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PLOTINUS AMD THE VALUF OF THE HUMAN PERSON

Professor J.M. Rist
University of Toronto

August 31, 1978

Plotinus thinks of himself as a Platonist, but his
philoscphy differs from that of Plato in a great many ways,
of which the following are among the more important:

1

1. Plotinus' One, unlike Plato's Good, is the cause
of all that is. Mind and matter both derive from it.

2. The goal of the human soul is union with the One,
not a vision of the Form of Goodness or of Beauty.

As far as cuestions of value are concerned, the second
of these points is particularly important, for it enables
Plotinus to co.olne in an unusual way a versicn of what I
want to call the "divine spark” theory with the traditional
Platonic view that ona2's value depends on the degraz with
which one is qsa‘-ricﬂ by the Form of the Good. it &also
gives man, despite Plctinus® tendency o den: =~ fact
when treating of Gnosticisn, a very pax xg:i;x rui3ition in
this special kind o2f union with the One: - - or at least
his soul - is, ir the fzwous phrase of Dean Inge, he
wanderer of the metaphysisal worlid.Z

The key to ¥lotinusg' doctrine of human nature is to
be found in particulzr in twe treatises: 1.1 and 6.8.
Both these tracts wars composed fairly latn in Plotinus'
life and may sertainly be regarded asz products of his maturity.
6.8. may have b”cn jodas vo<ad %" tke rr"iﬂg cf a treatise
on the naturs an or para—ﬁ‘"lstlan,
now lost to us. We szall ratgrn to this gquestion shortly.

In 1.1 it ¢co

o uad that no specifically new
theories about th z

pecy, but that the resulting
synthesis is new : ¢f wery Important respects.

Here (arnd alsc el A%»w) Plotinns clsti,guishes betweeg

the emplrlcal self (L:e "I*, or "we", as he calls it),

that is, the mode of consciousness we have at any particular
time, and the soul, which is the totality of our psychic
powers whether we are consciocus cf them or not. These psychic
powers may be descrikad, in value terms of Aristotelian origin,
as either "above® or "bhalow® the level of consciousness and
the empirical self. EHighest of them, of course, is the so-~
called undescended part cof the scul, which is always in
contact with the Divine Mind and the world of Forms, that
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is, always characterized perfectly by the divine "archetypes"”
of things. Because of the existence of this aspect of the
soul, we are able to learn, that is, to call into consciocusness,
facts and values of which we are not always aware, but which
are the characteristics of that higher part of the soul. 4
For in Plotinus' words, each of us is an intelligible world;
not, that is, a potentially intelligible world in some
Aristotelian sense, but an actual intelligible world; not,
however, in respect of our consciocus sc¢lf, but of our "upper"”
soul, our real or true self. We shall have to consider the
relationship between our "true self" and our "empirical
self” later.

Below the level of consciousness there are other psychic
activities, and subconscious desires, which may cooe to the
surface as we "identify" with them from time to time. .
Plotinus does not SpGley much about the nature of these
desires "locked up in the desiring faculty”, except for
a few isolated but important items of informatiom: that
they are irrational and thus tending to non-cxistence, and
that within the lower part of the soul they resemble the
upper soul in that thev share in immortality.6 A e
ontological lewvzl the problem that this seems Lc pose is of
the nature of the existence of the "we", cor ¢ c:nsciousness
itself. It secems to be, though it is not. sore kind of
epiphenomencn of v“e scul when engaged in certain kinds of
activity. Thus "we® would bes merely & nawe giver to the
various functionines of the soul in so far as there is
consciousness cf them. 3ut that dcez not secem to help very
much, for the guestion obviously remains as to what is
_conscious. A more hopeful aoproac& seems to be that the

"we" is tc be identified with our u“ “ gelf and the soul
(or rather the viper sgul) with ouvx = self" or “inner
self” - ;h- inner nak, ! asPlCt-JLb couetimes says, making
gocd use OXf L;;; Tiaton eymiinnlegy. Now if this

Gty 2800 1\»)

is thz ex » thor :h'i is soxe kind of soul
1n the Piatocnis sernse o | w;14e tnb outer self; the
"we" is Inferiu, kut ablz of risiang ghove this nferlority.
Somehow, thercfore, wacu ve iieptwf* with thes upper soul,

we do not clange tlat vwper soul of fisel’, buat we realize
our whole being in a kind of harmonious relationship. Thus ~
the distinction be*ween the inner and the outer celf
disappears.

