This document was supplied for free educational purposes.
Unless it is in the public domain, it may not be sold for profit
or hosted on a webserver without the permission of the
copyright holder.

If you find it of help to you and would like to support the
ministry of Theology on the Web, please consider using the
links below:

https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology

I. PATREON https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

PayPal https://paypal.me/robbradshaw

A table of contents for Bibliotheca Sacra can be found here:

https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles_bib-sacra_01.php


https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://paypal.me/robbradshaw
https://biblicalstudies.org.uk/articles_bib-sacra_01.php
https://www.buymeacoffee.com/theology
https://patreon.com/theologyontheweb

1853.] Relation of the Grecian to Christian Ethics.

ARTICLE VI.
THE RELATION OF THE GRECIAN TO CHRISTIAN ETHICS.

Translated from the German of Neander, by George P. Fisher, Audover.
{Continucd from page 504.]

. THE ethical principle of Plato, at the first view, appears to coin-
cide, in a preéminent degree, with the Christian principle, since Plato
characterizes it as the assimilation (so far as possible) of man to
God, and regards virtue as the meana for the attainment of this
end.! Christianity aims at nothing else. The kingdom of God is
the community of men, realizing the image of God, under the condi-
tjons of their earthly being. Morality has its highest significance
when it recognizes this principle. In it is founded the unity of
morals and religion, the unity of the entire life, as a life that is ani-
. mated by the Divine consciousness. But two conditions are requi-
site to the right understanding and application of this principle. It
is & vital question bow the idea of God is itself shaped. Is it such a
votion that, in accordance with it, moral action can be truly vnder-
stood as a becoming like God? Is God recognized es acting in such a
manner, that an imitation of him can be spoken of in earnest? Oris
prominence given to such & conception of God as renders this impos-
sible and, as a consequence of which, this principle must be weakened
and bereft of its true meaning? Xa the second place, the question
arises, whether this principle is in harmony with the conformation of
this world. Is this world looked on as one in which the likeness to
God can really be exemplified; or is there in it something which
resists our efforts to be like Him —an insuperable antagonism to
Deity [dem Gaottlichen], so that the highest of human aims cannot
be realized under the circumstances of our earthly being? To casry
out completely this principle, it is, moreover, requisite that we be
gble to regard nof merely a single human life as the realization of it,
but that this be also regarded as the one principle by means of which
the whole life of mankind is to be regulated and directed to a single
end. Only then will it be clear how the life of every individual has
its peculiar place aud peculiar mission in the comprehensive moral
mission of mankind, which is the manifestation of likeness to God.

1 Theastet. ed. Bipont. II. pag. 121: ‘Ouolwass r¢ Orgp xard 9 dvvaror.
67¢
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Accordingly, the whole constitntion of man must be considered im
connection with Nature, The teleological idea of the world and of
the course of its development must be ascertained. Now the inquiry
is, how the Platonic conception stands with respect to these three
points.

We are first to say how it is with the Platonie idea of God. We
touch upon a topic bere which is somewhat controverted in the inves-
tigation of the Platonic system. On the whole, we are led by Plato’s
expresaions to think of the higheat being as a personal spirit; espe-
cially when in the « Philebus” mention is made of the fasuixos vovs,
the rovg of Jupiter in the fasilixy Yory; when, in the “ Timaeos,”
the Father of all is designated, whom it is difficult to find, and whom,
when he is found, it is dificult to make known to all. But in that
remarkable passage of the “ Republic,” the higheat- principle is de-
scribed as the evrodyador, the Supernataral [das Ueberseinde], ex-
alted in dignity and might above all existence; whence knowledge
and being emanate, just as the sun is the source both of seeing and
of the thing seen. 'We come to the inquiry, what is the relation of
this expression of Plato to the above-mentioned explanations of the
idea of God? Do all these expressions refer to the same object or
to different things? If we take the first hypothesis and conclude that,
in this passage of the “ Republic,” Plato is giving the scientific ex-
pression of what he has described in other passages in & mare myth-
ieal way, from the standing-point of the popular belief, if we thas
conclude, then in this passage of the “ Republic,” he has represented
the true Absolute as the cause and ground of all being, and regards
what, from the religious point of view, is the idea of God, only as &
certain anthropopathical mode of viewing the Abeolute. If this be
the interpretation, this ethical principle of Plato could not have been
meant in full earnest; for there could of course be no use of talking
of a likeness to the Absolute, when the Absolute is thought of as
something impersonal, abstract. Hence the later Platonists, who so
understood Plato, were obliged to construe the idea in a different
manper. But we can by no means hold this to be the correct inter-
pretation of the Platonic doctrine, and it seems tosus to be in oppo-
rition to the whole mode of thinking on religion, which pervades
Plato’s writings. We must, on the contrary, maintain that the pas-
sage in the “ Republic” and the other expressions of Plato have
reference to different things. Tle highest, absolute apirit from whom
all real existence is to be derived, is one thing; the highest of ideas
is something different. Tuder the adrodyador, Plato understands
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the good i stself, as what is exalted above all particular existences,
the middle point of all knowing and of all life, by means of which
alone all knowing and being gain their troe end, the common bond
between the Divine and the human. And just in this, we find a de-
scription of Plato’s moral view of the world! Thus the Platonie
principle can be rightly understood in connection with the Platonic
idea of God; the good is the ideal ground of all being, the defin-
ing principle and the final end or goal in the construction of the world
by God. And so the likeness to God would consist in the reference
of human action to the same idea as that to which the world-forming
and world-ruling action of God has reference.

We come now to the second inquiry, the notion of the creation.
Here again the important question is, whether those expressions in
which Plato designates the father of the universe as him who gives
farm to the viy, are a representation meant in full earnest, or only
as a popular, mythical mode of view. If, as above mentioned, we
take the passage in the “ Republic” as the interpreter of every other,
there can be no mention of a creative act of God, but only of a pro-
cess of necessary development of all existence, from the Absolute
down to the last limit of being; and then (as the later Platonists con-
ceived of it) the Platonic doalism is only apparent, the cover for a
monism that lies at the bottom. The tly would then be only a power,
limiting the development of all ‘being which emanates, in manifold
gradations, from the Absolute. Then, as a creative activity of God
is not supposed, there could be no such thing as a moral, world-
forming activity of man. But as we were obliged to apprehend other-
wise the Platonic idea of God, we must also form a different. notion
of the creative action of God; and we shall consider it to be the Pla-
tonic doctrine that the highest Spirit planned, in his reason, that ideal
order of the world which by exhibiting itself, so far as possible, in
actual existences, was to be realized in the world: a world formed
by means of the animating power imparted to the vdz. The world
is the living existence, the werdende God, the revelation of the Most
High Spirit who is exalted above all things; that, whose attribute it
is to be, mirroring itself in that whose characteristic it is to Become.
And in barmony with this interpretation, the ethical principle under
consideration can be carried out. 'We may speak of the introduction
of ideas into objective reality, the forming of the given stuff of the
world by means of ideas, in imitation of the creative and world-ruling

1 This is farther supported by the mode in which Aristotle opposes Plato on
this point. Arist. 1. 1. p. 1182.
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activity of God. But this conception will be, from one quarter, ob-
scured, by the dualistic element in the cosmogony of Plato.

We recognize here the constraint from which the thinking of the
ancient world could not free itself. The dependence of mind on
nature was evinced in the fact that men could not elevate themseives
above the whole order of nature to the idea of an absolute freedom,
the unconditioned creative ground of all being, as Christianity teaches
in the doctrine of the Divine omnipotence. The doctrine of an -
qualifiedly free, creative action of the Most High Spirit, as the canse
and ground of all existence, is something peculiar to the religion of
revelation and could not gain a place in the common consciousness
of men before this consciousness had been, by Christianity, set free
from the bonds of nature in which it was imprisoned. Thus
it is that the ante-Christian mode of viewing the world necessarily
found in it an insoluble antagonism between good and ewvil It
appeared as if this world, with the evil and the defect that dling to
it, could not be explained on the sole supposition of a creative action
on the part of the most perfect Being. Of necessity, it appeared
to be easential to the explanation of the phenomena of the world, in
order to bring it into barmony with the idea of the highest Being, to
assume the existence of something in it that withstands Deity ; so
that two principles were required for the explication of the Universe,
viz. the formative, plastic, Divine principle, and the matter to be
formed Ly it; and in the latter, there is always left an antagonistic
element. Only Christianity was able to explain this hostile element,
in the world, by a fall of frecdom from God, and to set forth a moral
discord as the solution of the riddle, and the removal of this discord
by the redemption, as the final end to be reached. So long a3 this
explanation was wanting, that was of necessity the purest conception
which left the antagonism unexplained, instead of wishing to solve
and explain it; i.e. a certain dualism. Desiring to get over the
obstacle in their way, they could easily, by their monistic effort, fall
into pantheism. We ascribe it, therefore, to Plato’s predominantly
ethical element which sprung from Socrates, that Lhe did not go
beyond dualism.

