
Plato uses will-language of God or the gods, especially in the deliberately mythical
and anthropomorphic story of the Craftsman in the Timaeus, notably the speech to the
ereated gods (41 A-D), which had great later influence, and in the somewhat 'popular'
theodiey of Laws X (903-7). But he does not discuss the question of God's freedom:
and Aristotle and the Stoics are even less interested in it. This does not of course
mean that they deny it. Perhaps it would be fair to say that for both it is inconcediv-
able that the divine should be other than it is or do other than it does, but this
does not mean that it is bound or compelled by any sort of necessity. The Steoie God,
so far from being compelled by necessity, is the very substance of necessity or fate.
He %5 anything but a blind compelled compulsion. Marcus Aurelius says, guoting
Furipides: 'The earth is in love with the rain and the majestic sky is in love. The
?niverse also is in love Fith meking vhat is Lo be. So I say to the universe "I am
l? love along with you"'}] Lol guvepl: that is not the language of a man who feels
himself the puppet of a force of nature. The Middle Platonists do not have much to
add on God's freedom, Atticus, in the second century A.D. stresses Plato's teaching

on divine will in h
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fundamentalist' interpretation of the Timasws™ : and this may
have inf i R X . :

luenced some third-century Platonists. But he does not really develop Flato

ar lscuss ron 1 T
discuss any problems about God's Bouifdous., The emphasis is a natursl cne in a
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polenic against Aristetle's denial of Providence: and, as Dillon has pointed outll,

we cannot be sure how far the teaching of Atticus is adegquately or accurately repre-
sented by this contribution to inter—-school sguabbling which attracted Eusebius for

his own apologetic purposes.

Let us now turn to Pletinus. Before considering the free will of the One in VI 8
we should look closely at the model of human freedom with which he is working. As
Dillen in the guotation above remarks, his fullest and most serious treatmeni of the
question is in the great work On Providence (111 2-3 [u7-48]1). And, as Dillon alsc
observes, this, by the very seriousness end clarity with which it presents the prob-
lems, demonstrates tneir untimate insolubility. No solution which Plotinus suggests
seems to him perfectly satisfactory. In the end the problems of why there is wicked-
ness in a divinely ordered world, and how the moral responsibility on which he in-
sists ean be reconciled with universal providence, remain unsolved. But one thing
which is important for our purposes does seem elear. Plotinus does not appear to
reel any need to assert a principle of free action in man which is totally undeter-
mined. Our free sctions, for which we are held responsible and must take the con-
sequences, are indeed our own, but they are according to our natures, higher and
lower, which are part of the organic structured unity of the intelligible or the
disjunct hermony-in-conflict of the 3ense—uorld?j Man for Plotinus is a very com=-
plex being and can act according to various parts of his nature, and be himself on a
number of different levels, with varying consequences. In his arguments against
Stoic or Stoicizing Platonist and astrological determinismlS, which are based on the
Middle Platonist distinction of npdvoin and elpopuévn mentioned above (p. 399), what
Flotinus is really concerned to maintain is that soul at its best transcends the
realm of physical necessity and is a real cause of action higher than the cluapuévn
of the sense-world, to which we are subject at our lower levels. Our thoughts and
actions are not determined by the World-Soul or the stars. We are in that sense ab-
solutely free, if we rise to the level at which freedom is possible. Plotinus is not
interested in asserting a pure and absclute contingency of will, a total freedom of
man to determine once and for all his own nature and destiny. His model of freedom
ie that of freedom to be oneself.

In the first chapters of VI 8 which are concerned with human freedom the position
is even clearer, because the guestion is not as in On Providence 'Who is to be blamed
for wickedness here below? Is it just to hold God or man responsible?' but 'Where
and when are we truly free? At what level and in what setivity of our selves do we
attain true freedom?' In VI 8, where we are not looking for someone to blame, the
wicked who act by lower passions and impulses have not even will (1o énodoLov), let
alone the power of self-disposal and self-command (1B uéregoﬁouov)}q True freedom,
true autonomy and independence, TO £p Aulv, is only attained when we are on the vobs

level (as higher duyf, our higher self, always is even if we do not consciously

e
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choose to live on that level), when nature and activity and thought and will are one,
when we are not enslaved to or struggling with passions or dependent on external cir-
cumstances to attain our purposes: when we are in, and all our activity is directed
wowards, the Geood. This is true freedom, the unhindered activity of our true self at
its best.