This 1nterp"eL tion may be challenged on the ground
that the "outer man® or "outer self” is usually identified
in the text of Plotinus with the life of sensation and of
the passions. Iiow then can it be that it could be called
the "we"? Because,; it may be supposed, all that involves
our individual life, our personal experiences, is mediated
through the "outer self”, which thus plays a role not
dissimilar to that a+tr1buted by Aristotle to the Passive
Intellect, the "soul®, and the body over against the Active
Intellect.
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The Aristotelian Active Intellect cannot remember; that
is why after death, when the Active Intellect alone survives,
there is no memory. However, the Plotinian "upper soul”,
unlike the Aristotelian Active Intellect, is not devoid of
thought-content. On the contrary its object of thought
is the entire intelligible world. It does not need memory,
therefore, for at the level of Form it has a constant and
Present awareness.

Whenever the "we” is identified with the upper soul, it
is characterized by the Forms, and we know the Forms in some
kind of immediate apprehension. At other times we lose
this awareness and have "forgotten our origins". 8 oOne can
recognize in this Plotinian doctrine of the “we“ somethlng
of the account of the unification of the parts of the
tripartite soul by goodness that Plato describes in iue
Phaedrus.? There is no "we® apart from the "upper soul"
and the passions, etc. There are only different types of
relationship bectween the inner and the outer man, between
the upper soul and its lower manifestations. Such a theory,
where the hlghe £ atate for the man is the integration of
his levels of activity, and the "—ompletion” of the "we"
by this kind of inte gratlon, would suggest that man in
his highest "verzion" is more than any of his "parts",
including the higher soul befora it is kruucﬂ+_-a consciousness.
It would alzo imply that eu,h individual wan isin some sense
unigue, not mersly a man with the charact:ristics of men, )
but a man whose spexizlly inteswaied peorscnality is somechow -

- "greater" than wculd &2 the czse were he merely an example -
'of the fo*m of Mzn.- o oo e e

i

I believe it :
which we nead not
was ona of

for various reasons
- ~ that Plotinus

wihno suircrived to & heretical
versicu ¢} ing to which there are not only
forms of sper"u . prme of individuals, at least in
the case cf irdividgual men.-Y If cur account of the nature °
of the "integrated®” humen beirng is on tihe right lines, it
becomes clear that Lers Lo e w«nla ke a further reason
for maintaining crrh 2 th= L8, Thouoh Plctinus does not

allude to i: in : context. Pexlaps, ia fact, he did not
argue for it on these sorts of growvnds, but for cther reasons
of his cun [and bLocause the Stcics Lad awakened iiim, and
presunably other Flatonists,. o the problems of uniquely
qualified ind¢lviduals). & that as it may, a belief in forms
of individuals is consonant with “he attitude towards the
integration cf the pe ersonality which I have just described.

If this approach is correci, however, a perhaps even
more fundamental divergence from traditional Platonism than
“the theory of forms cof individuels seems to emerge. For
we take it as a dictum for Plato that "individuality” is
something to outgrow, something which is merely the mark
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of that imperfect realization of the Forms which all particulars
exhibit. For Plotinus, therefore, individuality will be

the necessary mark of the perfected self, at least of the

self raised to the level of a conscious integration of the

inner and the outer man. :

"Many times have I woken up to myself out of the
body" says Plotinus (4.8.1). The passage may not refer to
union with the One, as Porphyry seems to have thought, and
as I have interpreted it before,ll but to the raising of
the "we" to the level of the upper soul and the vision of
the Forms. We note that it is "I" who am~ raised. The
passage is one of the few "personal® scections of the Eneads,
indicating that "personality” does not disappec: at +his
level.

But it is not only at this level that the "I" remains.
At the level of the union of the self with the One, we hear
of the union of the "alone with the Alone”, of the two becoming
one, etc. These texts, as I have argued elsewhere, are to
be interpreted tb"s*&ﬂa1lg thev concern the rrlatlonshlp
of the self with thez One. fut even if they are %0 Le
read monistically, 2s dealing with a reassimilavion of
the self in which ail irdividvalityv ig lost; we rhould still
have to say that at the level next to that cf union with the
One, there is somrathing of “p@ru01a11L”“ T remains. It
is not the form oi . that attzirs un‘on with the One; it
is I who attaia to guch wnion, juuu as 2= is I who awake
out of the body to tne eternal life of the forms (and beyond).l3
Such ideas make it clear that if Plotinus did not posit forms
of ind;vxdual » i1f, that is, he thought that the individual
dlffers oniy 5n so ¥far as he is inadejuate, then he is
w1ldlg inccnsistent. For the "I 4% cwsntually attains
unior wit: the Cne is not an imperfeci being, but a perfected
being, 11v¢ng & 1l¥e at the levzl cf the intelligible world.
Thus, if thers are not *or:g cf indiviguals in the Plotinian
world, thzy would nave o Lz ianventaed; they ought to be there,

