PART III
Gnosticism and the Classical Mind
So far we have considered the gnostic world of ideas by itself, without more than an occasional reference to the cultural back​ground against which it stands out. Account was taken of its rela​tions to the Jewish and Christian environment, which itself was a new-comer in the world of Graeco-Roman civilization. Unorthodox and subversive as Gnosticism was in relation to these more kindred systems of thought, its revolutionary character comes fully to light only in a confrontation with the classical-pagan world of ideas and values, which it met in a head-on clash. This world, as we pointed out in the introductory chapter, represented in its Hellenistic version the cosmopolitan, secular culture of the age, looking back upon a long and imposing history. Compared with it, the gnostic move​ment in addition to being a stranger was an upstart, with no legitimate parentage: what heritage it did carry from its own several oriental antecedents it made free with to the point of controverting its meaning. This alone testifies to its being non-traditional. Yet the true background to its novelty in the dimension of universal history is supplied by the larger world into which it emerged and to whose long-established mental and moral attitudes it seemed to be the almost intentional antithesis. Those attitudes were sustained by an ideological tradition, Greek in origin and venerable by its intellectual achievements, which acted as the great conservative agency in an era of increasing spiritual tension and threatening
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dissolution. The gnostic challenge was one expression of the crisis which the general culture experienced. To understand Gnosticism as such a challenge is part of understanding its essence. To be sure, the insights which its message propounded for the first time stand in their own right. But without the Hellenic counter-position upon which it burst, Gnosticism would not have been of that significance in the world history of ideas which it assumed as much by historical configuration as by its intrinsic content. The stature of what it challenged gives it some of its own historic stature. And its being "first" with those insights, and "different," and filled with the intoxication of unprecedentedness, colors its views no less than their utterance.
The following confrontation, by placing Gnosticism in its proper contemporary setting, will bring out with greater clarity what was new in it, what it challenged, and what it stands for in the history of man's understanding of himself.

Chapter 10. The Cosmos in Greek and Gnostic Evaluation
(a) THE IDEA OF "COSMOS" AND MAN'S PLACE IN IT
The Greek Position
To compare the two worlds, the new and the old, the attacker and the attacked, there is no more prominent symbol in which the essence of each reveals itself than the concept of "cosmos." By a long tradition this term had to the Greek mind become invested with the highest religious dignity. The very word by its literal meaning expresses a positive evaluation of the object—any object— to which it is accorded as a descriptive term. For cosmos means "order" in general, whether of the world or a household, of a commonwealth or a life: it is a term of praise and even admiration. Thus when applied to the universe and becoming assigned to it as to its eminent instance, the word does not merely signify the neutral fact of all-that-is, a quantitative sum (as the term "the All" does), but expresses a specific and to the Greek mind an ennobling quality of this whole: that it is order. And indissoluble as this assignment of the term became in time, and much as the emphatic form "the comos" could denote only the universe, it yet never came to monop​olize the meaning of the word and to oust its other uses.1 Had these withered away, the name in isolation from its original semantic range might have paled to the indifference of the English "world." "Cosmos" never suffered this fate. A manifold of application to objects and situations of daily life—applications ranging from gen​eral to special, from moral to aesthetic, from inner to outer, from
1Here are some of these. For things of all kinds: arrangement, structure, rule; conformity to rule, i.e., regularity. In the public sphere: political or legal constitu​tion; conformity to that, i.e., lawful conduct or condition. In the military sphere: discipline, battle order. In the private sphere: decency, propriety, decorum (the adjective cosmios means well-behaved, its negative, unruly). As the social reflection of quality: honor, fame. As form of convention: etiquette, ceremonial. As form of display: ornament, decoration, especially in dress—hence, finery.
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spiritual to material quality—remained in currency side by side with the exalted use, and this co-presence of familiar meanings, all of them laudatory, helped to keep alive the value-consciousness which had first prompted the choice of so qualitative a name for this widest and in a sense remotest of all objects.
But more than merely the widest instance, the universe was considered to be the perfect exemplar of order, and at the same time the cause of all order in particulars, which only in degrees can approximate that of the whole. Again, since the sensible aspect of order is beauty, its inner principle reason, the All as perfect order must be both beautiful and rational in the highest degree. Indeed this bounded physical universe denoted by the name "cosmos" was considered a divine entity and often called outright a god, finally even the God. As such, it was of course more than merely a physical system in the sense in which we have come to understand the term "physical." As the generative, life-begetting powers of nature be​speak the presence of soul, and the eternal regularity and harmony of the celestial motions the action of an ordering mind, the world must be considered as one animated and intelligent whole, and even as wise. Already Plato, though not regarding the cosmos as the highest being itself, called it the highest sensible being, "a god,'* and "in very truth a living creature with soul and reason." 2 It is superior to man, who is not even the best thing within the world: the heavenly bodies are his betters, both in substance and in the
2Timaeus 30B; 34A. We render some of Plato's argument. "[The creator] was good; and in the good no jealousy in any matter can ever arise. So, being without jealousy, he desired that all things should come as near as possible to being like himself. . . . Desiring, then, that all things should be good and, so far as might be, nothing imperfect, the god took over all that is visible . . . and brought it from disorder into order, since he judged that order was in every way the bet​ter. ... He found that ... no work that is without intelligence will ever be better than one that has intelligence, . . . and moreover that intelligence cannot be present in anything apart from soul. In virtue of this reasoning, when he framed the universe, he fashioned reason within soul and soul within body, to the end that the work he accomplished might be by nature as excellent and perfect as possible. This, then, is how we must say ... that this world came to be, by god's provi​dence, in very truth a living creature with soul and reason" (29D-30C; tr. F. M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, London, 1952). The reader will note that the reason​ing which in the Genesis account of creation implicitly applies to man here applies to the cosmos.

purity and steadiness of the intelligence that activates their motion.8 Stoic monism led to a complete identification of the cosmic and the divine, of the universe and God. Cicero, in the second book of "The Nature of the Gods," gives eloquent expression to this theo​logical status of the visible universe. Since his argument, com​pounded of elements from Stoic sources, is supremely instructive, we quote it here almost in full, indicating the main logical stages by interpolated headings.