In chapter 7 of VI 8 Flotinus begins by wondering whether it is right to carry his
discussion of freedom beyond MNoOs up to the Good. '"How can one bring the very lord
and master of all things of wvalue after it which sits in the first seat, to which all
things else want to ascend and depend on it and have their powers from it, so as to
be able to have something attributable to themselves — how can one bring it [down]
to what is attributable to you and me? To a point where Nollg also was only dragged
with difficulty, though it was violently dragged'}s Then he introduces the tolunpds
hdyor erépuwdev otarels, the 'rash statement sent in from elsewhere' (line 11), which
says 'Since [the nature of the Good) happens to be as it is, and has not the mastery

el 3 " im 1 5 1 i
of what it is, and is what it is not from itself, it woulé not have freedom, and its

doing or not deing what it is necessitaled to do or not to do is not attributable
to i:solf‘}a
This has been interpreted in various ways. Bréhierr?nnd CiJentoleanted to take
it as n statement of Gnostic doctrine, Their parallels are not very convincing,
though with our present vastly increased knowledge of Gnostic literature it might be
possible to find better ones. But both the wording and the place of the Adyos in the
treatise suggest an objection rather than a positive counter-statement of a doctrine
different from that of Flotinus. Harder and Thei.lerlg take it as an cbjection intro-
duced by Plotinus himself, translating evépwfev in its commonest meaning, 'on or
from the other side'. This has a good deal to be said for it. Plotinus often argues
with himself in this way. He obviously takes this objection seriously, reiterates it
in varicus forms, and iz not at all easily satisfied that it has been answered?o
But the indignation whiech it clearly arouses in him and his feeling which pervades
the rest of the treatise that it utterly misrepresents what he thinks about the Good
would be easier to understand if it was the objection of a real cpponent. And, though
the meaning of étépwdev adopted by Harder and Theiler is the commonest, it means
'from elsevhere', not 'from or on the other side' in two passages which Plotinus
might have had at the back of his mind, Plato Laws 707c7 and Aristotle Eth. Nic.
1121e34, Tt seems likely, though not certain, that we are dealing with an objection
which Flotinus had actually heard, perhaps from a visitor21t0 his circle at Rome.
On this assumption I would paraphrase it and supply the positive counter-statement
somevhat as follows: 'Your Good Just happens to be good and has to be good: it is
like that by neture and can't help it: so it is not free but compelled to diffuse
its goodness eternally by the necessity of its nature. But the God in whom we believe

does just what he likes. He creates as and when he chooses by the act of his free amd
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sovereign will'. Now someone who talked like that in the third century would most
probably be a Christian, and very likely & Christian who was passionately opposed
to Gnostic emanationism and inclined to confuse the teaching of Plotinus with it,
as others have done since. This assumption makes it possible to suppose on my hypo-
thesis that the indignant anxiety of Plotinus to refute the objection is inspired,
as Bréhier and Cilento thought, at least partly by his desire to distinguish his
position from that of the Gnosties.