All this should le’vo ug in ro dovbt that the guestion
of the value of manrn in Plotinian worid must be considered
quite seperately f{rom *nﬂ view of Plato. Two other points
should imm@d-z".lv reinforrce this conciusion. The first
arises from the “monistic® structure of the Plotinian world
as a whole, & worli, as we observed, in which everything that
exists owes its existence and its nature to the mode of its
derivation from the One. The human being is immortal;
above all his scul is immortal. But his immortality depends
on the nature of the Cne; were the Oane non—ex1stent, there
would'be no human soul, no human being. Yet since the One
eéxists, the human being is by na*ure me? raphysically perfectable,
able, when he wishes, to return to his Source without any
kind of further divine intervention which would compromise
the unchangeability of God. The human being is generated
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as he is as a result of the One's nature. He is the only
being that is able both tc "fall" from perfection and to
rise to it by his own actions. Above the level of the
individual soul beings do not fail; there is no fall of the
World Sog& for Plotinus such a fall would amount to
dualism; the World-Soul would come to look like the
Sophia (or one of her offspring) of the Gnostic myths. Yet
nothing below the level of man is capable of rising, of
being the "wanderer of the metaphysical world". All below
can only “strlve for contemplatlon" obliquely, in an
unseelng or "unconscious” way,15 But the human being, with
his" unlque powers of both ascent and descent, is in a position
to exercize his will in a strange way, a way that, as
Plotinus explains in the notorious Ennead 6.8, resembles
most closely the "attitude" of the One itself. Man c=a learn
to do what the One simply wills to do. We shall have to
consider this in more detail later, but one point may be
made at once: Plotinus could not have prcpcsed a view of
this kind were 1% not for the fact that he has merged the
Platodnic Good and the gods. Plotinus' One, as distinct
from Plato's Good, is a living being from
which both Forms and divine souls spring:  .Indeed Forms and
divine souls (or at least divine Minds) are two zapects,
both real, of th< same phenomenon, ihe wae] ‘cizihle World.
Thls world, thv;eforv, has to be gactaﬂ retaer than -
"seen” in the Platonic sense; and, thro his partaking,
the 11fe of the C.e itself can be shareq =y the human soul. -

The seccrd of cur two points lﬁads on from the first.
For Plato, although it is true that itne Fecrm of the Goocd
provides the "existence™ as well 2as the "knowability” of
the Forms, and h@nwi 3f the paYﬁlwu rs v-~ich come to
resembie thz forms, t ubls existenza in fact requires
another alexzni,; Mhe W * in the case of the,
Forits, arnd "7 ¥ eor the case cf
particulars. .0 oiler words. clbh ¢~h:in one sense it is
true, anl cbscrved DY 'L\tsizlha: 0z Cood is the causz of
existence; at anothex i truth is only partial,
Plotinus, or. tie othaw @ oy zzuily enphasizes that
the One alore is “ha cnuse of .axizgtince. For him, far
more exolicitly th: or, P;ato. socccaess is existence, evil
1s non-existenca. The latter -version cf the equation,
explicitly sneilad out and: worked ou% in at least two
treatises of Plotiaus (1.8 and z.4), is only implied at
best in Platc. Plotinus is to ke recarded, therefore, despite
many . of hkis 1nfe;p*c*ers, as much more consciocus of the
significance 2% existence; andé of the relation of the
existence of par+1cuakrs to the One's existence.

A
“ﬁne re

Nor is it from ILristotle thzat this omphasis has entered
the Plotinian world. %Hike Plato, aArictotle assumes the
existence of things, indeed more so than Plato in sc far
as he argues for the eternity of the world and of its species
in a way which the Timaeus may now be seen to have rejected.
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For Aristotle, and for those most influenced by him, what
needs to be explained is the rest, and above all the movement,
of natural objects, of particulars; their existence is taken
for granted. For Plotinus it is their existence which first
' of all demands explanation. Hence there are no Aristotelian
arguments ‘'in the Enneads about the origin of motion; the
One is not introduced in such terms. It arises as a result
of explaining why things are as they are; an Aristotelian
question, as the opening of the Metaphysics makes clear.
But Plotinus would place the emphasis differently; for him,
the problem is why they are as they are.