Here, indeed, we find an obstacle in the way of the ethical prind-
ple of Plato. For if the creation has not from the beginning been
constituted with a view to the realization in it of the highest good,
if there exists in the world a principle adverse to Deity and never
to be wholly overcome, an invincible, natural necessity, then, under
these conditions, the likeness to God cannot be truly realized. While
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the Platonic doctrine of ideas, from the one side, Jeads to the regard-
ing of moral action as an objective realization of ideas, in imitation
of the Divine action, yet from the other side, the antagonism between
idea and reality by means of the relation of the changing world to
the ®Ag, forms the point of attachment for a tendency that lowers
moral action and places the highest good in contemplation, as a state
where the soul is exalted above this world of change and phenome-
non, to the pure idea. In agreement with this is what Plato says, in
the passage quoted from the ‘ Theatet,” that in this world evil exists
by necessity, although it is far from the world of the gods, and
therefore nothing is left for us but the flight of the soul from this
world to that Divine order. To be sure, Plato designates in that
passage, as the means to this flight, the moral assimilation to God ;
but the notion of snch a flight of the soul from this world could
always easily lead to the exaltation of the contemplative tendency,
a8 may be seen, indeed, in the case of Plato himself. The antago-
nism between ides and reality continues unsolved. And, accordingly,
aince the practical removal of this antagonism is something impossi-
ble in life, the highest good must appear to reside in the goal of
contemplation, of knowledge, that lifts itself above the imperfect,
phenomenal world to the world of pare ideas. Here the intellectual
tendency, of which we have already spoken, found its point of at-
tachment. In general, 30 long as the opposition of the ideal to the
real world was not practically solved, as it has been by means of
Christianity, by the type of humanity realized throngh Christ, under
these conditions of earthly existence, to which everything human is
subjected, and by the idea of redemption,— so long as this was not
done, the highest good was, of necessity, placed in the contemplative
life, a8 the only mode by which one could elevate himself above the
.insuperable antagonism in the phenomenal world. .And earnest
moral action must be regarded as only an inferior stage in human
progress.

In the third place, it is important for the actoal realization of this
principle, that it should be possible to give unity to the history of
mankind by the reference of history to it, and that it should be pos-
sible to conceive of it as the middle point and goal of the whole
historical development of man. Now, although (as is clear from
what has been already said) the Platonic notion of the mode in
which the world was formed, favors a teleological element, and many
things in Plato’s writings point toward it, yet, on the other hand, not
only is this dualistic principle opposed to it, but there was also want-
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ing a standard for such a consciously teleological conception of
history, and a principle of unity for it. Even Plato was only ac-
quainted with the antagonism of Greeks and Barbarians. He could
not lift himself above the antagonism of nations, to the idea of
humanity ; and this, on account of the constraints which the narrower
point of view, in antiquity, of necessity laid upon the mind; con-
straints, of which we have before spoken, and to which, as an im-
portant element in the development of ancient ethics, we shall often
recur. And in this lay the ground why the idea of the State
necesearily appeared to him to be the highest, all-comprebensive
form for realizing the highest good, — the bighest, universal, moral
iden, of which we shall speak again in the proper place. These con-
straints were sufficient to exclude a single teleological notion of his-
tory, the recognition of the assimilation to God as the common moral
end to be attained by mankind. Added to this, when men considered
the history of nations, there was nowhere seen a single end or goal.
Men saw a vicissitude of rise and fall, and the course of history was
so interpreted that the culture and civilization of mankind was made
subject to a circle of change, rising, being destroyed, and then
springing up again.! Hence, we perceive how the ethical principle
of Plato, although the highest principle beyond which ethies will
not be able to advance, yet upon the standing-point where
Plato, in the course of history, was placed, could not be carried
out. But so certainly as this principle is a necessary element for
the human consciousness in the development of truth and must at
length find its way to a realization of itself, so certainly there lies in
it a prognostic of that Christianity which first liberated the mind
from the constraints that withstood the realization of this principle,
and introduced into history all the conditions essential to its realiza-
tion. These were the actual view of Christ, of redemption, as the
means of bringing that image of God in man, which Christ pre-
sented, to bear upon the development of all mankind, and the idea
of the kingdom of God, as the community founded therein, and
destined to embrace all mankind.

From the general consideration of the Platonic doctrine of morals,
we must distinguish isolated, prominent points, in which the Platonie
view, animated by the Socratic spirit, rose sbove the whole standing-
point of antiquity. We especially allude, in this connection, to the
featurs which so greatly distinguishes Platonism in comparison with

1 Polit. ed. Bipont vol. 6. pag. 33. Timaeus, vol. 9. pag. 291.— Arist. meta.
phys. 1. 12 cap. 8. ed. Bekker II. pag. 1074. Polyb. hist. lib. 6, cap. 5, § 5, 6.
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Stoicism. As we bave before observed, the noble pride of self-
assertion was the characteristic of the ancient standing-point. Hencg;
the word which designates the key-note of Christian virtue and Chris-
tian life, Aumilis, 2aeivog, was used only in a bad sense, to designate
self-degradation, the casting away of self on the part of man. Only
Plato forms here an exception, in using the word zanevog to denote
the right position of the soul with reference to God. Plato says that
God has the beginning, middle and end of all things, goes on His
straight path, walking conformably to His nature. But after him
follows Justice, Righteousness, as the avenger of transgreasions of the
Divine law; and he who would be happy attaches himself to her and
follows humbly.! It is here obvious that there lies at the bottom
something entirely akin to the Christian notion of humility ; for there
i here expressed the bumble subordination of the soul to the Divine
law in the moral order of the world (as consequently, the self-exalt-
ation, the é§apBeic? forms the antithesis), of the feeling of which, the
conscionsness of dependence on God is the key-note.*

In this one fundamental characteristic of his view of the world and
of life, there lies much, which, if we think of it as developed, would
necessarily bave wrought a great revolution in the moral life. We
bring to view still another prominent peculiarity, in which this fact
is clear, and in which the original Socratic rather than the modified
Platonic influence is discernible. Socrates, in the “ Phaedo,” appeal-
ing to a word in the Mysteries, considers the standing-point which
man takes in this life, as a post by which the gods have placed him,
and which, if not called from it, he may not desert. Using this as a
complement in the application of the above-mentioned Platonic prin-
ciple, we shall find in it the germ of the Christian view of life and .
shall be led to give to the Platonic principle a far more definite form,
than it received from Plato himself. It would then be thus expressed :
to every one by Lis situation in the world is the part indicated which

1 De legibus lib. 4, 8 pag. 185. ed. Bipont. *LL

3 We mect with a singular use of this word again, in a writer in whom the Pla-
tonic clement is predominant, Plutarch, in the book De sera num. vind. cap. 3, whero
he designates it as the aim of the Divine inflictions of punishment, that the soal
may be thoughtful, humble, and filled with the fear of God, ev»vovs xal Tameyy
wal xazdyofos wpds Tov Dudv. We would also here direct the attention to the
fundamental notion of punishment as a reaction of the faw of the moral.order of
the world, against the spirit of haughty wilfulness, which by suffering is brought
to sclf-humiliation. Comp. also Aeschl. Prometh. vinct. v. 321, where Oceanus
cxposes to Prometheus bis want of humility : 29 d” 0d¢mo ramends 08" sixeis
xaxoif.
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he is to bave in the realization of the mniversal mission of mankind,
the exhibition of a likeneas to God; the particular sphere of life in
which he is to bring this to pass. Every one must look on this as
something committed to him by God and must hence use his life only
for the fulfilment of his appointed task and preserve it for the same
end.