(General statement)
There is then a nature [heat] which holds together and sustains the universe, and it possesses both sensibility and reason. For every​thing which is not separate and simple but joined and connected with other things must have within it some governing principle. In man it is mind, in beasts something similar to mind [sense], from which the appetites arise. ... In each class of things nothing can be or ought to be more excellent than this its governing principle. Hence that ele​ment wherein resides the governing principle of Nature as a whole must be the best of all things and most worthy of power and dominion over all things. Now we see that in certain parts of the cosmos—and there is nothing anywhere in the cosmos which is not a part of the whole—sensibility and reason abide. In that part, therefore, in which the governing principle of the cosmos resides, these same qualities must of necessity be present—only keener and on a grander scale. Therefore the cosmos must also be wise, for that substance which encompasses and holds all things must excel in the perfection of its reason; and this means that the cosmos is God and that all its particular powers arc contained in the divine nature. . . .
(Special arguments: a. sensibility and soul)
Seeing that men and beasts are quickened by this warmth and that by its agency they move and feel, it is absurd to say that the cosmos is devoid of sensibility, he who is quickened by a warmth that is whole and free and pure and also most keen and agile. . . . Since that heat
3 "It would be strange to think that the art of politics, or practical wisdom, is the best knowledge, since man is not the best thing in the world. . . . But if the argument be that man is the best of the animals, this makes no difference; for there are other things much more divine in their nature even than man, e.g., most con​spicuously, the bodies of which the heavens are framed" (Aristotle Eth. Nic. VI. 7. 1141 a 21 f.; 33 f.; tr. W. D. Ross).
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is moved not by an external impulse but spontaneously of itself [and since according to Plato self-motion is of the soul only], the conclusion is that the cosmos is animate.
(b. intelligence)
Then, that the cosmos is endowed with intelligence, is also evident from the consideration that the cosmos [as the whole] must be su​perior to any particular entity. For, as every separate member of our bodies is of less worth than we ourselves are, so the totality of the cosmos is necessarily of greater worth than any part of it. If this is true, then the universe must be intelligent;4 for if it were not, man, who is a part of the universe and who partakes in reason, would have to be of higher worth than the whole cosmos.
(c. wisdom)
Moreover, if we begin with the first and inchoate beings and pro​ceed to the last and perfected ones, we shall inevitably arrive at the order of the gods. . . . [The ascent goes from plants through animals to man.] . . . But the fourth and highest order is that of those beings who are born naturally good and wise and to whom right and constant reasoning is innate from the beginning, a quality which must be deemed superhuman and can be attributed only to God, that is to say to the cosmos, in which that consummate and absolute reason necessarily must reside.
Furthermore, it cannot be denied that for every ordered whole there is a state representing its ultimate perfection. In the case of vines or of cattle we can perceive how Nature, unless thwarted by some sort of violence, pursues her own straight course toward fulfilment. . . . Even so for Nature as a whole, but in a far higher degree, there must be something which makes it complete and perfect. Now, there are many external circumstances to prevent the perfection of other beings; but nothing can impede universal Nature, because she herself encom​passes and contains all particular natures. Therefore it is necessary that there is this fourth and highest order which no extrinsic force can interfere with; and it is this order in which universal Nature must be placed.
(Conclusion from whole argument)
Now since she is such that she excels all other things and no thing can obstruct her, it is necessary that the cosmos is intelligent and even
4 Sapiens, elsewhere translated by "wise," must in this particular phase o£ the argument (if Cicero was consistent) stand for "intelligent" in general.

wise. What can be more foolish than to deny that that Nature which comprehends all things is the most excellent, or, if this is granted, to deny that it is firstly animate, secondly rational and reflective, and thirdly wise? How else could it be the most excellent? For if it were like plants or beasts, it would have to be considered the lowest rather than the highest of beings. Again, if it were rational but not from the beginning wise, the state of the cosmos would be inferior to that of man; for man can become wise, but if the cosmos during the infinite aeons of the past has been lacking in wisdom, it will certainly never attain it, and will thus be inferior to man. Since this is absurd [!], it must be held that from the beginning the cosmos has been both wise and God. And there is naught else except the cosmos which lacks nothing and which is in all particulars and parts fit and perfect and complete.
(The position of man)
Chrysippus aptly observes that, as the shield-casing exists only for the shield and the scabbard for the sword, so everything save the uni​verse was brought into being for the sake of something else . . . [plants for the benefit of animals, animals for the benefit of man]. Man him​self, however, was born to contemplate the cosmos and to imitate it; he is far from being perfect, but he is a little part of the perfect.6
The concluding statement about the purpose of human exist​ence in the scheme of things is of profoundest significance. It establishes the connection between cosmology and ethics, between the apotheosis of the universe and the ideal of human perfection: man's task is the theoretical one of contemplating and the practical one of "imitating" the universe, the latter being explained in a fuller statement as "imitating the order of the heavens in the man​ner and constancy of one's life" (Cicero, Cato Major XXI. 77). To the Christian reader the reminder may not be out of place that it is the visible heavens (not the spiritual "heaven" of faith) which provides the paradigm of human existence. No more telling con​trast to the gnostic attitude can be imagined. Let us state the points which Cicero emphasizes. This world is the All, and there is nothing beside it; it is perfect, and there is nothing equaling it in
5 Cicero De Natura Deorum II. 11-14. The translation is based in part on that of H. M. Poteat, University of Chicago Press, 1950. I have italicized such statements or phrases that are especially revealing for the purposes of our con​frontation.
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perfection; it is perfect as the whole of its parts, and the parts participate in degrees in its perfection; as a whole it is ensouled, intelligent, and wise, and something of these attributes is also ex​hibited in some of its parts; the evidence of its wisdom is the perfect order of the whole (especially the eternal harmony of the celestial motions); the parts are necessarily less perfect than the whole: this applies also to man, who, though sharing in the highest cosmic attributes of soul and mind, is not the most perfect of beings, since he is not by nature but only potentially wise, while the in​telligence of the cosmos is perpetually in the state of wisdom; but man in addition to the natural share he has as a part in the perfec​tion of the divine universe has also the capacity to perfect himself by assimilating his being to that of the whole through contemplat​ing it in his understanding and imitating it in his conduct.