The novelty of this pos1t;on in the context of the major
currents of thought in antiquity cannot be over—empha51zed.
But, it may be cbjected, surely it is merely another version
of the old puzzle of the One and the Many? Surely Parmenides
is an obvious precursor? In one sense that is true, but
the problem is posed by Plotinus in quite a different way. ;4
In the world of Parmenides, what is real is the One, Being;
all else is appearance or the deceitful ways of opinion.

We are dealing with true and false ways of looking at the
same phenomenon. But in Plotinus there is no problem of the
illusion of material things, or of a false description of
the world. We have a quite different problem of derivation

and of causation. Certainly in some respects, the Stoics

were Plotinus' predecessors in this regard, but for them we

are still dealing with a restatement, a description of the

contents ‘of ‘the world in different ways° either the cne

God or Matter - they are two ways of locking at the same

thing. Certainly God (Reason) organizes and in a way

generates the cosmos, but he is also to be identified with

the cosmos. We have no problem of the origin of the existence

of things, still only the problem of their crganization,

of their being something.

Perhaps we now seem to have veered far from our original
problems of value, but, as we shall see, that is not the
case. Plotinus has combined something of a "divine spark"
theory of the soul with an unstoic principle that this d1v1ne
spark is not the organizer, but is the product of a :
"transcendental” organizer to which it can return in a
mystical union. In a way it is back to the pre-Socratics,
for Plotinus is less worried by the Parmenidean dictum
"Nothing can come from nothing" than are most of his
predecessors. True the wcrld does arise "from the One" in
the Plotinian system; but cnce things are created, they are:
not parts of the One or transformations of the One.l8 They
are new beings; the One has left them to be "by themselves®.
This is the significance of Plotinus® teaching a monlstli
version. of the Pythagorean theory of. "first principles".

The Dyad (matter or a material principle) dcoes not exist
along§ide the One; it is generated ‘from the One and returns
to it"to be formed. Among the Milesians and early
Pythagoreans this notion of new beings arising from a First
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was unknown; and Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics were still
sufficiently under the spell of Parmenides for them to assume
that not only could nothing be formed out of nothing, but

that nothing wholly new could be formed from anything without
that thing being itself diminished. There is a kind of
metaphysical principle of conservation of energy. But although
Plotinus would doubtedless have accepted that in relation to
being in time; he abandoned it in relation to eternal being and
eternal generation. 1It is part of the One's "infinite power"
to be able to.'leap over the Parmenidean hurdle.20

We are confronted, then, in the Plotinian world with a
fully developed thesis that at any time in the cosmos there
exists the One, which is infinite being, and a number of
beings which are gencrated from it. OF these latter we
are concentrating on those (viz. human souls) whis- are
capable of a detormined return to the source and maker.

It should not be surprising, therefcre, if we assert that
a relationship ¢f this kind, of the “"alone with the.
Alone", implies a new high valuation on the individual,
or should so imply it, even if this implication is not
specifically drawn by Plotinus.

Is the Plotinian concept "democratic" in the sense
of "according some intrincic value €0 all hvman >eings?
Here there seem to be certzin embiguitiss 4o ound in
the EZnneads. Theoretically there is no donb: that everyone
is capabie of the return to the Cne; and certainly all souls
are generated in the same way and should be, at least .
ultimately, of similar value. Iut souls are apparently
subject to reincarnation, and at least durinrg any particular
cycle ¢f birth and fzath, scme zouis (lcvers, musicians,
dialecticians eta.)“’ seem 0 be the rc- ready to make the
fratorr®. 30d ig to everyon? wio wishes, Plotinus
says,; but amooodl 'Y till peid sone attenticn
to e propaecsutic solc ~soniste - the fge
mathematl 2l sulernags rnien are oaprosed to prepare tlie
mind ror Jialectic.<4< : 2y be dismissed as picus
practice, followino in 2@ foundur of the
Academy; bur 1 1T sow. ur.certaint:’
as to why ii i3 - e Ut pregent to those
who lopk, it is winority whs look. We
can sec conen! ; ¢f the same prob’en in Plato,; but _
Plotinus has at his disposal = thourr he does not necessarily )
use.- more of:the meaus to rescive it. For mathemztical
inteliectual skill is uot really iaportant, despite Plato, in
the Plotinian picture of man; other qualities of man,
reflecting other qualities of “Zod", the One, are more
important. To consider these we shall shortly have to
consider the significance of Plotinus’ challenged to Aristotle.