When we consider more closely the nature of the moral life, we
find that Plato, as we should be led to expect from what has been
before said, gives prominence to the unity of morality. This he does,
proceeding from the principle (of the meaning of which we have
spoken in connection with Socrates), that morality is founded im
knowledge. From the consciousness of reason, everything must
emanate. Wisdom, therefore, as the agent by means of which the
sway of the reason is secured, has the highest place, giving to the
other virtues their real significance. That reason, in the dominion
over opposing nature, may accomplish her work, there is need of the
active or combative, and the moderating virtues, the dv3gsim and the
cogpocvyy. Righteousness has respect to the whole structure of the
moral life, to the end that every part of human nature may folfl its
own work, and may not encroach upon a foreign province —in con-
trast with the nodvmpayporeis. Plato apprehends this idea in a peca-
liar way, in connection with his trichotomy of the human soul, sithoagh
the mode of conception holds true, independently of this connection.
The soul, according to the Platonic tenet, is divided into the wows,
the vy Aoy, the EmiBvpnrixdy or cloyos, and between both, the
dvpuos. Now itis of decisive importance that reason should hold and
exercise sway, and this result is effected by the knowing faculty and
proceeds from wisdom. The Svuds must serve reason, contend for
her aims, learn from her what is good and what is bad, in order to
strive for good against evil. Hence results the true ds8gsic, a8 the
virtue that is active in conflict in bebalf of wisdom. It is, moreover,
of decisive importance that the lower part of the soul should be kept
within bounds, that it may not disturb the higher life, that the har-
mony between the lower and the higler nature may be preserved, —
the harmony of the soul in the oogposvyy. And righteousness
would consist in the fact that each of these three parts of the mind
fulfils its appropriate work, the task devolving on it,— the odxato~
meayeiy in opposition fo the modvmpayuoreir.!

Now while the Christian notion, in this construction of the wunity
of the moral life, coincides with the Platonic, it will nevertheless be

1 De Republ. lib. 4.
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distinguished from it by the fact that a new principle is brought
forward, as the animating principle, and thus the practical tendency
takes the place of the intellectual element in Plato, and the aristoc-
racy of knowledge, founded in this element, is subverted. Love,
which distinguishes the Christian standing-point from that of all anti-
quity, here has the highest place and embodies itself in all the sepa-
rate virtnes. Love, as the transforming, transfiguring principle of
the mrind, first begets the true wisdom; love begets the true self-
eontrol, keeps mpart the Divine and human, and guards the soggo-
ovey from the injurious encroachments of the latter. Love carries
out the Divine ideas, in conflict with the world, in the dedge/c. Love
gives to each virtae its own place in the ixatoovsy.

Yet we must observe how Plato, where he is not confined by the
effort to give a systematic form to ethics, goes beyond and above his
peculiar standing-point, and, from this side too, approximates to a
Christian mode of thinking, expressing ideas, which, in the consistent
development of his ethics, eould not be carried out. We are re-
minded of this, when Plato describes love, the fpwg, as that by which
the wings of the sonl are set free that it may elevate itself to a higher
world in which it feels at home; love, which effects the connection
between phenomenon and idea, raises the soul from the phenomenon
to the idea, fills the mind with enthusiasm for the idea.! When we
apply what is here involved, we derive the creative principle of love,
by which the conpection between the Divine and human is effected,
the Divine introduced into humanity, everything human appropriated
as a form of revelation for the Divine life. And thus we find again
the complement of that universal, ethical principle of Plato, respect-
ing the becoming like God. Yet, at that time, this remained some«
thing isolated. Here also, constraints, already mentioned, stood in
the way. They could be broken through, only by the might of the
eternal love which, in a human life, entered into humanity and formed
& new history, affording the only point of view whence that which the
lofty mind of antiquity possessed in the form of presage, of fragmen-
tary ideas, could be brought, clearly and comprehensively, to con-
sciousness and be made a principle for shaping the whole moral life.

‘We cannot here leave unnoticed the profound myth apon the gen-
esis of Eros. KEros is a being standing between gods and men, son
of wogog, riches, and dnmogie, poverty, Thus love is described as the

1 Bee what Plato says in the “ Phaedrus ” of fpmc meeoqavrwe of the mrego-
gutep dvdyw.
Vor. X. No. 40 68
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bond between heaven and the earthly world, in connection with that
aspiration, that longing for the true riches, which springs from the con-
sciousness of poverty ; that longing of love which imparts to the soul
the right impulse and motion, in nnion with what Christ describes as
the poverty of the spirit. In the “ Symposium” also, in the myth of
“the two halves of one being, which originally belong together and are
separated, in that love founded on this fact, which prompts them to
seek and to recognize each other, we shall find a prognostic [ahnang]
of the Christian idea of marriage, as a union between two persons
who belong together, in one higher, complete life, for the exemplifi-
cation of the type of man. Only it is to be observed, that this idea
could not be realized upon the standing-point of that period, and could
not be rightly applied, since that had not yet appeared by which the
antithesis of the sexes (as well as all other antitheses), so far as it
was an element of division for the epiritual life, could be removed.
That bad not appeared which alone could indicate the higher office
of the female sex in the work of realizing the ideal of man as the image
of God. This, moreover, could not happen until those means for the
attainment of the higher life which should be alike accessible to all,
had been given; until something else had taken the place of the
émorjuy. We observe here agrin an essential complement for the
application of the Platonic principle; for, according to the Platonic
notion, this part of mankind, the female sex, would continue to be
excluded from the higher life.

We have thus far spoken of the individual phases of the ethical
life, and must now pass to its more general form. Even in the
structure of the individual, in Plato, this general form is at the
bottom. The man is the image of the State, the State is the man in
a magnified sphere. In this idea the great truth is involved, that
mankind, in individuals and in the mass, obey the same laws of de-
velopment. Every man exhibits mankind in miniature, the individa-
als being the dispersa membra of mankind which, in the civil State,
are to bind themselves together in a higher unity. But we sball
here especially perceive bow Plato, with respect to the apprehension
of the highest good, was confined by the standing-point of antiquity.
In this constraint of a narrow point of view, however, it will be seen
hiow he is driven on; how a higher ideal hovera above him, which,
in the circumstances of that era, could not be realized ; and we shall
see how, just on this account, he made the mistake of attempting to
realize his idea, in & form which was too narrow for it. And we .
shall, moreover, just in this, recognize the striving towards Chris-



1858.] Relation of the Grecian to Christian Ethics. 799

tianity, and the presage of what could be realized only by the agency
of Christianity. The highest good, as Plato saw it in the sway of
reason, was to be realized in the State. But inasmuch as he intro-
duced into the State,— which cannot itself immediately exemplify
and exhibit the highest good, but is only designed to secure the con-
ditions for realizing all blessings, and, among them, the highest good
of man, and to preserve these blessings against the disturbing power
of arbitrary will, — as he introduced something into the State which
oversteps its ides, his State was necessarily something monstrous, un-
natoral. 'What here ingpired Plato was the idea of a community in
the higher life, and of a union which could not come to the light, and
be realized, except in the kingdom of God,— the community of the
Divine consciousness as the true reason. Here we have a commu-
nity and unity which has its source within, in which too, every
peculiarity has its nataral and appropriate place, and an opportunity
for free development. Since the idea of such a higher community
and unity had not yet been given to Plato in a form that could bs
practically realized, and since he made them reside in the State and
would realize the sway of reason from an exterpal power, the mis-
take in his notion of the State necessarily arose. The idea of unity
and community was carried to such an extent, that the freedom of
what is personal and characteristic in men wholly vanishes. We
recognize the ancient element at its point of culmination. As the
. significance of personality was brought to the light only by Chris-
tianity, the free development of what is personal and peculiar was
something foreign to the mind of antiquity. Everything must bend
to the necessities’ of the State. So in Plato, the idea of political
organism is apprehended in so exaggerated a form, that the being of
the family, in its free developmeunt, is lost, and a community of goods
and of wives, introduced. We here see whither one is led by the
one-sided apprehension of the idea of the State as the absolute form
‘for realizing the highest good, when this apprehension is disposed to
maintain itself against the higher standing-point of Christianity, and
against the idea of the kingdom of God.