The veneration of the cosmos is the veneration of the whole of which man himself is a part. The recognition of and compliance with his position as a part is one aspect of man's proper relation to the universe in the conduct of his life. It is based on the in​terpretation of his existence in terms of the larger whole, whose very perfection consists in the integration of all its parts. In this sense man's cosmic piety submits his being to the requirements of what is better than himself and the source of all that is good.6 But at the same time man is not just a part like other parts making up the universe, but through the possession of a mind a part that enjoys identity with the ruling principle of the whole. Thus the other aspect of man's proper relation to the universe is that of adequating
6 The classical statement of this position is found in Plato's Laws. "The ruler of the universe has ordered all things with a view to the excellence and preservation of the whole, and each part, as far as may be, has an action and passion appro​priate to it. Over these, down to the last fraction of them, ministers have been appointed to preside, who have wrought out their perfection with infinitesimal exact​ness. And one of these portions- of the universe is thine own, unhappy man, which, however little, contributes to the whole; and you do not seem to be aware that this and every other creation is for the sake of the whole, and in order that the life of the whole may be blessed; and that you are created for the sake of the whole, and not the whole for the sake of you. For every physician and every skilled artist does all things for the sake of the whole, directing his effort towards the common good, executing the part for the sake of the whole, and not the whole for the sake of the part. And you are annoyed because you are ignorant how what is best for you happens to you and to the universe, as far as the laws of the common creation admit" (Laws X. 903 B-D; tr. Jowett).

his own existence, confined as it is as a mere part, to the essence of the whole, of reproducing the latter in his own being through un​derstanding and action. The understanding is one of reason by reason, cosmic reason by human reason, i.e., of like by like: in achieving this knowing relation, human reason assimilates itself to the kindred reason of the whole, thereby transcending the position of a mere part.7 In the calm and order of the moral life conducted on this intellectual basis the cosmos is "imitated" also practically, and thus the whole is once more appropriated by the part in the role of an exemplar.
We are spectators and actors alike of the grand play, but we can be the latter successfully and to our own happiness only if we are the former in an ever more comprehensive sweep—encompass​ing our own acting itself.
Nature did not destine us for a base and ignoble existence but introduced us into life and the universe as if into a great festive gather​ing,8 that we might be spectators of their contending for the prices of victory and assiduous contenders with them ourselves. ... [If some​one could look at the world from on high and behold the wealth of beauty in it] he would soon know what we were born for.9
Cosmos-Piety as a Position of Retreat
Grand and inspiring as this conception is, it must not be over​looked that it represented a position of retreat inasmuch as its appeal was addressed to a human subject that was no longer a part of anything except the universe. Man's relation to the cosmos is a special case of the part-whole relationship which is so fundamental a theme in classical thought. Philosophy and political science alike had ever anew discussed its problems, which in the last analysis led back to the most fundamental problem of ancient ontology, that
7 According to the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise "On the Cosmos" (by an un​known author of the first century a.d.) this is the very definition of the task of philosophy: in contemplating the All, philosophy "recognizes that which is akin to itself and with divine eye beholds the divine" (Ch. 1. 391 a 14). Combined with Cicero's statement that "man was born to contemplate the All," this means: man was born to be a philosopher! The work, to which we shall refer again, is among the noblest documents of late-classical cosmos-piety.
8
Like the Olympic games.
9
"On the Sublime" (first century A.D.). 25. 2.
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of the Many and the One. According to classical doctrine, the whole is prior to the parts, is better than the parts, and therefore that for the sake of which the parts are and wherein they have not only the cause but also the meaning of their existence. The living example of such a whole had been the classical polis, the city-state, whose citizens had a share in the whole and could affirm its superior status in the knowledge that they the parts, however pass​ing and exchangeable, not only were dependent on the whole for their being but also maintained that whole with their being: just as the condition of the whole made a difference to the being and possible perfection of the parts, so their conduct made a difference to the being and perfection of the whole. Thus this whole, making possible first the very life and then the good life of the individual, was at the same time entrusted to the individual's care, and in surpassing and outlasting him was also his supreme achievement. Now this justifying complement of the primacy of the whole in socio-political terms—the part's vital and self-fulfilling function in the whole—had lapsed in the conditions of later antiquity. The absorption of the city-states into the monarchies of the Diadochi and finally into the Roman Empire deprived the polis intelligentsia of its constructive function. But the ontological principle survived the conditions of its concrete validation. Stoic pantheism, and generally the physico-theology of post-Aristotelian thought, sub​stituted for the relation between citizen and city that between the individual and the cosmos, the larger living whole. By this shift of reference the classical doctrine of whole and parts was kept in force even though it no longer reflected the practical situation of man. Now it was the cosmos that was declared to be the great "city of gods and men,"10 and to be a citizen of the universe, a cosmopolites, was now considered to be the goal by which otherwise isolated man could set his course. He was asked, as it were, to adopt the cause of the universe as his own, that is, to identify himself with that cause directly, across all intermediaries, and to relate his inner self, his logos, to the logos of the whole.
10 It is characteristic, however, that the treatise "On the Cosmos" in elaborating the comparison between the universe and a commonwealth uses the model of monarchy rather than of republic: see in ch. 6 the circumstantial treatment of the rule of the Persian Great King and its parallel in the divine rule of the universe.

The practical side of this identification consisted in his affirming and faithfully performing the role allotted to him by the whole, in just that place and station in which cosmic destiny had set him. Wisdom conferred inner freedom in shouldering the tasks, com​posure in facing the whims of fortune besetting their execution, but did not set or revise the tasks themselves. "To play one's part"—. that figure of speech on which Stoic ethics dwells so much—un​wittingly reveals the fictitious element in the construction. A role played is substituted for a real function performed. The actors on the stage behave "as if" they acted their choice, and "as if" their actions mattered. What actually matters is only to play well rather than badly, with no genuine relevance to the outcome. The actors, bravely playing, are their own audience.