Before doing that, however, we should notice that in the
case of Plotinus, and indeed of the Neoplatonists generally,
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e
where we read of God's will ( &(Jvers 150°Xﬂ6?@%) to
accomplish good, and in the Timaecus (29E), the famous
passage in which it is said that
God (the Demiurge) ordained the structure of the world
because he wanted to make everything as like himself as
possible. But these texts, of which the latter was popular
with generations of Platonists, scem hardly an adequate ,
catalyst for Plotinus' elaborate reflections. Perhaps more
relevant may be the Aristotelian distinction - we know he uses
the Nicomachean Ethics in this treatise, so why not other
texts? - between actions which are natural and actions which
are enforced;2> and possibly also the further Aristotelian
distinction between what is natural, identified perhaps in
the case of eternal, circular motion with Mind and its
choices, and what is merely random. 2ll these distinctions
occur in Ennead 6.8, though the latter seems to be directed
against Epicurean or some other variety of atomism. * ks

However, despite these possibilities, the basic
inspiration of the study of will in Ennead 6.8 is neither
Platonic nor Aristotelian. Plotinus in fact moves away
from the Nicomachean Ethics and its discussion of choice
to a qguite unaristoralian discussion of the nature of God.
Before considering again the reasom why he did this at the.
particulay point in time - and uniguely - at which it cecurs
in the Enneads, let us therefore look at the unplatonic and
unaristotelian points which the approach makes in passing.
We have observed already that Plotinus more qr less neglects
the Platonic erphasis on mathematics, even though the idea

of grasping or s3¢eing the answer #C a problem is ong of the
metaphors Ee rull aonstantly have et in his mind when o

considering the zor® of language % I which the mystical

union could vrefulis he descrile +n Ior Plato mathematical
knowledage =i~k vristotelian 2550 in -eing some
kind & ealatdc; i L ubiect., It
maidtding L rr very strongly; and

that ¥izd of . P ooeint ¢f view, both
inhibits =0 unis “an o wmitn 0of the soul with

the 0n&; =znd £-.7 ™ tae nature of the Cne itself,
that nature -thizh must Lon as a first cause

of ail things i a vhelly marisgestsiian way.

In one imooriant resooct, Lowessr, Plotinus is
aristotelizn, “housm in the epizit o the Nicomachean Ethics -
whicl: he s In ead 6.2 - raither than that of the

Metaphysics. For i+ iz Aristolle who first deliberately
emphasizes the question of cholise, who isolates the phenomenon
of choosing as cof peculiar importance and in particular as

an especial mar of the good men. By mcving from the
particular to the general, from *+he human to the divine

and cosmic, as he so often dces, Plo*irus has made choosing,
the act of will, the primary feature of GCod, of the One itself
Hence, of course, those who share in this faculty are




- 10 - »
peculiarly godlike ~ a fact which helps us understand the

special position of man as our traveller in the metaphysical
world. ; ; o

At this point we shduld‘revert to the fact that when
Plotinus is engaged in rejecting the Aristotelian doctrine
of thé identification of .-God as Mind, he frequently thinks
of this thesis in the form in which it was presented by
Alexander of Aphrodisias. But Alexander's assimilation
of the Aristotelian God-Mind with the Platonic form of the
Good is far from satisfactory tc Plotinus and is not
the source of the voluntarist approach of Ennead 6.8.
Certainly it might be argued that Alexander propounds
some kind of emanation--theory;26 at any rate there are
similarities between his treatment of a first principle
and that of a number of *Middle Platonists" such as
Albinus._ But his God, even though also identified with
the Aristotelian Active Intellect, is fdr from the.
Plotinian God of "love" and "will” as 6.8 presents ‘hinm.

For Plotinus he cannot, in a philoscphically adequate sense,
be viewed as an efficient as well as a final and formal
cause of the universe.