There are two directions in which we can look to find a kind of Christian teach-
ing which could have inspired such a eriticism, One is to the kind of Christian
Platonism, represented in the third century by Methodius of Olympus, which G.C. Stead
detected in the background of the Arian controversygz, which laid much emphasis on
ereation by an act of divine will. (While perfectly prepared to believe that pecple
of this way of thinking existed, T would not myself wish to think of them as form-
ing any sort of 'school', or to locate then too precisely at Alexandria or elsewhere,
or, for reasons already given, to attach too much importance to the influence of
Atticus on their thought.) Methodius is certainly an extreme advocate of the indeter-
minacy view of human freedom?a On divine freedom, however, his position is rather
less extreme, and he has, perhaps, more than he would have liked to think in common
with Origen, who has a good deal in common with Plotinus. Origen in the Contra Cel-
Bumzu is very indignant with Celsus for alleging that Christians get out of diffi-
culties by saying 'anything is possible to God'. He has already stated clearly and
emphatically that God's omnipotence is limited by his divinity, goodness and wisdomgi
and he replies to the allegation of Celsus by saying that Christians believe as firm-
1y as philosophers that God cannot do anything ugly {aloypdv) or contrary to nature
in the sense of either sinful or irreconcilable with reason. And in the De Prineipits,
in the great chapter of the first book on the 50“26, he shows all things eternally
oreated in the Son whom it is inconceivable and impious to suppose that the Father
would not eternally beget, create or radiate (good New Testament terms which Origen
regards as all meaning the same thing). Origen seems completely uninterested in
asserting any sovereign indeterminateness of God's will. This contrasts strongly
with his account of the wills of created beings. It is of course central to his
whole theodicy and account of divine creation and education that these are and re-
main absolutely and permanently indeterminate?? Methodius certainly criticizes
Origen's doctrine of eternal cre&tion?s But he does so, not on the ground that it
limits or inhibits the freedom of God's will but that it makes God dependent on cre-
ation, makes him need creation in order to be God. Plotinus would have agreed with
him that this cannot be so: he insists continually that the One does not need what
springs from him. And in the De Autemous{ozg, after a pious remark on the inscrut-
ability of God's will, Methodius thinks it necessary to show that there are excellent
ressons why God should create, namely <) that he did not think it right that his skill
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{1¢yvn) should remain unexercised and undispleysd and 7] that he ccould not really
be good without anyone to benefit by his goodness. Plotinus would have found the
first reason ridiculoussq but might not have objected too much to the second. Fer-
haps we might say that Plotinus, Origen and Methodius all start from 2 simple Plato-
nist, theroughly Greek, conception of Ged's omnipotence, in which the primary truth
about God is that he is good and wise, and it is impiocus and insane even to frame
the hypothesis that he could be other than he is or do other than he does. But never-
theless Methodius does say in the De CreatisSlthat the Father made all things instant-
aneously from non-existents by a bare act of will (youvg T BouAdpaty), and he shows
himself as passionately opposed to the eternity of the world in De Creatis 1I-VII as
he is to pre-existing matter in the De Autexoustc. It is therefore perfectly possible
that a Christian influenced by Methodius or some closely related theologian, who was
looking for a stigma to beat a pagan dogma, should have produced the objection in
Chapter 7.

There is, however, another possible Christian source of influence which is nearer
to the circle of Plotinus at Rome. This is the teaching of Hippolytus. Hippolytus is
inclined to use extreme indeterminacy-voluntarist language sbout God's freedom, in-
sisting that God does just what he likes in creating.a? In one passagesa he carries
this so far as to say, addressing menkind in general, that (I paraphrase) 'Ged knew
perfectly well what he was doing when he made you a man: if he had wanted to he
could have made you a God, as he did the Logos'. Surely no Christian theologian has
ever carried this kind of voluntarism further. And a Christian influenced by Hippo-
lytus (who died about 236) might quite probably have been a casual auditor of the
lectures of Plotinus in the middle 260's — we know from the case of Thaumasiusaq
that such people sometimes made remarks.

The reply of Plotinus to the objection occupies the rest of the treatise (chapters
7-21). It is impossible to parsphrase this close-packed argument which, as always,
is both based on and an exhortation to seek an awareness of that transcendent Good
in unien with whom we are 'more than free and more than independent'.e'5 What is im-
portant for our purposes is to note the way in which the language of will and freedom
is used throughout, and especially clearly and foreibly in the last chapter (21).
Plotinus, in order to combat the objection, is prepared tc use this language, as he
uses other positive ways of speaking of the One in this treatise, with continual
warnings of their utter inadequacy. Substance, Act (évepyeCa), Love, Wakefulness or
Super-Knowledge are all used as 'divine names', and the Good is spoken of as creat-
ing himself. And though every term is negated, its use implies also the negation of
its contrary. This is always true in Plotinus, but is more expliecit in this treatise
than elsewhere,

As with the other terms, he warns continuelly against using 'will' in any way
which would imply -duality. The 'will' of the Good is net to be thought of for a
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moment as other than his 'self' or 'substance'. 'He is all will,' Flotinus says,
'and there is nothing in him which does not will, therefore not that which is befors
the will. He is, then first himself his will'?a And he remains true to the concept
of freedom with which he began the treatise by absolutely excluding any passibility
of choice between alternatives from the freedom of the Goed in willing both himself
and his produets (it seems self-evident to Flotinus that the Good in 'willing' him-
self 'wills' his self-diffusion). He remarks 'to be capable of the opposites belongs
to incapacity to remain with the best'FT All other beings are freest when they are
so perfectly conformed to the Good they seek as to be incapable of choosing the bad.
And it would seem to Plotinus a blasphemous absurdity even to imagine for & moment
the Good 'willing' anything other than himself, This implies no constraint on his
freedom: his freedom 18 just being himself: npdtws adtds wal Unepdutuwg mﬁrdgﬁa And
in so far as we are united to him his selfhood is perfect freedom, for us as for
him. In so far as we live on any lower level he is also our 'necessity and law'3gin
that he produces the law in producing that level and gives us our destiny to return
to him. But at the highest he is our freedom as he is his own. He is free to be the
Good, and we are free to be good.