Moreover, the partial spirit of aristocracy, connected with this one-
gided intellectual element, is here apparent. As the State, in its
trichotomy, is formed after the analogy of the mind, the sovg, the
Ovuos and the émOuvpie, the rulers who represent the governing
reason, the army which corresponds to the dwudg, and the rest of the
multitude who belong to the class of producers, the mechanics who
answer to the émOvuiasg, — so also a self-active covperation in the
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realization of the highest moral ends, is assigned only to the first
class, and the last is wholly excluded from it. Here we can only
speak of a certain discipline, to the end that the lower class may be
kept in subjection to the higher. We here see, agsiin, the defect in
the Platonic notion, a defect growing out of the standing-poimt of
the ancient world, by which an insuperable cbstacle was put in the
way even of this principle of assimilation to God; this prineiple
being eapable of application only to a certain privileged part of
mankind, the larger part necessarily remaining excluded. It was
Christianity alone that conld break throngh this obstacle, and evines
the possibility of realizing the principle in all spheres of earthly
life, as Christ has here afforded an example. Only by Christianity,
eould this opposition of higher and lower life, as one growing of
necessity ont of certain relations, be removed. Not snything is now
common, in the sense in which it appeared o to the ancient world.
The depressed laboring class has an equal share with all other classes,
in fulilling the higheat moral task, that of becoming lke God. By
the same Divine, vital element, are all circles of earthly life to be
filled and penetrated, all forms of activity of whatever kind, to be
animated. Love is the common bond in all these diversities. The
wisdom of antiquity, at the acme of its advancement, could not lift
the rank of laborers from its degradation. The higher this wisdom
elevated itself, the lower it must depress this class. The higher the
mission and aim of science, which iz only one of the blessings of
mankind, by the side of others, so much the lower must be the
position of those who could have no share in this good, so long as
this was looked upon as the single and universally necessary mode
of realizing the moral task and mission of man.

With this, something else is connected. From the standing-point
of antiquity, the antagonisms once given in the development of
nations, of necessity appeared to be essential, unchangeable and in-
vincible. Now as no means were known of developing the higher
character of mankind alike in all the races and nations, certain
nations in whom the chracteristics of reason were supposed to be
discerned, appeared to be destined to prescribe to the others laws for
attaining this principle of the sway of the reason. It appeared to
be in conformity with nature, that those in whom reason coald not
attain to a free development, should become the mere passive tools
of others in whom the reason bad been developed. The same prin-
ciple which Plato applies in his State, has its application here.
Among the Greeks, indeed, no one is to be a slave, but slaves are to
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be taken from the barbarians, since this race, by its ignorance and
degradation, is fitted for slavery.

In this connection we mention, also, something which, at the first
glance, does not appear to belong here; but which, on deeper re-
flection is perceived to pertain to this branch of the discussion. It
is something important with respect to the special influence of the
Platonic ethics upon the subsequent Christian development, viz. the
notion of 7Trwthfulness. To be sure, more has been put into the
words of Plato on this subject, than, when compared with all the
qualifications which are subjoined, they are seen to mean. There
are two passages in which Plato expresses himself on this topic.
He first starts with the deeper significance of truthfulness, regarding
the truth as an element of the entire spiritual life, putting it in con-
nection with the idea of knowledge, whence everything is to emanate
— the dominion of truth as the sway of reason. This inward trath
of the spiritual life is to manifest itself in the outward life, in speech.
Here, ignorance with reference to the highest good appears as the
real lie, the inner untruth, as it rcpresents itself outwardly.! The
notion of truth, as the principle of the whole spiritual life, coincides
with the apprehension of truth as it appears in the New Testament,
especially in the Gospel of John. So, from this point of view, he
requires that in speech, as well as everywhere, the truth should be
exhibited, and describes the lie as something hatefal to gods and
men. Yet he makes an exception, allowing the lie to be employed in
stratagems of war agninst enemies, and as a means of cure with the
insane, to keep them from fatal injury. But, in the second passage,
he makes more exceptions. He here avows the conviction that lying
and deception may be employed, in many cases, as a means of good,
— as by the physician with the sick, by the civil authority with the
subjects. We canuot here enter upon the investigation of the entire
doctrine of truthfulness, on which we shall, perbaps, on another occa-
sion, speak at greater length. We would only here ask our readers
to observe in what connection the limitations of this obligation
stand with the Platonic intellectualism and intellectualistic spirit of
aristocracy. If those who find themselves in possession of science,
enjoy the privilege of having the ruling reason and are called to the
guidance and governance of them who must content themselves with
the mere 8o5a, the consequence follows from this relation, that they
may employ untruth as a means of educating the simple. Only by

1 De repubdl lib. 2, vol. 6, pag. 256, 257.
68'
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Christianity, which brought to consciousneas the equal, higher, inde-
pendent worth of man, and removed this alleged inferior state of
mind with respect to the higher life, was it acknowledged to be the
equal right of all, as members of a community in the practies of
reasonable intercourse, to have the truth from each other, and the
equal obligation of all to speak the truth, was feit. Hence, we ob-
gerve in history, that, when by priestly rule or a reawakening
aristocratic spirit of Gnosis, when from the Jewish or the heathen
standing-point, the Christian comsciousness has become obscured om .
this point, this obscuration has been extended to the doctrine of
Truthfulness.

-

III. ARISTOTLE.

‘We pass now from the Platonic to the Aristotelinn ethies. It will
be seen that the Aristotelian ethics is not, in principle, so near the
Christian as is the Platonic ethics. And yet, beeanse Aristotle pro~
ceeds rather from the sound observation of individual phenomena
than from the systematic unfolding of a principle, he will, in this
respect, in many points, come nearer the Christian standing-point.

The Platonic principle which seemed to us to be 80 nearly akin to
the Christian principle, finds no place with Aristotle. He opposes it.
It appears to him to be an error of Plato to begin his ethics with the
highest idea of the good. Ethics, according to Aristotle, can have to
do only with what is good in a human view.! Here we can only
speak of what is virtue in men. This notion does not admit of an
application to the gods. In the case of these, we must assame some-
thing higher than this. According to Aristotle, ethics is not founded
on the science of the highest good, as Plato thinks, but has reference
only to what i3 purely human. Consciously at least, will Aristotle
establish no such connection of ethics, the science of mere humsan
action, with the science of the highest good, although, indeed, his
notion of the highest good, unconsciously to himself, exerts a deter-
minate influence upon his ethice. In a mind of so great unity, the
conception of the highest good must involuntarily influenee his notion
of the chief end of man and of the highest good for man. In him,
we see the ancient standing-point, which we have before described,
coming forth ‘in. all its narrowness. The highest moral idea, in his
view, is that of the State, and the sole province for purely human

1 Magu. moral. 1, 1.
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action is the State. While from one aspect of his system, we shall
give him the preference to Plato, from the other aspect, we shall place
him after Plato. As we have seen, Plato was driven by the power
of his moral idea above the ancient standing-point of the State. It
became, however, something ebnormal, since he wished to place in
the State something which the State could not embrace. But Aris-
totle adhered to the empirical notion of the State, without going be-
yond the standing-point of antiquity. Thus the development, keep-
ing itself within its natural and legitimate bounds, was a sounder one.
Yot, just for this reason must the lofty mind of Aristotle feel itself
impelled to strive toward a higher goal than merely human action,
limited to the narrow sphere of the State. Therefore the Divine
must appear to him as the supernatural, exalted above the merely
buman activity. Since he looks on the highe® Spirit, not as active
and efficient, but as self-satisfied and blessed in contemplation, it fol-
lows that to him the highest end of human effort, what is properly
Divine, in which man becomes ttuly like God, must appear to be the
state of self-satisfled contemplation, an intellectual state. He says:?
Sach a life is something higher than the merely human ; for one will
not thus live, so far as he is a man, but eo far as there is something
Divine in him. The Divine in man is, according to Aristotle, the
soul, as fitted for contemplation ; and hence the life corresponding to
the same, is something more than human, something Divine. From
this standing-point, Aristotle utters these sublime words which fill us
with admiration :* ¢ Man must not, following the usnal admonitions,
think humanly because he is a man, nor like a mortal, because he ia
mortal, but should, so far as pogsible, make himself immortal and make
all efforts to live conformably to what is highest in him ; for although
this is in qnantity small, it is yet exalted far above everything in dig-
nity and strength.” These are words of the highest spiritual enthu-
siasm for the ideal; words, which even in a Christian time, must be
held before such as would let the soul, akin to God, find its peace in
the slime of merely earthly activity; before those, too, who know
nothing higher than a secularized morality, who know nothing higher
than the questions of politics, and would make the highest good cons
pist in the eatisfaction of the merely earthbly, social wants; before all