In the phrase of playing one's part there is a bravado that hides a deeper, if proud, resignation, and only a shift in attitude is needed to view the great spectacle quite differently. Does the whole really care, does it concern itself in the part that is I? The Stoics averred that it does by equating heimarmene with pronoia, cosmic fate with providence. And does my part, however I play it, really contribute, does it make a difference to the whole? The Stoics averred that it does by their analogy between the cosmos and the city. But the very comparison brings out the tenuousness of the argument, for—in contrast to what is true in the polis—no case can be made out for my relevance in the cosmic scheme, which is entirely outside my control and in which my part is thus reduced to a passivity which in the polis it did not have.
To be sure, the strained fervor by which man's integration in the whole was maintained, through his alleged affinity to it, was the means of preserving the dignity of man and thereby of saving a sanction for a positive morality. This fervor, succeeding that which had formerly been inspired by the ideal of civic virtue, re​presented a heroic attempt on the part of the intellectuals to carry over the life-sustaining force of that ideal into fundamentally changed conditions. But the new atomized masses of the Empire, who had never shared in that noble tradition of areté, might react very differently to a situation in which they found themselves pas​sively involved: a situation in which the part was insignificant to the whole, and the whole alien to the parts. Yet the idea of order
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as something divine and of the universe as such an order retained a pervading public validity and represented something like the religion of the intellectuals.
The Gnostic Revaluation
The gnostic attack upon the classical position singled out this most valued concept of the cosmos for its most radical revaluation. It had against it the full force of the tradition we described, not the least of it embodied in the very name "cosmos." In retaining this name for the world, the Gnostics retained the idea of order as the main characteristic of what they were set on depreciating. Indeed, instead of denying to the world the attribute of order (which theoretically a cosmic pessimism could choose to do), they turned this very attribute from one of praise into one of opprobrium, and in the process if anything increased the emphasis on it. As we shall see when we treat the concept of fate, it is the very features of order, rule, and law which are not only left to the gnostically reinterpreted world but even enhanced in their power and their impact on man —but in their spiritual quality, their meaning, their value, radically changed. It is almost by exaggeration that the divinity of cosmic order is turned into the opposite of divine. Order and law is the cosmos here too, but rigid and inimical order, tyrannical and evil law, devoid of meaning and goodness, alien to the purposes of man and to his inner essence, no object for his communication and affirmation. A world emptied of divine content had its own order: an order empty of divinity. Thus, the metaphysical devaluation of the world extends to the conceptual root of the cosmos-idea, that is, the concept of order itself, and includes it with its quality perverted in the now debased concept of the physical universe. In this man​ner the term "cosmos," endowed with all its semantic associations, could pass over into gnostic use and could there, with its value-sign reversed, become as symbolic as it had been in the Greek tradition.
"Cosmos" thus becomes in the newly appearing view of things an emphatically negative concept, perhaps more strongly because more emotionally charged than it had been a positive concept in the Greek view. This negative conception is of course \counterbalanced by a new positive one, that of the transmundane deity. In the pas​sage from Cicero we found that the cosmos is the All, i.e., that there

is nothing beside it and nothing which is not a part of it, and that this all-embracing whole is God. This is the specific position of Stoic pantheism; but also in the Aristotelian scheme the relation of Nature to the divine Nous, though the latter is not itself immanent in the world, leads essentially to the same result of making the world a manifestation of the divine; and even the supreme tran​scendentalism of Plotinus left this relation intact. The gnostic God is not merely extra-mundane and supra-mundane, but in his ul​timate meaning contra-mundane. The sublime unity of cosmos and God is broken up, the two are torn apart, and a gulf never com​pletely to be closed again is opened: God and world, God and nature, spirit and nature, become divorced, alien to each other, even contraries. But if these two are alien to each other, then also man and world are alien to each other, and this in terms of feeling is very likely even the primary fact. There is a basic experience of an absolute rift between man and that in which he finds himself lodged, the world. Greek thought had been a grand expression o£ man's belonging to the world (if not unreservedly to mere terrestrial life) and through knowledge that breeds love had striven to heighten the intimacy with the kindred essence of all nature: gnostic thought is inspired by the anguished discovery of man's cosmic solitude, of the utter otherness of his being to that of the universe at large. This dualistic mood underlies the whole gnostic attitude and unifies the widely diversified, more or less systematic expressions which that attitude gave itself in gnostic ritual and belief. It is on this primary human foundation of a dualistic mood, a passionately felt experience of man, that the articulated dualistic doctrines rest.
The dualism between man and world posits as its metaphysical counterpart that between the world and God. It is a duality not of complementary but of contrary terms, a polarity of incompatibles, and this fact dominates gnostic eschatology. Gnostic doctrine ex​plicates the duality, or rather the feeling underlying it, in its differ​ent objective aspects. The theological aspect holds that the divine has no part in the concerns of the physical universe: that the true God, strictly transmundane, is not revealed or even indicated by the world, and is therefore the Unknown, the totally Other, unknow​able in terms of any worldly analogies. Correspondingly, the cosmo-
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logical aspect holds that the world is the creation not of God but of some inferior principle, whose inferiority is a perversion of the divine, and whose main traits are dominion and power. And the anthropological aspect holds that man's inner self is not part of the world, of the demiurge's creation and domain, but is within that world as totally transcendent and as incommensurate to all cosmic modes of being as is its transmundane counterpart, the unknown God without.