One would have thought that later Christians might have welcomed this great por-
trayal of a God who, in our inadequate human way of speaking, is himselfl the self-
diffusive Good which he freely wills end the free will with which he wills it, with-
out even the possibility of distinguishing God, good, and will which this language
inevitably suggests. But of course they did not, at any rate in the context of cre-
ation. The hold of the view of freedom as essentially undetermined choice on Christ-
ian minds, especially in the West, has been so strong thet room has had to be made
for it at the top. There has also been a technieal theological reason for rejecting
the doctrine of Plotinus, the need to make a very sharp distinction between eternal
generation and creation, which was strongly felt after Nicaea and the Arian contro-
versy, though by no means always before, as the passages which I have referred to
from Origen and Hippolytus show. So to this day a commonplace Christian objection
to Neoplatonism is very much on the lines of the ToAunpbs Adyog: and about LOO A.D.
the suthor of Pseudo-Justin Quaestiones Christianorwn ad Gentiles vigorously attacks
in the third queation“o a well stated Hellenie posifion vhich is substantially that
of Plotinus. But 4o establish fully the grounds for the Christian -rejection of the
Plotinian position, and still more to trace all the clashes and tensions between the
two ways of looking at freedom with which we have been concerned even in the thought
of the Fathers, would be a very large undertaking. It will, however, I think, help
to clarify many discussions if we realise fully that this duelity exists and is deep-

1y rooted in Hellenic philosophy.
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24 /5-7Y,
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38, ch. 1k,k2,

39, ch. 10,bL, As has slready been remarked (p. 398) in considering the Stoie God,
to be necessity is something very different from veing bound by necessity.

40. Corpus Apologetorwm Christianorum Saeeuli Secundi ed. J.C.Th. von Otto (Jena
18L8) Vol, III 2 Quaestiones Christianorum ad Gentiles 1II pp. 282-305 (P.G. 6.1427C-
144L4E). The Christian question alleges that the pagan God creates T glval ®al ol
Tip BouréoBar ofov Beppalver T TUp TH elval. The Hellenie reply seems to be based on
VI 8. The Christian refutation insists that Ged's Bodinois must be separated from
his oboda (evole being mpos UndpEuv and BodAnoig, mpoS noufoLw) if God is not to be
said to create by necessity of nature.

XII

2. Dualism Platonic, Gnostic, and Christian

There are a number of terms whose use or abuse in a large,
vague, fluctuating way can confuse our understanding of the his-
tory of thought and sometimes our own theological and philoso-
phical thinking: this has often been true of 'dualism', as also
of 'pantheism', 'Platonism', 'Gnosticism' and '"Christianity'.

It seems to me an important part of the task of historians of
thought to give such terms the precise and varied contents which
they should have in varied contexts and environments. 1 see our
work rather as Cézanne saw his painting when he said that he wan-
ted to 'do Poussin over again from nature'. In this paper I
shall try to give precision and variety to some senses in which
'dualism' can legitimately be used when we are discussing the
thought of the early centuries of our era, with particular re-
ference to the Pythagorean-Platonic tradition, Grosticism, and
Christianity. 1 shall consider mainly one of the ways of think-
ing which can properly be described as dualist: cosmic dualism,
which sees the whole nature of things as constituted by the
meeting and interaction of two opposite principles: though I
shall also briefly discuss two-world dualism, in which there are
two kosmoi or levels of reality, that of our normal experience
and a higher one (which may itself be conceived as complex and
many-levelled).

Cosmic dualism, the dualism of two opposite principles, can
take, and in the period which we are considering did take, a
number of different forms. We may begin with a suspiciously
tidy-looking scheme, which, as we shall see, will require some
qualification and modification.

1. The two principles may be thouéht of as both unoriginated,