1 Eth. Nie. 10, cap. 7, ed. Becker, tom. 3, pag. 1177.
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those who commend to us a humanity, estranged from God, which
finds its home only in the world, without being filled with a longing
for something higher. On account of the loftiness of his mind, Aris-
totle must thus judge, since be was not acquainted with the bond be-
tween Divine and human action, beeanse the bighest good, from a
moral point of view, must appear to him to be shut up within the
narrow limits of the State. But how sad were the lot of men, if the
humaan and Divine were 8o separated, as it must appear to Aristotle,
on the standing-point of antiquity! Then by far the larger part of
mankind would be excluded from participation in the highest good,
the truly Divine! The soul could attain to its true dignity only in
the case of a very small number, composed of those who are qualified
for science. In this aristocratical sentiment, Plato and Aristotle are
found to agree, althomgh the sthical principle of Plato, if developed
under different historical circumstances, might have led to a higher
point of view. This antithesis of the Divine and human, which
Aristotle here makes, has been removed by Christianity. Throagh
Christ, the highest good has been brought into the actnal world.
From the Christian point of view, we shall indeed say with Aristotle :
We must not (as we are exhorted) as men, satisfy ourselves with Lhe
merely buman, with the common, with what is transient; we must
rise above the mercly earthly and human, and strive toward a higher
goal. But we shall then add: In Christ we recognize the Divine
incarnated in humanity [vermenschlicht]. In all spheres of human
life, we are to manifest the Divine. Nothing human is any longer
* peparated from the Divine ; everything is to be transformed, trans-
~ figured by the Divine. It is not merely the problem and task of
contemplation, but of life. Contemplation and life alike, are to intro-
duce the Divine into humanity. And this highest office belongs, not
merely to a certain small, privileged number of men, but it is the
common office of all Christians, in whatever sphere of life they may
be. In becoming acquainted with the kingdom of God, we become
acquainted with a higher sphere for the Divine activity, appearing
as a human activity, and the human as a Divine. It is no longer
the highest good of that egoistic standing-point of self-satisfied con-
templation, feeling itsclf blessed in its loneliness, but the standing-
peint which reserves nothing for itself, strives to communicate all
things; the standing-point of love, revealing the Divine life in a
condescension to the wants of all. Hence, when we consider what is
loftiest in antiquity, the more lofty does Christianity appear in the
servant’s form of love. Now in this part of the subject Plato, in
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reference to the principle of ethics, stands nearer to Christianity
than Aristotle, althongh, as we have evinced, the Platonic principle
oould not-be realized except by the agency of Christianity.

On the other band, Aristotle comes to a nearer agreement with
Christianity, from the fact that his sound observation of moral life
leads him to combat the Socratico-Platonic intellectualism in ethies.
He remarks that mere knowledge does not make morality. What
~ Paul says of the law, would harmonise with the way in which Aris-

totle expresses himself upon the sigmificanes of krowledge in ethics.
We can here quote his words agaminst the overvaluing of mere |
knowledge:2 “The great mass of men take refage only in the! -
knowledge of reason and think to philosophize, and 8o 0 be able to !
attain to a moral Nfe. It is with them as it is with the sick, who
attentively listen to the physicians, but do nothing which they pre-
scribe. Now as those, who pursue this course, de not get on well
with the body, so also those will not get on well with the soul, who
philosophize in smch a way.” Aristotle, on the other hand, thinks
that all the virtues can be acquired only by persevering practice.
Acting justly, we become just, and so with all the rest. He sees
how morality can emanate only from the life. Ariatotle, indeed, was
himself obliged to suggest the objection, “that we may aet morally,
we must first be moral, — and how do we beeome moral f ”* Here, to
be sure, Aristotle eould give no other answer than this: It depends
on one’s natural qualifications for the good, and upon the cultivation
of the same by exercise. But Aristotle knew no mode of escaping
from this circle. He knew not the principle of moral transformation
which brings to pass a total revolution in the life, as Christianity
teaches ns. With this view, Luther opposes the Christian to the
Aristotelian standing-point, in a letter written the 18th of October,
1518: “ We do not,” as Aristotle says, “become just that we may
act justly, if we disregard a mere appearance of righteonsness; but
we act justly because, so to speak, we become, and are, jast. The
person must first be changed, then the works.” Now, although
Lather, having from his Christian standing-point a deeper view,
justly opposes Aristotle, yet he does not give prominence enough to
the other side of truth in what Aristotle says, which also continues
to be truth upon the Christinn standing-point,— that, the moral

1 Eth. Nie. lib. 2, cap. 3, pag. 1105.
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principle once present, the moral strength must more and more de-
velop itself by exercise; a truth which has not been sufficiently
regarded by the Lutheran ethics, when it refers everything simply
to the preservation of the righteonsness once received, the state
of grace,as even George Calixt, out -of fear of being accused of
Catholic tendencies, has done, in his Epitome.

It ia Aristotle's great service to ethics, a service of great practical
importance, that he has seized upon the Platonic intellectualism by
its roota, and urged the principle, that the free determination of the
will is the lever of all moral development; that knowledge is not
the original element, but the direction of the will ; that the judgment
does not, as the primal power of the mind, determine the will, but
the continned decisions of the will ‘determine the judgment of the
mind ; that the man by his continued volitions forms his character,
and this character having become what it is freely, reacts upon the
views and actions of the man; a principle which stands in absolute
oppogition to the principle of Plato. Against Plato’s principle, he
says:' When it is said that no one is voluntarily bad, and no one is
happy against his will, this statement appears to be partly false and
partly true ; for no one is happy against his will ; wickedness, how-
ever, is something voluntary, elso we cannot regard the man as the
efficient principle and author of his actions. But if it appears to be
the fact that he is this, and we have not to refer actions back to other
active principles than those which lie in the determinations of the
will, then that in which our active principles themselves lie, is some-
thing dependent on us and voluntary. He then appeals with pro-
priety to universal moral experience for testimony to this truth, and
to the conduct of lawgivers who, in punishing evil, presuppose that
it proceeds from the free activity of men. It is beautiful to see how,
with Aristotle, the facta of our moral consciousness, in which, too, all
civil order has its roots, have more force than all things else, and
stand as an undeniable power to resist all sophisms. These are
truths which it were well to observe even in our age, which ought to
be called a Christian age, in opposition to the sluggishness of the
moral judgment, the blunted feeling of justice in relation especially
to crimes against the holy order of the State. It is, moreover, here
to be remarked how Aristotle, recurring to the determination of the
will as the lever of all moral development, regards even ignorance as
culpable, distinguishes between blameless, and culpable ignorance,
which latter he cannot excuse, but regards it as something guilty, it

1 Ethic. Nic. 8, 7.
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being based on immorality, and hence punishable. * Ignorance,” he
gays, “lawgivers will punish, when one is himself blamable for his
jguorance ; 8s, for example, a double penalty is imposed upon the
drunken man, for the cause lies in him, since he is able to avoid
drunkenness which is the cause of his ignorance. And those are
punished who know nothing of the contents of the law which, how-
ever, they oughbt to know and might easily learn. And 8o, also, in
other things, which from negligence they appear not to know, since
it is in their power to know ; for it was in their power to give heed
to them.” Thus he points to the fact that the character of the man
is founded in his free self-determination, and is thus guilty. He does
not Jet the excuse pass, that the man is naturally so negligent; he
makes it rather the ground of his fanlt. “ Perhaps,” he says, “ one
is now such a man that he is unconcerned about these things. Still,
they are culpable in having lived carelessly; and, also, if they are
unjust or dissolute men, they are culpable,~— some in having done
evil, others in having spent their lives in drinking parties and the
like.” And so he expresses the weighty, general thought : ¢ Continu-
ous activity toward any end confirms one in that course of conduct.!
This is derived from the example of those who exercise themselves
in any endeavor or mode of action; for they continme to act thus.
One must be perfectly imbecile not to perceive that the fixed moral
character? grows out of a definite, persevering course of action.” He
further remarks, that, althongh the individual has himself made his
character guilty, yet this character, once formed, in turn exerts a
power over the individual —the culpable moral slavery. <Itis also
unreasonable to say that the unjust man does not will to be unjust,
or the dissolute man to be dissolute. When one with intelligence
performs the act by which be becomes an unjust man, he is, because
he wills to be o, an unjust man. Yet he cannot, when he will,
cease to be nnjust and be a just man; just as the sick person cannot,
when he will, become well, though he may have become sick volun-
tarily, from living immoderately and not obeying the physicians.
Once it was in his power not to become sick, but having neglected
to use his power aright, it is no longer his;” and he quotes this
clear example, in opposition to determinism : “ Just as when one has
thrown away a stone, it is not posaible for him to take it back again ;
yet it was in his power not to throw it, for the beginning was
under his control. So at the outset, it was in the power of the un-
just or dissolute man not to become such, because he is voluntary in