What then is the origin of Plotinus' position? 2nd
why does he offer it in 6.8, and to all intents and purposes,
only in 6.8? First of all we should not assume that he
would have repudiated it later or rejected it earlier.
As we have already suggested, it is far from ocut of keeping
with his more general proposals about God and value. There
are a number of possibilities; some or even all of them may
be correct. The first is that Plotinus was influenced at this
point in his career by an unplatonic, unaristotelian source
in his search for clarification of the first principle,
dissatisfied as ke was with Ar:sLoL_e s view and, de facto,
though 1naave"ubptly, with Plato’s also The second
possibility iz that he worked, as we have already suggested,
from Aristotie’s concepticn of the morally good man to a new
position about the nature of God. Against that is the
fact that in his very latest treatises, which are peculiarly
ethical in tone, the new concept of God is not developed -
though that is worth no more than are most other arguments
ex silentio. The third possibility is related to the second,
but would be presented in a slightly different form. Dodds
observed that Plotinus' greatest claim to philosophical
importance may rest with his work .in the field of psychology.,
and not only of philosophical psychology.27 We have already
observed that Plotinus is inclined to take psychological
theories, perhaps drawn originally from Plato (2s the famous
"Being good is doing good” derives in some sense from the
Timacus), and makes them into cosmic rules - and what is
more natural if man is a microcosm? In our present ease the
position may well be similar: the starting point is the
(Aristotelian) propositicn that the good man is the man who
regularly makes the right kind of choices. From there we
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move, as does Plotinus himself in the course of 6.8, from

the notion of a choice between good and evil, a moral choice,
to the notion that the good man is disposed in a particular
way and will always chocse the right. 1In Platonic-Plotinian
teérms such a choice of the right is to be described as having
the soul locking solely to the intelligible world, totally
,unattracted to matter and to non~being. But in Plotinus'
‘world this is preferably to be described as not by nature,
but by choice, by an act of the will. Such an act of will,
~directed towards the highest goal, is not entirely possible
“for "us", for the empirical self of man; and even in the

case of the "upper scul" it cannot be directed entirely to
the highest possible object, namely the One, but only ;o Fhe
world of Forms. But in the case of the One, a fortioyl,_lt
will be directed to the highest possible goal, which is itself.

o Plotinus, in Ennead 6.8, views this specially important
"psychological phencmenon in two closely related ways, in
terms of will (boulesis) and in terms of Eros, that is, of
a_kind of desire. The highest principle of the cosmos,

thé One, must be seen to will its existence and to desire
the highest possible object, that is, itself (6.8.152.
Beings therefore which possess this combination of will and
desire, even in an inferior way, are to be viewed as
espocially like the One; hence the importance of the soul
{from which Plotinus originally drew his idea) in the
Plotinian system, despite those .passages where .Plotinus .
rebukes others (Gnostics in particular) for overestimating
the:sSignifigance of the human subject in the vastness:and
compiéxity of the cosmos. Plotinus was probably led. to
believe that this way of approaching the One is Platonic -
which“it manifestly is not - by his use of the concept of
Eros, though the notion of a self-desiring principle has

no true parallel in Platonism; and it is only formally
influencad by the Aristotelian notion of a self-knowing
mind and the :latonic concept of a self-moving mover.

We clhould further recognize that Plotinus' concept of
both man and €22 as combinations ¢f a certain kind of will
and desire, thoucl: hearing coriain resamblances to the Cynic
idea of the value =2nd natuvrzs ¢f *Ffrecdon® Caeme
is in many obvicus wavs very different
from the position of Cynics. First of all, and most
important, is the fact that Plotinus has solved the Cynic
problem, derived in part from the Scoratic search for
goodness, of a lack of content in the highest principle.
Whatever the One is, that it desires and wills to be:; and
the One is to be identified as infinite Being, as a Being
of infinite power whco has created the cosmos. To say, and
it is'sometimes said, that in the Plotinian world the One
lacks content is thus to confuse it with its utterly formless
and ineffectual cpposite, namely matter. Goodness is thus
to be seen not only as doing good, but more precisely as
willing to do good. And although it is certainly true that
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for Plato to know what is good entails to want to act in
accordance with that goodness, the matter is brought out

into the open by Plotinus in a way which goes far beyond
what Plato presumably envisaged - ‘though Plotinus doubtless
thought that he was merely being Platonic. "It can, of
course, be argued that he is no more unplatcnic in 6.8 than
he is elsewhere when he treats in any detail of the nature of
the One. ' '

.Nevertheless the shift in emphasis from Plato to Plotinus,
in their conception of what it is to attain likeness to God,
is of the utmost importance in considering the question of
the value of human beings. For Plotinus is in a much better
position than Plato to "democratize®” his theory of human value.
"God is always with us", he tells us, "but we are able to
be with it when we put otherness away, and look towards
him." The emphasis is not so much on knowing the Forms, though
that’ certainly is required, but on Jfturning, on reaching out,
that is on choosing and desiring ( E#(ii&k ; 6.9,.8.33 E£.) «
Of course Plotinus would say that this is merely the proper
interpretation of the Platonic doctrine of conversion, but
his new emphasis is ‘guaranteed to identify the good man more
clearly with the man who makes a special kind of moral
determination for himself.