The new vocabulary reflects the revolution of meaning as an established semantic fact: "cosmos" and such derivative expressions as "cosmic," "of the cosmos," etc., figure as detractive terms in gnostic speech, and this with the force of a fixed terminology. But it is to be noted that the negativity of the concept "cosmos" is not merely that of the absence of divine values in the universe: its combination with such terms as "darkness," "death," "ignorance," and "evil" shows it to be possessed of a counter-quality of its own. That is, contrary to the modern analogue, the withdrawal of the divine from the cosmos leaves the latter not as a neutral, value-indifferent, merely physical fact but as a separatistic power whose very self-positing outside God betrays a direction of will away from God; and its existence is the embodiment of that will. Thus the darkness of the world denotes not only its being alien to God and devoid of his light but also its being a force alienating from God. In short, it denotes ultimately a spiritual, not merely physical, fact, and in its paradoxical way the gnostic cosmos is as much a theo​logical entity as that of the Stoics. Accordingly, the world has its own spirit, its god—the prince of this world. But it is no longer the All that it was to the Greeks: it is limited and transcended by that which is essentially non-world and the negation of everything that is world. To gnostic piety the true God is chiefly defined by this contraposition. As the world is that which alienates from God, so God is that which alienates and liberates from the world. God as the negation of the world has a nihilistic function with regard to all inner-worldly attachments and values. But the world is none the less real for this nihilistic exposure. In other words, the removal of true divinity from the world does not deprive it of reality and make it a mere shadow or illusion (as in certain teachings of Indian mysticism). As theologically seriously as the Stoic cosmos
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was an object of love, veneration, and confidence, so seriously is the gnostic cosmos an object of hate, contempt, and fear. And here we remind once more of the role of the idea of order. As already stated, the universe of the gnostic vision, though having none of the venerability of the Greek cosmos, is still cosmos, that is, an order, but order with a vengeance. It is called that now with a new and fearful emphasis, an emphasis at once awed and disrespectful, troubled and rebellious: for that order is alien to man's aspirations. The blemish of nature lies not in any deficiency of order but in the all-too-pervading completeness of it. Far from being chaos, the creation of the demiurge, that antitype of knowing, is a comprehen​sive system governed by law. But cosmic law, once regarded as the expression of a reason with which man's reason can com​municate in the act of cognition and which it can make its own in the shaping of conduct, is now seen only in its aspect of compulsion which thwarts man's freedom. The cosmic logos of the Stoics is replaced by heimarmene, oppressive cosmic fate. Of this special feature we shall presently have to say more. As a general principle, the vastness, power, and perfection of order evoke no longer con​templation and imitation but aversion and revolt.
The Greek Reaction
In the eyes of antiquity, this was not merely a strange view but plain blasphemy, and wherever it took explicit notice of it, it char​acterized it as such—as a sacrilegious attitude of which only a pro​foundly irreligious and impious soul is capable. Plotinus's treatise against the Gnostics (Enn. II. 9) is an eloquent testimony of this reaction. Even the title declares it to be a polemic against the detractors of the world, and the work throughout breathes the indignation which ancient cosmos-piety felt at the folly and ar​rogance of such teachings.
Denying honor to this creation and to this earth, they pretend that a new earth was made for them, to which they will depart from here [Ch. 5]. They blame this All ... and denigrate its governor and identify the demiurge with the Soul and attribute to him the same passions as those of the particular souls [Ch. 6]. One must instruct them, if only they have the grace to accept instruction, as to the nature of these things, so that they desist from frivolously slandering things
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which deserve honor [Ch. 8]. This cosmos too is from God and looks towards him [Ch. 9]. He then who blames the nature of the cosmos knows not what he does nor where this his audacity carries him [Ch. 13]. Once more, not by despising the cosmos and the gods it contains and the other beautiful things in it can one become good. . . . How can it be pious to deny that Providence penetrates into this world and into every thing? . . . Who of those that are so unreasonably arrogant is as well-ordered and sagacious as the All? [Ch. 16]
A similar protest was voiced by the rising Church, which in spite of Christianity's own acosmic tendencies was yet an heir of antiquity in face of the excesses of anti-cosmic dualism. Instead of the Greek immanence of the divine in the universe, it was the biblical doctrine of creation and of God's government of the world which provided the argument against the gnostic antithesis of God and world. Here too the slander of the world is rejected as blas​phemy: "To say that the world is a product of fall and ignorance is the greatest blasphemy" (Iren. Adv. Haer. II. 3. 2). The worst provocation came from Marcion's pitiless contempt of the creator and his work, and we have listed from Tertullian some of the dicta which outraged him most (see p. 141). The sneering tone adopted by Marcion against the world is unequaled even in gnostic litera​ture. But only in this epoch was it possible to speak about the world so rebelliously and contemptuously. Never before or after had such a gulf opened between man and the world, between life and its begetter, and such a feeling of cosmic solitude, abandonment, and transcendental superiority of the self taken hold of man's con​sciousness.
(b) DESTINY AND THE STARS
That aspect of the cosmos in which to the Gnostics its character was pre-eminently revealed is the heimarmene, that is, universal fate. This heimarmene is dispensed by the planets, or the stars in general, the mythical exponents of the inexorable and hostile law of the universe. The change in the emotional content of the term "cosmos" is nowhere better symbolized than in this depreciation of the formerly most divine part of the visible world, the celestial spheres. The starry sky—which from Plato to the Stoics was the

purest embodiment of reason in the cosmic hierarchy, the paradigm of intelligibility and therefore of the divine aspect of the sensible realm—now stared man in the face with the fixed glare of alien power and necessity. Its rule is tyranny, and not providence. Deprived of the venerability with which all sidereal piety up to then had invested it, but still in possession of the prominent and re​presentative position it had acquired, the stellar firmament becomes now the symbol of all that is terrifying to man in the towering factness of the universe. Under this pitiless sky, which no longer inspires worshipful confidence, man becomes conscious of his utter forlornness, of his being not so much a part of, but unaccountably placed in and exposed to, the enveloping system.
Forms of Sidereal Piety in the Ancient World
Let us again consider what this development means in the context of ancient religion and cosmology. The deification of the heavens or of the chief heavenly bodies is for the most natural and universally operative reasons an element in all ancient religions (except the Jewish one). The abode of light and, in its greatest star, source of the warmth that nourishes all life on earth; by its move​ment causing the change of seasons which governs the rhythm of terrestrial existence; itself immediately majestic by the spectacle of its magnitude, beauty, and remoteness; incorruptible and pure; uniting sublimity, infinity, and law in visible form—the heaven was the natural object of all higher piety as it rose above the worship of the chthonic forces. Aristotle went so far as to declare the spectacle of the starred sky to be one of the two origins of religion (the other being dreams; fr. 14, Cicero Nat. deor. II. 37. 95); and the author of "On the Cosmos" adduces (Ch. 6) the testimony of mankind: don't we all in prayer raise our hands to heaven ?