1 4i ydo magl éxaoza ivipysas sosoUrovs HosoiNy. 3 A s,
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it. Having once become such a character, it is no longer in his
power not to be such.” Then he calls attontion to the fact that the
views of men, which, being once present, determine their action, are
themselves founded in the moral character of the persons, since this
gives direction to the jndgment of the mind : “ When any one says,
that all strive afler what appears to them to be good, but cannet
themselves determine how things shall appear to them,! bot accord-
ing to the characier of each, so will his object appear to him, it is
to be replied: “If one is, in some way, culpable for his moral
character, he ia algo in some way guilty that the object appears
to bim thus.” _

Thus we perceive how Ariatotls, by means of hia sound ethical
observation, in adhering here to what is simply practical, went oa
independently of specnlation, attwining to that point of view which is
peculiar to Christian theism, placing the act of the free will before
everything, and thus making the whole development of the individ-
ual and of mankind to be conditioned on it; a principle which he
oould not fully carry out, inasmnch as the Christian teleclogical view
of the world had not yet appeared; becanse, too, he wanted the
knowledge of a power adequate to transform natare. We must ever
admire the profound ethical insight of the great man who thns raised
himself so high above the development of his age and nation ; and it
serves to put to shame an age in which, by the inflaence of Chrie-
tianity, such & moral view of history ought to have become dominant,
and which, by the conscious or unconscious influence of pantheism, is
so misguided as to subordinate the moral to the natoral, ever more
and more to remove the sense for the strict moral view, since it
knows how to explain everything by a historical neceesity, which
makes thedovelopmentofmmkindwmembbupmemofm
‘We mention here also the mode in which Aristotle defends the
#30r againat Plato. He appeals to the fact that the tendency is
implanted in eyery nature to strive for the gdomj; and this appears
to him to be a sign of the truth, in 8o far as something Divine dwells
in everything; the law laid by God into nature, the teadency im-
planted in nature, as we might express the thought from a Christian
point of view. He thinks that the conscious exertion of creatures is
to be distingnished from the unconscious, and that perhaps in all there
lies at the foundation an attractive tendency toward the same 5309y ;
&8 we, indeed, can recognize in all creatures the tendency to one cen-
tral point, which, if followed by the individual, leads him to find the

1 T purracias ob mipos.
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higheat good in God. And sueh a dim view it is which filla the mind
of Aristotle, when he says: “ Perhaps beings do not strive after the
pleasure which they sappose, and which they would assert, that they
strive for, but all for the same object; for everything has in it, by
nature, something Divine.”! Now in seeking for a general definition
for the notion of ndery, he finds it in the unchecked activity corres-
ponding to that peculiar character of every being, which is founded
in his nature. According as the peculiar nature of creatures is va-
ried, must their sources of pleasure also be diverse. Hence to ascer-
tain the 580 that corresponds to human nature, one must not have
regard to the 5dovy of the bad, but the smovdaios must be the stand:
and for everything. It corresponds to the moral nature of man that
the practice of goodness should be for him real pleasure, and just this
is the characteristic of the truly moral man, that he finds his 780y in
doing good.

Thus Aristotle comes to an agreement with the Christian view, in
deacribing this as the sign of truly moral action, that one should find
in it hia joy, should do good with love? This is the difference be-
tween the Christian and the legal action, and in it is involved the
refuotation of the reproach of Eudaemonism, so often made against
Christianity in the New Testament form. This would be a just re-
proach if the 530sy of the individual were placed in an end that is
estranged from moral action ; if this action were made the means of
guining something that lies without and beyond it. But it is only
the perfection of the évdpyeie which begins in Christian morality, in
the holiness of the Divine life; the development of the same dseu-
godiazog dvépysia corresponding to the £, being the development of
the Divine life, freed from all hindrances, having attained its perfec-
tion, as this life passes from the present state of existence to the future.

Moreover, when Aristotle designates the 7809y of the smovdaiog
88 the norm for the truly human 580wy, describing the moral action
a8 such an nction as the smovdaiog performs, and makes him the
standard for everything,® we shall be reminded of what Paul says of
the myevparixog. Aristotle, too, speaks in a similar manner of the
omovdaivg: “he judges everything in the right way, and in every-
thing, the truth appears to him.”¢ This grand thought by which
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Aristotle elevates himself above the abstract apprehension of morality,
is connected with the great truth which is expressed by him, that the
moral, free self-determination is the lever of all moral and spiritaal
development ; for just by its means has he become the standard and
rule for all things.

Passing on to the consideration of the separate virtues, it is to be
observed of Aristotle that, in conformity to the ancient mode of view,
he gives the first place to the notion of justice, and speaks of the re-
lation of justice to the other virtues, just as one, from the Christian
point of view, wonld speak of the relation of love to the other virtaes.
Justice denotes the whole side of virtue as virtue manifests itself in
the intercourse of civil society ; the kind of action which conforms to
law. All virtue, when practised in the civil relations of life, becomes
justice; and Aristotle here applies the Grecian proverb: “ In jostics
is all virtue involved.”! But we can recognize it as a prophetic
word of this profound inquirer in ethics, when he himself-allndes to
& higher standing-point where justice passes into love, saying that
there is no need of justice where love is present, and that hence it is
the special effort of lawgivers to render all their friends. Here wo
have the highest point of the moral development that hag been
reached by Christianity ; the highest community in which the prin-
ciple of love inspires all, and in which love is to purify and transform
social and political life.?

While we here find in Aristotle A point of attachment for the
Christian . element, on the contrary, the contrast of this element in
another respect with the Aristotelian view, affords us occasion to be-
come more definitely aware of what is peculiar to Christian ethics.
We refer to the way in which Aristotle distinguishes the goornais
and the cogiw from each other. Under the virtues, properly so called,
he mentions only the @géryois, inasmuch as this has respect to what
is mutable, what is purely human. But wisdom belongs to a higher
standing-point, going beyond the merely human; has respect to the
eternal, immutable, Divine; belongs to the soul that exalts itself to
the state of contemplation.,® This view is connected with the anti-
thesis of the practical and theoretical, the Divine and human; with
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the antithesis in the writings of Aristotle which we have before de-
veloped. Now, as we are obliged to regard this whole antithesis as
set aside by Christianity, the whole relation of wisdom to prudence,
from this standing-point, will be different. Among the cardinal vir-
toes, we shall assign to wisdom the place which the @oovyois occupied
in antiquity, and shall here attach ourselves to Plato. We shall
grant to Aristotle that wisdom has respect to the eternal and®ivine ;
we shall regard it even as that virtue which gives to the entire life
its direction toward the eternal and Divine, thus determining the
whole life; the virtue which shadows forth those aims and ends
which correspond to what is eternal and Divine, or the reference
to the kingdom of God by means of which what is eternal and
Divine, which Aristotle keeps apart from the earthly life — to which
he assigns the narrow sphere of the State— passes over into actual
-Jife. Love being the bond that binds the soul to God and to Divine
things, wisdom springs from the direction which is given to the mind
by love. When Aristotle styles the goowyais the doery doyizexzorixr,
we shall transfer this, in the sense assigned, to wisdom, and regard
wisdom as the architectonic virtue for the building up of the life that
Kas its origin in love. But the Aristotelian ppdryois we shall regard
a8 the agent of the cogia, effecting the transition of the ideas which
Bave been projected by the cogie, to a real existence in the relations
of life, adopting the cireumstances as means for the realization of the
ends of Yife which have been previously pointed out by the sopia.
Hence the notion of @gdvgows will be involved in the notion of the
Gogie. When we conceive of the gogiz in its sway over the life,
it will include in itself the pgorpoe. Hence, in the New Testament,
the notion of the cogiec embraces both. But we shall again find
Aristotle in agreement with the Christian view with respect to the pod-
pxo1; when, by reason of the importance whieh, as we have seen, he
attaches to the will as the lever of all moral and spiritual develop-
ment, he calls attention to the truth that, although the pgoryas is an
&oeryy Jwayoqring, having its seat in the understanding, it is, never-
theless, connected with the moral element, the direction of the will,
so far aa this direction of the will toward the good renders the judg-
ment of the mind elear, while wickedness corrapts this judgment in
reference to the proper aims of action, the mpaxzixas dgyes.!
The boldest contrast between the Aristotelian notion of virtue and
the Christian view, appears in the idea of ueyaloyvyie, which has its