As I have already said, there is certainly Aristotelian
influence on the new emphasis in 6.8; but are we justified
in taking this treatise to représent a peculiarly Plotinian
attitude towards the self and the One which he would have
been willing to advocate at all times and in all his
treatises. For if we are not, then we cannot perhaps so !
readily use his proposals in 6.8 to argue that he holds
that the valve o7 zn individual depends on his being a ,
certain kind of “thing", i.e., being like the One in respect
of the "faru’ Ler” 0F desire and will. And again can we
attach el 2ugarven to the remark in 6.9.8 that we are
like the Cae when v zoire it? COr is the possible coincidence
of this with 6.2 eornldental?

thnt Plotinus is carried

‘It might carteld
< - in 6.8 to a position

on by the couvrss of

which cannot bs sguacad t w2 £ind elsehwere in the
Enneads. Uhis cou.d be supported by the fact we have already
observed, namely +hat there is virtu=1ly no reference to the
notion of Gecd ‘as will in earlier or ilater parts of the

Enneads. Thus cne c¢ould perhaps say that Plotinus did not
see the full irplications of what he had presented in 6.8.
Against this, however, can certainly be put the counter-
argument that there is nothing in the rest of the Ennecads
which conflicts with what is to be found in Ennead 6.8. But
that is obviously nct an adequate response: 6.8 could be

in ‘accordance with the rest of the Enncads, but Plotinus
could still not have worked cut all the more general = = |
implications we have tried to draw. The sceptic could still
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say that in 6.8 Plotinus is led on from point to point, in
a somewhat Aristotelian manner, by his discussion of the
doctrine of choice as presented in the Nicomachean Ethics.

In fact, unless we can progress on the question of what

induced Plotinus to compose Ennead 6.8, we can probably .advance

no further with the problem of his conscious intentions.

And the first point we should make in this connection is
somewhat in favour of ghe agnostic. It is rather striking
for Plotinus to take much direct interest in the Nicomachean
Ethics at all; there is no other extended discussion of it
in our text of the Enneads; and Porphyry, who alluded to the
use Plotinu§8makes of the Metaphysics has nothing tc say of
the Ethics. Nevertheless, various themes from the Ethics
were known to Middle Platonic writers, and Albinus &t

least seems to know it first hand.29 we Bay almost certainly
assume. that Piotinus knew Albinus'® work, and therefore

it is just poscsikle that he recalle? that Alkinus had also
talked of God's will ( Boldvwsiy ).>1 vet it is hard to
think that Albinuz’ vague echo of the Timacus at this point
was Plotinus' specific source; nor does the comment of
Albinus suggest 2 ' will was particularly discussed,

st DG E
rather than cccaslicually mentioned, in Middle Platonisn.

o~

‘::Despite the commentary of Aspasius, +he icomachean Ethics

seems to have received comparatively 2ij
among Aristoteiieuz. Perhaps, however,
choice and will is an axcensi

Alexander was <reatly intere
using it to re”

siuay even

12 discussion of
n to thiz. At least

4 in it, being desirous of
e Ctoic detverminism. But interestingly

Plotinus' discussion in 6.8 does not devote much time to the

refutation of Stoicis
human will to divire !
God vaich Is gulie vtnaristotelian, bi

Plotinnus,

Rather it i3 coranrned o move from
‘ tion of the nature of
7ays central to

The zbova roints seem to indicate the high probability
that althouskh ivus may have read Repasius on the
Nicomackean it plee scm2 part.cular sct of
circumstancas wh Kok & to cempose Ennead
6.8-when he did. s niLo¥ 3% in Porphyry's
chronclogical oxder. The i ises immadiately zurrounding
it are 6.7 a=d 2.1; and the "will of God” is menitioned
twice in 2.1.1. It can be daini to 2pproximately 265 A.D.
-+ Obviously our xrowledge of the philcoophical activity
of this period i limited. #e kuow of no significant
treatise on the noticn of *he frecdom of the will, or of
the concept of the First Principle as Will, though such
may have existed. What we do know, however, is that
Christian writers throughout the third century were much
concerned with theories about thz will of God. Pantaenus
may have discsssed the matter, and both Clement of
Alexandria34 ang Origen in On First Principles (2.9.1)
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developed the same themc. The Christians were not
imprisoned by the "Aristotelian®” tradition which held that
God must be identified with Mind, though they certainly held
Mind to be one of his basic characteristics. They were, of
course, concerned to think in the terms prcscribed by
Genesis of God's decisicns.