Solar Monotheism. In the primary form of the cults of the heaven, sun and moon occupy a natural eminence, with the rest of the heavenly host, especially the five other planets and the twelve signs of the Zodiac, added in various roles. A hierarchy is thus suggested from the outset, and one line of development is that the obvious eminence of the sun is increasingly emphasized. Under certain conditions this can lead to a kind of solar monotheism or pantheism, which, briefly realized already in the sun-religion of
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Amenhotep IV, at the time of the Roman Empire with which we are dealing rose in the shape of the Syrian sun-religion to great prominence and for a time even became something like the state religion of the Caesars.
Astrological Pluralism. Another line along which sidereal piety developed is represented by the late-Babylonian religion, the most pronounced star-worship of antiquity. In the speculations of a priest caste which, since the fall of the Babylonian monarchy, was no longer the theological guardian of a political system calling for a celestial monarchy, a peculiar leveling of the original hierarchy of celestial powers took place, with the preservation however of their plurality: sun and moon figure as equals among the rest of the planets; the chief deities of the older Babylonian pantheon, divested of their concrete personal character, are assigned to firmly defined causal functions and in these functions identified with the seven planets as the sole powers left. In connection with this depersonal-ization, the aspect of law and calculable regularity in their operation comes ever more into the foreground. Scientific astronomy, of long standing in Babylon, joined with its prestige and its lore in this religious process. Thus originated the conception of an interplay of a fixed number of impersonal powers which together constitute a system of rule to which all occurrence is subject. This system of cosmic rule has its counterpart in a systematized body of human knowledge concerning this rule. In other words, religion became astrology.
From the time of the Diadochi, the Babylonian astrological religion advanced powerfully westward. Everywhere in Hellenism, especially in Egypt, astrological ideas and astrological practice gained influence, and they furnished the framework, though not the ultimate content, of the gnostic heimarmene concept. The process here described is of great general importance. For the first time in the history of mankind, the world is considered as at every moment the necessary result of a plurality of cosmic powers which simply by virtue of their given quality and the rules of their movements, i.e., non-spontaneously, influence each other and together determine the course of things down to the most particular events on earth. Here theoretical abstraction has traveled a long way from the original intuition of astral nature-religion.   That efficacy of the

celestial powers which is either directly experienced or in mythical imagination easily associated with their visible properties has given way to defined roles in a system of destiny in which the original objects figure no longer with their sensible features but merely as signs for the general law they impose. The sun, for instance, is no longer the sun of concrete experience and of nature-religion, the god which dispenses light, warmth, life, growth, and also scorching, pestilence, and death, who victoriously rises out of night, puts to flight the winter, and renews nature: it is now one of a number of co-ordinated forces, almost a cipher in a calculable set of determin​ants. It is its allotted cipher-value and not its original phenomenal quality that now matters.
This evanescence of natural quality removed what would have been the strongest obstacle to a pejorative revaluation of the astral pantheon. As a mere representation of abstract destiny, divorced from the immediate, naive appeal of the heavenly spectacle, the system could be freely assimilated to opposite world-views. In fact, the world-view of astrology was already ambiguous; and to some extent the fatalistic consciousness of subjection to a rigid necessity as such, and the passivity to which it seemed to condemn man, played into the hands of the gnostic revolution in the total attitude to the world. But astrology is not by itself this revolution. A new active principle of evaluation was needed to fill the value-emptied forms of astral symbolism with a new specific meaning and make them subservient to the expression of a more than cosmic view. This Gnosticism did by transcending the cosmic system as such and from this transcendence looking back upon it.
Philosophic Star-Religion. Finally, we have to mention a third development of sidereal piety in antiquity: the valuation of the stars in Greek philosophy. Here it is not, as in nature-religion, the empirical role of the celestial bodies in sustaining life, nor, as in astrology, their role in human destiny, but their paradigmatic exist​ence in themselves, which made them objects of veneration. The purity of their substance, the perfection of their circular motion, the unimpededness with which in thus moving they follow their own law, the incorruptibility of their being and the immutability of their courses—all these attributes make them in the sense of Greek philosophy "divine," which is here an impersonal ontological predi-
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cate pertaining to an object in virtue of such qualities as generally make for eminence of being. Among these constancy of being and immortality of life are paramount. Divine, therefore, are the stars, primarily not by their action but by the rank which they occupy in the hierarchy of things according to their immanent properties. And these are just the properties of order, eternity, and harmony which constitute the "cosmos" character of the All in general: this they represent most purely and completely.11 To man, therefore, they are over against all the restrictions and impairments of ter​restrial processes the convincing manifestation of cosmos as such, the visible evidence of its divinity, whose spectacle assures the onlooker of what is so often obscured here below.12 Beyond this ideal significance, their perfection is also the real guarantee of the duration of the whole, i.e., of the eternity of cosmic movement and life.13 Thus they are the most powerful assurance which the Greek affirmation of the world had been able to conceive.
Here again it is the seven planets, or rather the seven spheres in which they are thought to be located, encompassed by the outermost sphere of the fixed stars, which with their mutually attuned move​ments make up this system that keeps the universe going. They move according to law, or, which is the same, according to reason,
11
Cf. De mundo, Ch. 5, 397 a 8 f.: "Which of the individual things could equal
the order that sun, moon and stars exhibit in their heavenly revolution, moving in
perfectly accurate measure from eternity to eternity?   And which could achieve the
unfailing rule that the Horae observe, the fair ones, begetters of all  things, who
in appointed order bring on day and night, summer and winter, so as to make
months and years grow full?   Truly, of all things the cosmos [here = the heavens]
is surpassing in greatness, in movement swiftest, in splendor brightest; his power is
unaging and never passes away."
12
Ibid., Ch. 6, 397 b 27 f.: "The sphere nearest to God enjoys most of his
power, then the one beneath it, and so on down to the regions inhabited by us.
Therefore  the  earth   and   things  terrestrial,   being   farthest   from   God's   influence,
appear to be unsteady, disjointed, and full of confusion."   This version of the argu​
ment fits  the  monotheism  of De  mundo  which  places  God   (as  Aristotle placed
Mind)  above the Sphere: with a slight modification of statement, the argument
holds in Stoic pantheism as well.