1 Nic. Eth. 6, 13. pag. 1144.
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origin in the ancient spirit of self-assertion, in direct opposition to
Christian humility. We here perceive the egoistic element, though
in connection with what is noble in the moral natare of man, awak-
ening to self-conscionsness. The peyadoyvyos is he who is deeply
penetrated with the consciousness of his greatness and dignity, and
rejoices when they are recognized ; who holds himself worthy of great
honor, dce he deserves honor; who despises everything low and
degrading, and aspires after what is high! The conscionsnesa of
dependence on God as the key-note of the entire life, in which the
substance of true freedom has its roots, the consciousness of one’s own
unworthiness in relation to the requirements of the moral law, the
consciouspess that man has no gift and no virtne which he has not
received, this it is which is wanting in the peyaloyvyos, as it is
wanting in what is called “ noble pride;” for the highest elevation of
the soul is founded on bumility. 'When love humiliates itself for the
good of others and in this gives up nothing but feels itself exalted in
such a humiliation, it stands in direct oppogition to the character of
the ueyadoyvyos. It belongs to the peculiar nature of the ueyals-
yvyog that he is fond of thinking on good deeds performed for others,
since this thought is elevating, but that he does not love to receive
favors from others and does not love to think of benefits received,
because this is a self-humiliation.? This is also remarkable in refer-
ence to a description of the nature of thankfulness which, as we have
seen, is incompatible with the qualities that characterize the psyalo-
Yyyia. A feeling of dependence in which one places himself with
reference to others, belongs to the essential nature of thankfulness.
Thankfulness and humility are intimately allied to each other, just
as pride and haughtiness often exclude thankfulness.

In entire agreement with the Christian view, or at least capable of
being traced back to this view, is what Aristotle says of suieide. He calla
it something contrary to nature, that a man should hate his own life,
something at war with the patural instinct of self-preservation. He,
however, observes bow the bad man muost come to the point of
bating and fleeing from himself.® It is a fine observation, that the
more one’s life ceases to be a moral good, the more it is given up to
worthlessness and sin, 80 much the more does it lose its worth for
the man, until he finally must become weary of it and hate i. He
also justly observes, that the true dsdgeia does not consist in flying

1 'O peyaddpvyos 6 psydhwy avrov didy dkwos ev. Nic. Eth. 4, 7. pag. 1123,
3 L. c. pag. 1224. 8 Nic. Eth. 9, 4. pag. 1166,
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from evils by the destruction of one’s life, which is properly cow-
ardice, but it consists in bearing them.! Finally, when Aristotle
styles suicide a crime against the State, starting from the principle,
that a man owes his whole life to the State, we only need to put the
kingdom of God in the place of the State, in order to give to this
thought a Christian form. There is only wanting that union of the
moral and religious standing-points, which comes out so finely in the
words of Socrates, the notion of the moral task of life as a task im-
posed by God; and this idea is implied in what is said above, if we
substitute the kingdom of God in place of the State.

How much slavery is in conflict with the universal consciousness
of man, as unfolded by Christianity, is very obvious from the defini-
tion of slavery by Aristotle. He makes the slave sustain to his
master the relation of a mere agent in nature,? describing him as an
animate tool; describing him, in reference to the 6(;711101 &'tpvzm, as
an dpyavoy cgaigeroy, in relation to the body, as an dgyaror
ovuguvror.! In Aristotle we find the authority for what we have
mentioned, as the justification of slavery, which was advanced
from the ancient point of view. He describes it as a relation con-
formable to nature, that those in whom reason is developed, are on
this account called to rule the rest, since the reason ought to govern;
and those in whom reason is not present, are, by this very circume
stance, pointed out as fit for being servants, and must find their own
best good in allowing themselves to be commanded by those who
appear to be the representatives of reason ; so that this arrangement
is best for both parties.* Thus, indeed, it necessarily seemed until
the opposing principles in man, which bave their origin in sin, were
removed by the might of the Gospel, and in Christ, the type and
Redeemer of all mankind, the equal worth of all men, and the
requirement to develop this worth in all men, was brought to con.
sciousness. Every advocate of such or of a kindred relation, goes
back to the position of heathenism. Yet we must not here overlook
the prophetic element in Aristotle, which led him to hint that this
relation is something in opposition to pure humanity and to be
removed by a higher standing-point. He says, that, although friend-
ship can exist only among equals and hence there can be no friend-
ship between the master and the slave, as a slave, yet, in 8o far as
both are men, such a relation can subsist between them.®

1 Nic. Eth. 9, 4. pag. 1166. 2 Nic. Eth. 5, 15. pag. 1138. *
8 Magn. moral. 1, 34. pag, 1194, % Endem. Ethic. 7, 9. pag. 1241,
& Polit. 1, 2. pag. 1252.

69*



814 Relation of the Grecian to Christian Ethics. [Oecr.

IV. Tre DOCTRINES OF PLOTINTUS.

We come now to him who forms the concluding point of this
whole development, to Plotinus. He had the advantage of baving
the tendencies of ancient ethics, as already described, presented
before his eyes.. He could compare them with one another, remove
and reconcile their conflicting features, and seek to supply deficien~
cies. It was, in fact, the endeavor of this philosophy, surveying the
antagonistic elements of the ancient world, from the concluding point
in its development,— just as when one has reached a goal, he looks
back upon the various and intersecting ways that lead to it,—to
compare them together and to seek out their points of union. This
was especially his effort with respect to the relation of the Aris-
totelian and Platonic philosophy to each other; the effort to adjust
their points of disagreement being a characteristic of the new Pla-
tonic philosophy. And this, Plotinus has especially attempted on
the subject of ethics. At that time, Christianity had already become
a powerful element in the spiritual world; and had this profound
and lofty mind stood upon the Christian standing-point, he would
have been able to discover here the right adjustment and reconcile-
ment, just as Christianity has appeared to us to stand in this
relation to ancient ethics. But he found himself in a conscious
opposition to Christianity, although he does not expressly attack it
His whole philosophic mode of thought was rooted in the element
that set itself against the power'of Christianity which was more and
more widely extending its sway, and thought to maintain against it
the sinking ancient world. This antagonism to Christianity neces-
sarily exerted an important influence upon the mode by which he
endeavored to unite these fundamental ethical tendencies, and to
supply their deficiencies. Whatever in those tendencies had pro-
phetically pointed to Christianity, must in him retire to the bdck-
ground, and whatever is opposed to Christianity, must be more
strongly expressed and consistently carried out. The great differ-
ence was, that these earlier tendencies belonged to the standing-
point when it still had its right and went beyond it in many points,
heralding the higher standing-point that was to come; while, on the
contrary, Plotinus would cling to that ancient standing-point which
had lost its right, in opposition to the new-world-principle that came
from*Christianity. Hence, the contrast with Christirnity, most here
appear far more bold; and this is especially founded in the intel.
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lectualistic, contemplative tendency. Add to this, that those funda-
mental tendencies of ancient ethics had originated at a time when
the Greek mind was more awake, and the political life had given
them a certain practical element; whereas Plotinus lived at a time
when the public and political life was in & decline and hence the
one-sided, intellectual, contemplative tendency could be more easily
cherished, unless the idea of the kingdom of God took the place of
the idea of the-State, and the higher practical element, which unites
life and contemplation, went forth from Christianity.