Whether Plotinus was affected by a Christian text on
the will of God we . do not know. If he was, it may have been
something obscure ‘and quite unknown to us. It could have
been composed in Rome, though the possibility also remains
open that he was sent something from Alexandria It scems
unlikely, however, that it was anything of Orlgen S;

Origen had by this time been dead for a considerable period,
and it is most unlikely that the memory of some debate from
his old Alexandrian days had suddenly stirred Plotinus to
write or speak out. The only treatise available to us which
could have been written during the relevant period is the
work on Free Will of Methodius of Olympus, now surviving

only in a translation into Church Slavonic,35 but though this
is certainly "Aristotelian® in some respect, it is concerned
with human rather than divine will. 1Its date, indeed, is
unknown, but a mid-third century cne is certainly pessible.
In any case, we should insist that the possxblllty of ‘
Christian influence on Plotinus at this time cannot be ruled
out. Indeed he n=2ed not even have had a specific treatise

mi mind. He could have discussed such ideas with friends from
Egypt or Syria in Rome. At least some of his circle must
have known something of the developing patterns of thought
of an East now rapiily becoming Christianized.

Plotinus' dynamic conception of the One, clearly
" developed far bevonl Platonic and Aristotelian notlons,

and indeed bevcrnd Ae iimits of classical thought in general,
might have cen:: cad i take an interest in such new
speculations; is only a matter of opinion,
such a solution seems P re likely than that he suddenly
stumbled cn the "new” proposals oc 6.8 solely as a result of
thinking about the Wicomachean Ethics. If he was, in
fact, led to compcra his strange ireatise by discussion or
reading of a new sct of ideas in a specific text about the
nature of God, we can more readily understand why he hardly
uses them in later (or earlier) treatises. Probably they
were not fully integrated into his thought, though it is
likely that what he says about Eros could have been aSSLmllated
more easily than whai he says about will.

:Intbrief, we conclude that Plotinus' views on man
and his value must be closely related to his views of the
One. His first principle is radically differcnt frem that
of the Platonists, Aristotelians and Stoics who preceed
him. In many respects, as in all other areas of his
thought, his conception is a synthesis of what went before;
but it cannot be cveremphasized at the same time that it
is a new conception: a dynamic first pr1n01ple whose
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character as efficient cause is to be viewed in terms of
Eros and of will as much as of mind and knowledge. That
being so, and man being a microccsm, one should expect to
find - and we do in fact find ~ a different conception of
man, and, compared with Plato and Aristotle, & new intrinsic
importance assigned tc him. Man in Plotinus is created
perfectible and valuable, but he may not live up to himself;
if he does not do so, it is his own fault and neither man nor
gods should be held responsible. Above all, for Plotinus,
ne saviour god is required to get us out of the troubles in
which we immerse curselves through crime and folly.36

Finally, we should emphasize that this conception of
man can be found in Plotinus, rather than that it is
specifically taught. It is only occasicnally - perhaps in 6.8
and a few cother places - on the surface of his thought. He
is on the edge of expressing it and consciously reflecting
upon it, but in general he does not quite do so. On the
other hand it must be stated clearly that the theory is
there, that it in no way contradicts or confiicts with what
we find widely in the Enneads, ecither on the question of
the union with the One, or on Eros or on forms of individuals
or cn the general application of the dcctrine of man as a
wanderer in the metaphysical world. We are quite near the
view that all men have intrinsic value, from which could flow
a doctrine cof intrinsic rights; but despite his doctrine
cf the self, his novel versiocn of the thecry of man as a
"divine spark®, with its special rclationship between the
soul and the One, Plotinus still holds tc the ancient position
that insists that value and rights must be czlaimed by mature
human beings. If we neglect virtue,; we neglect our value;
and if we neglect cur value we lose it.
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