13  Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics IX, 8, 1050 b 23 £.: "And so the sun and the stars
and the whole heaven are ever active, and there is no fear that they may sometime
stand still, as the natural philosophers fear they may.   Nor do they tire in this
activity; for movement is not for them, as it is for perishable things, connected with
the potentiality for opposites, so that the continuity of the movement should be
laborious; for it is that kind of substance which is matter and potency, not actuality,
that causes this" (tr. Ross).

for the intelligibility of their law implies intelligence in their activa​tion.14 The degree of intelligibility, considered to rest in intrinsic rationality, is the measure of the grade of being; and by the infer​ence just mentioned, it is also the measure of the intelligence resid​ing in the object itself. (According to the modern view, it is a measure of the intelligence of the cognizing subject merely.) The apprehending of the rationality of the stellar motions by mathemati​cal reason, therefore, is nothing less than the communion of human intelligence with divine intelligence.
The Pythagoreans had found in the astral order the proportions of the concordant musical scale, and accordingly had called this system of the spheres in operation a harmonia, that is, the fitting together of a many into a unified whole. Thereby they created the most enchanting symbol of Greek cosmic piety: "harmony," issuing in the inaudible "music of the spheres," is the idealizing expression for the same fact of irrefragable order that astrology stresses less optimistically in its own context.15 Stoic philosophy strove to inte​grate the idea of destiny as propounded by contemporary astrology with the Greek concept of harmony: heimarmene to the Stoics is the practical aspect *of the harmony, i.e., its action as it affects terrestrial conditions and the short-lived beings here. And since the stellar movements are actuated by the cosmic logos and this logos functions in the world-process as providence (pronoia), it follows that in this wholly monistic system heimarmene itself is pronoia, that is, fate and divine providence are the same. The understanding of and willing consent to this fate thus interpreted as the reason o£ the whole distinguishes the wise man, who bears adversity in his individual destiny as the price paid by the part for the harmony o£ the whole.
The existence of the whole as such, however, is the ultimate and no further questionable, self-justifying end in this teleological scheme: for the sake of the cosmos its constituent parts exist, as
14 Cf. Plato, Laws X. 898 C: ". . . there would be impiety in asserting that any but the most perfect soul, or souls, carries around the heavens" (tr. Jowett). The idea was elaborated by Aristotle.
16 "They all together, singing in symphony and moving round the heaven in their measured dance, unite in one harmony whose cause is one (God) and whose end is one (cosmos): it is this harmony which entitles the All to be called 'order' and not disorder" (De mundo Ch. 6, 399 a 12 f.).
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the members exist for the sake of the whole organism. Man is such a member, and is by his reason called to fit consciously into the whole; but his is by no means the highest mode of being, he is not the end of nature, and the cosmos is not for his sake.
From the time of Poseidonius (one of the philosophic teachers of Cicero, second to first century b.c), the elevation of the intellect to the stellar regions becomes tinged with an enthusiasm betraying oriental influence and assumes sometimes the characteristic of a mystical escape from the misery of terrestrial conditions. An astral mysticism developed within the Stoa, yet without breaking the con​fines of cosmic monism.
The Gnostic Revaluation
Over this whole complex of sidereal piety, gnostic dualism comes as a new principle of meaning, appropriates the elements which it can use for its purposes, and subjects them to a radical reinterpretation. Especially the astrological scheme left by the de-personalization of Babylonian religion invited gnostic use and permitted the transposition into a new context of values. As a symbol of general cosmic law, the realm of astral objects had be​come so formalized that it could be filled at will with very different qualitative content. This content would ultimately be a function of what the world was conceived to be in its basic theological quality. Thus gnostic dualism, taking over the planets in the role in which it had found them, namely, that of rigid cosmic government, makes them on account of this very role the extreme expression of every​thing anti-divine which the world as such now represented. With all dependence on the material of tradition, no development but only a radical break leads from the position of sidereal religion to the gnostic conception of astral rule. The inescapable law of cosmic dominion, which even in the mixture of worship and fear charac​teristic of astrological fatalism had made the stars the highest deities, now provoked the violent revolt of a new consciousness of acosmic freedom, which transferred them in a body to the enemy side. For whatever reasons, the experience of this "order" had turned from a worshipful to a terrifying one. The all-encompassing necessity of its rule became an opprobrium of the powers that exercised it. The new dualism as it were "bracketed" the whole universe with all its

gradation of lower and higher levels and shifted it as a whole to one side of the duality. The spheric architecture as it had been elaborated by traditional cosmology was retained; but whereas it had included the divine, it now became closed against the divine, which was irrevocably placed outside it. And whereas the heavenly spheres had represented the divinity of the cosmos at its purest, they now most effectively separated it from the divine. Enclosing the created world, they made it a prison for those particles of divinity which had become entrapped in this system.
We can imagine with what feelings gnostic men must have looked up to the starry sky. How evil its brilliance must have looked to them, how alarming its vastness and the rigid immutabil​ity of its courses, how cruel its muteness! The music of the spheres was no longer heard, and the admiration for the perfect spherical form gave place to the terror of so much perfection directed at the enslavement of man. The pious wonderment with which earlier man had looked up to the higher regions of the universe became a feeling of oppression by the iron vault which keeps man exiled from his home beyond. But it is this "beyond" which really qualifies the new conception of the physical universe and of man's position in it. Without it, we should have nothing but a hopeless worldly pessimism. Its transcending presence limits the inclusiveness of the cosmos to the status of only a part of reality, and thus of something from which there is an escape. The realm of the divine begins where that of the cosmos ends, i.e., at the eighth sphere. The total gnostic view is neither pessimistic nor optimistic, but eschatological: if the world is bad, there is the goodness of the outer-worldly God; if the world is a prison, there is an alternative to it; if man is a prisoner of the world, there is a salvation from it and a power that saves. It is in this eschatological tension, in the polarity of world and God, that the gnostic cosmos assumes its religious quality.