We have seen how the Platonic ethical principle of assimilation
to God, which is akin to the Christian principle, could be verified by
the Platonic idea of God and the Platonic notion of creation, even
though it found an obstacle in the Platonic dualism. In Plotinus,
however, everything takes an entirely new aspect, since the Platonic
notion of God and of creation undergo an essential modification. In
his writings, that notion of the Platonic Trias predominates which
we have rejected as a notion that is opposed to the original Platon-
ism. With him, the difference between the ideal and the real abso-
lnte, vanishes. The highest simple principle, viz. that which is good
or which is ¢n itself, the avroayador or G», is made, as the real
absolutey to be the fundamental principle of all being, from which
all things are developed. The impersonal principle is placed at the
root of all development of existence, and thus the true significance
of personality must vanish. We can no longer speak of an active
Deity, no Jonger of creation as an act of God, but everything, from
the highest to the lowest, and down to the limit of all being, the
vy, is & development that moves on with unqualified necessity. Not
absolute freedom, but unconditioned necessity, it is, which rules all
things. Dualism with respect to the vk, as the limit of all devel-
opment, i here only an appearance where the strongest monism is at
the basis. It is to be shown how from the absolute, everything is
developed into antitheses which became more and more bold, in
gradually increasing manifoldness, down to this lower region of
earthly existence where everything is marked with defect, where the
might of negation rules. And hence, by an abstraction of the defect
- which is attached to all existence, there is formed the notion of the
vly, which denotes the dividing line between existence and non-
existence. First, we have the impersonal, positively simple, abeo-
lute, the One which has no predicates; then we have the mind,
living in contemplation, since the One unfolds itself in the All, the
£y iy, the comprehensive notion of all ideal being ; then we have
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the yvyy, in which the One and the AlL the & xai mdv, separate,
which forms the transition to real existence. Althongh the exhibi-
tion of the course of speculation is foreign from our purpose, we
must yet make this point prominent on account of its connection
with the ethical ideas of Plotinus, and to show how with him every-
thing assumes an entirely different form from that which appears in
Plato and Aristotle.

Since the personal idea of God as a Creator, and the idea of a
creative act, are excluded from this system, the ethical assimilation
to God, in the Platonic meaning of the phrase, cannot be retained.
By such action, one cannot become like God. Plotinus himself re-
marks, that this assimilation can be understood only in an improper
and figurative sense, inasmuch as the same power is something dif-
ferent in the type from what it is in the copy; in the original from
what it ia in the derived existence, just as warmth is something dif-
ferent in fire, being essential to it, from what is in the object that
is warmed by fire. So in the case of the political virtues, those
afterwards styled the cardinal virtues, the notion of & resemblance to
the absolute, can be understood only in a very improper sense.
Plotinus, indeed, reproaches the Gnostics (and in this he is right
only with respect to a part of them), with the neglect of ethics; and
he says against them, that they were always talking of the contem-
plation of God without pointing out the way to attain to this state of
mind ; while he maintains that morality is the necessary preparation
for the contemplation of God. He says finely that without virtne
God is an empty name.? But yet, in his writings, only the negative
side of virtue is brought out; positive, practical virtue has a very
subordinate place. He here attaches himself to Plato and Aristotle,
regarding contemplation as the truly Divine state, while practical
virtue only is the human. Thus he connects together the Aris-
totelian and Platonic elements. Yet he removes the opposition of
Aristotle to Plato (so far as the former had the province of ethics to
the mere human and political sphere), in a way that surely does not
correspond to the spirit of Aristotle, who was fully earnest with re-
spect to what belonged to the purely human sphere ; while, at the

same time, he does not do full justice to the notions of virtue which-

were entertained by both philosophers. There arise, according to
his view, various gradations of progress, in which the similitude to
God becomes nearer and nearer, more and more true, on account of

1 Enn. IL lib. 9. cap. 15: "Avev 82 destie ddndhvie O1ds dsydusvos Groud
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the higher elevation to the absolute. But the merely negative side
of ethics, also, becomes more and more dominant; the notions of
virtne are more and more volatilized, so that they wholly lose their
true significance, and all things are fused together.! The political
virtoes.rise to the rank of purifying virtues. Here Plotinus attaches
himself to the words of Plato in the “Phoedon,” which speak of a
purification, by means of virtoe, for a higher, fotore state of being.
But in this passage a purification different from moral action, is not
meant ; but in the exercige of virtue itself, the purifying element is
placed, just as Christiznity, cven, lets us regard the moral life as a
progressive purification for a future existence. Only it is false to
make the purification to be anything different from the rest of moral
action, and thus to render it something negative. The purifying and
struggling element is only one side of all virtue, and can truly sub-
pist only in connection with it. But according to the notion of Plo-
tinus, these four fundamental virtues become something entirely dif-
ferent, by forming themselves into the purifying virtues. The highest
state is made to consist in the running away from the practical
activity which is directed to the outward world, in the freeing of
one’s self from contact with the sensational world, in the constant
purification which is accomplished by escaping from the sensuous
element and retiring into one’s self, a purification for the contem-
plation of the highest good. And there finally arises the standing-
point of the purified soul, the virtues of the purified state of being,
where everything depends on the sinking of the soul, freed from
every foreign element, wholly in contemplation. There an egoistic
perfecting of one’s self becomes the highest aim. The true per-
fecting of one’s self is mot placed, as it ought to be, in the fulfilling
of the task in life which God has given to each individual, so that
labar for himself coincides with the activity which aims at the best
good of all, in realizing the moral mission of each. Love is want-
ing which unites all this, and brings the highest ideas to a realization,
manifesting in moral action a true likeness to God. So there 1s

1 Enn. L lib. 2. cap. 3 et 7: "Hyvp] siy Gy ayaly xal dper)y Fyovea, o pyre
ovvdofdios, dAla udvy vegyui (Onsg foT) vosiv Te xal ppoveiy) priTs dposomade
&l (omsp ov) owgpevey) uire pefoito dgwraulvy vob oduaros (Gmep éotly
«»dplsobms). ‘Hyoivo 83 Ayos xal yois * va 82 uy aveireivos, dixascovwy & 8y
&y roiro. Cap. 7: " AxodovBoies roirvy dhdsjhass nal airal ol dpstal év Yoy,
Somag ndnal Td mpd wis deeTic o &y v, Womeg magadtlyuara: xel ydp 1 véyaw
xsi Emsatiun xal copia. T6 83 mpde avtdy, 7 owppooivy « 1o 34 oixsiov Foyoy,
1 oinesompaylu » 76 82 olov dvdpsia, 1] dvisrng xal %6 &' iavvoi uévery nadupdy.
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wanting here the variety of moral activity in the various moral
tasks in which the true likeness to God is aimed at and manifested.
In this ethical sublimate of political virtues reduced to the purifying
and those virtues which correspond to the purified state, all things
become uniform ; that barren monotony of the contemplative life.
And how can a moral task in life be here spoken of where every-
thing, evil even, belongs to a process of necessary development, and
the highest good can be only that complacent repose of contempla-
tion in which one elevates himself above evil even, as a defect ad-
hering of necessity to this lower world and requisite for the har-
mony of the whole ? )

It is now clear how the dark side which we were obliged to ob-
serve generally in ancient ethics, that partial aristocratic element
which confined the highest mission in life to a small nomber and
entirely shut out a great part of mankind from the higher life,—
how this dark side must be especially prominent in the system of
Plotinus. This true likeness to God, to be attained by means of
contemplation, only a few can reach. For the rest there remains
only the subordinate position of the political virtues; to the highest
good, they cannot elevate themselves. And finally, the great multi-
tude of mechanics, of laborers, remain excluded even from the lower
moral mission in life. Here one can speak only of a certain disci-
pline, by which their wild desires and passions may to some extent
be bridled.

Thus, in opposition to that principle of a Divine humanity to be
realized in all, which had been introduced into the world by Chris-
tinnity, we see the development of ancient ethice close with that
cold, egoistic, aristocratic particularism, which had been developed
in systematical consistency, to the exclusion of all the prophetic
elements which accompanied it. May this historieal discnasion serve
to give us a correct knowledge of the peculiar nature of Christian
ethics, as this is closely connected with the nature of the Chris-
tian faith, and lead us to perceive how much is yet to be done
in the future, in the work of applying to human life the principle
here involved. This task Christianity sets before us. But how great
is the danger, if we mistake the nature of this task, and of its con-
nection with the innermost essence of Christianity, of losing the
highest blessings which we enjoy in advance of antiquity, and of
sinking far below that very antiquity which prophetically strove
toward Christianity.