We have seen in previous chapters that in this polarity the cosmic powers undergo a new mythological personification. The frightening features of the Archons are a far cry from a mere symbolism of abstract cosmic necessity: they are willful, anti-divine figures and exercise their rule with all the purpose and passion of a selfish cause. Thus, after the philosophical and astrological ab​straction of the Hellenistic speculation, the star-gods gain a new
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concreteness in mythical imagination—not in return to but at a yet farther remove from the "natural" view of earlier mythology. This is just one example of the fact that in the Hellenistic environment Gnosticism acted as a source of new myth-creation. But it must be noted that this new mythology, despite some genuinely "first" crea​tions, was a secondary one in that it supervened upon an older mythological tradition and constructed its new object-system out of the consciously reinterpreted elements of a complex heritage. In this connection the eminence accorded to the astral powers is not so much an authentic choice on the part of the gnostic myth-makers as a conversion of their pre-given role to the function which the new value-system required. Their eminence is to the same extent negative as it had been positive before.
The Greek Reaction; the Brotherhood of Man and Stars
Plotinus again bears witness to the resistance which Greek piety offered to this detraction of the stellar world; again we meet the tone of indignation that we found directed against the detrac​tion of the world in general.
They should desist from the horror-stories of the frightful things which allegedly take place in the cosmic spheres, those spheres which in truth are the givers of everything beneficial. What have they fright​ful in them by which to frighten those who are inexperienced in reason and have never heard of the well-ordered knowledge [gnosis] acquired by education? If their bodies are of fire, that is no reason to fear them, for they are in proper proportion to the All and to the earth; but one must rather consider their souls—after all, do not the Gnostics them​selves claim their own value according to theirs? ... If men are superior to the other living creatures, how much more superior are they (the spheres), which are in the All not for tyrannical rule but to confer on it order and harmony [Enn. II. 9. 13]. The stars too have souls, which far surpass ours in intelligence, goodness, and contact with the spiritual world [ibid. 16].
Obviously Plotinus' argument is conclusive only on the com​mon Greek assumption (tacitly presupposed by him) of the general homogeneity of all cosmic existence, which permits comparison between all parts by a uniform standard of evaluation. The stan​dard is that of "cosmos," i.e., order itself, and by this standard man

indeed must rank far below the stars, which achieve undeviatingly and for the whole what man may at best achieve passingly and on his small scale, namely, ordered activity. The argument as to worth is hardly convincing to us. How much farther Plotinus as the rep​resentative of the classical mind is here from our own position than the Gnostics are with all their mythological fancy, the following quotation will make evident.
Even the basest men they deem worthy to be called brothers, while with frenzied mouth they declare the sun, the stars in the heavens, and even the world-soul, unworthy to be called by them brothers. Those who are base have indeed no right to claim that kinship, but those who have become good [have acquired the right].
(ibid. 18)
Here the two camps confront each other with inimitable clearness. Plotinus maintains the unity of all being in the universe, with no essential separation of the human and the non-human realm. Man is in his essence kindred to the whole cosmos, even to the macro-cosmic entities, which are like himself ensouled; only they are incomparably better than he, superior in strength and purity of that which is also the best in him, namely, reason, and in this feature imitable by him. The better he is, the more he actualizes his kinship with the cosmic powers, that is, the more he increases the original generic community of his being and that of the total
cosmos.
Gnosticism, on the contrary, removes man, in virtue of his essential belonging to another realm, from all sameness with the world, which now is nothing but bare "world," and confronts him with its totality as the absolutely different. Apart from his accessory outer layers contributed by the world, man by his inner nature is acosmic; to such a one, all the world is indifferently alien. Where there is ultimate otherness of origin, there can be kinship neither with the whole nor with any part of the universe. The self is kindred only to other human selves living in the world—and to the transmundane God, with whom the non-mundane center of the self can enter into communication. This God must be acosmic, because the cosmos has become the realm of that which is alien to the self. Here we can discern the profound connection which exists
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between the discovery of the self, the despiritualizing of the world, and the positing of the transcendent God.
The Acosmic Brotherhood of Salvation
The pantheistic or panlogistic confidence of antiquity is shat​tered in Gnosticism. The self is discovered as incommensurable with all things of nature. This discovery at first makes the self emerge in its utter solitude: the self is discovered by a break with the world. At the same time, this recoil from cosmic alienness leads to a new emphasis on the fellowship of man as the only realm of kinship left, united not only by the community of origin but also by the community of the situation of aliens in the world. But this fellowship refers not to the natural and social concerns of men, that is, to man's worldly existence, but only to the acosmic inner self and its concern of salvation. Thus is founded the new brotherhood of the elect, or the believers, or the knowers, to which even those who by the standard of worldly virtue are the "basest" belong if they are bearers of the pneuma. That these "basest" are superior to the sun and all the stars is self-evident with the new evaluation of selfhood and nature. It is equally evident that the mutual con​cern of the eschatological brotherhood cannot consist in furthering the integration of man into the cosmic whole, as far as feeling is concerned, nor in making him "play his proper part," as far as action is concerned. He is no longer a part of this whole, except in violation of his true essence. Instead, the mutual concern of the brotherhood, thrown together by the common cosmic solitude, is to deepen this very alienation and to further the other's redemption, which to each self becomes a vehicle of his own.
About the ethical implications of the anti-cosmic orientation we shall hear more in the next chapter. Here, in our confrontation of the gnostic with the classical concept of cosmic law as especially connected with the status of the stars, we have to appreciate the symbolic significance of Plotinus' polemic. What arouses his ire— that the basest of men are acknowledged as brothers but even the highest elements of the universe (and even "our sister the world-soul") are denied this honor—is a precise expression of a pro​foundly new attitude whose heirs at a far remove we are still today. The gnostic attitude which here assumes an absolute differ-

ence of being, not merely a difference of value, strikes us as some​how more "modern" than the Greek position taken by Plotinus which in the comprehensive orders of the objective world recognizes a more perfect instance of our own being and grants to the wise and virtuous a kinship with these closer than that connecting him with the imperfect of his own race. Ranged in this opposition, in which it shares common ground with Christianity, Gnosticism becomes visible as what it truly is: one factor in the historic turning of the collective mind which we often hear described merely negatively as the decline of antiquity, but which is at the same time the rise of a new form of man. In what he criticizes, Plotinus shows us one of the roots of our world.
